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Publisher’s Note

This edition of The Letters of Martin Buber is based on the three-volume German edition Martin Buber: Briefwechsel aus sieben Jahrzehnten, edited by Grete Schaeder and published by Verlag Lambert Schneider (Heidelberg, 1972, 1973, and 1975). The English edition includes abridged versions of Ms. Schaeder’s biographical sketch and the preface by Ernst Simon.

The letters for this edition were selected and edited by Nahum N. Glatzer and Paul Mendes-Flohr.
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FOREWORD

by Paul Mendes-Flohr

This edition of Martin Buber’s correspondence was initiated by the late Nahum N. Glatzer (1903–90). It is based on the three-volume German edition Martin Buber: Briefwechsel aus sieben Jahrzehnten (Heidelberg, 1972–75), edited by Grete Schaeder, a German scholar, in consultation with the executor of Buber’s literary estate, Ernst Akiva Simon (1899–1988) of Jerusalem. In selecting the correspondence from the more than 40,000 letters collected at the Martin Buber Archives—housed at the Jewish National and University Library, Jerusalem—Drs. Schaeder and Simon were assisted by the director of the archives and Buber’s former secretary, Margot Cohn; Buber’s son, Rafael Buber; and Gabriel Stern, a scholar and close associate of Buber during his years in Jerusalem. Theirs was no mean task. The story of their labors and collective effort is related by Ernst Simon in his preface to the German edition of the correspondence, which is included in this volume in slightly abridged form.

Nahum Glatzer was also a close associate of Buber, particularly during the 1920s, when he served as a research assistant on a compendium of hasidic tales edited jointly by Buber and the Hebrew writer Shmuel Yosef Agnon. Repeatedly interrupted, this monumental project unfortunately never came to fruition. Glatzer later served as secretary and assistant to Buber and Franz Rosenzweig in their German translation of the Hebrew Bible. Glatzer and Buber were also colleagues on the faculty of the Freies Jüdisches Lehrhaus, founded in 1920 by Franz Rosenzweig in Frankfurt am Main. Upon completing his doctoral dissertation under Buber’s supervision, Glatzer succeeded his mentor in 1932 in the lectureship in the Study of Jewish Religion and Ethics at the University of Frankfurt. As is attested in the present volume, he corresponded with Buber throughout the years. Glatzer thus brought to the editing of Buber’s correspondence a rich and intimate knowledge of the man and his thought.

Sensitive to the cultural background and concerns of the contemporary English-speaking audience, Glatzer made the initial selection of letters to be included in this edition with consummate care. He chose and edited letters primarily written in German, but also in French and Hebrew. He added letters from Buber’s correspondence with Franz Kafka and the poet—who was later to become Buber’s son-in-law—Ludwig Strauss.

Glatzer also supervised the enormous and immensely arduous task of translating the correspondence, which took many years more to complete than anticipated because of the deaths midway in the project of the original translators, Richard and Clara Winston, and the need to find a successor, Harry Zohn, who most ably completed the translation. Unfortunately, during the intervening period Glatzer became increasingly frail and was unable to carry on. With his consent, Bonny Fetterman, senior editor of Schocken Books, invited me to assume the editorial responsibility for the volume. I accepted the assignment as an occasion to express my esteem and affection for Professor Glatzer, under whose direction I wrote my dissertation (on Buber) at Brandeis University during the early 1970s.

What remained was to review the translation and to make the necessary emendations and deletions. On the instruction of the publisher, I also sought to abridge the selection; in several cases, however, I added letters not included by Glatzer. These letters were graciously translated by Gabrielle Shalit of Jerusalem. On the basis of the notes in the German edition and some memos prepared by Glatzer, I wrote the annotations, keeping in mind, as Glatzer had, that the volume is addressed to an audience which is presumably not as intimate as the German reading public with the issues, personalities, and events discussed or alluded to in the correspondence.

It is with a special sense of gratitude that I acknowledge the assistance of Margot Cohn, the director of the Martin Buber Archives at the Jewish National and University Library in Jerusalem. With graciousness and understanding, she gave my numerous requests immediate attention, helping me to locate letters, photographs, and obscure information. I also wish to thank Beverly Colman for her meticulous copyediting and Bonny Fetterman for her patience, professional guidance, and friendship.

Professor Glatzer passed away in March 1990, just a fortnight shy of his eighty-seventh birthday. I had hoped he would see this volume, on which he labored for so many years, in print. Alas, this was not possible. I must now dedicate my own modest efforts to his memory. As my teacher, he taught me that scholarship is first and foremost a craft, and, accordingly, requires a careful and caring attention to detail, boundless diligence, and an insistence on perfection—or a single dedication to truthfulness and exactitude. Above all, as artisans of matters spiritual, scholars labor out of love, regarding themselves but as servants of both the vessel they shape and of those who are to drink from it. I trust my contribution to this volume reflects, however faintly, the exemplary standards that Nahum Glatzer embodied in his work. May his memory be a blessing.

March 1990


PREFACE TO THE GERMAN EDITION

by Ernst Simon

Until extreme old age, Martin Buber wrote almost all his letters by hand. He did not like dictating, and he particularly disliked dictating letters, aside from business letters, which called for a copy. What he always sought was establishment of a direct relationship with the other person, yet even in conversation this did not come easily to him. He put much effort into the task and with the passing years became more and more practiced at it—so much so that, at the end, as Grete Schaeder has shown, his method of achieving that relationship was in danger of congealing into a mechanical technique. The Thou that becomes habitual is soon changed into an It.

This danger is even greater for communication by letter, especially for dictated letters, but even for those written by hand. Of all the forms of human intercourse, letters are probably most susceptible to misunderstandings, precisely because of their position between direct and indirect speech. They freeze the temporary condition, allowing the writer no opportunity to observe the recipient’s reaction and promptly to modify it if modification is needed. In conversation we may sense a potential rupture of contact before it takes place, and can repair the rift, by a smile, an intonation, a gesture. A letter is different. It lies on the addressee’s desk, a definite fact, and it never reaches him at the same time and in the same space in which it was composed. This normal set of problems was complicated in Buber’s case by the fame that surrounded him early in life and that kept spreading in ever-widening circles to the very end.

A few years before his death, Buber asked me to be his literary executor. At that time he was thinking chiefly of his letters. He made it quite plain that he did not wish their publication to throw wide the doors to his innermost self. Thus his private life is inadequately represented here. There are many letters to friends, but even these almost always touch on important public questions, although usually they do so in a highly personal fashion.

By the time he was barely thirty, Buber’s growing reputation and stimulating works caused more and more unknown correspondents to turn to him as “an oracle you can talk back to.” This slightly ironical characterization of himself refers to a conversation that turned out tragically. But a real demand was being made upon him, and Buber tried to do justice to it in writing. If the “oracle” could not open its mouth physically, at least it could respond to the questioner in its own hand, with its handsome, vigorous script. Consequently, when we set about preparing our edition of Buber’s letters, we found few originals but a relatively large number of draft replies, often several drafts for a single reply. These testify to the extraordinary industry of a man habitually overworked. They also point to one of his fundamental virtues, his sense of “responsibility for the word.” Even the written word, he felt, must be addressed to a specific individual.

Buber bequeathed the majority of his handwritten papers, including his correspondence, to the Jewish National and University Library in Jerusalem. Dr. Curt Wormann, then the library’s director, was one of his close friends. It had already been arranged during Buber’s lifetime that Mrs. Margot Cohn, his secretary, would be appointed director of his archives. In 1967, Buber’s son, Rafael, who had been appointed administrator of his father’s estate, and I, as the literary executor, met in Luxemburg with Lambert Schneider.

Schneider, for many years Buber’s publisher, was familiar with our general aims. We first had to draw up a plan for gathering those letters by Buber to which we had found replies among his papers. At the same time, we wanted to persuade a person of stature to undertake the editing. The logical choice was Dr. Grete Schaeder of Göttingen. She was not only acquainted with Buber personally but knew his work well and was a highly regarded and perceptive literary critic.

With the collapse of Nazi rule, Grete Schaeder found in Buber’s work the pivot for her personal reorientation in a shattered world. She published a number of important essays on Buber in the Göttingen periodical Die Neue Sammlung. She then proceeded to a larger work, which was published as The Hebrew Humanism of Martin Buber.*

Buber had read considerable portions of the manuscript of Schaeder’s book and discussed them with the author. Its preface begins: “My book is bounty springing from my meeting and friendship with Martin Buber during the years 1961–1965.” It was evident that Grete Schaeder was the person best suited for the assignment. Hence, Rafael Buber and I were delighted when we were able to persuade her to undertake the project. She was assisted by Margot Cohn, who contributed additional material to the notes. Gabriel Stern, a Hebraist and Arabist associated with Buber for many years, contributed to the project translations of many of the Hebrew letters.

Our work could not have been carried out without significant aid from large institutions and their directors. First and foremost, thanks are due to the Martin Buber Archives of the Jewish National and University Library. Established within two years after Buber’s death, the excellent facilities of the archives are testimony to the generosity of the university administration and of the directors of the library.

Dr. Curt Wormann followed the progress of the work with active benevolence, and his expert advice gave it impetus in crucial respects. Even after his retirement he remained ready to aid the archives, in conjunction with the new head of the library. Dr. Mordecai Nadav, director of the manuscript and archival department, of which the Martin Buber Archives are a section, had a special interest in our undertaking.

In Israel, we received additional friendly assistance from the Central Zionist Archives in Jerusalem; the Archives of the State of Israel; the Archives of Hebrew University; the Weizmann Archives in Rehovot; the Jerusalem-based editorial staff of the major edition of Weizmann’s letters; the Schocken Library in Jerusalem; and the Bibliographical Institute of the Israel Writers’ Association (Gnazim) in Tel Aviv. We are likewise grateful to Mrs. Edith Rosenzweig-Scheinmann, the widow of Franz Rosenzweig, and to his son, Rafael, for an agreement that permitted both parties to publish selected parts of the Buber-Rosenzweig correspondence.

We also wish to thank other institutions for their generous aid: the Leo Baeck Institute in New York; the Dumont-Lindemann Archives in Düsseldorf; the Royal Library in Stockholm; the Swiss National Library in Bern; the YIVO Institute for Jewish Research in New York; the Albert Schweitzer Central Archives in Günsbach, Alsace; the Richard Dehmel Archives in Hamburg; the Julius Bab Archives at the Academy of Arts in Berlin; and the Arnold Zweig Archives in Berlin-Niederschönhausen. Institutions are run by living persons; our thanks are directed to these persons. We are equally grateful to the many individuals who sent us Buber letters in the original or in copies, and who almost always gave us permission to publish their own letters to Buber.

We received financial support from the Memorial Foundation for Jewish Culture in New York, and later from the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft in Bonn–Bad Godesberg. We are sincerely grateful to both institutions for this essential aid.

All the participants in this project deeply regret that Lambert Schneider, who took such a leading role in the planning and initial steps, could not live to see it completed. His friend and colleague Lothar Stiehm and his widow, Marion Schneider, assumed the task of publishing the work. Everyone who was fortunate enough to work with Lambert Schneider will continue to miss him sorely.

March 1971


* Trans. Noah J. Jacobs (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1973); Martin Buber: Hebräischer Humanismus (Göttingen, 1966).




MARTIN BUBER: A BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

by Grete Schaeder






I
1897–1918

Was Martin Buber a great writer of letters? We know him as a teacher of directness; we expect of him language that pours forth with primal power. Buber’s truest form of expression was conversation. He needed confrontation with the Thou for his own spontaneity to kindle, for the spark to leap out of the unpredictability of dialogue. For him, dialogue was not brilliant debate, crossing swords with the advocate of a different viewpoint. He was fascinated by the mystery of contact, which he later called “the interhuman”; by the realm of common concerns which takes shape in the course of any real conversation between persons. Buber wrote letters only when conversation was impossible. Nor did he care to pose problems by letter. For the most part, his correspondents are the ones who raise the intellectual issues—and for that reason alone it would not make sense to publish only Buber’s letters. In any given correspondence, he is chiefly the responder—and fully aware of the responsibility of this role. But whenever someone approached him personally, he was not content simply to offer information or to make objective points; rather, he tried to find the reply that would include his relationship to the other person, that would enable him to take part in the other’s life. Buber frequently supplies his answers only in the form of hints, leaving it to the correspondent to work out their meaning. And if the correspondent, greedy for Buber’s words and counsel, insists on specific answers to his particular problems, Buber may calmly but firmly rebuke him: “It seems to me that you mistake willingness to answer for ability to answer.”1

In his works, Buber tried to point out ways that could lead beyond the evils of the age, whereas in his letters he appears as an ordinary human being standing squarely in the bustle of contemporary life and struggling against its numbing power. Letters in our times are not what they were in more leisurely centuries. The gift of pure personal communication is in danger of atrophying; letter-writing often degenerates into simply attending to one’s correspondence. Buber, too, once complained to Franz Rosenzweig that he was not often free to indulge in a real exchange of letters. He spoke of what a burden it was for him to get through the daily mail. Buber becomes our fellow human being as we gain an appreciation of this aspect of his daily life, and we experience the extent to which his greatness stood the test of the everyday.

A detailed account of his life has yet to appear; acquaintance with his correspondence would be one of the prerequisites of such an account. While he lived, Buber never encouraged anyone to write his biography. He wanted his readers to seek the person he was in his works and to trace his personal growth in their development. But he himself has left us an example of the manner in which letters can prepare the way for a biography, or even to a certain extent can take the place of one: he published his friend Gustav Landauer’s letters as a “life in letters.”2

Letters that not only broach a subject of interest but also preserve the substance of encounters and open up shared intellectual horizons constitute contributions to a person’s biography as Buber conceived of biography in his “Autobiographical Fragments”:3 as notions of “exemplary” incidents in a life, of moments from which we derive meanings and decisions. Buber distrusted autobiographies that proposed to convey the continuity of a life, and above all he was wary of the type of self-portrayal that developed in Germany in imitation of Goethe’s Truth and Poetry.4 Such works seemed to him too flattering; he felt they failed to penetrate those deeper layers from which human action springs.

The bare facts of Buber’s biography can be quickly stated—his life was not marked by many external developments. He was born in Vienna on February 8, 1878. His parents divorced when he was three, and thereafter he grew up in the home of his grandparents Salomon and Adele Buber in Lemberg (Lvov) and on the family estates in territory that was then part of Austrian Galicia, belonged to Poland between the two world wars, and later became part of the U.S.S.R. At the age of fourteen, he went to live with his father, who had meanwhile remarried. His university studies dragged on from 1897 to 1904; again and again he deferred completing his academic work because of his intensive activity for the Zionist movement. In 1899 he met his wife, Paula Winkler, who shared his life until her death in 1958.

Grandmother Adele Buber provided the means for her grandson to spend the year 1905–6 in Florence, so that he would have the freedom and leisure in which to choose a profession. Buber at first thought of an academic career but then decided in favor of an editorial post in a publishing house, Rütten & Loening Literarische Verlagsanstalt. At the end of 1906, he settled in Berlin with his family and, despite his dislike for the metropolis, remained there for ten years. From 1916 until his emigration to Palestine in 1938, he lived in the small town of Heppenheim near Frankfurt am Main and did freelance writing. In 1923 he accepted a lectureship in the Study of Jewish Religion and Ethics at the University of Frankfurt; in 1930 he became adjunct professor of general religious studies. Even at that early date there was talk of his being invited to Hebrew University in Jerusalem, but no such call came until 1935, and he did not go until 1938. Up to 1938 he was director of the Center for Jewish Adult Education in Nazi Germany. From 1938 to his death in 1965, Buber lived in Jerusalem, where he held a post at the university as professor of sociology. In 1949 he undertook to set up a Seminar for Teachers of Adult Education, which he headed until 1953. After his retirement, Buber continued to teach, concerning himself chiefly with courses on the Bible. In the 1950s, he undertook extensive lecture tours in Europe and the United States.

The letters Buber wrote and received throughout his long life sharpen the outlines of these summary biographical facts, enabling us to see the life lines and the lines of fate, often from quite unexpected angles. The fundamental problem of his life—that he was at once a Zionist and a man very much at home in German culture—emerges in his formal works only as a fruitful conjunction. But the letters show the growing contradiction and ultimately the incompatibility of these two positions. Buber’s rejection of Zionist politics in 1904, as well as his decision not to enter academic life but to live as a freelance writer, were among his first crucial choices. Hitherto, the psychological background of these decisions has been dim, although they fundamentally influenced Buber’s life. The correspondence reveals his ambivalence during World War I; it also illuminates the patriotism of most German Jews. Even convinced Zionists supported Germany at that time, despite the fact that Jews were also fighting in the opposing armies. Few Jews were as keenly conscious of the two poles of their lives as Buber was.

During the war, many of his friends and disciples came around to espousing Zionism. Their decisions were precipitated by the repeated outbursts of anti-Semitism, by contact with East European Jews in the areas occupied by German armies, and finally by the Balfour Declaration. But for Buber, these events were not of primary importance. He had undergone personal religious experiences that produced a great upheaval in him at this time. He did not want to address either Jews or Germans, but to speak only to human beings and of human beings. Yet this vantage point did not reduce the fundamental tension in his life; rather, the tension became even greater. Buber remained a Zionist, remained loyal to the Jewish past and to the future that was to grow in Palestine. But whereas after the war his friends, fired by the sense of new beginnings and a deepened national identity, ventured the move to Palestine, or at least prepared to do so, he did not. Instead he lived in seclusion, concentrating on his new book, I and Thou,5 which he regarded as a personal religious mission. Any fundamental change in the outward conditions of his life, he felt, would impede the growth of the book. That the author of the profoundly Zionist Addresses on Judaism6 year after year postponed his immigration to Palestine was a profound disappointment to his friends and to many who knew him at a distance. I and Thou was a success, but one that was dearly bought. The book became the starting point of his worldwide fame—but it also marked the beginning of his isolation from his own people.

The years between 1933 and 1938 were, for all their trials, a high point in his life as a Jew. Faced with the rise of National Socialism, Buber became the great teacher and comforter. This is the role in which he appears in the speeches and essays dating from those years: he held up before the eyes of German Jews the image of the Jew as reflected in the mirror of his own tradition. He transmitted Jewish culture as a force that could shape them from within. But, as seen in the correspondence, even during those years Buber was not exempt from criticism. Nor was he able to carry out the plan he proposed in 1933 for a central Jewish cultural agency. The School for Jewish Studies (Schule für Judentumskunde), which he likewise projected, also failed to materialize. It had been conceived to teach the eternal values of Judaism and Jewish history, but the exigencies of the day took precedence.

Readers may be surprised to learn that there was considerable opposition to Buber’s appointment at Hebrew University. The story can be traced in the correspondence with his friends. During this period, it became clear to what extent Buber had distanced himself from political Zionism and from the ideological struggles in Palestine. Orthodox circles stood fast against his appointment as professor of theology. Only after a second round of efforts on his behalf was an acceptable niche found for him, but one that made the transition more difficult. In being assigned to lecture on sociology, he was effectively cut off from his most fruitful field of research, biblical studies. As late as the last year of his life, Buber raised the question, in conversation, of whether his proper task should not have been the continuance of those studies. The letters he wrote before his emigration to Palestine in May 1938 poignantly record what it meant to him to be starting afresh at the age of sixty, and how hard the translator of the Bible found it to master the spoken Hebrew of everyday life.

What is more, Buber’s presence in Jerusalem did not have the effect that his friends in Palestine had hoped for. Politically, he took up the line he had earlier maintained at the Karlsbad Zionist Congress of 1921: he spoke out for a binational state, for a peaceful solution to the conflict between Jew and Arab—for all the things he felt could save the Jewish settlement in Palestine from hostility and warfare. He spoke about Israel’s mission for humanity as an exemplar of the biblical idea of Zion. He argued that the Jewish community in Palestine should be a model for the world of social and religious rebirth. But his demand that Jewish nationalism clothe itself in the humanism of the Bible met with little response. The Jews of Palestine, living under daily threat to their lives, desired a Jewish state, desired something like tangible socialism or else the traditional forms of religion. On the whole, Buber’s national humanism lay outside their purview. He had come to the country too late to influence its evolution.

“When I moved to Palestine, it never occurred to me that I would be going among the goyim again. All I wanted was to affect the inner life. I am not concerned about fame. But I am concerned about influence, about traditions handed down from generation to generation.” Buber’s very moving words were recorded by Hugo Bergmann.7 In their light we should be cautious about labeling the next period of his life simply “world fame.” The letters Buber wrote during the last fifteen years of his life, to famous men and women all over the world, and the reverence and trust he enjoyed might lead us to make such a mistake. In Israel, Buber’s work failed to have a widespread following. Only a few weeks before his death, when the mayor of Jerusalem proposed in the city council that Buber be awarded the Freedom of the City, the question was hotly debated before a resolution was finally passed. The Orthodox party and the radical nationalists voted against the motion—a situation that was certainly ironic in view of Buber’s worldwide reputation.

During his last decade and a half, Buber underwent an inner change comparable to his development after World War I. Once again he wanted to speak “to human beings” and “of human beings”—and by now he had indeed come to the point where he could address his words to all humanity. Henceforth, almost every year this man in his seventies carried his humanistic philosophy to the United States and western Europe. He himself had in 1953 defined his mission: “to encourage and strengthen the fighters for a new humanity.”8 To non-Jews he had become the representative of contemporary Jewry.

An individual’s biography always says a good deal about the historical period in which he or she lived. This kind of historical documentation is the more telling during an era of crises and disasters. Jewry passed through just such an era in Buber’s lifetime. “The thousand-year history of German Jewry has come to an end,” Leo Baeck said as early as the spring of 1933, years before the full scope of the impending catastrophe could be foreseen. The century and a half from the beginning of Jewish emancipation to the entrenchment of National Socialism particularly stand out, for they mark the entry of Jews into modern European culture.

Until their emancipation, the Jews regarded their nationhood as integrally one with their religion, and indeed every area of life was permeated by religious law. Within a few generations after the emancipation, the Jewish temperament, entering into an exchange with the spirit of the host nation, exploded into creative achievement—and nowhere did this happen with such intensity as in Germany and German-speaking Austria. The historian of philosophy Julius Guttmann has called Germany “the birthplace of modern Jewishness.” There, in the course of the nineteenth century, scholars first embarked on the task of reconciling Jewish religion with the intellectual achievements of Europe. Germany and Austria became the center of Judaic studies; rabbinical candidates from eastern Europe finished their studies in Germany; and the German language, by virtue of its connection with Yiddish and with the Enlightenment, became the lingua franca for Jewry deep into Slavic eastern Europe.

Buber’s family is a prime example of the speed with which the Jews adapted to European culture and customs, and the manner in which Jews from eastern Europe took part in this assimilation. In Austrian Galicia, Buber grew up in a prosperous bourgeois household whose language was German; but Polish and Yiddish were spoken in the surrounding area. Until his death in 1906, grandfather Salomon Buber wrote letters to his grandson in German, albeit in Hebrew script. Grandmother Adele’s letters in German are composed in a curiously elevated language. The grandson became a master of German style and one of the most brilliant writers of his time. His grandfather, was a scholar who published critical editions of midrashic texts (ancient Jewish interpretations of Scripture) and a maskil (a follower of the East European Jewish Enlightenment) who retained an attachment to traditional Judaism. To this day, he is more highly esteemed in some Jewish circles than his grandson. By occupation he was a large landowner, a trader in grain, and the owner of phosphate mines. Grandmother Adele looked after the business affairs so that her husband could devote himself to his studies. Emotionally, she was linked to the world of German classicism and entered the maxims of the classical writers in her account book. To both these elders, tradition and Enlightenment existed side by side. Carl Buber, Martin’s father, with whom the boy spent summer vacations and to whose house he returned at fourteen, was chiefly intent upon managing his business affairs. He believed fully in the ideas of the Enlightenment, in reason and progress. His letters show that he had no understanding for his son’s interest in mysticism and Hasidism. A man of the world and a man of wealth, he was willing to apply his vast fund of common sense to his son’s practical problems.

Martin Buber left Galicia at the age of eighteen to pursue his university studies in Vienna, Leipzig, Zurich, and Berlin. His subjects were philosophy, German language and literature, art history, and psychology. What he was seeking was not so much technical knowledge of these subjects, or even an intellectual and critical grasp of them. Rather, he wanted to penetrate to the deeper layers of the emotional and spiritual values of German culture. Here, a symbiosis between the Jewish and German spirit became a fundamental quality. In the article “Jewish Renaissance” (1901),9 the only early essay he included in the 1963 collection of his writings on Judaism (it was written when he was twenty-five), Buber was already viewing the existing gulf between East and West European Jewry as a phenomenon consigned to the past. To the Jews of the West, “the modern age” meant western freedom of thought; but complete assimilation was too dear a price to pay for it. To the East European Jews, modernity was a slow process of synthesis between enlightenment (Haskalah) and Hasidism:


The Jewish renaissance is, like its greater namesake, more than a reknotting of torn threads. It too signifies—this should be emphasized once again—not a return but a rebirth of the whole man—rebirth that has been proceeding slowly, very gradually, from the days of the Haskalah and Hasidism down to our own time, and will continue to proceed. Slowly and gradually a new type of Jew is coming into being.10



This was the Jewish Renaissance, Buber held, to be sponsored by Zionism.

Zionism is a complex phenomenon, and any proper assessment of it calls for a detailed knowledge of its history. And Buber’s life is interwoven with much of that history. Though Buber can be considered a happy, albeit rare, example of a successful German-Jewish symbiosis, he was a Zionist from his student days and remained associated with the movement up to the very end of his life. His correspondence around the turn of the century conveys with remarkable fidelity the atmosphere surrounding the beginnings of the Zionist movement. Buber joined Theodor Herzl as early as 1898, when the Zionist Organization was just coming into being and in Germany consisted of small groups of young people.

Early Zionism was shaped by the forceful personality of Theodor Herzl. In the letters that the founder of political Zionism exchanged with Buber concerning the editorial policies of Die Welt and the activities of the Democratic Fraction (which opposed Herzl on several issues), we can detect the elements that ultimately led to the estrangement between the two men. But beyond that, Herzl’s letters convey his charisma, the personal magnetism of a complex leader. “He was hard and sincere, immoderate and dignified, noble and grudging, a man of moods and a man of action, dreamer and doer,” Buber wrote in an obituary of him. “The enigma of his personality is unsolved.”11

Herzl’s Zionism arose as a reaction to European anti-Semitism; his vision of a national Jewish state was a belated product of the century of nationalism and was conceived in terms of Europe and that continent’s national minorities. For Herzl, the Jewish question never became a question of the essential nature of Judaism. The trial of Alfred Dreyfus, the French Jewish captain, which he witnessed in his capacity of Paris correspondent for the Neue Freie Presse, forcibly impressed upon him the relationship of Jews to their surrounding world. He concluded, more determinedly than most of his contemporaries, that anti-Semitism was irradicable.

Another leading historical figure in Buber’s early correspondence is Chaim Weizmann. Like Buber, he was a Jew from eastern Europe and had pursued his university studies in Germany and Switzerland, but from 1904 on he lived in England. He was a distinguished chemist and a man with vast diplomatic talent. As a result, although once an opponent of Herzl’s brand of political Zionism, Weizmann eventually inherited the task set by Herzl of negotiating with the rulers of the world for the establishment of a “national home” for the Jewish people.

Herzl’s dictum “If you will it, it is not a dream” accounts for the feverish activity within the Democratic Fraction, the circle of young people organized by Buber and Weizmann, among others, in 1901, who developed an extensive cultural program. Plans and drafts, practicable and impractical, poured forth in torrents. Jüdischer Verlag (the Jewish Publishing House) was founded in 1902; plans for a Jewish academy did not come to fruition; and the journal Der Jude, for which prospectuses were already printed, came to nothing because of a shortage of funds. (The journal, however, was later realized by Buber alone.) Enormous inexperience in money matters was part of the picture. Weizmann’s preference for political negotiations comes to light even in his early letters; he is continually traveling between Geneva and western Europe. The literary tasks fell to Buber; he was expected to write the memoranda and position papers with which the circle hoped to win over influential personages and contributors. At first, there was something unreal and utopian about all this, but there was extraordinary vitality behind it. These people were living out Nietzsche’s glorification of the “creative deed.” But they could not go further than theories and programs.

In 1899, two encounters of great personal significance for Buber took place: he met his future wife, Paula Winkler, a Bavarian Catholic who later converted to Judaism, and he met Gustav Landauer.

Buber first made Paula Winkler’s acquaintance during the summer semester of 1899 at the University of Zurich. In those days, a woman student was still a rarity. We learn from Theodor Lessing’s memoirs12 that she had already spent some time in an artists’ colony in South Tyrol before she began her university studies. Lessing describes Paula as “a wild elfin creature, tough, brilliant, reckless.” Elsewhere he characterizes her—she was his student in Latin—as “uncannily clever and strong-willed.” On the whole, Lessing’s picture sounds hardly objective; it betrays his own sour feeling at his unsuccessful courtship of this lovely girl. But something about this portrait of Paula, with its mixture of down-to-earth and ethereal traits, is convincing. We are reminded of the way her literary work interweaves the plain and prosaic with the mythic and mysterious. And since Martin Buber in his foreword to a volume of Paula’s stories remarks, “She knew about things elemental from the ground of her own being,” Lessing’s phrase “elfin creature” seems probably to have been justified.

In 1901, Theodor Herzl spoke of Paula Winkler’s “great talent” and accepted pieces by her for publication in the Neue Freie Presse—a great honor in those days for an unknown young writer. That same year her “Reflections of a Philo-Zionist” was published in Die Welt.13 The Inauthentic Children of Adam, her first book, appeared in 1912 under the pseudonym of Georg Munk.14 Few suspected that a woman was concealed behind this name. In the prologue, she tells the ancient legend of the “inauthentic children of Adam,” a kind of mixed race resulting from matings between human beings and “unbridled powers.” The prologue in itself is a prime example of her vigorous, masculine style and the tart, elemental, pagan aspects of her nature. That primordial couple whose destiny she sketches in two terse pages provides the mythic core around which her stories revolve. She gives us the man whose yearnings fly “upward” into the airy element and who is constantly begetting hybrid creatures out of his myriad potentialities, and the woman who suffers visitations from the demons of the earth.

Paula Winkler was only a year older than twenty-one-year-old Martin Buber when the two met. But if we compare the letters Martin wrote to his grandparents in 1899 with those Paula addressed to him that same year, there can be no doubt that at the time she was the stronger and more mature personality. The essay “A Word about Nietzsche and Life’s Values,”15 written in 1990, betrays Buber’s immaturity just as patently as his “On Jakob Böhme”16 of 1901 exposes his purely romantic view of mysticism. Paula was aware of this childlike streak in his nature, but she was also aware of a spiritual faculty that, like her own, reached back to the depths of more primitive ages, although that faculty was constituted differently from hers. A passage in her “Reflections of a Philo-Zionist” expresses this:


At that time I had my first encounter with Zionism in other than an episodic fashion. The Third Congress was meeting in Basel.… There I experienced a human voice speaking to me with wonderful force. At times it was as if a child were speaking shyly, hesitantly, tenderly, timidly, not sure it would meet with understanding. And now and then the delicate blush of an unsullied soul spread over this person’s countenance. One moment it was as if my heart stood still, touched by sanctity. And at other moments it was as if he spoke with brazen tongues, as if all the bells in the world were clanging above me. This was no longer an individual human being; with primordial violence the tremendous longing, wishes, and will of a whole people poured over me like a raging torrent.



Paula Winkler’s letter of August 16–17, 1899, included in this volume, shows the passion and the intellectual intensity with which she committed herself to the cause of Zionism.

It is of tremendous importance that Buber, while still so young, met a woman who was his equal, indeed his superior, in poetic talent and articulateness, and who understood his achievement so completely and spurred him on. But their communion introduced a rather dangerous measure of poetry into ordinary life, an elevated mood which could scarcely stand up to the exigencies and misunderstandings of everyday reality. In one of her letters Paula describes her beloved’s features in terms of a religious vision. Similarly, there are some jottings by Martin dating from 1902, headed “For You,” which we would have to call a monstrous document if it were not the effusion of a very young man who cannot draw the line between life and poetry:


Not until you came to me did I find my soul. And if from that hour forth my soul has been sorely oppressed and cast into fetters—is not a poor child in peril of death infinitely greater in worth than all dreaming? And if my soul should remain barren until the end—am I not even so of infinitely greater worth than the golem to whom the Word has not yet been spoken? For before you came to me, that is what I was: a creature of dreams and a golem. But when I found you, I found my soul. You came and gave me a soul. Therefore is not my soul merely this: your child?



These words take on more meaning when we recall that Buber was separated from his mother in his third year. In his eighties, he still recalled that childhood crisis and recounts at the beginning of his “Autobiographical Fragments” that crucial moment in which he learned that his mother would never come back to him. “I suspect,” he wrote, “that all I have learned about authentic encounter in the course of my life has had its origin in that moment on the balcony [watching my mother depart].”17

Martin Buber disagreed with Freud and Freud’s key theories. He was convinced that his personal “trauma” was intimately bound up with the creative center of his being. In an unpublished quatrain written in 1963, he put the thought:


All that we are is God’s work:

Splinter it must; it may reassemble itself.

Timorous weakness and intrepid might

Are from primordial time bound to one another.



Out of the elemental insecurity of his sensitive nature, exposed as it was to the most extreme tensions, he developed inside himself that “psychic radar” which, like an invisible sense organ, caught vibrations of common human impulses inaccessible to others. It was this faculty that caused him to see the “interhuman” as a “primal category” of human reality. But all his life he remained sensitive to the sparks of interrelationships and was never so insulated against them that his trauma would fail to be aroused in an encounter. “For You” is an example of how those tensions could be discharged in “poetic” form. But within the framework of everyday life, these tensions posed a constant danger.

For a further sidelight on the relationship of Paula and Martin Buber, we should note the glorious playfulness of their addressing each other in letters as “dear Mowgli.” They did this for years. Mowgli, the wolf-boy in Kipling’s Jungle Book, stands for the oneness of mind and nature. Martin and Paula both identified with this symbolic figure, and so completely that difference of sex did not matter. There was also, within this conceit, a further meaning: that they shared the same name, were parts of a single identity. But they came to this point from opposite directions: the woman, elemental in essence, understood from within herself that nature is infused with mind; while the man soared off into intellectual mysticism, out of a profound religious need postulating nature as animate, permeated with mind—as his favorite poet, Hölderlin, had done. Even as a very old man, Buber could still say, “Love is the humanization of a cosmic reality.”18 The woman’s Thou was not yet “the Other”; the poesy of love blurred the differences, and the creative writing they jointly undertook corroborated the principle. A Believing Humanism19 includes a poem that Buber wrote for his wife in 1949, when he inscribed it in her copy of Tales of the Hasidim:20


Remember how in youth we set our sails

Together on the ocean of these tales?

We saw fantastic sights, grand and awry,

And we beheld each other, you and I.

How image fitted image in our hearts!

Each kindling each, with each one adding parts

To new descriptions, a new entity

Came into being between you and me.

We traveled far and yet remained at home,

We stayed together much as we did roam.

Our oneness waked the voice that testified

To ancient glory’s newly furbished pride.

So take this book and all it may portend:

It marks an end and yet it has no end,

For the Eternal hears, and hears us too,

Sounding our note from it, both I and you.21



For more than six decades, the exact meaning underlying these verses remained a well-kept secret, like the share that Marianne von Willemer had in Goethe’s Divan of West and East.22 While The Legend of the Baal-Shem23 was being written, Paula and the children were still living in Austria; Martin had preceded them to Berlin. Letters written during those months indicate that some of the legends were not written by Buber, but by his wife, working with the raw materials. Most of the holograph manuscripts have been preserved in the Martin Buber Archives in Jerusalem, and they confirm the evidence of the letters. Some of the legends ascribed to Paula in the letters were not included in the collection; a number of them remained unpublished or were placed in the folder in which the The Tales of Rabbi Nachman24 were kept. While those stories were being written, the couple was living in Paris, and, since there are no letters from that period, it is harder to obtain proof of Paula’s collaboration. A good many of Paula’s renditions of the hasidic legends and tales were printed almost without alteration; others were rather heavily edited, Buber tightening and shortening them, or revising the conclusions.

As a young man, Buber could not make up his mind about embarking on a university career. The thesis he worked on during the winter of 1905–6 in Florence was never finished. Yet becoming an independent scholar like his grandfather Salomon Buber would not have satisfied him. During the first forty years of his life, activity and the contemplative spirit were linked in a peculiar manner. To be a creative writer was not, for Buber, to lead an unworldly existence on the margins of active life. To him, the creative person was a “working creator.” He used the term, borrowed from Nietzsche, in the broad sense: this “working creator” was one who strongly influenced the shaping of things and thus had a hand in the renewal of the world. Like all disciples of Nietzsche, Buber was filled with restiveness. He opposed one-sided Jewish intellectualism and rigid traditionalism. He wanted to find the kindling, rousing words that would point the way toward a renascence of Judaism. There had to be a new, original Jewish literature to prove that the people had not yet reached the end of their vitality.

For reasons of this sort, Buber came to choose one of the most difficult professions in the modern world: that of the freelance writer. To Buber, the writer’s life was entirely part of the vita activa; it had a creative aspect and a critical aspect, and both as creator and cultural critic the writer affected his age. When we turn our thoughts to the Buber we have known as an old man in Jerusalem, we should not forget what a large part his endeavors as a journalist played in his life, especially during the first half of it.

Buber’s first stint as a professional journalist came in 1901, when he served for a short time as the editor of the Zionist weekly Die Welt. In 1902, he helped to found Jüdischer Verlag, which was to provide an outlet for the new Jewish art and literature. At that time he did not doubt for a moment that his “deed” for the Jewish people should consist in working for the cause of Zionism as a writer. Only two decades later, the young people who were emigrating to Palestine could no longer understand such a claim. In 1903, as noted, Buber planned the journal Der Jude. It was to be an independent modern review in which the cultural problems of contemporary Jewry would be aired. When Der Jude ultimately appeared in 1916, in vastly changed circumstances, it truly constituted a “deed.” Because of this journal, Germany was to remain a center for the intellectual currents and crosscurrents within Judaism, even though the political leadership of Zionism shifted to England after World War I. At the end of 1916, Buber, together with Salman Schocken and Moses Calvary, created the Central Committee for Jewish Cultural Work (Hauptansschuss für jüdische Kulturarbeit). Its publications were directed toward reviving Judaism within the German linguistic and cultural milieu.

Buber’s principal literary occupation between 1905 and 1916 was as an editor for the publishing house of Rütten & Loening. Among his other projects, between 1906 and 1912 he edited forty volumes of monographs on social psychology under the general title Die Gesellschaft (Society). In the course of this undertaking, he corresponded with many prominent personages in the German and Jewish intellectual worlds, and formed lasting friendships with quite a few of them. In his old age Buber described himself as an “atypical person”; as early as his work on Die Gesellschaft, we find him seeking to assemble around himself a circle of “atypical” authors whose work would illuminate the “interhuman” as a special aspect of reality. He was eager to enlist associates whose interests went beyond their areas of specialization and whose minds ranged over the whole realm of culture and its current problems. Georg Simmel, his teacher and friend, who dealt with subjects far beyond the bounds of his intellectual discipline, philosophy, became one of his first collaborators. Rudolf Pannwitz and Rudolf Kassner were stimulating, provocative observers of the culture whom Buber persuaded to write for Die Gesellschaft.

Another of Buber’s literary enterprises was the collecting and editing of older monuments of culture in the areas of religious tradition and mythology. His introductions and epilogues for these were virtually poetic works in their own right.

But all these editorial tasks could scarcely satisfy Buber’s sense of his own calling. Such work enabled him to influence his times, but it lacked true creativity. He found the outlet he needed in conjunction with a religious awakening: his discovery of Hasidism—the East European Jewish mysticism of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. “I perceived the idea of the perfected human being. At the same time I became conscious of my vocation to proclaim it to the world.” Working from crude and imperfectly preserved traditions, he wrote The Tales of Rabbi Nachman and The Legend of the Baal-Shem, which made his name as a writer.

He regarded his discovery of Hasidism and its presentation to West European Jewry as a significant achievement for the revival of Judaism as well as a contribution to the history of religion in general: “I took up the mission and carried it out more adequately than the immediate disciples.” This was the kind of “deed” that also allowed him to make use of his own gifts as a writer. Like the poets of the German classical period, and like many of his own contemporaries, Buber regarded “poetry”—in the wider German sense of creative writing in general—as “a natural form of prophesy,” to use the formulation of Johann Georg Hamann. And although the poet-seer Hölderlin remained for Buber an unfulfillable ideal, he felt he had achieved a union of the poetic and religious missions in his hasidic legends. He characterized them as “poetic works based on traditional motifs but following their own inner laws.” The historian Gershom Scholem called them a “creative transformation of Judaism.”25 Buber himself saw them as both creative endeavor and service to a cause.

During the years 1909–13, Buber delivered a series of talks, his Three Addresses on Judaism,26 to Bar Kochba, a Prague society of Jewish university students. Lifelong friendships, which would play a great part in his correspondence, developed out of this connection. (We are indebted to Hans Tramer for his study of the social background of the Bar Kochba Association.)27 Buber came to speak to the Bar Kochba Association through the efforts of Hugo Bergmann, who had entered the university in 1901, the same year as Franz Kafka. During and after his student years, Bergmann was one of the most active Zionists in Prague. He had read Buber’s pieces in Die Welt with great enthusiasm, although they did not meet until 1903, when Buber came to Prague. That same year, the nineteen-year-old Bergmann had given a talk on the East European Jewish writer Micha Josef Berdyczewski, who was also one of Buber’s early correspondents and who discussed with Buber the collection and publication of Jewish legends and tales. From the first, Bergmann felt the urge to express his Zionist beliefs in his personal life. He learned Hebrew and in 1903 undertook a journey to Galicia in order to meet East European Jews, whom he regarded as living representatives of an authentic popular Jewishness. Franz Kafka, too, acquired a new understanding of Jewishness from a troupe of itinerant Yiddish actors who were giving guest performances in Prague.

During the years after Herzl’s death, Zionism became bogged down in almost exclusively organizational matters. The young students from assimilated milieus, although they considered themselves Zionists, had no clear sense of the extent to which the Jews could still be called a people. Buber communicated to them a sense of pride in being part of a great, heroic past, along with the vision of an as yet unfulfilled mission to all humanity, to be accomplished by a renewed Jewry.

The Bar Kochba Association won fame beyond its own immediate sphere as a consequence of the volume of essays entitled On Judaism,28 which it published in 1913. The presiding officer of the class of 1912–13, who was in charge of editing the volume, was Hans Kohn. His preface voices the attitudes of his generation, which was convinced that the destiny of Jewry held an inherent dignity. The young people of this generation longed to bring about a new kind of community. Buber helped the project along by proposing distinguished contributors and using his authority to persuade them to participate. His own contribution to the volume was his address “Myth in Judaism.”29 Hugo Bergmann contributed the famous essay “The Sanctification of the Name.”30 A decade earlier, the first publications of Jüdischer Verlag had been largely ignored by the general public. Now, however, this compendium on the spirit and attitudes of Judaism and Jewry had earned an honored place in the public discourse of the day.

This first collection was to be followed by a second, but the plan came to nought, due to the outbreak of the world war, which scattered the members of Bar Kochba and radically transformed German Jewry. Hugo Bergmann, Hans Kohn, and Robert Weltsch returned from the battlefield changed persons. Bergmann, who in 1915 still felt closely tied to German culture, was now convinced that the question of whether Judaism was to be a real force or a dream in the life of the individual must be decided as soon as possible. In 1918, he tried to persuade Buber to go with him and a group of like-minded persons to Palestine and found a university in Jerusalem. A Zionist movement that continued to remain aloof from the life and language of Palestine would remain what it had been hitherto—“purely literary.” He did not minimize the difficulties involved in the change: “With every Hebrew line I write, I am inclined to weep at the inadequacy of word and thought which is the consequence of my ignorance” (letter of September 19, 1919). In 1920, Bergmann left Prague and his position there as a university librarian. In Jerusalem he began building what was to become the Jewish National and University Library. From 1928 on, he taught philosophy at the university and became its first rector, a post in which he served from 1936 to 1938.

The world war also affected the life of Hans Kohn. He was captured on the Russian front in March 1915 and did not return to Prague until January 1920. After an unsuccessful attempt to escape from a Russian prisoner-of-war camp, he was sent to penal camps in Turkestan and Siberia, where he witnessed the beginnings of the Russian Revolution. In his autobiography, Kohn calls the years he spent in Russia the crucial period of his life. Before the war, he had been a student of law and political science, also interested in philosophy and literature. Now he utilized the harsh and solitary period of imprisonment to learn languages and to study political science. Kohn was quick to realize that the chaos of the Russian Revolution marked a historical turning point of enormous import, and he applied his new understanding to his earlier concerns. What mattered to him now was to change the foundations of society and to turn Zionism in a more socio-political direction. The long and serious letter he wrote to Buber in 1917 reveals his development.

Kohn went to Paris in 1920 to work in the Zionist Organization, and the following year he had himself transferred to London. He arrived in Palestine in 1925, at first in the employ of the Zionist Organization, from which he resigned for reasons of conscience in 1929. He emigrated to the United States and, from 1934 on, taught as professor of history at Smith College. From his first encounter with the United States, he felt the country to be his home. “My son will be an American,” he wrote to Buber in 1934.

Robert Weltsch had studied law before the war, with the expectation of later taking over his father’s practice as an attorney. At first, he was not greatly interested in politics. A lover of music, he went off to war carrying the Bible and Hölderlin’s Hyperion. His postcards from the trenches of 1915, and his first article in Der Jude,31 indicate how deeply he was moved by the situation of the East European Jews who were caught between the fronts. As a journalist in Vienna, he witnessed the dissolution of the Hapsburg monarchy.

Weltsch accepted the editorship of the Berlin Zionist journal Die Jüdische Rundschau in 1919 and continued in that post until 1938. In effect, he was the leading journalist of the Zionist movement. From the 1920s on, he was subject to attacks from many quarters because he spoke out for reconciliation with the Arabs. After the Jüdische Rundschau was closed down by the Gestapo in November 1938, Weltsch went to Palestine, where he tried to carry on the journal under the title of Jüdische Weltrundschau. After the war, he took up residence in London as correspondent for the Hebrew daily Ha’aretz. From 1955 until his death in 1982, he edited the yearbooks of the Leo Baeck Institute.

Weltsch was the author of the draft resolution on the Arab question that Buber presented, with a few changes, to the Karlsbad Congress of 1921. It was adopted, but only in a watered-down form. The resolution stated that the Jews who were now returning to the Middle East family of nations wished to live in peace and friendship with the Arabs and to rebuild the land in joint efforts with them; that conquest of Palestine by force of arms and any domination or repression of another people was incompatible with the cause of Zionism. Along with Buber and Hans Kohn, Weltsch foresaw that there could be no firm basis for the Zionist program unless the Jews took account of the Arab population of Palestine. The civil and national rights of the Arabs in Palestine must be included within the general outlines of Zionist policies, they argued. The article Weltsch wrote in 1925, setting forth this point of view, aroused enormous ire. At the 23d Conference of Delegates of the Zionist Federation of Germany, which took place in Jena in December 1929, he came very close to being removed from his post as editor of the Jüdische Rundschau because of his views on the Arab question.

For Buber himself, during the years from 1916 to 1924, Der Jude served as the medium through which he participated in Jewish public life. To present Jewishness as “the living nation in all its breadth and depth, in its multiplicity, in all its forms and manifestations,” within the pages of a modern and independent review, had been his aim in 1903, when he first planned a journal to be called Der Jude. With German troops occupying large areas of eastern Europe, the “living nation” of East European Jewry came into the ken of West European Jews as real life-and-blood individuals. Der Jude became the forum in which the plight of the East European Jews was discussed.

As early as 1917, Buber began trying to persuade Siegmund Kaznelson to join him on the editorial staff of Der Jude, with a view to his eventually replacing him. Kaznelson, a Prague journalist, had been editing the Zionist weekly Selbstwehr since the end of 1913, and in 1916 he published a compilation entitled Jewish Prague.32 But after completing his university studies, Kaznelson joined the staff of Jüdischer Verlag.

During Buber’s lifetime, few persons knew how great a part his associations with literature and writers played in his life. Werner Kraft’s Conversations with Martin Buber,33 published in 1966, have thrown considerable light on this matter. Kraft modestly suggests that these dialogues touched only the fringes of Buber’s intellectual horizon, but in fact they were authentic exchanges marked by lively give and take.

Werner Kraft was among those who were caught up in their youth by the complex problems presented by Jewishness and Judaism. The first letters he wrote to Buber in 1917 mirror his agonized struggles to find an intellectually solid stance. By choosing the career of librarian, he himself became a guardian of the traditions of German culture. In this, he discovered precious unmined treasures and so laid the groundwork for his later proficiency as literary critic and anthologist of poetry. The Nazi assumption of power in 1933 inflicted a terrible shock upon this sensitive and conservative man. Immigration to Palestine provided him with solid ground, at least outwardly: he was able to contribute his labor power to the young country. He soon became one of the most important essayists in Israel still writing in German.

Kraft was close as a friend and a writer to Ludwig Strauss, whose works he later edited. Strauss was in correspondence with Buber from 1913 on, and became Buber’s son-in-law. He too was deeply and earnestly devoted to classical German literature, but from the start he felt at home with his identity as a Jew. Even his move to Palestine in 1935 and the shift to heavy physical labor did not disillusion him. He sang of the landscape of this new-old homeland in German verses of classical beauty. What is more, he attained what no other German writer in Israel had managed: “authentic bilingualism,”34 as Martin Buber calls it—also writing new works in modern Hebrew. Buber, too, wrote his hasidic chronicle For the Sake of Heaven35 first in Hebrew, but he was not surprised when a friend told him that the book truly affected him only in the German version. Buber passed over the essential problem of a whole generation of German-Jewish Israelis with the joking remark that “a love affair like mine with the German language is simply a fact of life.”36

In Berlin, Buber belonged to the Thursday Club, a literary café circle headed by Moritz Heimann, the well-known literary critic and editor of S. Fischer Verlag. Artists and writers of note associated with this group as members or guests. Buber met M. J. Berdyczewski, Oskar Loerke, and Efraim Frisch in the Thursday Club. In 1914, Buber became one of the first collaborators on the ambitious literary periodical Der neue Merkur which Frisch edited in Munich. Alfred Mombert and Hermann Stehr were also guests of this club. During the next decades Mombert followed Buber’s literary evolution with close attention, and Buber in his turn wrote an admiring article in 1922 praising Mombert’s “premythic” poetic works.

Buber’s personal relationship with Hugo von Hofmannsthal, the contemporary writer whom he most revered, came about as a result of Die Gesellschaft. Hofmannsthal had initially promised to contribute something but was never able to find the time to keep his commitment. An enthusiastic letter on his Oedipus and the Sphinx37 shows how early Buber had developed his feeling for the nature of myth and what was needed to bring it into contemporary focus. A rather tenuous connection with Hofmannsthal continued until World War I; then, after an interval of ten years, came the correspondence discussing The Tower.38

Hermann Hesse had been assigned the topic of crafts for Die Gesellschaft but found himself unable to handle it; such expository writing was not his forte. The personal relationship between Buber and Hesse, and their understanding and respect for each other’s work, remained. Buber was a frequent guest at Hesse’s home in Montagnola on his many visits to Switzerland. The apogee of their friendship, on Buber’s part, was his address in Stuttgart for Hesse’s eightieth birthday, in which he traced the writer’s intellectual pilgrimage. And it was Hesse who proposed Buber for the Nobel Prize for literature.

There was never any connection between Buber and Stefan George, although Buber met George’s friend Karl Wolfskehl shortly after the turn of the century. He appreciated Wolfskehl’s poetic vigor and knowledge of literature, and during the years before World War I, when Buber himself was collecting and editing myths and documents of religion, he regarded Wolfskehl as a kindred spirit. In the fateful years after 1933, the new tone struck in Wolfskehl’s volume of poems The Voice Speaks,39 and the isolation of the homesick and almost blind poet in his New Zealand exile, aroused a new sense of kinship that is expressed in Buber’s letter for Wolfskehl’s seventieth birthday.

Within Buber’s circle of more intimate friends, Kurt M. Singer represented the type of German Jew who became a Stefan George enthusiast—a characteristic phenomenon of the period. Singer was a political economist and an expert in finance, but he studied philosophy, immersed himself in George’s poetry, and at the same time sympathized with Buber’s insistence upon a Jewish renewal. These contradictions convey some notion of the tensions that were possible and present in those days within the mind of a highly gifted German Jew. When the Nazis came to power, Singer had already been lecturing for two years at the University of Tokyo. From that distance during the following years he took great interest in Buber’s work and life.

Buber’s new friends in Prague were not limited to his Zionist confreres. He also took a lively interest in the gifted literary men who made Prague a center of creativity at that time. The link between the two realms was established by Max Brod, who was also the major mediator between German and Czech literature and music, and who remained a lifelong friend of Buber’s. Brod studied law, then put in some years as a civil servant in Prague’s post office; he was a writer, musician, and philosopher. He shared enthusiastically in Buber’s ideas about a Jewish renaissance and, in the way that writers have of responding to ideas, he included them within his repertory of themes and transposed them into the problems of his characters. He early entered into correspondence with Buber and was among those who took an active interest in the publication of Der Jude. Prior to 1939, he was editor of the Prager Tagblatt; he succeeded in escaping from Czechoslovakia on the very night before the German army occupied that country. He went to Palestine, where he became literary and dramatic adviser to the famous Habimah Theater in Tel Aviv.

Brod was the literary executor and biographer of Franz Kafka, whose principal works were published only after his death and through Brod’s efforts. Buber met the great writer personally and exchanged a few letters with him. Every remark Buber ever made about Kafka testifies to the profound sense he had of Kafka’s stature as a writer and his distinctive humanity. Kafka, too, stresses in 1915 that his meeting two years earlier with Buber would be a lasting memory.

Another literary friend of Brod’s was Franz Werfel. Werfel too had found that Buber could evoke those deeper currents in Jewish life that brought a measure of peace to his excitable and passionate nature. Werfel speaks repeatedly of the beneficent effect that Buber’s work and presence exerted upon him, upon that inner ferment that drove him continually between anxiety and creative ecstasy. Buber published poems from Werfel’s Day of Judgment40 in Der Jude.

Among the most interesting of Buber’s literary friends was the novelist Arnold Zweig. In 1912 he published the highly individualistic Claudia,41 a book of stories that became a success only after their author had outgrown them. That same year he wrote to Buber to say that Buber’s writings had caused him to “delve into Jewish issues with all the intensity I am capable of.” The experience must have been intense indeed, if we may judge by the energy with which Zweig, during the next several years, sought to penetrate the whole complex of Jewish problems in literary work and personal exchanges. The war, which brought him into touch with the Jewish communities of eastern Europe, had a strong effect on his thinking. But the spectacle of widespread misery likewise strengthened his passion for social criticism and his socialist convictions. The death of Gustav Landauer was a lasting shock to Zweig; the personality of Landauer was for him the model of a humane and open-minded socialism that took its inspiration from poetry. Zweig left for Palestine in 1933. His connection with Buber did not cease, and it was not until 1947 that Zweig declared he would now be taking directions that led away from Buber. He had learned, he said, that it is not the mind which forms the body, but vice versa, that social conditions determine the nature of consciousness. He returned to Berlin in 1948 to serve the cause of socialism in the German Democratic Republic, where he was highly honored.

Since his days in Vienna, Buber had also had connections with the writer Stefan Zweig, whose human and intellectual viewpoint differed fundamentally from that of Arnold Zweig (no relation). Whereas Arnold Zweig’s temperament was bent upon political activity, Stefan Zweig’s was a contemplative spirit; his inner world was at once timeless and “of yesterday,” to quote the title of his autobiography. Both Zionism and socialism were equally remote from him. While never denying his Jewishness—he often wrote on Jewish themes and took pride in Jewish contributions to European culture—he always supplemented it with a consciously lived cosmopolitanism. Stefan Zweig was a humanist and pacifist; especially in view of the exacerbated nationalism arising out of World War I, he decried the idea that the Jews should ever become a nation again. In fact, he regarded the situation of the Diaspora as the unique vocation of the Jews.

Hans Carossa was a friend of Ludwig Strauss and linked to Paula Buber by their common Bavarian origins. In the last years before Carossa’s death, Buber gave him spiritual aid of the most precious kind. After World War II, Carossa bore the burden of the recent past very heavily; he suffered torments of conscience for not having offered resistance early enough. Buber sensed this distress and met him more than halfway with cordial friendship and undiminished trust. He fully appreciated Carossa’s autobiographical Unequal Worlds,42 in which the novelist drew up a reckoning of his years under the Nazis. Buber expressed his thanks for the book in a magnanimous letter.

No writer corresponded more fully to Buber’s conception of the ideal storyteller than his friend of many years, the Hebrew novelist S. Y. Agnon, who won the Nobel Prize for literature in 1966. He was of East European origin and grew up in an Orthodox Jewish environment. He lived in Palestine from 1907 to 1913. He then spent eleven years in Germany. In 1924, a fire destroyed his Hebrew library and all his manuscripts. The materials for the “Corpus Hasidicum,” the collection of hasidic sources that he and Buber had been planning, were largely lost in this disaster.

In an article on Agnon, Gershom Scholem called him the last Hebrew classicist.43 He meant this primarily in a linguistic sense. Agnon, he said, stood at the “crossroads of Hebrew”; his Hebrew exemplified the development of the language of religious tradition into the revived spoken language. Along with this went a movement from religion in a traditional sense to a spirit of reverential preservation. Among the writers of our time, Agnon was perhaps the purest of storytellers.

The poet Else Lasker-Schüler likewise crossed Buber’s path on several occasions, in the period before World War I in Berlin and later on in Jerusalem. There are several letters to Buber in the volume of her letters entitled Dear Striped Tiger.44

Buber met almost all the writers named here in the first forty years of his life. As a young man, he eagerly sought and cultivated associations with writers. They were important to him chiefly before 1918, when his own life was shaped predominantly by the literary enterprise. For that reason, they are here presented to the reader as a special group among his correspondents.

Not only famous writers were in correspondence with Buber. There was a constant stream of young people who believed they were destined to be writers and who sent him their literary efforts. Among these, Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport was closest to Buber and between 1910 and 1920 became like a son to him. Rappeport came from a religious family of middle-class Jews and met Buber after a lecture as a student in Vienna. Soon afterward, he changed universities. He studied philosophy and mathematics, bringing great talent to both disciplines. But his heart was in his writing; he turned out both narrative prose and poetry of fairly high caliber. Buber published Rappeport’s work in Der Jude, and in the postwar era he saw to it that the young man’s Songs of Praise45 came out in book form.

Gustav Landauer was among the founders of the Neue Gemeinschaft (the New Community), a literary circle that, as Buber put it, taught him “how community does not arise.”46 In January 1900, Landauer delivered a lecture to the group, “Through Isolation to Community,” in which the outlines of his subsequent fate were foreshadowed. “We are too far ahead for our voice to be understood by the masses.” In the winter of 1918–19 Landauer himself kept too far ahead of the revolution in Bavaria and was assassinated, a martyr to his humanitarian ideals.

Isolation and community—the two concepts suggest a tension that, according to Heinz-Joachim Heydorn, persisted throughout Landauer’s life and led to a constant productive restlessness. On the one hand, Landauer possessed a “rich aesthetic sensibility that made him utterly susceptible to the world of the mind and to music.” On the other hand, there was in him “a relentless spirit of protest that demanded revolutionary change of social conditions.… Years of continual agitation, of struggle for the underprivileged, alternated with long periods of meditation.”47 During his imprisonment in 1899, he prepared an edition of the works of the fourteenth-century mystic Meister Eckhart. And during the months before he joined the revolutionary forces in Munich (1918–19), he worked to complete his great book on Shakespeare,48 which was to guide a generation of Germans through the Shakespearean universe.

Landauer belonged to no political group and opposed all fixed party programs. He shared neither the liberal belief in progress nor the Marxist conception of historical process. Rather, he sought to revive those buried forces of community life originating in medieval forms of cooperation and to apply those forces to his own times. He looked to the spirit of old villages, the fraternally revolutionary principles of many a mystical and heretical movement within the Christian religious community. His Call to Socialism49 is an appeal to every individual to begin revolutionizing society here and now.

Landauer’s conception of revolution started with the individual human being; his program was that of a spreading humanitarianism. The great enemy of the kind of community Landauer envisaged was the state: “We do not inwardly take part in the coercive association called the state because we wish to create the true covenant among men, the true society, out of culture, and therefore out of liberty,” we read in the collected writings of the movement entitled Accounting,50 which Landauer himself edited. In 1918, there seemed to be a chance that his ideas might be put into practice. But even after the disintegration of the Wilhelmine Empire, the framework of the German state held together. Landauer underestimated the all too persistent forces of stability in political life—and the fact that the German masses would reject Jewish intellectuals as their leaders.

Landauer was a conscious Jew who nevertheless had no interest in the idea of a national renewal of Judaism in his time. He considered Jewish nationalism merely a detour and a distortion of the truly messianic mission of Jewry, which he thought should be to help build the true community of humankind. The humanitarian universalism of Judaism was so strongly developed in him that he could simultaneously feel himself wholly a German and wholly a Jew, and was aware of no contradiction in such coexistence. He was not conscious of the dubious situation of the Jews within the German nation. If he named anarchism as the ideology that best fitted his doctrines, it was because he regarded revolution not as an occasional political and social event, but as a permanent process of regeneration and upheaval within the life of the individual and of society.

Landauer’s literary personality and his preoccupation with the future of humanity became a model for Buber, increasingly so as time passed. Buber had written to him as early as 1903: “I have a great love for your way.” The two men agreed on the revival of German mysticism and in their enthusiasm for Hölderlin; both of them regarded the individual human being as both a microcosm and a part of a universal nexus that includes inanimate nature. In Buber, this universal nexus was at first perceived as a poetic element that he recreated in writing his legends; for Landauer, it was the source of what Ernst Simon has called his “social mysticism,” the effort to revive the buried forces of community cooperation by active love of neighbor. It is no accident that in Buber’s 1919 address “The Holy Way,”51 which is dedicated to Landauer’s memory, the interhuman relationship for the first time appears on the scene as the site of the actualization of God, and that Buber here introduces the concept of “revolutionary colonization,” which links the Jewish work of settlement in Palestine with Landauer’s utopian socialism. His friend’s death was one of the great shocks of Buber’s life: “I experienced his death as my own.”52

The stance of these two friends in World War I is characteristic of the various directions within German Jewry and of the general intellectual situation in 1914. A kind of prelude to the main theme was the plan for creating the Forte Circle, which developed during the summer of 1914. Buber relates:


In June 1914 eight persons met in Potsdam—Poul Bjerre, Henri Borel, Martin Buber, Theodor Däubler, Frederik van Eeden, Erich Gutkind, Gustav Landauer, and Florens Christian Rang—for a three-day conference. Its aim was to pave the way for the formation of a circle that advocated unification of all nations and that in a crucial hour would be able to give authoritative expression to that aim. Letters were exchanged with several other persons, such as Romain Rolland, who was unable to participate in the conference. During those days in Potsdam, the problems of joint activity were clarified and agreement was reached on the names of those who, together with the initiating eight, would constitute the circle. It was to be finally founded in August of the same year in Forte dei Marmi (hence the name Forte Circle). The outbreak of the war prevented that. It put the cohesiveness of the newly forming circle to a test that it did not pass.53



The beginning of the war showed up the political dilettantism in these efforts. Landauer, however, remained superior to all the others in the circle. From the outset he regarded the war as a disaster and a crime against humanity for which all belligerent parties bore the blame. The only thing that mattered now, he maintained, was to insure that nothing of the kind ever happened again.

Landauer saw inconsistency in the fact that Buber, the author of the addresses on Judaism, should have become so conscious of his links with the fate of Germany. Buber, of course, was not alone. Many German Jews fought for their country out of conviction. Prayers were said in the synagogues for the victory of German arms. Many Jews at the time regarded their military service as the ultimate test Germany would demand of them, the one that would wipe out every last remnant of anti-Semitism. Henceforth, they thought, they would be taken wholly into the German community. The ultimate disillusionment came when the Prussian Ministry of War ordered a census of Jews—once again the Jews were aliens to be specially registered. The dream of community was over.

Buber at that time was entirely caught up in the spiritual world of his Daniel: Dialogues on Realization,54 which centered around the concept of the human quest for an uncompromising and heroic life. Consequently, Buber thought he could sum up the given historical moment in terms of the Aristotelian concept of kinesis,55 as a transition from potentiality to reality, as the dawn of a great new era. Landauer, who reacted to the war neither as a German nor as a Jew, but rather as a citizen of a cosmopolitan mankind that did not yet exist, wrote Buber a long and bitter letter in 1916, charging him with aestheticism and intellectual confusion.56 But in February 1919, when Landauer was staking everything on transforming the Bavarian revolution into an actualization of utopian socialism, Buber proved to be the more farsighted of the two:


I found your letter upon my return from Munich, where I have spent a profoundly stirring week in constant association with the revolutionary leaders, a week whose grimly natural conclusion was the news of [Kurt] Eisner’s assassination. The deepest human problems of the revolution were discussed with the utmost candor; in the very heart of events, I threw out questions and offered replies; and there occurred nocturnal hours of an apocalyptic gravity, during which silence spoke eloquently in the midst of a discussion, and the future became more distinct than the present. And yet, for all but a few, it was nothing but mere bustle, and face to face with them I sometimes felt like a Cassandra. As for Eisner, to be with him was to peer into the tormented passions of his divided Jewish soul; nemesis shone from his glittering surface; he was a marked man. Landauer, by dint of the greatest spiritual effort, was keeping up his faith in him, and protected him—a shield-bearer terribly moving in his selflessness. The whole thing, an unspeakable Jewish tragedy. To Landauer himself, who witnessed the assassination of Eisner and who refused to take the opportunities to escape that were offered him, it was more: the road into the future that could come only through self-sacrifice (Buber to Ludwig Strauss, February 22, 1919).



II
1918–1933

For any assessment of the personality and achievements of Martin Buber, the crucial question is whether we see a new beginning in his life after World War I. Incipit vita nova—with these words Buber ended a letter of October 27, 1918. Was this a statement of truth? Buber’s letters must again be called upon for their testimony about his dealings with other people.

Buber was forty years old as World War I was approaching its end, and outwardly the cessation of the fighting changed nothing for him. The literary man’s way of life is hard to throw off, and there are critics who say that Buber never outgrew the role of a mystically inclined man of letters. Gustav Landauer showed that he was more than a literary man by becoming a martyr (May 2, 1919); by his death, he bore witness to his ideal of the renewal of humanity—and also proved how impossible it was for the intellectual of his day to make a reality of that ideal. Buber saw both poles of this tragedy, and he tried to use them as guideposts in his own life. Two weeks prior to Landauer’s murder, when the tragic character of his friend’s life had become manifest, Buber published an article in the Frankfurter Zeitung entitled “What Is to Be Done?”57 The activist may be inclined to say: Ah yes, another article! But Buber also collected the signatures of prominent individuals who were prepared to come to Landauer’s defense when he was threatened. At the same time, Buber was negotiating with the publisher Kurt Wolff of Leipzig concerning a publishing venture of a most unusual kind. He wanted to establish a literary center for all those groups in the country devoted to a socialism of a special kind, a “decentralized communism,” as Wolff called it. The center would gather together all those who did not expect salvation from state communism, but rather hoped to attain social reconstruction by changing human attitudes. There was talk of compiling a book called “Die Gemeinschaft” (Community), of publishing a newspaper, and of bringing out a series of literary works that would influence German intellectual life in the manner of the Cahiers de la Quinzaine that Charles Péguy had founded in 1900. Wolff could not bring himself to plunge into this enterprise, which would have given his publishing house an entirely new character. But Buber published two slender paperback volumes entitled Words for Our Times,58 which can be fully understood only in connection with the earlier broader plans. These pamphlets were intended as a kind of manifesto to rally kindred spirits.

That intention is expressed in the title of the first pamphlet, Principles. In it, Buber attempts to clarify certain fundamental concepts and to reduce them to such a simple formula that all men of goodwill can understand them. He deals with the nature of man and his relationship to God, with man’s responsibility for the earth, with the meaning of mutual aid, and with such questions as: What is intellect? and What is leadership? In the second pamphlet Buber presents his theories on how social reconstruction is to emerge from the tissue of community life, from the village community, and from a union of such communities. Once more, “natural bonds” are to grow up among men, in contrast to the “orderly separateness” of present-day society. The ideas from which Buber starts are Landauer’s—but Landauer let himself be drawn into premature political upheaval, into violent revolution. Buber takes the path of “conservative revolution.” His socialism is a socialism with God, a voluntary joining together of people who wish to prepare the way for the kingdom of God. In Buber, Landauer’s utopian socialism takes on libertarian, religious, and sectarian features.

Whoever wishes to take the course of “conservative revolution” and begin the rebuilding of society by changing individual human beings must start with child-rearing and popular education. How serious Buber was about the actualization of his ideas is indicated by his work at the Heppenheim Conference in the spring of 1919. A group of like-minded people were to establish a center for the revamping of the entire educational system. The most important institutions of education and culture—elementary schools, secondary schools, universities, and adult education programs—would be examined in terms of the intellectual crisis of the age, and ways to reform them would be sought. In May, a program signed by Buber, Theodor Spira, and the lawyer Edward Staedel was issued; the list of intended participants contains sixty-four names of scholars, teachers of all kinds, senior government officials, writers, and artists.

Even at that time, Buber’s own theme was adult education. The masses were seeking admittance to the culture, decaying and disintegrating though it was. The old type of adult education, broad in its approach, transmitted the stuff of knowledge in a diluted form, without showing the student how to grapple with problems. Schools of adult education should not be mere substitutes for a university, Buber argued. Rather, the individual striving to educate himself should work in intimate partnership with the teachers and thereby experience something of the way science and scholarship came into being. In order to be a genuine instrument of popular education, the adult education school must bring together workers and university students, thus forming a living cell of community from the start. The conference ended in a resolution to draw up memoranda that would provide the basis for an autonomous educational organization. The conference members intended to meet again in smaller groups to discuss further questions.

Landauer’s example could be summed up for Buber in the commandment: “Thou shalt not hold thyself aloof.” This admonition also affected his relationship to Zionism in 1919. The purely literary activity of editing Der Jude no longer satisfied him. He looked around for new ways to exert influence, for new practical work. Although Landauer had never been a Zionist, Buber felt that in Palestine, if anywhere, actualization of the true human community that Landauer had in mind would be possible. There the potentialities for a real new beginning existed; the Jewish commonwealth that was developing there would not be hampered by previously existing institutions and constitutional forms. Because that commonwealth was being founded by like-minded people creating afresh out of the primitive forms of community life, there was the possibility of charting new territories of creative socialism.

In February 1919, Buber tried to convoke a conference of German socialist Zionists to meet in Munich. Because of the political events in Bavaria, that conference was first postponed and finally called off. During the following period Buber joined the German branch of the Hapoel Hatzair, a non-Marxist proletarian socialist group whose leader in Palestine was A. D. Gordon. The editor of its official organ, Die Arbeit, was Ludwig Strauss. Buber participated in what was afterward called the Founders Conference of the German Hapoel Hatzair in the spring of 1920, where it joined with another non-Marxist socialist group to become the Hitachdut Hapoel Hatzair ve-Tzeirei Tzion. It was as a delegate of this organization that Buber went to Karlsbad in 1921 for the first Zionist Congress after World War I. Buber warned the Zionists against succumbing to excessive nationalism of the European type and against imitating imperialist methods. He tried to put across a resolution pledging reconciliation and cooperation with the Arabs as the basis for Palestinian political life. After prolonged discussions, this resolution, greatly diluted, was accepted as a tactical measure rather than as a strict obligation. Buber was so shocked by this that for years thereafter he steered clear of any political activity. The fact that the ideal of a true human community could be subordinated to real or apparent national interests, and that even in his own camp the end justified the means, made him realize that he could not endure the Medusan countenance of politics.

The reform of mankind by means of a new conception of culture and popular education, without revolution, but undertaken here and now rather than postponed to some distant future; collaboration in the preparations for a Palestinian commonwealth that was to become the model of a true community of men—these were all part of his program. But the most important medium through which Buber hoped to influence his times was his own creative achievement, his work on I and Thou, which occupied him for more than six years. For Buber, I and Thou (1923) was not just a literary work but the indispensable prerequisite, the necessary foundation for the renewed sense of community that was still to be created. “A neglected, obscured primal reality had to be made visible.”59 Buber felt that this book was something imposed upon him as a kind of religious obligation; it was as if he were compelled to show his contemporaries the divine actuality that he himself had experienced. I and Thou was conceived as the first part of a five-volume work; Buber called it his “prolegomena.” But the remaining four volumes never appeared. We know the plan for the rest from an undated outline60 and from a letter to Franz Rosenzweig dated September 14, 1922: volume 2: Primal Forms; volume 3: Knowledge of God and the Law of God; volume 4: The Person and the Community; volume 5: The Power and the Kingdom.

Buber’s “movement into reality,” as Wilhelm Michel has called this evolution,61 is a highly complicated phenomenon that was not characterized by a clear-cut plan. Rather, it took place in the course of a gradual concentration and illumination of his life’s realities. The decisive step, which brought him into a realm beyond his purely literary existence, was his assumption of teaching duties at the University of Frankfurt and in Rosenzweig’s Freies Jüdisches Lehrhaus (Free Jewish House of Learning)—the Lehrhaus, as it was called. As a result of these activities, and by conducting courses in which he lived closely with a select group of people and was at their disposal to answer questions, Buber more and more entered into the role of great Jewish teacher, the role for which he is best known today.

In all this, he was not breaking with his past; rather, he was undergoing a gradual transition, while continuing his literary work. It is significant that his first lecture in the Lehrhaus dealt with the substance of I and Thou. What was to come after I and Thou, “The Primal Forms of Religious Life,” was likewise delivered as a lecture at the Lehrhaus. The demands of scholarship, which went along with his teaching, kept him from writing the continuations of I and Thou, although he also became dissatisfied with the form in which he had planned those future volumes. He came around to thinking that the philosophical-religious treatise he had in mind was basically immature. He still had a long way to go before it became possible for him to carry further, in a philosophically relevant manner, the “dialogical principle” set forth in I and Thou, and to do so within a framework of “philosophical anthropology”—that is, the science of man viewed philosophically.

A further decisive step was taking on the translation of the Bible in 1925. This was to be a joint effort, a collaboration with Franz Rosenzweig, one of the great Jewish thinkers of the century. Once more a literary task became a mode of mastering reality. Buber was serving God’s Word, teaching himself objectivity and the techniques of scholarly research, even while the task demanded the utmost of his poetic gifts.

Franz Rosenzweig, Buber’s friend in midlife, played a part in his “movement into reality” that can scarcely be overestimated. After the founding of the Lehrhaus, Rosenzweig succeeded in doing what the German university had hitherto failed to do: luring Buber out of the seclusion of his study and persuading him to undertake active teaching. This was not initially intended as an existential commitment, but it became so with Rosenzweig’s severe illness, which cast into question the survival of the Lehrhaus. A long letter from Rosenzweig also induced Buber to offer himself to the University of Frankfurt in Rosenzweig’s stead, as lecturer on Jewish religious thought and ethics. Rosenzweig, at the conclusion of his magnum opus, The Star of Redemption, had set down the words “Into Life.”62 He knew that an existential mode of thinking must not remain a monologue, that existential truth meant meeting the test of life. He had to meet that test not only as a teacher and a father, but also in preserving his faith while suffering an incurable disease that paralyzed his limbs and robbed him of the medium through which he had interpreted God’s revelation: speech.

The Star of Redemption did not influence I and Thou, but it was partly responsible for Buber’s decision not to write sequels to that work. Rosenzweig’s book had exhausted the possibilities of an existential collaboration between philosophy and theology in a particular direction; it had rediscovered the philosophizing theologian who takes the Jewish Bible as his starting point. God, the world, and the individual were aligned in relation to one another with strict consistency. The interpenetration of biblical revelation with Johann Georg Hamann’s linguistic philosophy, which Buber’s I and Thou only hinted at, had already become a method for Rosenzweig. Buber had intended to discuss this connection between religion and linguistic philosophy in a preface that he omitted on Rosenzweig’s advice. For Buber, “language” was the “primal act of the human mind.” On the one hand, there is the divine mind, which speaks to man by means of the world, as Creation, and by means of the biblical revelation. On the other hand, there is the human mind, for which the world becomes real when it establishes its relation to it through language. This human mind may turn to God in prayer. In other words, the essence of Creation is interrelationship.

Some of Rosenzweig’s letters to Buber may be found in the volume Letters63 edited by Rosenzweig’s wife in collaboration with Ernst Simon. But the selection process necessitated the omission of many letters, even such important ones as the letter on I and Thou, which, along with the comment of Florens Christian Rang, remains the most telling response to this work that Buber received. (Rozenweig’s and Rang’s letters are included in the present volume.) It showed the profoundest understanding that Buber was to find, and at the same time it contained the most incisive criticism. The “It” world had not been given its due in Buber’s book, Rosenzweig argued, nor could it be when one started from the “basic word” I-Thou. The starting point could only be the relationship of that world to God. It must be seen as part of his creation. But, in that relationship, what counted was not the individual ego, the I, but the praying We. Even conceding, as Rosenzweig did, that the I-Thou relation in Buber’s sense was not mysticism but reality, it was evident that a reality of exalted moments was involved—preliminary stages to ecstasy—and that such transports could not lead to solid forms of community life. Buber had actually failed in his depiction of the “It” world—just as in 1913 he had not succeeded in writing the second part of Daniel, which was to deal with the “actualization” of God in history.

Only a few of Buber’s letters to Rosenzweig have hitherto seen print. Buber himself published seven letters on “Revelation and the Law.”64 This was long after he had abandoned his earlier plan to reply to Rosenzweig’s essay “The Builders: Concerning the Law,”65 which was written in 1923 and addressed to him. In this essay, Rosenzweig had interpreted Jewish religious law, which Buber did not accept, as a commandment addressed to every Jew. Thus he had included the solitary contemporary “I” once again in the chain of the “We.” Buber’s correspondence with Rosenzweig is the deepest and most important exchange of letters he conducted. Not the separate letters of the one partner or the other, but only the correspondence between the two—sometimes a rapid-fire daily exchange—can adequately convey the intensity and significance of their communication. Yet the letters only accompanied and supplemented the conversations that were regularly taking place in Rosenzweig’s house. That fact accounts for the highly private language with its sometimes opaque allusions.

From 1925 on, the friends were united above all by their joint work on the translation of the Bible. Collaboration with a paralyzed man whose speech was also impaired required, on both sides, the kind of small-scale heroism that is harder to maintain for years on end than the performance of any sudden grand deed. Only their joint conviction of the necessity of this task made it possible. But the correspondence indicates that, for all the seriousness of their efforts, humor and gaiety played their part as well. Nahum N. Glatzer, who was present at many of these working sessions, reports details of the discussions that fully confirm this impression.66 The work thus jointly begun became, for Buber, an obligation that fettered him to Germany during the 1920s and that long after Rosenzweig’s death continued to make emigration to Palestine difficult for him.

The necessity for constant elucidations of the biblical text prompted Buber to plunge into extensive biblical research, in the course of which his highly personal method emerged. This method deviated equally from the Jewish and the Christian theology of the times. Buber’s view of the Jewish Bible was conservative but not apologetic. While willing to pay attention to the theories of Christian scriptural critics, he did not hesitate to express his own religious attitudes. “Is it a book that counts for us? It is the voice that counts.”67 The entire history of the world, the “secret, real world history,” was to Buber a dialogue that God is conducting with mankind. That, Buber held, could be demonstrated by the history of the Jewish people. The colloquies on religion that Buber held with Christian theologians during the last years of the Weimar Republic are proof of the prestige he had acquired as a representative of Jewish theology.

But one may ask whether, by the end of the twenties, Buber in his “movement into reality” had lost much of the motive force of his youth: the ideal of Zionism. All his activities at this time, his efforts to unite work as creativity with work as service to the community, necessarily held him fast in Germany. Could he fail to realize that his busy life was making it impossible for him to satisfy the expectations he had aroused in a whole generation of his first disciples: that of being their leader in Palestine? In 1924 Buber saw plainly the task to which he was called: to establish a school of adult education (a Volkshochschule) as an instrument for the education of the people. Not in Germany, where such a school would stand in the shadow of the university, but in Palestine, where no university had yet been created. There lay the chance to make a reality of his concept: “An institution for real popular education, not for certain classes who enjoy the privilege of education, but, as the name Volkshochschule implies, for the whole nation that is coming into being.”68

Buber was willing to undertake this task, but he thought he would be able to direct the action from Germany, that only a temporary stay in Palestine would be needed. From his 1926 lecture “National Education as Our Task,” we see how Buber thought he could combine his duties toward Zionism with his other tasks.69 Even after 1929, when the prospect loomed of Buber’s becoming chancellor of Hebrew University,70 he thought at first of dividing his time and work between Germany and Jerusalem. The reason is set forth in a letter of January 31, 1926: “As far as productivity is concerned, I cannot Hebraize myself, and I must content myself with living and dying as a border guard.” He was unable to make the decision to cut himself off completely from Germany—the decision had to be made for him. The practical Zionists, who were already going to Palestine in the early twenties, were unable to understand that. Of all those who reproached him for the contradiction between his theory and his practice, the most unyielding was Gershom Scholem.

The correspondence between Buber and Scholem is testimony to an unusual relationship that, over the course of five decades, embraces a portion of Jewish intellectual history.

The beginning went far back indeed. In the early summer of 1916, Gerhard Scholem, then eighteen years old, offered the editor of Der Jude an essay on the Jewish youth movement. It was not possible, he argued, to occupy a place simultaneously in Berlin and in Zion. That meant, among other things, that a convinced Zionist could have nothing to do with the Germans’ war—and since Scholem expressed this opinion while he was still in secondary school, he was soon expelled.

Scholem also disagreed with the Germanophilic politics of Der Jude and frankly spoke his mind on the matter. Buber refused to be offended; he asked the young student for further contributions to the magazine—he early recognized Scholem’s potential to become a great scholar. The correspondence between the two continued, especially after Scholem began assembling a bibliography of kabbalistic texts. Even in those early days, he urged Buber to cite the exact sources for his hasidic stories.

Scholem himself went to Palestine in 1923; from 1925 on, he taught the history of Jewish mysticism at Hebrew University. Throughout those years, he continued to report with utmost gravity on the country’s political problems and anxieties, implicitly asking Buber how he could square it with his conscience to remain away, rather than exert his influence on the spot in Palestine itself. When the question of Buber’s university appointment became acute after 1933, it was Scholem, as the person closest to Buber in terms of academic discipline, who proposed him and pushed through the offer, at least from the faculty’s side. Even when Scholem publicly declared that Buber’s conception of Hasidism did not correspond to the historical phenomenon, no breach between the two men ensued. To be sure, Buber was hurt by the younger man’s criticism. On the other hand, Scholem’s essay “Martin Buber’s Conception of Judaism”71 is evidence of a lifelong wrestling with both Buber the man and with the questions he posed.

Scholem’s strength as a scholar lay in the great systematizing powers of his mind, which he applied to the vast and intricate body of Jewish mysticism. By dedicated labor throughout his life, he succeeded in integrating that complex into the course of Jewish religious history. He applied the methods of “value-free” western scholarship to the highly controversial area of Jewish mysticism, and he trained students to carry on the work as he had outlined it. His own religious attitudes do not emerge from his writings. To Buber, religious scholarship no longer needed to be apologetic, but it was also not value-free; at no time did he consider religion a private matter.

In Buber’s early hasidic writings, there is a favorite word that particularly annoyed Scholem. It was the word “consecrate” or the phrase “to consecrate things to God.” For Buber, consecration signified a sacramental service which was to prepare the way for the Messianic Age. To many Jews, this idea was unspeakably naive; they found it hard to fathom that Buber really held it. And certainly the idea is comprehensible only in the context of Buber’s poetic bent. Buber never wanted to be a theologian, but from Scholem’s viewpoint his “religious existentialism” could not help seeming to be a kind of theology. Faced with it, the historian of religion felt obliged to undertake the task of demythologization.

Ernst Simon was Buber’s closest friend during the last years of his life, and Buber named him his literary executor. That relationship, too, goes back to collaboration on Der Jude, when Simon was a young historian and student of German literature. Within the circle of Buber’s friends, and within German Jewry as a whole, Simon represents a rather uncommon type: the Zionist loyal to religious tradition. Simon became a Zionist as a result of his experiences during World War I. He owed his religious attitudes largely to the great Frankfurt rabbi Nehemiah Anton Nobel and to Franz Rosenzweig.

Early in 1923, Simon became associate editor of Der Jude, which Buber continued to head. In this capacity Simon served an apprenticeship under a master who was at once highly demanding and benevolent. “Let me tell you that I regard it as a great good fortune to have been schooled by you in conscientious attention to even the smallest detail, in responsibility to the word,” Simon wrote to Buber in 1923. Dating from the same year is another letter of Simon’s that sharply criticizes Buber’s teaching at Rosenzweig’s Lehrhaus. In addition, this extraordinary young man of twenty-four goes on to point out, with total candor, the weaknesses he saw in Buber’s general intellectual posture. It was the future pedagogue in Simon that prompted him to question Buber’s way of conducting a seminar on Hasidism in the style of an encounter between I and Thou, allowing the participants to range as freely as they wished, in full equality with their teacher. The teacher, Simon maintained, is responsible for the manner in which he brings intellectual material to the learner. Buber was nearly twice Simon’s age at the time. The intellectual level of Simon’s criticism was as outstanding as the courage with which he risked his relationship to Buber.

There is no answer from Buber to Simon’s letter. But a year and a half later came Buber’s great speech “Education.”72 Here, for the first time in Buber’s work, he formulates what he considers to be a key component of the pedagogic relationship: that it does not rest upon full reciprocity, but that the teacher must “enclose” or “embrace” the pupil. An additional quantity of consciousness and responsibility is required of the teacher. Where the pupil also “embraces” the teacher, the pedagogical relationship is shattered, or it is transformed into friendship. Buber’s greatness emerges in his assimilation of Simon’s criticism.

Truthfulness, affection, and a high degree of awareness were to remain the elements of this friendship. The religious criticism expressed in Simon’s letter remained a theme of their relationship until the publication of Simon’s 1958 Hebrew essay “Martin Buber and the Religion of Israel,”73 in which he continues to affirm that the Law cannot be abrogated until the Messianic Age. Their disagreement on this point did not hinder Simon from writing a number of other essays pointing the way toward a deeper and more affirmative understanding of Buber, so that until his death in 1988 he was considered the preeminent trustee of Buber’s intellectual legacy.

Simon renounced any ambition to seek a university career in Germany and, in keeping with his Zionist convictions, settled in Palestine in 1928. He returned to Germany for a short time in 1934 to help Buber develop a Jewish adult education program. In 1936, he became a teacher at the Hebrew Teachers’ College in Jerusalem, and subsequently professor of education at Hebrew University. His concern with the problems of the educator did not cause him to neglect his wide-ranging interests in intellectual history. The publication of his collected essays under the significant title Bridges74 serves to remind us that he was an essayist of the first rank.

Of Buber’s non-Jewish friends in the early 1920s, the most important was Florens Christian Rang. Their friendship dated back to the Potsdam meeting of the Forte Circle, but it had disintegrated when Rang, upon the outbreak of World War I, turned into a rabid German patriot. Rang recognized his error after the war’s end, and a few years later, in German Construction Huts,75 he called upon his fellow citizens, in much the same dogmatic tones, to make what contributions they could to repair the war damage in Belgium and France. Further, he joined his voice to those like Buber who called for a radical revaluation of Germany’s education system.

At a Convention for the Renewal of Education hosted by Buber in Heppenheim in the summer of 1919, Buber envisioned an autonomous educational system free from the authority of the state. In a contribution to Rang’s German Construction Huts, he calls the state “the visible manifestation of the extent of nonrealization, at any given time, of the kingdom of God—around men, among men, in each man. Only by taking it [the state] upon ourselves in all its actuality do we emerge from it and approach God.”76 Buber is not thinking here of political struggle against the state. Rather, the future community, for which he is working, ought to undermine the state from within.

Adult education, politics born of faith, socialism derived from the Gospels or the Prophets—for the circle around Buber, these ideas were one large, coherent complex that aroused fervid interest and were discussed over and over, from all angles. Even some of the significant socialist movements of the period held aloof from government and partisan politics; their orientation was largely religious. Buber was connected with several such circles. Of the two leading trends in Protestant religious socialism in German-speaking lands—the Berlin circle around Karl Mennicke, Eduard Heimann, and Paul Tillich, and the Swiss group around Leonhard Ragaz and his magazine Neue Wege—Buber was closer to the latter.

In 1930, Buber considered founding a league of Jewish religious socialists. Political developments interfered with the plan, but probably there were other obstructions. It would certainly have been difficult to find a common basis for such a group. Buber’s own definition of religious socialism in 1928 was highly libertarian and existentialist: “Religious socialism means that man in the concreteness of his personal life remains seriously cognizant of the fundamentals of this life: the fact that God is, that the world is, and that he, this human person, stands before God and in the world.”77

There was another Christian theologian to whom Buber was beholden and to whom he expressed special thanks in the foreword to Two Types of Faith: A Study of the Interpenetration of Judaism and Christianity.78 This was Albert Schweitzer, with whom Buber was in friendly correspondence throughout the years. Schweitzer’s outlook was congenial to him, marked as it was by a “closeness to Israel” and an openness to the world. Moreover, Schweitzer’s books had decisively influenced Buber in his earlier years. Buber admired his human greatness and his realism in thinking and in life. The fact that the theologian became a physician and aimed to heal the body for the soul’s sake meant, to Buber, restoring the meaning that the idea of salvation had had in its Jewish roots. That original meaning had been lost, Buber thought, by excessively spiritualized Christianity. There should be no rift between salvation of the soul and salvation of the world. In Buber’s mind, intellectual realism and reverence for life were inseparable.

In “Writings on the Dialogical Principle,”79 Buber contended that around 1920 a new kind of thinking arose, that Jewish and Christian philosophers and theologians independently of one another overcame the egocentricity of idealistic thought. They were recognizing the relationship of man and God as an encounter of I and Thou. The Catholic Ferdinand Ebner, following Søren Kierkegaard, saw this relationship as exclusive, excluding fellow men. Franz Rosenzweig and Martin Buber saw it in the spirit of the Jewish Scriptures and considered it closely related to the salvation of the world.

Buber’s “new thinking” of the early twenties also dealt with the beginnings of dialectical theology. In a letter to Friedrich Gogarten in 1922, Buber mentions Karl Barth and Eduard Thurneysen as potential participants in a projected conference. And it is certainly no accident that Gogarten, who belonged to Buber’s intimate circle, should have been the one among Barth’s first followers who endeavored to develop a new concept of history. In the foreword to his collection of essays Faith and Reality,80 Gogarten pays grateful tribute to Buber’s I and Thou.

Another contributor to Buber’s dialectical theology was the Swiss theologian Emil Brunner. Like Rosenzweig and Buber, he sees man’s real substance as contained in his relationship to the divine Thou, in appeal and response. Brunner acclaimed Buber’s Kingship of God81 as a breakthrough that would bring about a revival of the Old Testament. An intellectual exchange between the two men, carried on in their work and letters, can be traced for decades. Brunner, in his contribution to the Buber volume of the Library of Living Philosophers (1967), offered the most trenchant Protestant criticism of Buber’s conception of Christianity—after Buber in his Two Types of Faith had cited Brunner’s book The Mediator82 as the type of statement on God that was unacceptable to the Jewish mind.

In March 1930, Buber delivered a lecture in Stuttgart on “Two Foci of the Jewish Soul.”83 In the audience was a young German Christian theologian named Hans Kosmala. Kosmala had an unusual background. He had become a theologian after trying his hand at various practical occupations. But on grounds of conscience he dropped out of the university shortly before he was due to take his examinations and went to Paris to work for the peace movement and for Franco-German rapprochement. In 1930 he became an assistant at the Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum (Delitzsch’s Jewish Institution), founded by Franz Delitzsch (1813–90) to train missionaries to work among Jews, and after a number of years there was offered the directorship. He turned to Buber for counsel on whether he could reconcile this post with his conscience, and Buber’s letter of advice remained one of his most precious possessions. From 1935 on, Kosmala lived abroad, first as head of the institute in Vienna and London, from 1943 on in the service of the Presbyterian Church of England and Scotland. In 1951 he was asked to head the Swedish Theological Institute then being founded in Jerusalem. Buber had proposed him for the post, confident that Kosmala would administer the new institute in a spirit of peace among the various denominations.

The plan for a journal to be edited jointly by a Jew, a Catholic, and a Protestant originated with Florens Christian Rang. He had thought of calling it “Greetings from the Lands of Exile,” but Buber wanted to emphasize not so much the necessary divisions as the existing bonds among the religions, and therefore decided on Die Kreatur.84 “But what is permissible, and at this point in history mandatory, is dialogue: the greeting called in both directions, the opening of oneself out of the austerity and clarity of one’s own enclosedness, colloquy on common concern for created being.”85 Similarly, “openness” to God ought to unite men. Such an experiencing of God in the “interhuman” relationship called for partners who, like Buber, were at home not in the narrow confines of institutional religion but on the frontiers of their own religions. When Viktor von Weizsäcker was appointed Protestant editor, the frontiers were further expanded to take in the realms of nature and medicine. Almost simultaneously with the publication of the first issue, the Catholic partner, Joseph Wittig, left the security of the priesthood to enter the realm of open and uncertain responsibility toward God and men.

Another associate of Die Kreatur was Ernst Michel. In the 1920s, and until the Nazi seizure of power, Michel lectured at Frankfurt’s Academy of Labor, founded by Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy; in 1931 he began teaching social science as adjunct professor at the University of Frankfurt. Buber’s relationship to Michel can be traced back to 1919. Ever since the Heppenheim conference and the publication of Words for Our Times, Michel had regarded Buber as a central figure in those circles that were seeking a form of “new thought” and new roads in adult education.

Buber’s choice of the physician and psychologist Viktor von Weizsäcker for coeditorship of Die Kreatur had its deeper reasons and was connected with Buber’s own past. During his two semesters at the University of Leipzig, Buber had studied psychology and clinical psychiatry. Lou Andreas-Salomé, who became a follower of Sigmund Freud as early as 1911, was the first person who tried to convince Buber of the merits of psychoanalysis. In his old age, Buber spoke of how she talked him out of his plan to write a book against Freud.86 Soon after the publication of I and Thou, the Psychology Club of Zurich asked Buber to give a lecture. He delivered his address “On the Psychologizing of the World”87 in December 1923. This lecture marked the beginning of a friendship lasting for decades between Buber and Hans Trüb, psychotherapist and disciple of C. G. Jung. Trüb was the first to introduce Buber’s view of human encounters into the relationship between therapist and patient.

Trüb arrived at his own position out of discussions with Jung, his teacher and friend. He started from Jung’s analytic psychology and gradually worked his way to a new plane. At a later period he viewed the Jungian system as a strange mélange of the methodology of scientific research, medical practice, and gnostic quasi-religious philosophy—a view that corresponded to the picture Buber sketched of Jung in essays written during the 1950s. This view had probably been developed jointly by the two friends in their exchanges of ideas over many years. Trüb himself was primarily a practitioner, for whom the task of healing took precedence over scientific research.

Trüb was constantly torn by the intellectual conflict between his anthropological premises and his experience as a doctor. Writing came exceptionally hard to him, but part of the difficulty lay in the subject itself, for he was trying to find and formulate a theoretical basis for something that could be accomplished only by personal charisma. Trüb’s major work, Healing through Meeting,88 was published only after his death; Buber contributed the preface. For some decades before Trüb’s death, Buber had acted as his adviser, helping him state his problems in theoretical terms. But their long discussions of psychotherapy had also left their mark on Buber. The correspondence with Hans Trüb shows that Buber, even before he moved to Jerusalem, had been entertaining the idea of writing a book about the “chaotization” of the world experienced by schizophrenics and about boundary states transversed by the human psyche in general.

Buber had asked Trüb to write an article for Die Kreatur during its first year of publication; Trüb did not get around to it until the magazine’s last year. He himself regarded his contributions, “An Episode in the Doctor’s Consulting Room” and “From a Corner of My Consulting Room,”89 as supplements to one of Weizsäcker’s articles, “Case History.”90

Viktor von Weizsäcker enjoyed the outlet the magazine provided for him. He now could “find customers” for ideas that he had previously been unable to communicate for lack of the proper vehicle. By regarding doctor and patient as creaturely I and Thou, he obtained so many fresh insights that every article he wrote for Die Kreatur simultaneously represented a stage in his own development.91

“Case History,” Weizsäcker’s last article in Die Kreatur, sets forth the experience of one patient with five doctors who treat him differently. The first doctor denies his disease exists, the last “liquidates” it by surgery, but none heals the real sickness, which is at once physical and psychological. Precisely such a case shows the necessity for “comradeship” between doctor and patient, the necessity for what Weizsäcker called his “biographical” method: approaching the actualities in the life of the affected person.

In addition to Hans Trüb, another disciple of Jung who was drawn to Buber was Arië Sborowitz. He lived in Jerusalem for many years and practiced psychotherapy there. In Relation and Destiny,92 published in 1955 but written years earlier, he tried to illuminate the intellectual foundations of Buber and Jung, to delineate the boundaries between them, and to bring out the personality and work of both men.

It was Trüb who called Buber’s attention to the Swiss psychiatrist Ludwig Binswanger, whose chief work, Basic Forms and the Knowledge of Human Existence,93 shows that he fully recognized the importance of “encounter” between doctor and patient. The letters he wrote to Buber testify to a high and ever-growing appreciation of Buber’s work and the importance of his philosophical anthropology to the psychiatrist.

Buber’s preoccupation, extending over decades, with the boundary states of the psyche and the questions that arise from them had its most momentous influence in the United States, in 1957. This came about as the result of his public dialogue with the psychologist Carl Rogers and the lectures and seminars he held at the School of Psychiatry in Washington, D.C. There Buber first presented “Guilt and Guilt Feelings”94 in public, and there likewise he held the seminar on “The Unconscious,” which he did not have the opportunity to work up in literary form.

One of the last issues of Die Kreatur contained Buber’s “Dialogue,”95 an essay in which he once more illuminated and clarified the themes of I and Thou. For Buber, life was at every moment a dialogue of man with God, who speaks to him through “ongoing creation.” Every concrete situation is a form of address, and man answers it by taking responsibility for this very situation, by the earnestness with which he enters into the situation, and by treating his fellow human being not as an object but as a Thou who has something to say to him. Instead of an “I” that knows only objects and ends, there must be the “I of relation”—in his old age Buber also called this “the I of love.”

In this work it is clear to what extent Buber regarded I and Thou as his contribution to the reshaping of humanity. The same ideas also appear in a 1930 lecture that Buber gave to the Jewish youth clubs of Munich: “How Does Community Originate?”96 Here he starts from the proposition that nothing but remnants of community are left nowadays, because everywhere the aim is to rationalize life instead of humanizing it. This armor of rationalization must be broken through in the very midst of the active everyday life in which we all find ourselves. “No factory and no office is so stripped of the essence of Creation that a creaturely look may not fly from workplace to workplace, from desk to desk, a look sober and brotherly, which guarantees the actuality of ongoing Creation: quantum satis.”

“Dialogue” and the Munich address may be considered expressions of the philosophy of life that Buber had arrived at before the catastrophe of 1933, and which he proclaimed as his message to the times. The effect that message had upon young people in particular may be seen in his correspondence with Hermann Gerson.

Eighteen-year-old Hermann Gerson, then in Berlin, approached Buber at the end of 1926 with the unusual request that Buber take him under his intellectual guidance. He was studying both at the Academy for Jewish Studies (Hochschule für die Wissenschaft des Judentums) and at the University of Berlin, where he took his doctorate in 1931 with a dissertation on “The Evolution of Georg Simmel’s Ethical Views.”

In his letters Gerson queried Buber on theoretical problems, but he also raised questions about the conduct of life in particular situations. And he asked with the intensity and searching insistence of one who is destined to become a teacher himself. His problems concerned both the Jewish situation and the general crisis of the times. He had thought over Buber’s doctrine in all its aspects and tested its applicability to life. He was eager to “give form to the fundamental direction of one’s own life in an associative community structure.” Gerson and his “circle,” who from 1932 on called themselves Werkleute (People of Labor),97 came from assimilated and secular Jewish backgrounds.98 In contrast to their parents, they developed a sense of Jewish nationality, a romantic enthusiasm for non-Orthodox religion, and an inclination toward revolutionary socialism.

The year 1933 proved a turning point for Gerson too. Werkleute resolved to emigrate; its members wanted to establish a kibbutz of their own in Palestine. Gerson left Germany in 1934; that same year Kibbutz Hazorea was founded. Once in Palestine, Gerson found himself facing a reality for which Buber’s teachings had not prepared him. Strenuous physical labor left no energy for intellectual activity. Some of the members died of malaria and exhaustion. Leadership called for qualities quite different from rhetorical skills in discussion. What Buber had called “religion” lost its radiance in this climate of harsh facts. Within the country, there were nonreligious, Marxist kibbutzim and religious, Orthodox kibbutzim. A newly founded kibbutz was expected to align itself with either the one or the other movement. Werkleute tried for years to preserve its unique relationship to Jewish tradition. In the end, it joined the Marxist movement of Hashomer Hatzair.

Gerson’s personal relationship to Buber suffered as a result of this evolution. He had worked in the country for only a short time before he realized that in Palestine Buber could certainly become a professor, but he could scarcely be the great leader of Jewish youth that he was in Germany.

III
1933–1938


The Jewish person of today is the most psychically imperiled person in our world. The tensions of the age have chosen him as the point to measure their strength against. They seek to discover whether man can still resist them, and they are testing themselves against the Jew. Will he endure? Will he fall apart? Are they trying to determine by his fate what man has in him?99



Buber wrote these lines in April 1933, in the midst of the public boycott of Jews in Nazi Germany. As late as February he had been optimistic:


As long as the present coalition holds, there can be no thought of Jew-baiting or anti-Jewish laws, only of administrative oppression. Anti-Semitic legislation would be possible only if the balance of power shifts in favor of the National Socialists, but as I have said above, this is hardly to be expected. Jew-baiting is only possible during the interval between the National Socialists’ leaving the government and the proclamation of a state of emergency.100



Obviously, Buber was no better at political forecasting in 1933 than he had been at the outbreak of the war in 1914. After the Reichstag Fire of February 27, one blow followed hard upon another, and by March Buber’s home had been searched. The boycott of April 1, 1933, and the Law for the Restoration of the Professional Civil Service, which followed on April 7, cast the first spotlight on the total situation. “There looms before the German Jews the fate of Jewry in the world.”101

As early as March 1933 Buber envisioned the road by which he could lead German Jews back to their faith. “On a personal note, my friend, I can tell you that if the core of German Jewry places its trust in me … I would be prepared to undertake the direction of the Jewish educational system in Germany,” he wrote to Hermann Gerson. On March 22, 1933, he addressed a group of teachers and educators in Berlin on the problem of Jewish culture and adult education.102 The basis for such education, he said, must be a regained awareness of the uniqueness of Jewish history, which has always been a history of suffering and persecuted people, and a dialogue of God with man. Buber called for schools “Jewish in content,” in which Judaic studies were taught as contemporary studies.

In drawing up these plans for reform, he was partly building on Franz Rosenzweig’s ideas—principally the program for Jewish education set forth in his essay “It Is Time.”103 This program aimed at creating a new Jewish intelligentsia. It was based on the experience of the Lehrhaus, which closed after Rosenzweig’s death in December 1929. Rosenzweig had contended as early as 1917 that the problem of Jewish education at all levels was “the vital question in Jewish life at the moment.” Buber took up this theme in his declaration of November 1933 setting forth his plan for the reopening of the Lehrhaus.104 By then, the phrase “vital question” had acquired a grimly imperative meaning: Jewish educational institutions would have to help German Jews endure troubled times ahead. To that end, it was essential for the spirit of Judaism to radiate out from a center into all areas of life and all fields of study, determining what subjects should be taken up and how these should be studied. Buber pointed in particular to the “mutuality” of learning, an approach developed by Rosenzweig’s Lehrhaus in its unique seminars, which would be especially useful now in helping forge a new sense of community. He stressed that courses in the historical and contemporary situation of Jewry must predominate in the new program of the Lehrhaus.

In 1933 Buber proposed to the organizations representing German Jews the establishment of a central office of education that would embrace all levels of instruction from kindergarten to university. Buber realized fully that, under the changed conditions, new types of schools had to be created for both elementary education and vocational training. He was also convinced that, in so critical a situation, no great community enterprise could succeed unless its leadership were united and operated on the widest possible scale. It must reach out to all German Jewish communities, no matter how small, that were trying to create educational institutions. German Jews, as Buber saw it, could no longer find anything to cling to in the present time or in their present surroundings. He aimed to give them roots in their past once again, a past that had always been replete with terror and persecutions. He wanted to show them that Jewish history from time immemorial had been determined not by outward events but by a great continuity in spiritual attitudes. Only such a thorough interpenetration of the present and past could make education into a force shaping the individual from within.

Buber’s second proposal was intended to serve the ends of such education. His plan called for a German Jewish teachers’ college, which he wanted to call the School for Jewish Studies (Schule für Judentumskunde). It would be centered in Mannheim. There, teachers for the new schools would be trained or retrained—for a peculiarity of the situation in 1933 was that teachers themselves had first to find their way back to Judaism before they could teach it. In addition to their knowledge of their subjects, they must acquire a modicum of Jewish learning; they must be able to bring the great forces of their own past into focus with the social, economic, political, cultural, and religious situation of the present. The teachers’ college would initially conduct cram courses in order to prepare teachers dismissed from German schools to undertake their new work. From 1934 on, a one-year course would give them a thorough grounding in Judaism. Then, once a new generation had been trained, the teachers’ college would gradually evolve into an Institute for Jewish Studies, with departments of religion, cultural evolution, and sociology.

Buber’s educational plan was aimed at creating a spiritual homeland for German Jews, since they did not have their natural homeland. He was reacting to history’s monstrous challenge as a teacher of his people: by combining the views of the present and the past, he wanted to activate the forces that so often before had insured the continued existence of that people.

Neither the Office of Education Buber proposed nor the Mannheim School for Jewish Studies came into being. Material difficulties prevented the kind of centralization Buber was calling for. Everywhere, action had to be undertaken at the local level, and undertaken rapidly. The dismissed teachers, who were trying to earn meager livings, did not have the means to leave their families and attend a school in Mannheim. Ultimately, two central educational organizations were created under the Representative Council for German Jewry (Reichsvertretung der deutschen Juden): the Education Bureau under Adolf Leschnitzer; and the Center for Jewish Adult Education (Mittelstelle für jüdische Erwachsenenbildung) headed by Martin Buber.

Buber’s activities in the Center have been described in detail in a book by Ernst Simon. Its very title, Building in the Ruins, tells its tale to subsequent generations.105 Although the institutions Buber had conceived were not established, the fundamental idea underlying them did win out. That was the idea “of spiritual resistance, not only in the sense … of strengthening the inner resources so that resistance to external pressure would be possible, but also in that other sense of consciously aiming education toward a goal diametrically opposed to the goals then prevailing in Germany.”106

Buber’s Center for Jewish Adult Education was founded at the Conference on Questions of Jewish Adult Education which met at Herrlingen, near Ulm, May 10–14, 1934. The basic problems of adult education were outlined in a series of talks, followed by discussion. In this way, the group of future teachers made their debut. Buber pointed out that adult education acquired a special meaning in times of crisis. In such times even “mature personalities” were shaken to their foundations and again became accessible to the influence of true education. His closest associate and subsequent successor as head of the Center was Professor Ernst Kantorowicz, a sociologist who came from an assimilated milieu and made an arduous return to the “living tradition” of Judaism. In June 1934, Ernst Simon returned to Germany from Palestine to help Buber with the task of building up Jewish adult education.

The activities of the Center were more extensive and more versatile than the School for Jewish Studies would have been. Its courses and “study sessions” could be held all over Germany. Teachers were not the only students. The Center also trained youth leaders and social welfare workers, women’s groups and rabbis, as well as instructors for Jewish academies—the Lehrhäuser—and for schools of adult education. Such people were familiar with the subjects they taught but needed to learn the “intensive” method. The Center defined its task as “promoting an exchange of ideas among the institutions and the purveyors of Jewish adult education in Germany, stimulating the creation of new institutions and the necessary adjustments in existing ones, and assisting organizations and individuals with advice and consultation on all pertinent questions. In addition, it is at the disposal of the Representative Council for German Jewry to collaborate on the continuing education of teachers.”107

Buber’s correspondence in 1933–34 shows him deeply involved in plans for the Education Bureau and the School for Jewish Studies. The difficulties standing in the way of these ventures can be traced clearly in the letters.

The Representative Council for German Jewry, the organization intended to represent all of German Jewry, was founded on September 17, 1933. Its president was Leo Baeck; the board of directors included Otto Hirsch and Siegfried Moses. “The circle who formed the Representative Council were on the whole religious but not Orthodox Jews, sympathetic to the idea of Palestine but not political Zionists, Jewish in a popular sense but not ideologically nationalistic,” writes Ernst Simon in Building in the Ruins.108 Leo Baeck in particular, because of his personality and his intellectual stature, was to be the mediator among all the groups of German Jewry.

Baeck had enjoyed great prestige ever since the publication of his book The Essence of Judaism109 in 1905. In 1912 he became a rabbi in Berlin and a teacher at the Academy for Jewish Studies, an institute for the training of scholars and rabbis sponsored by liberal Jewry in Germany. His knowledge and the range of his interests were unusually broad. Many liberal religious ideas linked him with Buber. In Berlin both men had been disciples of the philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey, from whom they had acquired an appreciation of different epochs of intellectual history.110 As Buber did later on, Baeck studied the four Gospels carefully in order to arrive at a historical conception of Jesus. He too regarded him as a rabbi in his time and believed that the break with Judaism had been brought about by the Apostle Paul. Baeck’s correspondence with Buber began in 1916. He read Buber’s Kingship of God with deep understanding and appreciation of the fact that Buber, contrary to the Protestant theory of sources, was tracing and once again demonstrating the unity of the Jewish Bible.

During the summer semester of 1933, Buber, on the advice of the dean of the University of Frankfurt, voluntarily refrained from giving lectures and holding seminars. In October of the same year, his permission to teach was withdrawn. On February 2, 1934, Gershom Scholem wrote to Buber that, together with Judah L. Magnes, the chancellor of Hebrew University, he had proposed to the faculty the creation of a professorship of religious studies, to which Buber would be appointed. This proposal had met with resistance, Scholem confessed, but he was determined to fight it through. But he must be certain that Buber was actually prepared to lay down the burdens he had assumed in Germany and come to Jerusalem. Buber accepted the appointment in principle. But, although the faculty of Hebrew University had voted overwhelmingly in favor of the appointment, the trustees refused to confirm it. They held that “religious studies” as a discipline was not absolutely necessary at the university; moreover, it was questionable whether Buber was the right man to teach it. In the spring of 1935, Buber went to Palestine, but his stay was cut short by his father’s death, which made it necessary for him to go to Poland. Previously, on February 21, the Gestapo had forbidden him to speak publicly. The ban on speaking at the Center was lifted at the end of July, but it remained in force in regard to general speeches and lectures.

A September 1935 meeting of the board of trustees considered the appointment of Buber to Hebrew University for the second time. A new proposal to appoint him to a professorship in the theory of education was rejected, but in a subsequent meeting there was unanimous agreement to some appointment for Buber personally, the discipline being left open. Later on, the decision was made in favor of sociology. Yet even after this was formally confirmed by the administration in January 1936, two more years passed before Buber took up his professorship.

If we consider the whole course of Buber’s life in Germany, it must be regarded as a happy providence that among his friends were two publishers who supported his work with unusual understanding: Lambert Schneider and Salman Schocken.

The acquaintance with Schocken came first. As early as 1914, Schocken had written to say that, as a result of Buber’s hasidic tales, he had once more become a “living Jew.” Schocken became a member and then chairman of a local Zionist group, working principally on the cultural tasks of Zionism. As a leader of the Central Committee for Jewish Cultural Work, founded in 1916, he urged the publication of works that would lead to a spiritual renewal of Judaism. He became the patron of the writer S. Y. Agnon, whose importance to the Hebrew language and literature Schocken was one of the first to recognize.

A deeply cultivated man, Schocken was also a great organizer and the founder of a chain of department stores. He collected rare editions of works of world literature, as well as Hebrew manuscripts; he also collected prints, drawings, and coins, following his own highly individualistic tastes. Among other activities, he himself compiled an anthology of Goethe’s verses and epigrams, which he sold for pennies in his department stores.

Schocken Verlag, his publishing house, was founded in 1931–32. The initiative came from Lambert Schneider, who became managing editor and brought the new house its most notable authors. Back in 1925, Schneider, who had just founded his own publishing house, had come to Buber with a plan for a new translation of the Bible into German. It took courage and idealism to saddle a new firm with such an undertaking, which promised little immediate profit but involved constant payments of fees to the translator. Moreover, Buber had always had the two worst vices a writer can have, as far as publishers are concerned: he did not meet deadlines and he inflicted horrendous expenses for corrections in proofs—sometimes these exceeded the original costs of typesetting.

Schneider, who described himself as “a highly individualistic socialist of religious bent,”111 was also the publisher of Buber’s journal Die Kreatur. This journal was one of Schneider’s favorite ventures. It very quickly became a losing proposition, but Schneider kept it going against his better judgment as a businessman. Die Kreatur had to cease publication in 1930, however, a casualty of the world depression, and even the translation of the Bible was imperiled. The continuance of that project was assured by Schneider’s association with Schocken.

Schocken Verlag acquired unforeseen importance as a result of the Nazi seizure of power. The Jews, more and more excluded from German cultural life, sought comfort and refuge in the culture of their own people. Schocken Verlag performed a great service there until the Gestapo closed it down at the end of 1938. The house went beyond offering contemporary authors the opportunity to publish. By bringing out reprints and selections from older works, especially in the small, inexpensive volumes of the Schocken Library, it rapidly created a library of Jewish literature that aroused interest far outside the circles for which it was intended.

Martin Buber was one of the most highly regarded of the publisher’s authors. His relationship to Schocken differed somewhat from the friendly bond of trust that existed between him and Schneider—it is a great loss that the many letters Buber wrote to Schneider during the twenties and thirties were burned during the war. Schocken was by nature a cautious man, and, in spite of his enormous drive, he tended to postpone decisions. Schneider, who was possessed of a natural candor and a patient understanding of Schocken’s eccentricities, repeatedly had to mediate between him and Buber. Schneider shared with Schocken a special interest in bookmaking and typography, a keen delight in the format of books. Both men were supported in this predilection by Moritz Spitzer, who from 1933 to 1938 served as editor at Schocken Verlag, having previously been a Hebrew tutor in Schocken’s household and Buber’s scholarly assistant. After the closing of Schocken Verlag, Spitzer emigrated to Palestine, where he became successful and highly respected as both a publisher and typographer.

After 1945, Schneider was offered a professorship in publication and printing at the School for Trades and Crafts in Krefeld.112 He preferred to remain a publisher. In the years before 1930, he had taken delight in publishing original and individualistic outsiders “who had things to say that were not to be heard from professorial chairs.”113 In 1952 he wrote to Buber concerning his situation as a publisher: “Life is a good deal more comfortable for a Catholic, Protestant, or what-have-you publisher.… But once a man has published Die Kreatur, he cannot very well crawl inside a skin that everybody recognizes.”

After World War II, Lambert Schneider was the German publisher who enjoyed the trust of those who had been condemned to silence after 1933. Karl Jaspers and Alfred Weber lent their names to his new magazine, Die Wandlung. Schneider himself said that it seemed to him “like a belated, twenty-years-younger sister of Die Kreatur.”114 Its purpose, too, was to remind men of the “common origin of being human” and to help them draw conclusions from the changes they had undergone during the war years.

Schneider continued to publish most of Buber’s German-language works after World War II. Schocken had emigrated to Palestine and in 1936 had set up a Hebrew publishing house in Tel Aviv, followed by the establishment of Schocken Books in New York in 1945. In 1946, Schocken Books published an English version of Buber’s Tales of the Hasidim, edited by Nahum N. Glatzer, Buber’s friend, former student, and successor at the University of Frankfurt, then chief editor of Schocken Books.

IV
1938–1965

Disappointed by the ways of politics, Buber, as we have seen, withdrew from active Zionist party work in 1921. Over the following years, developments in Palestine diverged increasingly from the ideal held by Herzl’s heirs.

Chaim Weizmann had become president of the World Zionist Organization in 1921. He was heartened by the expansion of the Jewish Agency in 1929, when it began taking in non-Zionists; he believed that a broad financial basis for the building of Palestine had at last been achieved. Just at this time the biggest Arab riots to date erupted in the country. An actual pogrom took place in Jerusalem. A number of Jewish settlements in the country were attacked and destroyed. These events put an end to hopes for peace in the land. In 1931, Weizmann, whose pro-British policy was regarded as a failure, resigned from the presidency of the World Zionist Organization. He was not reelected to that post until 1935.

In the interval, under the impact of these events, several large labor groups merged into a single labor party, the Mapai. Backed by the Mapai, David Ben-Gurion won ever greater political influence during the 1930s. Haganah, the Jewish self-protection organization, became more and more active in defense of the settlers, especially when the Arabs, alarmed by the increasing flow of Jewish immigration after 1933, intensified their often violent opposition. Hostile incidents continued from 1936, with only brief interruptions, until the outbreak of the world war in 1939. While Haganah by and large restricted itself to self-defense against Arab attacks, in 1937 Etzel, a radical military organization founded by the right-wing Revisionist movement, carried out acts of retaliation against the Arab population. Subsequently, Etzel, like the more radical “Stern Gang” (Lehi), conducted terrorist attacks against the British. Buber, who endorsed Haganah’s principle of self-restraint and self-defense, in 1939 came out emphatically against Jewish terrorism and supported a campaign inspired by the biblical motto “Thou shalt not kill.” The campaign was led by Hadassah’s founder, Henrietta Szold; Abraham Halevi Frankel, an Orthodox Jew and professor of mathematics at Hebrew University; Berl Kaznelson, the labor leader; and Buber’s old friend S. Y. Agnon. Later, Buber repeatedly sought to work in this direction, either alone or with other like-minded individuals within the Zionist movement.

Meanwhile, a new investigating commission under Lord Peel for the first time proposed partition of the country and the establishment of a Jewish state within part of Palestine, a suggestion from which the British government shrank. In May 1939, when the British were confronted with the threat of war and attempted to conciliate the Arabs, a new White Paper was issued stating that henceforth no more than a total of 75,000 Jews would be permitted to immigrate into Palestine and that this number must be spread over five years.

While the Jewish-Arab question was still under discussion in London, Buber wrote an open “Letter to Gandhi” in reply to Gandhi’s article “On the Situation of the Jews in Germany,” which had appeared in an Indian periodical in November 1938. Buber pointed out that the Indian policy of satyagraha or nonviolent resistance, which Gandhi recommended, could not be applied to the predicament of the Jews in Germany and Palestine. In taking this stand, Buber was for the first time carrying out one of the two tasks that confronted him after his immigration: defending Jewry against an indifferent and uncomprehending world public, and trying to rally support for European Jewry. To the outside world, he became the spokesman for the rights of the Jews; to the Jewish population of Palestine, he was an incessant and troubling preacher calling for humaneness, reminding his listeners again and again that they must commit no more injustice than was commensurate with self-preservation and that the permissible limits must be worked out afresh daily by conscience. He never tired of denouncing the phrase “The end justifies the means,” for even the noblest end could be debased by the choice of means.

Buber’s letter to Gandhi was published along with one to the Mahatma by Judah L. Magnes.115 Magnes, the American rabbi and politician, at this time president of Hebrew University, was Buber’s most influential and important associate in the struggle for peace during the decade preceding the foundation of the state of Israel. Magnes had been one of Herzl’s earliest adherents in the United States; he had participated in the Zionist Congress of 1905, along with a small American delegation. His Zionism, like Buber’s, derived from Ahad Ha’am: Palestine was to become the spiritual center of Judaism.

Magnes came to Palestine in 1922, and there remained true to his pacifist convictions. The Jewish national homeland must not be established by force of arms—“not in the way of Joshua,” as he expressed it in his opening speech at Hebrew University in 1929, the year of the Arab riots. He recognized from the outset that Zionist officials paid too little heed to the fact that there was an Arab population in Palestine. As he conceived it, the country ought to become a kind of Levantine Switzerland in which a number of peoples and religions would live peacefully side by side. As a liberal rabbi, he considered the quintessence of Judaism to lie in the ethical principles of the prophets. To him, Zionism had meaning only if the renewal of the Jewish people did simultaneous justice to both the national and the supranational idea of Judaism.116

This was not the only point on which Magnes’s views accorded with Buber’s. Both men considered it more prudent policy for Zionists to rely on long, patient settlement work, to make sacrifices, and gradually, as bringers of culture, to win over the Arab world. Buber’s ideas on Palestinian policy, which he had advocated from 1917 to 1921 in Der Jude, were supported inside Palestine by colleagues and friends who had immigrated in the 1920s: Hugo Bergmann, Gershom Scholem, Hans Kohn, and Ernst Simon. The great organizer of settlements in Palestine, Arthur Ruppin, was also convinced that a peaceful and healthy evolution of the Jewish national homeland could be attained only by rapprochement with the Arabs. To be sure, those who advocated this idea of a binational state were only a minority. But they had formed, over the years, a number of associations for the purpose of winning wider support for their political concept. Thus, Brit Shalom was founded in the autumn of 1925; in 1939, the League for Arab-Jewish Rapprochement; and, in 1942, Ichud, whose leaders were Magnes, Buber, and the Hebrew writers Rabbi Benjamin and Moshe Smilansky. The socialist group Hashomer Hatzair and the Aliyah Hadashah party, founded by Georg Landauer in 1942, also favored cooperation with the Arabs.

Magnes was a militant peacemaker. He repeatedly used his extensive connections in England, the United States, and the Arab world to fend off partition of the country. He was sure that the establishment of a Jewish state meant war. Most of his energies were devoted to Hebrew University, where he was the leading figure as chancellor between 1925 and 1935; from 1935 on, as president of the university, he was more of a figurehead. During the last decade of his life, he had to combat growing opposition, not only from the public but from inside the university itself. Ichud was founded the same year that David Ben-Gurion, at a conference in New York’s Biltmore Hotel, proclaimed the establishment of a Jewish state as the goal of Zionism. Ben-Gurion won approval from American Zionists; he also won over the Jews in Palestine, who were increasingly plagued by the situation there. Nevertheless, Magnes, Buber, and Smilansky, speaking before an Anglo-American investigating commission in 1946, once more argued for a binational state. Magnes himself continued to take that stand when he spoke before a United Nations commission in 1947.

Despite all the unrest and confusion, Buber from the beginning felt that he had stepped into a heroic age. He was witnessing the drama of a nation’s birth. “Everything here is more alarming, more confused, more brutal, and more innocent than can be imagined,” he wrote to Hans Trüb on August 1, 1938. In the period after his immigration and during World War II, Buber did not write many personal letters. Later, he hinted at how difficult these years had been for him, but at the same time he asserted that they had not reduced his creative powers. The new beginning in Jerusalem was painful. In spite of his thorough knowledge of Hebrew, this master of language found it difficult to communicate in modern spoken Hebrew. The translation of the Bible remained incomplete. In his teaching, he had to devote his energies to sociology; the subject was not foreign to him, but it was certainly not closest to his heart. Sociology was a young discipline still totally dependent on the latest European research procedures. Buber had no command of its empirical foundations or statistical methods. They were far removed from the biblical humanism in which he had found his intellectual home during the years of persecution. In Germany, he had been a great teacher of Judaism; now, paradoxically, in the ancient home of his people and lecturing to Jewish students, he was required to display scholarship of a more European mold than anything he had ever presented in Germany.

In everything he did, Buber was a man of engagement, and in this new situation he also saw how he could connect the world of his own thought with the kind of scholarship required by his discipline. He conceived the idea of developing his “I and Thou” doctrine into a comprehensive philosophical anthropology. The lectures he delivered during his first semester in Jerusalem, later published in book form in Hebrew as The Problem of Man (1943),117 were intended as a sweeping historical introduction to that project. Within the framework of a science of man viewed philosophically, I and Thou could not be continued in the half-philosophical, half-theological form Buber had envisioned in the early 1920s. The human experience that underlay I and Thou and Dialogue118 would have to be worked out according to the “dialogical principle.” Once again, of course, Buber did not succeed in setting forth his complete “doctrine,” but in the 1950s he did write “Toward a Philosophical Anthropology,”119 which affords glimpses of the system that enabled him to remain fairly close to the reality of life as it is lived.

Buber never entirely fit the usual notion of a scholarly professor. He always sought something more; he aimed not at a profession but at a calling. To be a teacher of the people was his goal. That aim can be heard in the earliest speeches he delivered as a youthful Zionist. And whatever knowledge he acquired in the course of his life, it was for the sole purpose of making him a shaper of men’s minds. Among his Addresses on Education,120 the one most densely packed with ideas was that delivered to teachers in Tel Aviv in 1939.121 After his return to the land of his fathers, Buber experienced the human meaning of Palestine and plumbed its historical depths with an intensity almost unique among his contemporaries. The lectures he ultimately collected in the book Israel and Palestine122 all had one great educational aim: to fuse the biblical concept of Zion with ideas of modern nationalism in a manner that would influence the new Jewish commonwealth.

In Jerusalem, Buber completed For the Sake of Heaven, the novel he had been writing for years. In it, he attempted to open up the world of Hasidism to the whole Jewish people and to remind the struggling new settlers of the sanctity of their land. The many lectures he gave throughout the country were basically more “addresses on Judaism,” graver and more deeply grounded than the earlier addresses. The two great works of scriptural scholarship that he published in the years after his immigration, The Prophetic Faith123 and Moses: Revelation and the Covenant,124 were meant to focus attention on the ethical views of the prophets. In Moses, he evokes the figure responsible for Israel’s unique position among the nations, for, as Buber saw it, Moses had performed the feat of creating a nation that was at the same time a religious community.

Buber’s addresses and lectures in Palestine never achieved the wide influence that they had had among German Jews fifty years earlier. The insecurity within the country and the increasingly strained political situation were realities stronger than Buber’s farsighted ideas and admonitions. On May 15, 1948, the Mandate ended and the British withdrew from the country. The state of Israel was proclaimed, and with it came what Buber and Magnes had foreseen: the civil war that had erupted after the United Nations partition resolution of November 29, 1947, widened into a state of war with the entire Arab world, which at this writing has not yet ended.

Up to the last moment, Buber had tried to use his influence to sensitize Israelis to the Arab position.125 In his introduction to Two Types of Faith, he called the 1948 war the hardest of the three wars he had experienced. More than half a million Arabs had left the country. After the foundation of the state, he tried again and again to make his fellow citizens conscious of the moral burden the new nation was incurring because of this refugee problem and to urge compensation for those affected. But he was enough of a realist to bow to the fateful circumstances of the founding of the state of Israel. “I have accepted the form of the Jewish commonwealth that has emerged from the war, the state of Israel, as my state. I have nothing in common with those Jews who imagine they can cast doubt upon the actual form that Jewish independence has taken. The commandment to serve the spirit must from now on be fulfilled within this state and by it.”126

The twenty years from the end of World War II to Buber’s death in 1965 were the era of his growing world fame. Before his emigration, Buber was little known outside of German-speaking countries. Not until 1937 did the first of his books, I and Thou, appear in English translation.127 During the war, Buber, with the aid of friends among German refugees, sought opportunities to have his works translated into English in America, without success. Publishers even in Switzerland, where Buber was well known from many lectures, remained noncommittal. Only The Prophetic Faith was published: this work came out in the Netherlands as one item in a collection of theological essays.128

Buber undertook his first postwar tour through Europe as early as the spring of 1947. He gave lectures in London, at the Sorbonne in Paris, and in most of the countries that had remained neutral during the war. “More than sixty lectures in six countries,” he wrote to Salman Schocken in July of that year, before setting off for a vacation in Graubünden. On the German-Swiss border he met with Lambert Schneider, who was rebuilding his publishing house and who predicted to Buber that his influence in postwar Germany would be greater than it had been before. The first of Buber’s works that Schneider published was the 1948 edition of What Is Man? In 1947 and 1948, books by Buber appeared almost simultaneously in Switzerland, Germany, England, and the United States, so that he had difficulty coordinating his reading of proofs or even completing them at all under the hazardous postal conditions caused by the riots and the war in Palestine. Another tour of Europe was planned for 1948, and negotiations on lectures in the United States had already been begun when the war in Israel put an end to all such plans.

In 1949 Buber was able to realize a project he had cherished for many years: he founded in Jerusalem the Seminar for Teachers of Adult Education. The seminar was to train teachers for the task of providing the Jews entering Israel from all over the world with some basic knowledge of Judaism. The idea of a school of adult education in Palestine had always been closer to Buber’s heart even than the foundation of the university, and so, together with Gideon Freudenberg, he continued to direct the seminar after his 1951 retirement from university teaching. “Here Buber’s spirit presided from 1949 to 1953,” Robert Weltsch wrote.129

Buber’s first visit to America in 1951–52 took him from New York to Los Angeles. In addition to the three Israel Goldstein Lectures at the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York, he gave courses and lectures at many universities and Jewish institutions throughout the country. The fate of the European Jews between 1933 and 1945, the struggle for existence of the Jews in Palestine, and the foundation of the state of Israel had brought Jewish consciousness to a high pitch. There was heightened interest in questions concerning Judaism, and, much as had been the case almost half a century earlier in Germany, Buber in the United States was the right man to offer answers. American Jewry was beginning to assume its postwar role as the center of the Jewish Diaspora.

In 1950, Jakob Hegner had come to Buber with the proposal that he complete his translation of the Bible. In 1954, the year the first volume of the new Bible translation was published, Buber made a prolonged stay in Tübingen, where he found a good Judaic institute to provide the supporting apparatus for his work, as well as old friends in the vicinity. That year Buber also delivered lectures in Zurich, Tübingen, and Munich.

The subject of his 1956 tour of Europe, which again took him to London and Germany, was “What Is Common to All.”130 In this lecture, Buber, proceeding from an epigram of Heraclitus, examined what it means for human beings to have a world in common and where the boundaries of this commonality lie. At the Sorbonne and the Free University of Berlin, he spoke on the meaning of Hasidism to modern man.

A second visit to America took place in 1957, with an extensive program of public appearances. Buber’s name was by then so well known in the United States that colloquies were held featuring him and noted academics. At Columbia University, for instance, a course was given on the fundamentals of biblical religion. A Buber Week was held at the University of Michigan, with lectures by others and an address by the philosopher himself. At Brandeis University, he conducted a seminar on the origin of biblical messianism. The University of Michigan was also the scene of a public dialogue with the well-known psychologist Carl Rogers on fundamental problems of psychotherapy. As the high point of this tour, Buber delivered the William Alanson White Memorial Lectures at the School of Psychiatry in Washington, D.C. Here he gave his great representative lectures: “Elements of the Interhuman,” “Distance and Relation,” and “Guilt and Guilt Feelings.”131 He also conducted a special seminar on “The Unconscious” for the faculty of Princeton University.

Buber visited the United States again in 1958. He held a seminar for academics on “Key Religious Concepts of the Great Civilizations” and participated in another seminar on existentialism and his own philosophy at Princeton University, given by professors of that institution and Hans Jonas, a guest professor. On the way back to Israel, he also spoke at the adult education school in Cologne and at the University of Frankfurt.

Before his return, Buber experienced the greatest loss of his life: in Venice, shortly before the family was to board a ship for Haifa, his wife, Paula, fell ill and died. Buber’s own health was severely shaken by the death of his companion of almost sixty years. On all his tours, he had been able to take on strains that far exceeded the normal capacities of an octogenarian. The loss of Paula brought on at last the weakness of old age. After having spent the entire winter more or less ill, in the summer of 1959 he took a convalescent trip to Europe. He managed to work for a few weeks in Tübingen on the Bible translation. But then he fell ill again in Flims and was unable to attend the dedication of the gravestone for Paula in Venice at the end of August.

The years 1957 and 1958 were high points in Buber’s creative vigor and world renown. A clear indication was his inclusion in the Library of Living Philosophers, a prestigious series of critical studies published in the United States under the general editorship of Paul A. Schilpp.132 The volume of essays devoted to Buber’s thought was planned and largely completed between 1956 and 1958. The German edition was published in 1963 and the English version shortly after Buber’s death. Twenty-nine (thirty in the English edition) noted scholars from the United States, Canada, Europe, and Israel joined to produce a faithful exegesis and criticism of Buber’s philosophy. But, as Walter Kaufmann stressed, it was a somewhat dubious procedure to attempt, as the volume did, to “carve up” Buber’s life’s work “into such fields as ethics and epistemology, philosophy of history and social thought, or even philosophy in general as separate from Buber’s other interests.”133 Nonetheless, in examining Buber’s writings from the varied perspectives, his “atypical thinking” was greatly illuminated; further, as with the other volumes of the series, Buber was able to “respond” to each of the essays, to amend the interpretations he found wanting, and to amplify and elaborate aspects of his thought. Moreover, at the behest of the editors, he prefaced the volume with a number of “autobiographical fragments.” It was unquestionably an excellent idea to introduce the element of dialogue in the form of this exchange between Buber and his critics. And the presentation of respectful academic portrayals by European and Israeli scholars side by side with the views of American critics resulted in a portrait of Buber’s influence extending across the continents. He had become, as the Swiss Catholic theologian Hans Urs von Balthasar put it, one of the “founding fathers of our age.” Buber’s old friends, followers, and students—such as Hugo Bergmann, Robert Weltsch, Ernst Simon, Max Brod, and Nahum N. Glatzer—were joined by newly won disciples in the United States, such as Walter Kaufmann, Malcolm Diamond, and Maurice Friedman, who edited the volume along with the general editor of the series.

It may be regarded as a further sign of the importance Buber had acquired in the New World that the two best books about him that were written between 1950 and 1960 were both by Americans: Martin Buber: The Life of Dialogue, by Maurice S. Friedman,134 and Martin Buber: Jewish Existentialist, by Malcolm L. Diamond.135 In the foreword to the 1960 paperback edition, Friedman calls his book the result of a twofold dialogue: with Buber’s work and with Buber himself. The dialogue with Buber himself dealt largely with a discussion of Buber’s work, and Friedman’s book was the first general survey of Buber’s philosophy. It arose out of a doctoral dissertation that he sent to Buber in 1950—the beginning of a voluminous correspondence extending over fifteen years.

At first reading, Buber was delighted with the comprehensiveness and seriousness of the dissertation Friedman had sent. He replied at once, and, during the long period in which the work was being reshaped into a general account in book form, Buber patiently answered at length all the questions Friedman addressed to him. On a great many controversial points in Buber’s works, Friedman had in his hands the authentic written explanation. He was entrusted with the English version of the lectures Buber delivered on his tours in the United States and he continued to translate other books that were published in the United States during the following years.

Malcolm L. Diamond’s book also sprang from a reworked dissertation. As the subtitle, “Jewish Existentialist,” suggests, Diamond considers Buber’s particular personality and achievement to consist in the integration of the I-Thou experience of God with Jewish religion. When Buber speaks of God as the “eternal Thou,” this expression must not be interpreted as a modern concept different from the living God of Judaism. His interpretation of the Bible and his existentialist I-Thou philosophy confirmed and supplemented each other.

Diamond wrote his first enthusiastic letter to Buber after Buber had given his Bible course at Columbia University in March 1957. The three months of Buber’s stay in Princeton in 1958 had been, Diamond said, “a revelation” to him. Buber had corresponded perfectly with the image his works communicated; but beyond that, his irrepressible humor and the freshness and lack of constraint with which he responded to everyday life in America had surpassed all expectations.

According to Buber, the fundamental religious attitude of Jews is their experiencing in “the dialogical situation” the ultimate insoluble contradiction of life as a theophany. Judaism has survived, he contends, by accepting the world of contradictoriness—without shortcuts or simplifications—as the world that by God’s will in due course will be perfected into “the kingdom.” Judaism views the whole of world history as the dialogue of God with his creation. Diamond regards the consonance of Buber’s own I-Thou experience with the fact of biblical man’s being summoned as the essence of this “Jewish existentialism.” He lays weight on Buber’s having passed the existential testing of his faith during the Holocaust. Buber was later to draw a parallel between the trials of those years and the question put to Job: How is a life with God possible in an age in which Auschwitz exists? Buber points out that Job, too, received no answer to his remonstrating with God—for the true answer was that his “eyes saw him” (Job 42:5).136 The awaited answer is for God to appear once more to his people; this people, remonstrating with God like Job, must call for God’s help: “Though His coming appearance resemble no earlier one, we shall recognize again our cruel and merciful Lord.”137

Walter Kaufmann first became acquainted with Buber as an interpreter of the Bible. He heard him lecture in July 1934 in Lehnitz, when Buber was discussing the four principal forms of biblical style: narrative, prophecy, psalm, proverb.138 Kaufmann, later a professor of philosophy at Princeton, came to the United States from Germany as a young man in 1939. He was never Buber’s disciple, but he occasionally sounds like a rebellious son. The image of Buber remained a fixed point that he kept before his eyes when he undertook one of his “philosophical flights” into the realms of religion and philosophy—flights that often turned into breathtaking nosedives.139

Through Buber, Kaufmann became aware of the breadth of the Bible. It alone would not fail him when the rest of the world’s theologies buckled under the strain of his critical rationality. Kaufmann called the Bible “religious poetry” and thus went a step beyond Buber, as he usually did—but, as is almost always the case with Kaufmann, it is necessary to append some additional statement in order to understand him. Thus we might also cite: “Prayer is poetry or blasphemy.” From Buber he learned that God cannot be conjured, or possessed by objectifying him; he knew that the God of Moses must manifest himself through a summons. But the most Kaufmann himself was capable of was a “dialogue without faith,” in the mood of the Ninetieth Psalm, or coming as a sudden rapture. He said further that to write a good poem would be the best language of this dialogue, but, if he did not manage to produce one, he was nevertheless speaking with God, despite his lack of belief. Paradox as the medium of experiencing God, which Buber makes a point of, was in Kaufmann carried to its extreme.

Buber’s “question of Job” presented an existentialism of waiting and enduring; but Walter Kaufmann truly took issue with God. For Buber, the God of Israel who conceals himself is an indubitable certainty; he couches this difficult concept in his image of the “eclipse of God.” The book of Job comes up again and again in Kaufmann’s correspondence with Buber. And Buber cites as his own that profession of faith expressed in Job 19:25–26:


But I know that my Vindicator lives,

In the end he will testify on earth;

This, after my skin will have been peeled off.

But I would behold God while still in my flesh.



God’s appearance, coming though it will immediately before his death, will redeem Job from the remoteness of God.

Buber was again in Europe in the summer of 1960. He spoke at the Bavarian Academy of Fine Arts as part of the lecture series “The World and Reality.” His subject was “The Word That Is Spoken.”140 In September he participated in a conference in Paris arranged by the World Jewish Congress on the situation of Soviet Jews. Here he delivered the major address “The Jews in the Soviet Union.”141

The conference was prompted by concern over the Soviet government’s policy toward Russian Jews, who were not being permitted to lead their own cultural and religious lives. In addition to well-known Jews, prominent non-Jews were invited, persons whose names carried moral weight. In October of the same year, in spite of poor health, Buber also traveled to the Mediterranean conference on cultural cooperation arranged by Mayor La Pira of Florence. Here he had unofficial talks with cultural representatives of the Arab world. He made a dignified and moving presentation of the Jewish cause, doing his best for international reconciliation.

In 1961, Buber’s health was so unsatisfactory that his doctors forbade him to travel to Europe. A planned rest cure in 1962 at the Sonn-Matt Sanatorium near Lucerne was nearly canceled when he fell gravely ill, but he went after all, and the stay proved remarkably effective in restoring him to health. In 1963 he received one of his greatest honors: the Erasmus Prize was conferred on him by Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands. In his address, “Believing Humanism,”142 given world coverage by press and radio, Buber expounded on the meaning of Erasmus and defined his own faith once again as an indestructible belief in man. That was a last high point; it served to renew Buber’s ebbing energies, and the happy effect persisted for a long time, sustained by still another cure in Sonn-Matt. An album was issued by the Erasmus Foundation of Amsterdam for the occasion, and among the many photographs may be found a series of snapshots of the honoree.143 They add up to an impressive whole, for they show the great earnestness with which he listened, the flashes of humor in conversation, his concentrated intellectual vigor while speaking, and the glow of his dark eyes. Taken together, these photographs reflect the intensity with which he focused on the present moment. At such peak experiences, that sense of the present instant, so characteristic of him, was revealed as the expression of a profound and reticent piety.

That was the last time Buber was able to come to Europe. In 1964 a cataract operation worsened his general physical condition to such an extent that traveling was not to be thought of. Nevertheless, Buber went on working with great energy. He made improvements in the Bible translation and devoted the winter of 1964–65 to compiling the volume A Believing Humanism, in which he collected smaller prose pieces and poems that could be arranged on the basis of certain thematic unities. The earliest poem dated from 1901, the latest from October 17, 1964. Buber included only what still seemed to him a “valid expression, worthy of surviving, of an experience, a feeling, a decision, even a dream.”

Hebrew volumes containing collections of Buber’s writings on philosophical anthropology, dialogical thinking, Jewish and Zionist humanism, and biblical scholarship began appearing in the 1960s. Thus, his work was for the first time brought to Israel’s younger generation. The letters he received during the last five years of his life testify to the remarkable reverberation that these books stirred among young people.

Buber’s disciplined approach to work and his strict scheduling of his days were admirable. A certain time every day was reserved for taking care of correspondence. From all over the world, people known and unknown sent him letters, publications, queries. He fought heroically against the flood, trying to answer everyone, to send at least a few words of thanks, of encouragement, of personal advice. To friends, he continued up to the time of his cataract operation to write by hand in the beautiful, pliant script that remained firm and clear to the end. But the letters of his old age in particular show that writing was not the form of communication really proper to Buber, that it was only a substitute for the conversation which frequently was no longer possible.

In conversation his spontaneity, aside from periods of great physical weakness, remained unimpaired to the last. It was the animating element for him. Buber had visitors daily, usually several every day. They came from near and far, from Israel and all parts of the globe. He tolerated no commonplace conversations; he forced people to conduct a real dialogue. What he liked best was for the guest to bring up at once a burning problem. In replying, Buber displayed all the richness of his thought and temperament, as well as his remarkable memory and depth of knowledge. He was particularly fond of having young people visit; he even liked whole groups who asked him questions and told him about their lives. He loved people with an original gift for narration and communication; while he was engaged with them, he forgot his age and felt that he was really living. If the young people were too shy to begin with their questions, he customarily encouraged them in phrases that gradually assumed a somewhat formulaic character. He would ask them to tell him what went on in their minds when they woke at dawn and could not fall asleep again. He knew his effect upon the young: “I can help very young people and women, if they are real women; older men less,” he once said in conversation. And in the last years young people came to him frequently, many from the Israeli kibbutzim. He got on better with the generation of his great-grandchildren than with that of his grandchildren. He continued to participate in every action that served the cause of peace and justice and in which his name might carry weight.

Although his carefully considered balance of work and relaxation, sociability and rest, was frequently disturbed by painful and troublesome symptoms of illness, he managed to surmount such distress by humor and an unbroken zest for life. To the very end he remained, in his plans and hopes, on the side of life. On March 16, 1964, Werner Kraft, after visiting Buber, noted in his diary: “This tremendous affirmation of life right up to the end is overwhelmingly magnificent. The mind, although it is present in the highest degree, has nothing to do with this.”144

But Buber also knew fear of dying, and the mind had nothing to do with that either; for, after all, he regarded death as entering into God’s eternity. Behind the well-guarded facade of vitality, melancholia often lay concealed; his mouth did not speak of it, but the darkness of his eyes did.

The evening of April 26, 1965, Buber had an unfortunate fall and broke his hip. He had to undergo an operation that same night. Although the break healed well, his general condition deteriorated. Chronic kidney disease, which had troubled him for years, led to more than a month of painful suffering and to his death from uremia on June 13.

A few days before his death, Israel’s President Shazar had sent him word of a new honor: the city council of Jerusalem had conferred on Buber the honorary citizenship of the ancient city. That letter is the last in this collection. The president of Israel headed the mourners at the funeral. The principal funeral oration was delivered by Premier Levi Eshkol, with whom Buber had corresponded the previous year on the land rights of Arab fellahin—probably his last political act. Arab students of Hebrew University laid one of the few wreaths (wreaths are not customary among Jews) upon his grave. Buber’s name lives on in the Martin Buber Center for Continuing Education, which was built on Mount Scopus and which endeavors, especially by language courses in Hebrew and Arabic, to bring Jerusalem’s citizens closer to one another.
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1. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Leipzig, January 6, 1899 »

Dear Sir:

On behalf of the Zionist Union of this city, I venture to address to you a request that I hope you will not find presumptuous. The small group of Zionists that has formed here very recently is convinced that Leipzig offers exceedingly favorable soil for political activity on a large scale and could become one of the centers of the [Zionist] movement. The long-settled families within Leipzig Jewry amount to an almost infinitesimal percentage; by far the greater part of the Jewish community consists of families who immigrated from Russia and Galicia only a short while ago. Assimilation has therefore not progressed as far as in the other large communities of Germany, and the old fire still continues to live on beneath the surface. It needs only to be awakened; we must imbue the people with the courage to confess their yearning. This was apparent to Moses Hess1 when he, together with Graetz,2 wanted to choose this city for the most vigorous kind of propaganda. Today, the work that was then impossible can be accomplished, and the movement—which so far has made small progress in Germany (even in Berlin)—can win a new and important base. Our experiences of the past several months have confirmed this. In hundreds of individuals we have discerned beneath their doubt the still incompletely formed, still vacillating, will to freedom already struggling toward consciousness and expression. It is in the light of this that we ask you, sir, from the depths of our hearts and for the sake of our great cause: If it is at all possible for you, come here, even if for only an hour. Speak to the Jews of Leipzig! With the enthusiasm you will stir in them, give them the one thing they still lack to be Zionists: the courage, the resolution. We know how precious your time is, that incredibly packed time which you fill with such a wonderful wealth of activity. But we also know that what is at stake is a magnificent triumph, for which the times are ripe just now. Conditions are such that we might win with a single blow, but with that one blow we would win everything. Therefore we believe we are warranted in laying our request before you, and that we must do so.3

2. Paula Winkler Buber to Martin Buber
« [Zurich, August 14, 1899] »

Sweet, dear, You must not start worrying immediately when a letter does not reach you. I’ll take the precaution of sending today’s off very early, so that it will be with you in good time tomorrow.

I have no news from you either. Tell me how you are. Just a few words—I know you have a lot of work.

But you won’t overdo it, will you? Above all, never work at night. Promise me that, dear.

I do earnestly ask that of you. I have fond feelings for your great work—I would never want to spoil it for you. But I would like to slip myself between you and the little everyday bothers, like a sheltering cloud. That is why I so wish I were with you.

I have ordered the Basler Nachrichten for the period of the Congress.4 Or is there a better newspaper that would provide better information? […] Goodbye, my dear. All is fine and well with me. I hope it will be the same for you. […]

3. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Basel, August 15, 1899 »

[…] After a few introductory speeches, the real negotiations are only beginning this afternoon. Most of the time I work quietly, establishing connections, awakening slumbering thoughts, nursing and strengthening unripened ones. The time has not yet come for what I have to say; I don’t know whether this Congress will give me the opportunity. But what I am doing is productive.

Perhaps the lightning stroke that will draw my innermost thoughts out of me is still to come. […]

Of the various choices that were offered me, I have chosen the Propaganda Committee, because that is what I love: communicating movement. […]

4. Paula Winkler Buber to Martin Buber
« [Zurich, August 16–17, 1899] »

Your household goblin is back again—you poor, tortured man. I have just come home from Ilse’s and want to do some work today.

At the moment I am very upset by a talk with Ilse and so wish I were with you for a while. We spoke of political events, Labori,5 the Paris anti-Semites, and finally came around to your Congress.

She did not seem very well informed. What particularly struck me as very strange was her notion that the Zionists want to bid farewell to all the achievements of civilization and remove themselves to some kind of primitive condition. Perhaps she was thinking of the pastoral tribes of the Old Testament. Isn’t that astounding, dear?

I talked about all the things I have learned from you. Even though this may have given her more of an understanding of the cause, I felt a kind of quiet, inner resistance on her part. She did not speak much and became somewhat pensive. Finally she said, “I will never believe that the Jews of western Europe would take part in it, and you know the others can’t do very much or are not very cultivated intellectually.”

So it’s fairly evident, isn’t it, dearest, that those who feel all right as they are will not, for the time being, be for the cause you all believe in.

But then, who would want for neighbors those who cannot see beyond their own personal well-being or ill-being?

After a great deal of talking, I at last found out the cause of Ilse’s resistance. “In the end it’s a nationalist cause,” she said, “a cause that leads backward. But the future belongs to cosmopolitanism.”

Do you know, dearest, “cosmopolitanism” strikes me as a most unpleasant word. Cosmopolitanism! So long and swaggering. Like a traveling American who puts his feet up on other people’s seats. I think people usually mean “humanity” or “broad horizons” or something of the sort when they talk about cosmopolitanism. But what has that to do with it? What?

Still—I understand quite well what Ilse means.

I told her this:

Our attitudes toward each other ought above all to be “person to person”—not “Frenchman to German,” not “Jew to Christian,” and perhaps less of “man to woman.”

So, as one says in Sanskrit, tat tvam asi. Simply: That you are. But what does that mean? Are we to blur all distinctions, obliterate all contradictions for that reason? What for? To be able to deal more easily with our humanity? Would we then be able to deal more easily with it? Do we love most what is least different from us?

Do we love most what is most polished, flattest?

Are not the contradictions the highest and ultimate and finest stimulants in life? Do we not love fullness in color, form, and sound—fullness in individualities? Why do we cry out against the modern school? Because they force genius and fool into a single mold—so that a hybrid results. Because they violate souls.

Are nations not individualities also? Don’t peoples have souls? Must we kill the souls of peoples so that the earth will be inhabited by human persons? Doesn’t that really come down to the oft-decried ethnic stew? Are neighborliness and cooperation in love and goodwill and helpful kindness among average persons more likely than among finely differentiated, mature individualities?

Why should not the nations be permitted to grow into such individualities? Why violate them? It is a curious aspect of our times that strives for equalizing, leveling, blurring, obliterating boundaries and divergencies in all things.

Mankind is like a person weary unto death. Brightness of hues, difference in forms, intervals in sounds, shifts in temperature give him pain rather than pleasure. Mankind is like an oversatiated person, an invalid.

Mankind has entered upon its old age.

That’s it. Very simple. Not universal love, not humaneness!

Feebleness—nothing more.

“But blessed are the strong—they are kind in heart and theirs is the kingdom of earth!”

Why do theosophers and philosophers—Schopenhauer and his ilk—reel toward nirvana, toward the “nothingness” they call nirvana? Because they have grown old—old and weary. Weary of divergencies because divergencies give birth to movement. Or the other way around, for all I care.

Still, a merry mixed company at table is a disgusting sight to those who suffer from lack of appetite.

So goodbye, table of the world—on to nirvana!

They want to blur the divergencies between man and woman because they want to raise a third sexless sex, as among bees. Who would want to live if they succeeded?

Not us.

Or have they succeeded? Are we to consider this already existing third sex, these people unfit for life, these empty husks, these poor cripples as a successful experiment?

Are they not a form of mocking laughter on the part of abused nature?

Can they give joy and strength?

Why not bring the man in man, the woman in woman, to high perfection, to a wonderful flowering? So that they can stand as person to person?——

“We need workers.” How inelegant—how ugly! What do we care about——

Cosmopolitanism—people’s nirvana. Blurring of divergencies! Blurring of boundaries! Be quiet!

Oh no, divergencies, movement, life. We don’t want to sleep. O you hobbling, you lazy, you used-up people!——

That a people harried and hopeless for two thousand years should long for a soil where it can regain peace, dignity, and strength—is that so incomprehensible?

Ilse, who has become what she is out of her feeling for her native land and her understanding of her native land—Ilse could not understand that! Or doesn’t know what soil it was in which she is rooted?

This is the first time we have stayed inwardly so estranged from each other. Do you understand, dearest, how that hurt me?

The Jews must merge with their host nations, Ilse said, and that would happen quite easily. It was merely a question of religion. As soon as that was abandoned, the race would also disappear. There was Jewish blood in almost every family, though people didn’t know it.—That certainly is not true. A race whose distinctive qualities are so easily submerged would not have been able to preserve itself for two thousand years on foreign soil. […]

5. Martin Buber to Adele Buber
« Charlottenburg, December 27 [1899] »

Dear Grandmother,

Please remember just this one thing: I have a great deal of work now, hard, toilsome, strenuous work, and almost the only thing that could gladden and revive me would be a few good, dear words from you: encouragement, appreciation. Instead of them, I always, but always, receive complaints and reproaches. And that is the only reason I do not write more often.

I have already reported to the consulate, or rather to the Austrian Embassy, which is the way it is done here, and the matter will soon be settled.6

I have been elected secretary of the Zionist Association here [in Berlin]; this is an honorary position and involves hardly any work.

Here, whenever I meet with Zionists I am asked about Grandpa, his health, his work, and so on; I have yet to be introduced to someone who does not ask me about my relationship to Salomon Buber. And recently in Breslau, when at the request of the Zionists there I delivered the address at their Hanukkah celebration—to more than 600 people—the rabbi, Dr. Rosenthal,7 was one among many others who approached me, congratulated me very warmly, said he agreed with my views, and asked me to convey his greetings to Grandpa. Wherever I speak I hear Grandfather’s name. From that you can both see how deeply attached the Zionists are to Jewish literature and how warmly they honor the men who are raising up the crown of Judaism by their work, and who are bearing witness by their whole lives that the vital energy of our people has not been sapped.

This much for now. I hope to have more good news to tell you soon.

With deep and faithful love,

6. Martin Buber to Salomon Buber
« Charlottenburg, January 31 [1900] »

Dear Grandparents,

I am in the habit of noting Grandpa’s birthday by one calendar, Grandma’s by the other.8 In any case, birthdays are only fortuitous but welcome opportunities for us to pour out our hearts to those we love most, to tell them all the love, all the thoughts and good wishes we have for them. Only we always try in vain to find the deepest and best words. I have a feeling of sacredness toward Grandpa’s birthday. Since leaving home I have met many persons of culture, artists, writers, and scientists. But I have never again come upon the childlike, miraculous powers of mind, the vigor of a strong and simple ambition so purely and beautifully embodied as in Grandpa. Never again has a scholar and intellectual seemed to me so lovable (I mean, so worthy of the greatest love). When I think of his dear face, I have trouble fighting back my tears—tears of warmest reverence. When our relationship to a person is that close, is it really still possible to offer “congratulations”? Dear Grandfather, it is the fervent hope of my heart that your vibrant kindness, which so often has brought me comfort and joy and firmness, will be preserved for me for a long, long time. The unflagging and undivided quality of your creative work has often guided me back to myself from the bad path of incoherence. You are a close and inspiring example. For that and for many other things, I am inexpressibly grateful to you. I can show my gratitude and my love in no better way than by emulating your example—in my own fields—and by placing my life, as you have done, in the service of the Jewish people. You have mined and refined treasures from the culture of the Jewish past; I, who am young and still long more for action than for knowledge, want to help forge the Jewish future. But we are both ruled by the spirit of the eternal people, and in this sense I think I can say that I intend to carry on your life’s work.

May you have many lovely and peaceful joys, dear Grandfather: joy in the success of your activities, in the inner blessing of your great work, and in the homage of the hundreds of thousands who know and revere you; joy too (this I hope with my whole heart) in happiness coming at last to your son and in the development of your grandchildren; joy in living Judaism, which is awakening to new strength and glory; joy in the creative activities of the faithful sons of Judaism, and in mine also. My greetings and kisses to you and dear Grandma; I am in truth yours, your faithful grandson.

7. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Berlin, February 2 [1900] »

My dear Herr Doktor:

Would it by any chance be possible for you to speak here in March? Once again I must urgently ask you to do so. So far, in spite of all our efforts, we have been unable to arrange a large popular meeting this year. Nothing but refusals from all quarters. Only the hope that you would soon keep your promise to come has sustained us, given us needed energy. Everywhere we have heard people drawing false conclusions about the development of Zionism from the slackening of our activity that circumstances have imposed on us. And even our own people are coming forward with a thousand questions, doubts, reproaches. But if you were to speak here, everything would be transformed at one blow and new life would be infused into the movement. You have hardly ever been heard here; it was years ago, and relatively few heard you then. Nor did you then speak in terms of a concrete program. Those who at the bottom of their hearts would like to join us—and there are many such here—are awaiting your words as ultimate enlightenment. Most of what they have heard from our group has been polemical; excellent, strong, and sharp though that has sometimes been, they crave something affirmative. And therefore once more I make this heartfelt plea.

8. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Berlin, May 14, 1900 »

[…] At the railroad station yesterday I saw several special cars bearing a placard: Russian emigrants. The people were peering out, all Jews. We—my cousin Eliasberg9 and I—talked to them. One asked me: What city is this? They did not know where they were, only that they were going “toward America.” What forlornness! They are traveling alone, without leadership; an agent was waiting for them in Hamburg. They did not know what they will do “over there.” Like a thing that is tossed into empty space. The officials treated them like animals. I found out from a conductor that they were being taken to barracks in Ruhleben, where they would stay overnight, be given bread and examined for contagious diseases. We followed them but were not admitted to the Ruhleben barracks because nobody is permitted to visit them. Before they departed from the station, they repeatedly said goodbye to us, and there was a kind of joy in their movements. One man asked us, “You do here?” meaning: “Do you have some kind of manual work?” He could not conceive that anyone would go to foreign parts for any purpose but to eke out a living by hard work.

9. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Berlin, August 4, 1900 »

Dearest Sweetheart, I am now living part of every day in ancient Egypt, in the world of my Satu story.10 For the present, I find the doctoral dissertation impossible, like something stiff. I am no good at drudgery. These fine old legends come to me like a continuous picture book that has been drawn in outline and is awaiting the filling in; they place themselves in my hand so sweetly and confidingly. Never before have I felt so intensely the soul of the ancient Orient in myself and the power to bring its symbols to life. Dearest, those last days I was with you this time, so lovely in their calm light, have given me wholly new strength. You know my way of working and you will understand what that means to me: I have found an artistic road that is my own. Do you remember when you praised those few Satu pages? You said they were among my very best. At the time I was just getting into it. […] Now I mean it to be a book: Legends. Satu’s suffering and revenge will be in it, and ancient stories of the Hindus and Hebrews will be revived, but also a tale of Herodotus and a late Greek love fable. […] The distance from the material to me is not as far as that from the chapbook to Faust, and yet, then again it is farther: the evolution of the hundred generations that stand between my psyche and that of those ancient authors of the legends. […]

10. Martin Buber to Max Nordau
« Vienna, April 25 [1901] »

My dear Herr Doktor:

Please pardon me for only now returning the manuscript11 to you. I took it with me when I came here in order to alert several friends to the need for the kind of large-scale adult education project12 set forth in the manuscript. I was ill for some time after my arrival here, so I was able to do this only during the last days of my stay. That also explains why I am only now getting around to thanking you most cordially for your great kindness, as well as for your appreciative words, which in a time of doubt and isolation have done me more good than I can say. Those were the first words of understanding on the part of a Zionist for my little articles, and therefore they have become unforgettably significant to me. I am also warmly grateful to you for your criticism, which is absolutely accurate: such words help one to progress.

11. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Edlach, July 26, 1901 »

[…] Above all, it has become painfully evident to me that I must pull myself together with all my strength and in the next few months, or rather weeks, must accomplish something. Otherwise, I shall lose the last remnant of my artistic initiative and, without that, all technique is like a bird without the strength to fly: what good is it then that it “knows how to fly”? You know that I have no sprawling talent; I must keep a taut rein. About the “Lilith,”13 you are absolutely right. But what is involved here is not content and form; rather, what’s missing is a great effort. That is what counts now. You must understand, dearest, that this is a matter of life and death. What is at stake is simply my art: if I let myself go, I go to seed—that is definite. Then I can go on shaping myself as a university lecturer and as a decent individual in general. But it will all be over with the making of living things. […]

12. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Alt-Aussee, August 7, 1901 »

Dear Friend,

To my great regret our friend Feiwel,14 so he informs me, for reasons of health and for the sake of his studies, wishes to resign the editorship of Die Welt.15 I have repeatedly asked him to change his mind, but in vain; he will not be dissuaded. A number of people have offered to take over the paper, but I have been thinking primarily of you. I am herewith formally asking whether you would be prepared to assume the editorship of Die Welt. […]

As an outline for the future format of Die Welt, I have in mind the following: eight pages must be done with scissors—clippings and translations of the kind so admirably provided by the Echo sioniste.16 Eight pages to be filled with original contributions on as mature a literary and political level as possible. Eventually one of these pages might be subtracted and reserved for the communications of the [Zionist] Action Committee, so that there would be seven pages to be filled with editorial material. A great deal that is sensible and good can be said in seven pages. I would also have no objection to filling two or three columns of these seven or eight pages with fiction. There is a novel in the office that I am going to look into today, and which according to what I have heard from the author in person might be interesting. I am referring to the novel by M. Viola.17

I shall obtain the necessary funds, which naturally must not be exorbitant, for these original contributions. I would be delighted if you will accept the offer; if you do, I am sure we can easily agree on the conditions. You could stay quietly in Edlach through the summer and would only have to come to Vienna for a day or two each time before publication of the paper.

13. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Semmering, August 11, 1901 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

Your offer has given me great pleasure, both as a sign of your confidence and as a challenging opportunity. If I nevertheless feel obliged to attach conditions to my acceptance, these will certainly not be of any personal character. In that respect, my sole desire is that the relative independence which obtained during the period of Feiwel’s editing should continue. On the other hand, I would have to ask for an increase in the total fees payable to contributors for each issue, i.e., to a considerable raising of the budget as far as possible. To be sure, I mean as a general rule to keep to the standard fees of the past, but I must be able to go beyond them when I deem it necessary. As I see it, Die Welt is destined to become the organ and spearhead of the intellectual and cultural movement among Jewish youth. We have many talented young people struggling to make their mark. Most of them do not know where they belong. If we can bring them together, give them some directed support and guidance, before too long we will be able to surprise Europe with a literary manifesto. This would run parallel to our political growth. I hope soon to be able to talk to you directly about this matter in more detail. If I am to assume the editorship of Die Welt, I would regard it as my duty to develop part of the paper along these lines. To a very modest extent and in a very quiet and unofficial way, I have already worked in that direction at Feiwel’s side. To be able to do it better, I am obliged to make the condition mentioned above.

There is one more thing I should stress. I could devote only a relatively small part of my time to Die Welt. Aside from completing my dissertation, for which I will have to set aside quite a string of moments during the next several months, I have literary plans that I cannot evade: along with various ideas for articles, some larger undertakings, among them some connected with Zionism (a one-act play, the first part of a trilogy entitled “The Fulfillment,” could be published in the fall).18 Thus I myself would write for Die Welt only when there were important matters that I could not entrust to any of the other contributors; then, to be sure, I would do my best to write in a manner worthy of the subjects.

The other points I might make are of secondary importance and need be raised only if, after what I have said, your offer still stands.

14. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Alt-Aussee, August 13, 1901 »

Dear Friend,

You have given me pleasure by accepting my offer, and I shall certainly grant your wishes as far as that is at all possible. If I can depend on your running the paper conscientiously, I will interfere with you as little as I did with our friend Feiwel. Unfortunately, this excellent person, in whom I placed so many hopes, has become disgruntled of late—I do not know for what reasons, since he withheld them from me—and that could all too easily be felt and seen in the paper.

What you say about the literary and artistic direction you wish to give Die Welt meets with my fullest approval, and I shall let you have an entirely free hand. […] From now on, it will be a question of employing the forces and funds we have at hand in a proper manner, and I look forward with pleasure to the proposals you mean to make. Please let me know when you wish to assume your duties as editor.

15. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Graz, August 15, 1901 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

My literary efforts will not cause me to neglect the “Party section.” I too regard the paper as above all the “living history” of Zionism; and of course I shall not let the other contributors deprive me of the responsibility of developing it further as such. I intend to conduct this section of the paper in much the same way as Feiwel; only I shall try to bring the elements of social psychology and cultural history more into the foreground.

I am prepared to assume the editorship on September 1. But I have requested Herr Zobel19 to consult me by letter on difficult questions even now. I shall probably spend September in Baden, so as to be able to come over as often as necessary.

I would be very grateful to you if you would keep the editorial board as fully informed as possible about our progress in the Action Committee.20 Even though some of the facts may not be made public, knowledge of this sort can often determine the general attitude of the editorial staff. […]

16. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Semmering, August 22 [1901] »

My dear Herr Doktor:

Forgive me if I come to you today with a request regarding a matter that does not at all fall within my province. It has to do with the question of who is officially the publisher of Die Welt. I do not know whether the rumors circulating about that matter are accurate. But if they are, might I ask you not to let the paper’s dependence on the Action Committee, which of course is absolutely necessary, be stressed any more sharply and openly than has hitherto been done. Even though the role of publisher is a mere formality, it would to my mind not be altogether expedient to abandon the tradition that has been established for Die Welt in this regard. The person functioning as publisher of the party organ must be an independent power, so to speak. I imagine he is that when he is a member of the A.C., but not when he is dependent on the A.C. So convinced am I that this corresponds with your view that I repeatedly incline to the opinion that some misunderstanding must have given rise to these rumors.

In order to orient myself on editorial affairs, I went to Vienna yesterday and took occasion to make preliminary arrangements for extending and regularizing our foreign news service. These steps will hardly place any burden on the budget. In a short time we will be in a position to publish a steady flow of useful reports from the centers. In addition, I have dispatched a number of letters that should win us new and valuable associates. I have discussed with Herr Zobel a reorganization of the “review of the journals” and the creation of new columns of general interest.

17. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Alt-Aussee, August 24, 1901 »

Dear Friend,

I shall be glad to go along with your wishes in regard to the publisher as well. The simplest solution would be for you yourself to take over this title. I await your suggestions in that regard. […]

P.S. The next issue will announce the convoking of the Congress21 in Basel for Christmas (which should remain secret until Friday). Wouldn’t you like to write an editorial on that?—it would have to be in Vienna by Tuesday, by Wednesday at the latest.

18. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Alt-Aussee, September 28, 1901 »

My dear Friend,

Die Welt is excellent. I read both the last and the current issue with pleasure and pride. The new generation has arrived, even if I am tired.

As for the suggestion in your good letter, more when I see you. That will be Tuesday afternoon around five o’clock in the Congress office.

19. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Vienna, October 13, 1901 »

[…] I am now occupying myself a good deal with the plan for a free theater for Jewish youth, which I will write you about in greater detail shortly. You will also read about it in Die Welt.22 That, together with anthologies, an art show, an art publishing house, a book publishing house, journals, and other projects, constitutes a whole Jewish art program. Do you like the idea in general?

20. Paula Winkler Buber to Martin Buber
« October 18, 1901 »

Dearest, Only a miserly card again today! I think, dear heart, you really are overworking, and you should not!

We’re all ill here, the grownups and the children, but nothing serious—a stomach upset.

I’ve already read some of Die Welt.23 The Brandes article highly interesting. “The Bank” excellent. That first sentence has something quite moving about it: “The bank, our bank, is operating.”24 It sounds like a cry of rejoicing from the masses.

In the poem “Ahasver’s Prayer,” the second stanza is the most successful: “Lord, Thou who hast sent the windstorm …” I still have to read the rest. The issue strikes me as extraordinarily successful.

I have a new desire, I must tell you this, because I did not have it formerly: I would like to be active with you in the cause of Zionism—no, I will be. I have the feeling that I can and must do something for it.

My dearest, I long so for a word from you, for a word from your heart. I would like to be with you. […]

21. Paula Winkler Buber to Martin Buber
« October 19, 1901 »

[…] Dearest Mowgli,25 Among all the plans for launching a unified Jewish artistic life, the Jewish theater would probably be the most difficult. Do you already have plays? And wouldn’t it be very precarious to have the plays written for the theater after it is started? The idea will take time. You should not try to pick unripe fruit, my dear.

As for the possibility of Jewish lyric poetry—I do believe in that, believe it has a great future. The novel already exists. I also believe in Jewish graphic art, if the Jewish artists will only turn inward. The art and book publishing house, the journals, will flourish without special tending. But the drama, I think, will be the problem child. Still and all, you—you of all people—would not think of a theater if you did not have plays. Write me about that. […]

Your article on Multatuli26 truly delighted me. You bring off many things quite wonderfully, especially the beginning about Multatuli himself. And that’s a fine paragraph that begins: “It is not what people call love …” And the next about Eros and Psyche. The appreciation of Spohr27 is very fine and delicate.

You have reason to be content. You’ve also chosen the quotations well.

You did forget one thing: his magnificent humor. Perhaps it should not be called that, this “something” that makes [his] book so appealing to me. It is as if some kind, superior person is laughing softly and serenely as he recollects stories of his own youth. There is a touch of melancholia in the light mockery, but it is not bitter—he is so dear and comforting. It’s really hard to say what it is, because it’s unique. […]

Along with my article, which I may mail this evening, I am also sending a short story—I’m very confused about its value. At times it strikes me as remarkable, at times wretched, and several times I have been on the point of tearing it up and am actually surprised I haven’t done so. I am eager to hear your “verdict,” for it will reassure me, one way or the other. Please also consider where I might send it.

I think the article is good. Of course you again have full freedom to change or to cut.

Don’t think, dearest, that I am not with you with my whole being. I truly am, have never been so intensely so.

I am growing toward your cause; you must and will see that. It will be mine and also that of our children.

22. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Vienna, October 25, 1901 »

Dear Heart, Your letter may well be the right answer to mine. It certainly has pushed me hard. There is one thing you cannot understand, dearest: that every moment here I am struggling with every fiber of my being to bear up against all my restlessness, against all my cares, against all my knowledge, against all my deprivation, against everything that is trying to crush me. Every moment. And that your letters are the only source of strength for me. Everything else is too much intertwined with cares and restiveness. Your letters are absolutely the only thing. Aside from them, perhaps the thought that there is a mother in you, my faith in that. Now I know: ever and always I have been seeking my mother. […]

23. Paula Winkler Buber to Martin Buber
« November 17, 1901 »

Dearest Mowgli,

Do you realize that I am pretty well aware most of the time of where you are, my silly husband? You see, it’s usually right there in Die Welt. This afternoon, for instance, you will be at the club of “loving girls”? Right? Have you already written the first act of your drama?28 It’s already been announced. Of course I remember your draft, my Mowgli. That’s not the sort of thing one just forgets. I haven’t seen the story yet. Are you going to read the drama yourself? Or will the lady who reads the poems read that too?

Dearest husband, how can you have sad dreams about me? What was it about? I am already calmer, dear, good husband. […]

Dear, do you seriously mean to count me among your “most outstanding” supports? I think I shall have something ready for you for the festival issue.29 Tomorrow I’ll be writing you more definitely and in detail about that, since I am not yet very clear about it today.

I have a marvelously subtle story in the works—in general am stimulated as I have seldom been before. A pity you cannot be here and that I have so many worries. Dear God, if only some of the pieces I have sent out would be accepted! […]

Little Eva30 is marvelously sweet. She has just gone through a twenty-four-hour period of not eating and looks all shriveled, but she’s so cheerful, utters such darling little cries when she catches sight of something, laughs and tosses her head about. Such a sweet little delight! Bubi31 is already very fond of his Julie. At night now he’s absolutely possessed—so terribly naughty.

Mowgli dear, you were lovable in your last little note. It has filled me with courage and joy again, dearest. Yes, of course, dear heart, I love you beyond anything. And the good days when we’ll feel that properly from heart to heart, they’re just beginning, my only one.

24. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Vienna, December 20, 1901 »

My dear Friend,

Paula Winkler has a great gift and I am grateful to you for introducing her to me. But the cholera stories are too gloomy for the NFP.32 Let her write something brighter with equal art, and it will go.

P.S. Your article “Roads to Zionism”33 is splendid.

25. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Basel, December 26, 1901 »

[…] There is a great deal to tell about the Congress. For today, just this: a group of modernists has formed, and I am one of their intellectual leaders—to phrase it modestly.34 The ancients are terribly scared of us, for the present more so than is justified. But today we achieved an important agenda victory which was due chiefly to a fiery speech by me. The vote was a marvelous scene of mute excitement and suspense.

My report has turned out long; it is my turn to give it tomorrow. I only just finished it at 3:30 A.M.; this has been a strenuous period. But I think it is good. […]

Only this one thing more, dearest: this Congress is a turning point. We youngsters are beginning to take things under control. […]

26. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Basel, January 1, 1902 »

Dearest, Nothing about this Congress can be told in letters. But I shall soon be with you. It was a magnificent struggle in which our minority faction has won, although our special motions (including the one for support of the publishing house) have lost. Now everyone is thinking and talking about us. We are founding a new organization within the party.35 The matter is of the greatest importance to the development of the movement. I am writing you in haste, my heart. […]

27. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Vienna, February 25, 1902 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

[…] Could you recommend to me an experienced and reliable man in Palestine capable of investigating the grades of phosphates to be found there? My father, who owns one of the large companies in this field, would be prepared to set up a corporation for the exploitation of Palestinian phosphates, provided Palestine can surpass Algiers in quality and Florida with regard to transportation. Could such an enterprise, established on a broad financial base, promote our plans? In any case, may I ask you to exercise discretion for the present concerning this part of my letter.

28. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Vienna, May 3, 1902 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

You have probably heard that our Jewish youth evening went off in a very gratifying fashion. The program was distinctly Zionist, almost exclusively so, and since the groups that are usually absent from our own meetings were present in large numbers, I think we can probably call it a great propaganda success. People who otherwise want to have little to do with us were deeply moved, and it was clear by looking at them that they will no longer shake off the Zionism implanted in them. Our idea has much more of an impact on people in this overwhelming artistic form, gripping them in a way quite different from that of speeches at meetings, though I certainly do not underestimate the educational importance of the latter. […]

29. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Nasswald, July 24 [1902] »

My dear Herr Doktor:

How right we young people are in our views about the propagandistic importance of a modern cultural program! That was once more brought home to me as a result of two conversations that Lilien36 and I recently had with Max Liebermann37 (in connection with our book of artists). The first conversation was more preliminary and businesslike; what struck me most in the course of it was Liebermann’s emphatic ethnic pride. A few items about the second will probably interest you. Lilien wrote me about it: “When I spoke to him about Zionism and told him that ‘On to Palestine’ is not a turning back but a going forward, and when I told him I am a convinced Zionist but not religious—which he hardly believed—he decided that he could see nothing but beautiful and ideal elements in Zionism. At the beginning he called our ultimate goal utopian, but an ‘ennobling’ of utopianism. Later, however, when Cassirer38 joined us and spoke in much the same way that Liebermann had spoken to me earlier, Liebermann became excited and talked much as the best of Zionists would have done. I have only been strengthened in my conviction that Liebermann will become a Zionist by and by. He declared that if Zionism imposes no barriers to his art, he will do all in his power as an individual to counter such misunderstandings as that every Zionist must be a conservative Jew. He knew Struck,39 who eats only kosher food and wears tzitzis,40 and so he felt a strong resistance to professing conscious Judaism, for he thought that then he would have to eat kosher also and wear tzitzis. It might be possible eventually to convert Israels41 to that, he said, but not him. I talked a great deal about Zionism, and especially about cultural Zionism, with him. And since he himself already knew a great deal, he now understands many things that were previously incomprehensible to him.… I think that Liebermann could also be won over wholly to our publishing house. He is even interested in the financial side of it, and he promised that if it accomplishes what we have announced, he will support it morally and financially.”

I should like to take this occasion to join in Feiwel’s request and ask you for another, though short, contribution to our almanac.42 Old-New Land43 will probably be coming out at the same time as our book, and therefore the last chapter can scarcely be regarded as an original contribution. But you cannot be absent from this first modern Zionist anthology, which is intended for Europe and in which for the first time “German” writers such as Hirschfeld44 and Salus,45 as well as “German” artists such as Liebermann, are supporting us with fresh, original contributions. We must therefore ask you to make this sacrifice of your time, which will be preeminently a sacrifice for the cause. […]

30. Berthold Feiwel to Martin Buber
« July 28, 1902 »

Dear Martin—For a moment I felt something like a stabbing pain when I read your letter, in which you inform me of your decision to withdraw for a year.46 Only for a moment. The next moment I realized that you not only have a right to do so, but that I am duty bound to urge you to take this year and, if possible, to help you do so. For I have often told myself that, of all our small circle, you are the only truly creative person and you must spare yourself and prepare yourself for the subjectively greatest tasks in behalf of our movement. I am ready to perform the small services of the workhorse or the helper or the mediator, which to be sure is holy service too, but, as I say, small. And I shall be able to perform this small service, just as will others who are better than myself, if the creative ones will take the lead. […]

I don’t know what is going to become of our publishing house. For I myself am also going to have to withdraw in certain respects—as I intend to explain to you later. However, I have already thought about this eventuality. We will not be able to withdraw our literary guidance—but we must turn over all business affairs to someone or to a committee or to Zionist officialdom. […]

31. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Alt-Aussee, August 10, 1902 »

Dear Friend:

Your letter about [Max] Liebermann is indeed highly interesting. Forgive me for answering you so belatedly, but I was, as you know, far away,47 and on my return found so much work awaiting me that I scarcely have time to take care of absolute essentials. I need not tell you how glad I would be to send you a decent contribution [to the Jüdischer Almanach], but time, dear friend—that is to say, the period required for thinking out something decent—is at the moment utterly lacking. I have various pressing obligations that I have not yet taken care of. But if my last chapter is not enough for you, then just omit it.48 You know that I cannot permit myself the luxury of vanity and will certainly not blame you if you do not think my contribution good enough and simply omit it.

32. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Lemberg, October 3, 1902 »

[…] It is as confining as a prison cell here, so that I feel you more than ever as my freedom. In general, one must tie the whole riddle of the universe to a single person, otherwise one is in a bad way. In the Talmud it says: “He who meditates upon four things, for him it would have been better had he not come into the world; these four are what is above, what is below, what was before, and what will be after.”49 I would prefer to say: Meditate upon all mysteries, but in one person who is yours, and you lie upon the heart of the universe. For everything is in everyone and only love can extract it.

33. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« December 10, 1902 »

Dear Martin:

You know I am a friendly and patient person, but now I seem to have come to the limit of my patience. This is the fourth letter in which I could again repeat all my questions, but I really must stop, since I get no answer anyhow. If you think that I can do anything for our cause when I am treated this way by my closest and best friends, you are decidedly mistaken. To be frank, up to this time we have yet to move our undertaking forward by one single step. We have great obligations to the cause and to public opinion. Absolute strangers have trusted us, have placed their hopes in our competence and efficiency. We have not yet proved that we can justify these hopes. Here we are, prepared to put all our energies at the service of the cause, but we can scarcely do a thing if our friends refuse us all help and interest.

I still do not know how you managed with Herzl, Werner,50 and the future university committee, or with the various professors. The list, etc.,51 which we were told two weeks ago would be coming along has not yet arrived here.

I am now asking you quite objectively: Is systematic work possible under such conditions? I know you have a great deal to do, but, aside from the university project, I too have other affairs and must in addition see to my daily progress.

Up to now I have had nothing but vexation from this whole matter.

I would go to Vienna if I had any certainty that matters have progressed there to the point that a committee can be established. In that case I would leave here on the 21st and remain in Vienna until the 25th, returning by way of Berlin and Frankfurt to Geneva.

For the last time, I beg you to reply in detail to all the questions I put to you in my earlier letters.

It grieves me deeply to have to write such letters, but my strength is exhausted. If you place any value on what I have said here, you will answer by return mail.

34. Martin Buber to Chaim Weizmann
« December 12 [1902] »

Dear Chaim, You are truly doing me a grave injustice. I am suffering from a severe nervous illness, often lie on the sofa in convulsions for half a day at a time, can work neither on my dissertation nor on anything else, have in fact had to put all work aside, and now you take me to task for not managing to bring the matter of the university here to an initial agreement—for that is what establishing the committee would be. Now, as it happens, the matter of the university52 has been the only thing I have worked on—as far as I was physically able to. But in doing so I have made it a principle: rather later and complete than sooner and half done! The large general and official committee, as Told [Berthold Feiwel] has written me, is not supposed to get started until Easter; but even for the preparatory working committee, I think that only people of importance and energy should be brought in. These are just the kind of people it is not easy to bring in. Nevertheless, I have succeeded in winning over a few lecturers, several editors, and even a few financiers to join this initial, unofficial committee. Now I am very much concerned to insure that everybody will be present at the constituting session, since experience shows that only those first on the scene really work. Consequently, in order to get the people together, it has been necessary repeatedly to postpone the session, and I have not written to you because I kept wanting to wait and see what the session would bring. Even now it has not yet taken place because, as it happens, there is the prospect of several valuable recruits in the next few days. But there is no doubt that it will take place in the course of the next week. Now, we must more specifically define the tasks of this committee. I doubt that the present funds of the [University] Bureau will cover it. What is more, that can scarcely be asked of the people here. To my mind, the money for the preparations is on the whole to be found only in Russia, and for this purpose local committees or groups must be founded in the centers. On the other hand, it will be the principal task of the Vienna committee, and of a Berlin committee still to be set up, to prepare for the definitive general European committee (which will issue the proclamation to the entire world), which will win over the notables, influence the press, make proposals for carrying out the project and above all for financing it, get in touch with financiers—not for the Bureau but for the project itself, etc. Since it is probable that the members of these local committees will demand to be included in the definitive committee, it follows that we must proceed cautiously in our choice of present members. Moreover, such a procedure makes a greater impression upon the members themselves.

As far as Herzl is concerned, my last conversation with him was interrupted by a visitor, and I will not be able to call on him again until tomorrow. At any rate, I will take care that he comes to the session. He has said that he is ready to join the definitive committee; he will ask the Action Committee whether he should also join the provisional local committee. But one way or another, that is no vital question, since we can use his name at any time, and he wouldn’t be able to do real work in any case. He has given me a highly impressionistic lecture, in the style of a feature article, on “The Jewish University on Mount Zion.” For the present, there is no need for you to write to him.

The list is very hard to put together. In the next few days I will see to the establishment of the Berlin local committee and then present both committees, as well as you, Told, and a few others, with my supplementary list. You must consider that working out a relatively complete list is a very difficult matter.

If you want to come here, I’ll arrange it so that the constituting session takes place while you are here. We would then organize things this way: You come here, attend the setting up of the committee, go from here to Berlin, where in the meanwhile all preparations will have been made, and you set up that committee. Please telegraph me at once if you want to do it that way, and I will then make all the arrangements.

Please telegraph me also where we stand in regard to my Swiss lecture tour, which you have not mentioned. It is true that I am still feeling quite bad, but have at least been somewhat better these past days, and perhaps the traveling would do me good. Have you been in touch with the clubs in Zurich, Bern, and Geneva? I have received an invitation to lecture in Munich and have moreover heard that the literary and artistic groups there will be heavily represented. Given an audience of that sort, successful propaganda could be made for the university, and in particular people could be recruited for the main committee, or else perhaps a third local committee could be established. But now everything depends on whether I go to Switzerland, since that tour would have to cover the expenses. So please telegraph me whether and approximately when. I am thinking of the beginning or middle of January. It is already too late for December.

The situation with Werner is as follows: He wants to establish a “Jewish University” association here, whose main purpose would be to raise funds. Told considers that premature, and I think he is right. Let me know your opinion. The association idea would already involve a wider public. Connected with that is the question of whether we should hold a university mass meeting while you are here. Likewise in Berlin. It is a question of principle: has the campaign reached that point yet? I don’t think so.

Please, therefore, keep these matters separate:


1. The big definitive committee which will consist of notables from all over Europe, who will sign the proclamation, delegate the definitive executive committee, etc.; although it is not to be established until Easter, we should begin to prepare for it right now.

2. The western European local committees in Vienna and Berlin, possibly in Munich and other cities as well, which will prepare the way for the big committee and in general are to launch the propaganda campaign.

3. The eastern European local groups, which are to raise money for the Bureau and incidentally to work in eastern Europe like the committees under 2.

4. The associations, which are to make it possible for the wider public to support the project, but which to my mind are to be established after the main committee is already functioning. […]53



35. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Vienna, January 15 [1903] »

My dear Herr Doktor:

Would you have the great kindness to come to a conference on Sunday the 25th for the purpose of founding the Vienna “Jewish University” committee? We would be most grateful to you if you would honor us with your presence. We should also like to ask you for the names of a few people whom it would be useful to invite.

Dr. Ehrenpreis54 and I intend to convoke a cultural conference shortly before the next Congress. We proceed from the conviction—which we know you share—that the cultural undertakings cannot be administered by the Congress because of differences of opinion as well as the inadequacy of available funds. The conference—which the Zionist party leadership can sponsor to whatever extent you see fit—is first of all to make a detailed examination of the tasks and thoroughly determine and delimit them, then discuss the possibilities of carrying them out, and make decisions accordingly. Before we take any further action, we are turning to you and requesting your sanction, for the present just in principle. […]

36. Martin Buber to Chaim Weizmann
« Vienna, January 23, 1903 »

Dear Chaim,

On the committee matter, I can again tell you only this much: Rector Schwarz55 and Prof. Kellner56 have suddenly canceled. Herzl has been in Paris and London for three weeks and will probably be returning tomorrow. I am busy with the question of supplementing the committee; this evening I will have a conference about that and don’t intend to leave before I have settled this matter favorably. You can rely on that.

The whole question of my trip is in a critical state. It is obvious that I cannot manage on 120 francs. Today I am asking [the] Munich [office of the Zionist Organization] whether they can contribute, and will inform you as soon as I hear. My financial state is so bad that I not only cannot help you out but am myself in a literally desperate predicament. As you know, I had applied for credit to the Prague fund. Due to various unexpected events, that has not yet been settled, and I am afraid it will be turned down because my references are not financiers. I myself have nothing and must borrow a few guilders from a different acquaintance every day. On top of that, my boy is sick, and this has increased expenses. You who do not yet have others dependent on you can scarcely imagine this situation. That is part of the reason I do not take care of everything as you and the others would wish; I go about in an everlasting feverish suspense, must constantly be thinking about how to obtain money, and consequently cannot manage any systematic work. Unless a favorable answer to the application comes along in the next few days, I shall have to go to Prague. My dear friend, I can well imagine that you have money worries, but believe me, they are child’s play compared with what I am going through. At almost every moment I feel the abyss right under my feet.—But enough of this—no one else, not even one’s best friend, can understand and truly sympathize in this matter. […]

37. Martin Buber to the Action Committee
« Vienna, March 21, 1903 »

To the honorable Action Committee of the Zionist Congress, Vienna

On behalf of the “Jewish University” Bureau, I take the liberty of informing you that a provisional central committee has been formed in Berlin. Among the members are Professor Landau,57 Dr. Oppenheimer,58 Professor Warburg,59 and two other university professors, as well as two professors from the Institute of Technology [in Vienna] who will join in the next few days. For the time being, this committee is not intended to reach a wider public; it is only to lay the groundwork for fund-raising, a program we have now once more initiated, on a grander scale, through Dr. Weizmann. Only recently new prospects for our plan have opened up—especially in regard to location—which I would be glad to report on orally to you at any time.

May I take this opportunity to inform you also that a conference for Jewish cultural work is to be convoked for the middle of July, probably in Berlin. There has been, as you know, general dissatisfaction, which we share, with the way the debate on culture has been handled in the Congress. The aim of the conference would be to remove the whole cultural question from the deliberations of the Congress and provide the proponents of more radical cultural programs with a forum of their own, thus making possible separate discussion of viewpoints and opportunities to carry out proposals. In particular, the raising of funds will have to be discussed, since we have become convinced that the party cannot afford sizable subsidies for cultural work, on the one hand because of the differing views on this score within the party, on the other hand because of the party’s limited resources. We wish to stress that, in calling this cultural conference, we have no intention whatsoever of engaging in oppositional politics. Rather, we believe we would also be performing a service to the party leadership by extricating the object of so much discord and misunderstanding from the scope of the Congress. The conference will enable the Congress to confine itself to a more academic overview of the subject.

Looking forward to your response at your earliest convenience, I am, dear sirs,

Most respectfully yours,

38. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Vienna, April 14, 1903 »

My dear Fellow Zionist:60

In reply to your good letter of the 21st of last month, in which you inform us that you wish to convoke a conference on Jewish culture in Berlin, we can only state our viewpoint that questions which concern the interests of all Jewry belong before the forum of the Zionist Congress.

39. Martin Buber to Israel Zangwill
« Vienna, April 22, 1903 »

Dear Sir:

A committee of several persons has been formed (including Dr. M. Ehrenpreis, chief rabbi of Bulgaria, Dr. Alfred Nossig,61 Herr N. Sokolow,62 and myself) with the intention of calling a conference a few days before the next Congress in Zurich. It would discuss Jewish cultural problems, such as that of national education and the ways and means for disseminating knowledge of Jewish history, literature, and ethics.

Naturally this conference is to have a far more private character than our Congress, but everyone who would like to participate will be invited. We consider it possible that in this way a special forum for these questions can be created, since they cannot be dealt with properly in the public atmosphere of the Congress. This approach to the questions will undoubtedly yield better objective results. Moreover, it will free the Congress of the burden of these subjects and save a great deal of time for the discussion of matters that lie more within the province of the larger assembly. From this point of view, several members of the Action Committee have declared their willingness to participate in the planned conference or to support it.

We are asking you to be kind enough to join the committee and lend your forceful aid to a cause which, so we hope, will yield fine and precious results for our people.

40. Israel Zangwill to Martin Buber
« London, May 1, 1903 »

Dear Sir:

It would give me great pleasure to join in a conference with the excellent men you mention, to say nothing of yourself, whose brilliant report at the last Congress I well remember. But all I can arrange with any certainty is a week’s absence from England while the Congress is in session. Therefore I do not think that I can promise my participation in a preliminary conference. In any case, it is my decided opinion that the demands in the cultural area, important as these are, should be deferred rather than delay our political progress or lead to a split among us—making us objects of derision to our enemies. Unfortunately, I must call myself first and foremost a political Zionist. I have always been a cultural Zionist, but to be that I need no Congress. I expect to see you all at the Congress and hope that your conference will not lose the proper perspective.

41. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Vienna, May 14, 1903 »

My dear Sir:

I have received with thanks the prospectus of your new journal.63 After the manner in which you attacked Dr. Nordau,64 I cannot, without gravely offending him, participate in any literary undertaking headed by you.65

42. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Berlin, May 18, 1903 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

From your letters to Dr. Ehrenpreis, Lilien,66 and me, I see that you have been the recipient of one-sided information concerning the position of our group. Although I feel powerless to combat the slanderous gossip that has become so customary in our party, I nevertheless feel it my duty to give you a few brief explanations regarding the subject at issue.

Above all, referring to your letter to me, I wish to state that my friends Feiwel and Weizmann were as involved in the protest against Nordau as myself, just as they are equally involved in the [prospective] publication of Der Jude. I point this out not with any intention of diminishing my share, but to enable you to form a clear picture of the situation.

From the whole of the above-mentioned correspondence, and especially from your letter to Lilien, it is evident that you quite unjustifiably regard our protest as a disloyal demonstration directed against Nordau personally, or even against you, in any case against the party leadership. That is by no means the case. Our protest was directed against the form of the attack, together with the manner in which it was publicized. We would have considered it extremely improper, but could have remained silent, if Nordau’s article had merely been published in Die Welt. Likewise if any objective reply that did not go beyond Ahad Ha’am’s “attacks” had been published in several papers simultaneously. But the fact that an article written in so excessively personal a tone was sent out to numerous papers (including non-Zionist ones!) produced the impression of an inquisition against all freethinking Zionists, so that for the honor and prestige of the Zionist movement a resolute protest had to be made.

In case you surmise any connection between our action and the article in Ost und West,67 may I ask you to express that surmise openly so that we—to guard you, in the interests of the party, against such a misconception—may have the opportunity to send you detailed information on this matter.

A few more words in regard to your letter to Dr. Ehrenpreis. It is highly regrettable that Nordau’s attack on Ahad Ha’am and its consequences should have affected your “former mood” the way you say. Your position reveals a complete misunderstanding of the situation. All we want to do is bring before a specially competent forum questions that the Congress, because of its makeup, could not deal with on a sufficiently objective basis and certainly not without a relatively great sacrifice of its time. The results of that forum’s discussions would be laid before the Congress and would probably meet with that body’s ready approval—all the more so since the cultural conference would also assume the task of obtaining the necessary funds for carrying out its plans. In this way we hope to spare the Congress vehement and fruitless debates, and relieve the party treasury of obligations it cannot meet. Such an unburdening of the party, undertaken with its consent, is in no way to be construed as a separatist policy. It is obvious that none of the various individual questions encountered by the different congresses can expect immediate agreement in the plenum. As chief of the party, your task should naturally be to create the corresponding working cadre for each separate field and thus, by the principle of division of labor, do justice to all the aims of the party, promote the progress of the movement on all points, and so introduce a higher unity into the party. Efficient cooperation is possible only if each member of the party is assigned the place in which he belongs.

It is to be hoped that it is not too late for a reform of the party in this sense.

43. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Vienna, May 20, 1903 »

My dear Sir:

I have received your friendly explanations of May 18 from Berlin. There has been no gossiping. I formed my opinion merely from what was published in the newspapers, and I regret to say that I can see nothing in such tactics that could possibly further the development of our movement.

44. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Vienna, May 21, 1903 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

Permit me, in response to your good letter of yesterday, to ask whether in your view the form of Nordau’s article and the manner of its distribution were such as to further the development of the movement. Both seem to me so alien to your own way of doing things that I cannot possibly assume they met with your full and sincerest approval. Our position—which is in no way related to that of certain opposition elements—was to our minds the necessary reaction. It redounds to the credit of a really strong party that it has room for the opinion of every party member—every opinion expressed in proper form. That is how the German Social Democratic party behaved in the case of Bernstein,68 whereas the French party’s failure in a similar case probably marks the beginning of the end. A movement led justly and in a spirit of freedom will find, when the hour of decision comes, every man at his post and all divergent opinions merged into the single act.

45. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Vienna, May 23, 1903 »

My dear Sir:

You judge me quite correctly when you assume that I have the greatest respect for free expressions of opinion, both within our party and everywhere else. But that is not at all what is involved in the present case. It was at my request—and you may make whatever use you please of this information—that Nordau slapped down the political attack that Dr. Günzburg69 masked as literary criticism. Nordau gave a coarse response to a malignant attack. I imagine I do not need to say that Herr Günzburg is utterly remote from my literary interests and as a literary critic would have left me absolutely cold. But it was necessary at least to point out the quarrelsome, troublemaking enemy who creeps about in our ranks to disaffect our comrades. I scarcely think anyone can deny that this is a serious party concern.

Since, however, you keep coming back to this matter with such persistence, I should like at last to address a question to you. How is it that you, friends of free speech, found not a single free word to say against the article in Ost und West, which, so I have been informed, actually came to your knowledge before it was published? People who are so keen about declaring their position on the slightest pretext should certainly not have refrained from making known their position on such an attack, even assuming the incomprehensible fact that they saw in Herr Ahad Ha’am only the literary man and not the political foe. This attitude, which you and your close friends have taken, took me aback, I must say. For, as you know, I had hitherto regarded the opposition of the Fraction as a thoroughly healthy and not at all discouraging sign.

46. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« Vienna, May 26, 1903 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

I hasten to answer your letter of the 23d, which the mail has just brought me, because I gather from it that my surmise is correct: you have been misinformed. I will not go into the case itself yet again, since it is clear that you have no sympathy with our position. Nevertheless, it seems to me highly dubious whether that “coarse” response was in keeping with your intention, whether the dispatch of it to the Generalanzeiger and similar papers was in keeping with your intention—and that is what I had asked about. But now let me turn to the Ost und West article. You have been informed that it came to “our” knowledge before publication. It might interest you to learn the story of how this knowledge came, at least to me (my friends read it for the first time when it appeared in the paper).

At the Purim ball70 of the Berlin Zionist Association, Herr Winz71 (whom for personal reasons I have always avoided) spoke to me and informed me that he was publishing an article against Nordau in the matter of Ahad Ha’am. I told him I thought that quite all right and asked who the author was. He did not want to tell me but offered to send me a proof of the article and promised to carry out changes if I proposed them to him. I replied, “I’m glad of that, for in this matter it is essential to preserve the [movement’s] line, and I do not know what degree of honesty and tact your associate has.” (I thought he himself was going to write the article.) I added that I would have to have the proof very soon, and at the same time took the occasion to ask him to publish our statement of protest, which he promised to do in the next issue. Several weeks passed, I received no proof, and was no longer expecting it when on April 5 the page proof reached me, accompanied by a letter from Herr Winz dated April 3 (in which, incidentally, he suddenly refused to accept the statement of protest). The following day I received the printed issue. That is what you call knowledge before publication. You can see that your information was quite exact, but also quite untrue. It should now be evident to you, as it is evident to me, that Herr Winz sent the proof to me the day before publication of the issue for the sole purpose of being able to say that I had prior knowledge of the article. And you let yourself be deceived by such miserable perfidy! Why didn’t you ask me earlier? This is precisely the sort of thing I called one-sided information.

Furthermore, you claim that we did not find a free word to say against the article in Ost und West. This, too, shows how one-sidedly you have been informed. Of a good many free words on the market, let me cite only one: at a public meeting in Vienna on May 2, I declared that I have nothing in common with Ost und West and regard the author of the article as a vulgar and characterless individual (these are the words I used). We discovered that the author was a Herr Segel,72 the same man who some time back published in the Israelit73 that indescribably base attack on the Jüdischer Verlag and those in charge of it, especially me—likewise anonymously, of course. (Incidentally, we intend to return to the Ost und West article and several other matters in a larger public forum.)

This in order to inform you. I have gone into considerable detail because I wanted to show you how one-sided and inadequate your information has been, on the basis of which you approve and condemn. And I do not hesitate to tell you that this atmosphere is intolerable. You have not realized that we intemperate young people who oppose you every step of the way have in fact had far greater and finer love, far greater and finer veneration for you than the businessmen whose advice you take. You have not realized that the socially unacceptable idealism that burned in us and prevented us from going in for careerism like those others has been, along with your personal dream and your personal capacity for action, the single great strength of the movement; that only these two—your consistent energy and our unlimited enthusiasm—have historically given life to the movement and to a portion of our people’s destiny. You should have provided us with opportunities for tremendous activity—and you alone could have done it. Your authority would instantly have swept clear a vast terrain for us to work in, and as a friend of the young people you would have rejuvenated the movement and brought into it innumerable modern and capable elements. You have preferred to support a dying generation with dying traditions and to surround yourself with mediocrities. And now when we have attempted to clear a terrain for ourselves, you have prevented us from doing so. In addition, there has been continual misconstruing and denunciation. All this will probably lead ultimately to reducing the activists to passivity, which can scarcely be of benefit to the development of the movement.

47. Theodor Herzl to Martin Buber
« Vienna, May 28, 1903 »

Dear Sir:

I take note, with thanks, of your communications on matters of fact. Without going into further detail, I will not conceal from you my view that the so-called Fraction, for reasons unknown to me, has gone astray. My advice is: Try to find your way back to the movement, which certainly has its faults, like all things human, but which to a very great extent consists, so I believe, of people of goodwill who are by no means limited. […]

But as for your assertion that you and your friends were not allowed to function, I must most emphatically disagree. I truly could not do more than give you and Feiwel Die Welt to edit, and you know how little I interfered with you in the running of our party organ. As far as I recall, I imposed certain limitations in only one respect, which was that my person be mentioned as little as possible and that I be removed from the foreground wherever you could manage that. At the time, of course, I did not know that brothers were going to become enemies, and accordingly my sincerity cannot be doubted. In the hope that your minds will clear again and that you will recognize the grave errors you have committed, especially against Nordau, and actively repent them,

I am, with Zion’s greetings, yours sincerely,

48. Martin Buber to Theodor Herzl
« May 29, 1903 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

I am sorry that you brush aside my factual and loyal remarks and continue to see the whole affair in a fundamentally incorrect light. In reply, I must specifically state my view that we do not need to find our way back to the movement because we stand as firmly and uprightly in the movement as anybody else, and with all due respect I cannot admit that you are entitled to pass judgment on us. […]

There is a curious misunderstanding underlying your reply to the final remarks in my previous letter, namely, that Feiwel and I edited Die Welt for a time. I spoke of a great field of activity for a large group, meaning by this that national Jewish cultural work should be organized within the party camp, as well as several related, thoroughgoing party reforms. Compared to these matters, the question of who edits the official party organ is subordinate. In any case, you should know that my friends and I have no personal ambitions.

I regret having to add that the final sentence of your letter both alienates and offends me.

Of all the feelings we may have, repentance is the least likely, and we are prepared now and at any time to stand up for what we have said and done. It surprises me that in all these discussions you consistently make use of such an impermissible line as to doubt the clarity of the opponents’ minds.

49. Martin Buber to Chaim Weizmann and Berthold Feiwel
« Vienna, June 12, 1903 »

Dear Chaim, dear Told,

[…] Fraction.74 Here things are very bad. The Fraction as such has done almost nothing in the more than seventeen months of its existence. Its only real act is the program. But this program, too, is inadequate (more on that below). No actual organization exists. The Mizrachi75 shames us in the most painful way. We three are doing things with the assistance of several non-Fraction members; for the rest, the Fraction has been a bugbear all along, leading a relatively substantial existence only in the minds of the Action Committee76 and its adherents. I am convinced that a complete reorganization is essential. We must become a libertarian working group which has its representatives in the Congress. To my mind, we should eliminate: 1) the word “democratic,” which as we all realize is only a poor surrogate and does not correspond with our principles (I, for example, am just as much an anti-democrat as I am a socialist, and as far as I know the same is true for you two; I propose instead the word “libertarian” (libertaire), which says everything; 2) the word “Fraction,” which has an utterly unjustified political sound for us, who are forbidden all political activity; moreover, it connotes opposition rather than affirmative work, which is after all our most crucial task; 3) inactivity; 4) the weaknesses of the program; 5) the weaknesses of the organization. I propose: 1) that at the conference77 we move (I would like to be the one to spell out in detail the reasons for the motion) that the name be changed to Benei Chorin [repeated in Hebrew script: Children of Freedom] Libertarian League for National Work; 2) we present the conference with a revised program (formulated as concisely as possible!) corresponding to such a character for the group; this program can be presented to the conference by anyone, but will be worked out by us; 3) the conference will be presented with an organization plan based on task forces, that is, each task will be organized in suitable form, and all will be subordinated to a joint committee; 4) the Benei Chorin will also accept nonmembers of the party; only the Congress representatives are to be a party group in the strictest sense; we will have to find the appropriate form for this. […]

50. Asher Ginzberg [Ahad Ha’am] to Martin Buber
« Odessa, June 25 [July 8], 1903 »

Dear Sir:

Having only recently returned from a long journey, I was unfortunately unable to reply to your esteemed letter of June 23 at once, although the subject you speak of keenly interests me.78 Several months ago Dr. M. Ehrenpreis wrote to me about a similar undertaking, which I hailed with delight. It would seem that yours is intended to be only the practical realization of the plan as it then stood. But as I explained at the time to this friend, my personal situation at present is such that for the time being I cannot possibly engage in any active and systematic work for a cause so dear to me. Naturally I shall gladly do whatever I am in a position to do to further the cause.

I would not be going to Basel [to the Zionist Congress]79 this year even if my personal circumstances permitted, since it is probable that the unpleasant Old-New Land affair80 will come up again there in some form or other, and I would rather not give these people the opportunity of casting the blame on me, as though by my presence I had provided the pretext for its being brought up.

51. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Basel, August 25, 1903 »

Dear Paula,

[…] The [Zionist] Congress has taken the most outrageous and indescribable course (all newspaper accounts are wrong or inadequate).81 There were great and terrible moments. The shock I have experienced is perhaps the worst in my life. Never have I seen so clearly the horrible aspects of humankind. Now I am in a court of honor which has to decide the strangest human destinies—which have been given into the hand of other human beings. In the process I have cast aside everything Jewish—for that counts little in comparison to what is facing us. I cannot talk about this; but I trust in the link between us and know you will understand me. Including what I am now feeling subjectively rather than objectively. One thought dominates me: I want to bring absolute purity and greatness into my life, at all costs. […]

52. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Geneva, September 5, 1903 »

My own Paula, I repeatedly tried to write and could not. These days have been agitated and hard. Perhaps you know something about the new situation from the newspapers. There are two elements. First, Zionism has been banned in Russia. Herzl negotiated with Plehwe82 in Petersburg in the most shameful way; the upshot is that all freedom-loving elements have inwardly seceded from him. Second, the British government has placed at Herzl’s disposal a territory in East Africa [Uganda] that is twice as large as Palestine and offers highly favorable conditions for Jewish autonomy. This has led to a split between the territorialists83 and the advocates of the historical idea of Zion, a split that ended with a wretched victory of the former—temporarily—and had moments of the highest and purest tragedy. At the Congress a series of strange and moving events gathered around these two remarkable causes—I’ll tell you about these events when we are together again. After the Congress a secret League of Zion was founded, and we had a secret conference in Beatenberg with the members of the Russian Action Committee, who are on our side. This has led to valuable practical results. Now in Geneva we have to begin on the tasks connected with these results (among other things, the financing of the journal84 has been arranged). […]

53. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber and Berthold Feiwel
« “Jewish University” Bureau Geneva, September 25, 1903 »

Dear Friends: I wish to inform you briefly of a plan that, given the present status of the university matter, seems to me very much worth discussing. If it were carried out, it might make an enormous contribution to the whole enterprise. It can be summed up in a few words—setting up a summer program of Jewish studies on the university level, taught by the best academics we have, in the manner of the Salzburg program, the Cambridge program, etc. I am not thinking of a university extension system, but something much like the setup in Salzburg. That is something concrete, grand, and relatively simple to launch, while at the same time it will serve as prelude and rehearsal for the university, wherever that may be, as well as the finest sort of national demonstration—in short, much more than the “shelter for the night” [Nachtasyl].85

It is all very tempting and, without wasting another word on the very difficult question of organization, I am placing the matter on the table for discussion and asking for your views. It would be good to take soundings in cities such as Berlin.

I hope to hear from you at once, since I should like to have your opinions before my departure for London.

54. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« Paris, October 8, 1903 »

My dear Martin: I am leaving for London today. There is not much to be learned here. Nordau, Marmorek86 are vacillating greatly in their position on the East Africa question.87 But this much is certain, that the whole affair has suffered a shock in England itself and there is scarcely any hope that something will come of the matter. The government and public opinion are against us. […]

The summer courses are of course to be Judaic, entirely along the lines of the proposals for the general department. I think of them for next summer in Zurich. The exact subjects still have to be settled. Here I have won over [Nahum] Sokolow, Nordau, and Professor J. Halévy.88 We must have a few names of the very first rank; I am thinking of [Franz] Oppenheimer, Kohen89 of Marburg, Stein90 of Bern, and a few others. Errera,91 Jacobs,92 Gaster,93 etc. Then a few of the younger men; you, Neumark,94 and so on. I am convinced that our cause will gain enormously as a result. It will be, I think, a tremendous means for propagandizing the academy, the ICA,95 and Zionism. We must already begin talking about it as a fait accompli and promptly draw up a good memorandum about it. Please, my Martin, do that and send it to me in Geneva. I cannot write that sort of thing. I suggest that in this memorandum you treat the entire question of the courses solely from the viewpoint of preparation for the university—include nothing about Zionism in it. Since we need the memorandum for large groups, bring in a lot about living Jewish scholarship, about current questions in Jewry (colonization, emigration, statistics).

Please, dear Martin, do this for me without question so that as soon as I arrive in Geneva I can start taking care of the question of money and organizational matters.

Then, is there a chance that you can win the support of a few people in Vienna? Write me to London by return mail. […]

With this project, I hope to rescue our university. Yesterday a Jewish deputation called on the czar. Nothing is known yet about what they accomplished.

Goodbye for now. Write me at once, please, and write the brochure. I haven’t had a word from Told [Feiwel].

55. Martin Buber to Chaim Weizmann
« Lemberg, October 10, 1903 »

Dear Chaim,

[…] I fully agree with your proposals about the summer courses. How did you win over Nordau? Have you made up with him?96 Write me in more detail about that. Halévy is excellent, likewise Jacobs and Gaster, whom you can enlist in London. But I am decidedly opposed to Errera, whose book on the Russian Jews is feeble and who has nothing to say to us. Cohen, Oppenheimer, and Stein are good. Perhaps it would be possible to bring in Georg Brandes,97 on, say, “The Jews in Modern Literature,” or else the subject he has dealt with several times, “Poetry in the Bible.” When you go to Basel, you could talk with Professor Joël98 (e.g., “Judaism and Modern Philosophy”). In Vienna, I imagine [Leon] Kellner would be available. Those from our circles who might be considered are: Birnbaum,99 Braude,100 [Markus] Ehrenpreis, [David] Neumark, Thon,101 Wachstein.102 But we need people for the social sciences.

I’ll gladly do the memorandum, but I must know the following: (1) approximate size; (2) latest deadline. Then the question arises whether it would not be a good idea to introduce into the memorandum the names of those who are already participating.

Now a personal matter. After thorough reflection, I have decided to give up the encyclopedia.103 Let me list the reasons. First, I am heavily engaged in work for the examinations and see that I shall have to work another two months or more. Should I go to Berlin now, there can be no question of my finishing. But it is absolutely essential that I finish, for this stands in my way everywhere. Second, I have concluded that if I take over the encyclopedia and in addition do Der Jude, I shall have no time at all for my own work. But I have convinced myself recently that I might well accomplish something in the realm of quiet, serious, concentrated literary work. I would have to give that up completely, and I feel that to do so would be a sin against myself. You could reply that I would still find time enough for it. That is not so. Der Jude will take a great deal of time if it is done well, and in addition there are certain Zionist responsibilities that cannot be refused, i.e., League,104 publishing house, summer courses. In addition, I cannot work very much and must spare myself physically. So I cannot handle the encyclopedia. Moreover, I have been able to make an arrangement that will permit me to live for a year without any cares, without remaining dependent on my parents. However, after this year I shall have to find a job, though in the meantime I can accomplish a good deal, and I imagine I shall also be able to choose the job so that it does not demand too much of my time. So please, my friend, realize this and absolve me! I don’t know who ought to take my place; naturally I would be in favor of you if you would like to take over—otherwise, perhaps Fuchs105 would be suitable. What about [Nahum] Sokolow? Where is he going and when? Is there any chance of your seeing him before he leaves? If so, I would like to ask you to talk with him. When are you leaving London? Couldn’t you travel by way of Berlin? I will be in Vienna, Munich, and Berlin toward the end of this month, then return here. I’ll be moving to Berlin finally in the middle of December. In Berlin I’ll arrange everything with Motzkin106 and Soskin107 (who don’t answer; I’ve already asked Told [Feiwel] to talk with them, but he too doesn’t answer), and settle all other League, Fraction, university, and publishing house matters, also work for Der Jude, and do likewise in Munich and Vienna. Please write me what I am to do about the matter of the summer courses.

What is the situation in regard to money for Der Jude? Have you heard from Jacobson?108 From Ussischkin?109 From the others? […] I should like to bring out the first issue on December 15, as a January issue, but would need the money for that now. […]

Please write me by return mail:


1. What you’ve learned and accomplished in London.

2. More details about the memorandum.

3. Whether you want to take over the encyclopedia in my stead.

4. What I have to do in Berlin, Munich, Vienna.

5. News from Russia.

6. Money for Der Jude.



Birnbaum, Hermann,110 and I are holding a nonpublic cultural conference in Berlin on December 25 and 26, to which you are hereby invited. Please also prepare a report on the university question. The Fraction conference could go on from the 27th to the 31st.

Things seem to be going badly for the publishing house.

56. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« Brussels, October 16, 1903 »

Strictly confidential

My dear Martin, Left London last night, here today and am hastening to answer your good letter. In London, I think I may say, a good deal has been accomplished. Gaster and Gollancz111 have been enlisted for the courses, Zangwill112 just as a member of the committee. In addition, I found out all sorts of things. Yesterday I saw Sir Harry Johnston,113 who received me splendidly and demonstrated beyond any doubt the complete impossibility of the Africa project. He bluntly called the British government’s proposal irony at the expense of the Jewish people. More on that in a special report I’ll do in Geneva. Quite innocently he mentioned that he has been talking with one Colonel Goldsmid114 about El Arish for some time and they both believe that it is land excellently suited to settlement, that the water question can be solved in six months, that the opposition of the Egyptian government can be broken, etc. I was absolutely stunned!… We have been lied to! Johnston is a zealous friend of Palestine and a philo-Zionist in our sense. He promised he would speak at a public meeting if I invited him. Then I proposed handing a summary account of our Zionism over to him, for him to pass on to the other members of Parliament and the Royal Asiatic Society. He accepted the proposal, and now it is essential to do the summary in a week. A clear description and justification of Z[ionism]. Dear Martin, put all other work aside and do this; I need not add a word to explain how important it is. Evans Gordon will distribute the summary; Gaster is supporting us. I will be able to write you at length only from Geneva. I have too many impressions and have never felt as happy as now. We too can be diplomats, eh?—But I am tired. I’ll straighten out the matter of the encyclopedia.115 I am delighted that you are dropping it; better the examination. Whether I’ll accept the job, I don’t know; I have good prospects in England and must also be there for the sake of the cause—I would also rather not get involved with Sokolow, but we’ll see. I’ll write you about Munich, Berlin, etc., from Geneva; likewise, more about the memorandum on the [summer] courses. […]

57. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« July 6, 1904 »

Dearest Paula,

[…] You have certainly heard of Herzl’s death; the funeral is tomorrow. It came so terribly unexpectedly and incomprehensibly. Yet for him it was the finest time to die—before all the inevitable disappointments and descents, still at the summit. What shape the movement will take from now on cannot yet be foreseen. But it is hard even to think about that, so deep is the shock.

58. Martin Buber to Hermann Struck
« Hermsdorf, October 13, 1904 »

My dear Herr Struck:

[…] In your landscapes I see the first step toward a discovery of Palestine for the eyes of our souls, and for the Jewish sensibility. What has been presented here, it seems to me, is a Palestine seen for the first time in Jewish terms, or at least some part of it. Whatever was painted hitherto as Palestine was done in the “oriental” manner, all glowing colors. In your etchings and drawings, the land of our emotions is revealed for the first time: a great, nostalgic mood. I suppose technology plays its part here, but only an authentic Jewish sensibility and great creative talent make it possible. As your Jewish heads reveal the innermost nature of our people, so in your Palestine landscapes the Jewish earth appears seen through the medium of the Jewish temperament. On this score, the Jerusalem etching you recently showed me has remained in my heart, even more than any of the pictures used in the book.116

In the piece I shall be writing about you117 in the course of the next few days, I should like to be able to say everything that is on my mind. But even if I could do so, there would still be left, beyond the words, an inexpressible remainder that embraces the essential thing, the mystery of art itself, which is also a significant aspect of national renascence.

59. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« Manchester, January 12, 1905 »

My dear Martin: Many thanks for your last letter, which I want to answer by return mail. Things are not going all that badly for me. I work hard, but also have good prospects of becoming a professor of chemistry, either here or at another university in England. I have already been appointed lecturer and fellow of the university. If I’m able to publish a few good papers, I’ll soon make a name for myself here. Financially, I still have to contend with considerable difficulties; but I may be hired as an outside consultant to a local paint factory, which would provide me with financial security.

Now I am trying to arrange for Vera118 to take her medical boards here and thus be permitted to practice medicine in England. I think she will then have everything settled in three-quarters of a year or so. So much for personal matters. […]

Now, dear friend, as far as political prospects go, I have recently become extremely pessimistic. During the summer I attended the Vienna Action Committee conference, and left with such disgust that to this day I cannot vanquish the feeling. Since Herzl’s death, all these people have become even worse. With whom can we work? Have you people? If you can name them, all right. I don’t know. We ought to influence the elections, we ought to use periodicals and newspapers to apply pressure on the Action Committee. […]

60. Salomon Buber to Martin Buber119
« Lemberg, February 5, 1905 »

My dear Martin,

I have your good letter of the 2d of this month and it gave me special pleasure. I read it with tears of joy. May you too make a great name in the world. And win yourself a future free from care. And may that be soon, so that I shall live to see it. The time is short.—This is the hope and wish of your loving grandfather.

61. Salomon Buber to Martin Buber
« February 7, 1905 »

My dear Martin,

From the bottom of my heart I want to wish you all happiness for your birthday. God guide and bless you in every way. Along with fame, may you also have a secure future. How far along are you in your work? Will you have to stay on in Berlin for a long time? Are you there for some special reason? Please write to me sometime and let me know your thoughts and your decisions. God guide your doings as your faithful grandfather would wish.

62. Hugo von Hofmannstahl to Martin Buber
« Wels, July 17, 1905 »

Dear Sir, I am on military exercises, moreover not well, and must therefore ask you to excuse this extreme brevity. I find your undertaking,120 and especially the list of your collaborators and the distribution of the subjects, uncommonly interesting, nay fascinating. I shall certainly read every one of these monographs with the greatest interest. At the moment, I do not know whether I can write one. This training session has drastically interfered with my work schedule (for the summer months are my best working time), and at present I feel giddy at the thought of how much is lying around unfinished, so that it would be irresponsible of me to promise anything at the moment. But I do promise you not to forget the matter. I will write you again in the fall, or perhaps I’ll be coming to Berlin and we can then talk about it. If you see Herr Gustav Landauer, as I imagine you will, please give him my cordial regards.

63. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Florence, November 9, 1905 »

Dear Landauer,

First of all, cordial regards. We have already adjusted to some extent to life here and are getting on very well indeed with the city of Florence. The weather could be more “Italian”; but even this gray period can be turned to profit. Only we feel somewhat isolated. Florence is an excellent place for work. I have now finished the volume of tales;121 it will be published early in 1906 by Rütten & Loening, illustrated by Orlik.122 […]

64. Martin Buber to Karl Wolfskehl
« Florence, January 9, 1906 »

Dear Herr Wolfskehl, Many thanks for your Saul,123 which was just forwarded to me from Berlin. It is a fine and noble gift. I hope within a few weeks to be able to send you a trifle of my own by way of returning your greeting. Strangely, and for the first time in my life, I have entered a period of creativity, and so that is what prevails now. I should be very happy to have news from you. Here, where one lives so much with the dead, the words of friends have a greater resonance and meaning than ordinarily. […]

65. Martin Buber to Hugo von Hofmannsthal
« Florence, March 15, 1906 »

My dear Sir:

Thank you for your letter. Of course the volumes of Die Gesellschaft will be sent to you directly as soon as they are issued. Of the first four, however, I consider only Simmel’s Religion124 and Ular’s Politics125 really worth reading. Eduard Bernstein’s Strike126 does not assimilate its material, and Sombart’s book on the proletariat127 scarcely appeals to me; it is too summary and crude in its approach. So far the books have given me little real pleasure; but presumably the second series will be of more uniform quality. The publishers, incidentally, so far as I have seen, are not at all stingy, nor are they really discourteous, as far as their intentions go. But they are astonishingly negligent.

Rudolf Kassner128 is one of the few persons whose words I always read and absorb. I first noticed him years ago, an essay in the Wiener Rundschau; he profoundly surprised and moved me. His view of a poet (Jules Laforgue)129 supplemented my own; in fact, it arched over it like a dome and rounded it off into a unity. Since then, I have read everything he has published. Of the two books you mention, it seems to me that Indian Idealism130 creates rather than tracks down relationships (as if often the case with powerful minds in their maturity, for instance Nietzsche with The Birth of Tragedy). On the other hand, Music and Morality131 is undoubtedly one of the great interpretative books. I have Kassner’s works—his Plato too—with me here, and take pleasure in them. Merely looking at the books gives me a feeling of permanence (a feeling seldom to be had from the works of these times). You do not say whether you will be coming here. If you do not, perhaps I can see you in Vienna in May. I would very much like to discuss a few things with you.

If you have no objection, I shall shortly be sending you a book now being printed by [Rütten & Loening]. It contains a number of tales and legends of a Jewish eighteenth-century mystic, Rabbi Nachman of Bratzlav, which I have found and reworked. A number of the rabbi’s sayings are quoted in the introduction, and one of them might particularly interest you: “As the hand held before the eye conceals the greatest mountain, so the little earthly life hides from the glance the enormous lights and mysteries of which the world is full, and he who can draw away from behind his eyes, as one draws away a hand, beholds the great shining of the inner worlds.” Isn’t that a singularly simple metaphor for the thought common to Eckhart, the Upanishads, and Hasidism?

66. Salomon Buber to Martin Buber
« June 18, 1906 »

Dear Martin:

We have no letters from you. Even in Frankfurt or Berlin, one can take ten minutes. I am still ailing, my foot swollen, cannot walk; Grandmother is not entirely well either. Next week we are going to Lubianki.132 We beg you to come le-sham;133 you’d recuperate and rest there. Your father likewise has trouble with a sore134 foot but has to work hard in spite of it. Horodetzky135 asks for your address; write him directly. He has sent you through me the magazine Ha-Goren.136 Why haven’t you written him two words, “safely received”? His address is […]. How long are you staying in Berlin? How long in Vienna? When is the book137 coming out?

67. Hugo von Hofmannsthal to Martin Buber
« June 20 [1906] »

Dear Sir:

Thank you for the proof sheets,138 which I hope will come back to you safely. The introduction has made a great impression upon me, as did our recent conversation. I am looking forward to the book. Are the works of Herr Dubnow139 and Berdyczewski140 at all accessible to me, or are their books in Russian? I hope you will go more deeply into the sexual-philosophical theme.141 I think you would strike the proper tone for dealing with such largely intangible subjects.

68. Martin Buber to Hugo von Hofmannsthal
« Innsbruck, June 26, 1906 »

Dear Sir:

Thank you for your letter. Please let me know when you go to the Salzkammergut, and your address there.

Some time ago Dubnow published an article in the Russian monthly Voshod about Hasidism of the period before Rabbi Nachman, but this is useful only as a collection of dates. Berdyczewski’s small book in Hebrew142 contains several lyrical sketches which treat hasidic problems very subtly, but more in terms of atmosphere than of psychological analysis. The best part of this book is the introduction, which discusses the author’s personal relationship to the subject: how he has “returned” and found himself in the soul of the Hasidim. Actually, I owe nothing to these books but am indebted to personal communications and suggestions, especially from Berdyczewski, a remarkable person in general. You may be familiar with a story by him, likewise in the vein of poetic autobiography, which was published about ten years ago in the Neue Deutsche Rundschau; it was entitled “Next To.”143

For Hans Sachs,144 may I recommend the two volumes in Kürschners Deutsche Nationalliteratur; or do you prefer a collected works?

I regard the small book on the sexes that is to appear as part of the series as prolegomena to a treatise on the interhuman relationship.145 If I ever get to the point of writing this treatise, the problem of the sexes will once again have to occupy a central place.

I hope to be able to meet you somewhere this summer. […]

69. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Hall in Tyrol, Volderwald, July 26, 1906 »

Dear Landauer,

With respect to Die Gesellschaft, the situation is as follows: the publisher is understandably eager to bring out a volume on the current and interesting subject of “Revolution”; and I cannot help regarding you as still the person best qualified to deal with this subject. Do you think I am mistaken about that and can you in good conscience mention to me even a single other name? The psychological problem of the revolutionary, and of the individual experiencing revolution, has been hidden under a coating of journalistic whitewash more than any other subject of social psychology. Whom else can I entrust with correcting this situation? The prerequisites are these: genuine, vital personal experience; the kind of solid sovereignty [in the subject] that enables the committed individual to possess and master private and public experience; and absolute honesty, by which I mean the kind that is the archenemy of the presentday brand of relative honesty. And one more thing: in the face of a revolution as paradoxical as the one we are witnessing, both the publisher and I consider that an essential statement on what revolution is as a psychological process is badly needed. And do you really mean to say that you feel no inner compulsion? Perhaps it’s only that you do not want to feel it, occupied as you are with your book. Permit your friend this digression. And now it would be fine if, instead of that caustic “Fine,” you would give thought to the matter itself, as I am trying to do. In truth, what is involved here is not a contractual obligation; I hope you will see that yourself when (in a few days) you read my preface, in which I outline my intentions.146 If you were really to regard it only as a bothersome chore, I would of course do my part to relieve you of it. But if, as I nonetheless believe, you feel that you should be part of a collective work [such as this], then you cannot keep me from making this appeal to you.

You will certainly find Maimon’s Autobiography in the Royal Library (in the alphabetical catalogue under Maimon or K. P. Moritz);147 I know for certain that the Leipzig library has it. If you cannot find it, I will get it for you. As you know, a new edition is an old idea of mine (I gave a lecture on the Autobiography in Leipzig in 1898 and mentioned my intention to do a new edition), and I would gladly work on it, if only because I am tempted to write an introduction discussing the psychology of the bachur148 (indispensable for understanding the work) who comes to Europe with his heritage of detached intellectuality and solves the greatest problems [of philosophy] but is unable to master even the smallest aspects of [daily] life. Is it Brunner149 who is advising you to undertake it? Has Brunner’s book come out yet? I am sending the [proofs of] Nachman to you today; but please return it, since this is my only complete copy.

70. Martin Buber to Chaim Weizmann
« Hall in Tyrol, August 18, 1906 »

My dearest Chaim,

My warmest congratulations to you and Vera on your new course.150 May you traverse it as one walks upon a sunlit ridge between swaying fields of ripe grain: slowly, quietly, and blissfully. The two of you have remained in my heart and will do so forever.

If I had written to you, my letter would have had to be either empty, and I didn’t want that, or full, and that would have called for a folio volume. But an inner distress and necessity have prompted me to break with the habit we practiced in the past (especially in Zionist matters) of saying things partially or only by halves.

Don’t think I am writing this “in the past” with mixed feelings. It was a lovely time, those spendthrift years, and I would not for anything in the world wish them to have been missing from my life. I also know that I needed all that to come to my own real work.

What this real work is, my books in the course of the years will tell you, at first only roughly, but then more and more comprehensively … And anyhow, we’ll see each other at the next Congress.

But now tell me about yourself. For surely you yourself scarcely regard that ironic telegram-postcard151 as a communication.

71. Salomon Buber to Martin Buber
« Lemberg, November 26, 1906 »

Dear Martin,

We are so glad to have your letter—your father brought the letter to me—at last you have taken time to write a detailed report. A report from you is a true tonic to us, only it greatly disturbs us that you aren’t well.

You must not work to excess. And especially do not let your night’s rest be disturbed.

Your father will be going to Vienna with Mother this week to consult a doctor. Her sore has not yet healed.

Will send you money this week.

As I hear, your book has been priced at 5.40 crowns here—that is too expensive. Shivchei Haran im Sichot Haran152 has been printed here; perhaps you will need it. We do not feel entirely well.

72. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf, April 9, 1907 »

Dear Buber:

Here is the first half of Revolution: 60 manuscript pages.153 Please confirm receipt at once. I have added a great deal of new material to the first part, which otherwise you have already seen.

If I receive half the fee soon, I hope to be able to finish the writing in one draft, in about three or four weeks. Now that the somewhat elaborate foundation has been laid, I can bring on “revolution” from all sides. And the important thing for your purposes is this: revolution will emerge from the psychological state of people and from their relationships. I’d be glad to have a few words about what you have seen so far. Should you take offense at a few of the sentences, may I ask you kindly to read it with forbearance.

73. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf, June 6, 1907 »

Dear Buber:

That warms my heart, for that is the impression intended, and it means I have succeeded. It is interesting to me psychologically that the image of a picturesque landscape came to you as you read, whereas in my case it would most certainly have been a musical metaphor. Throughout all my work on it lately, I have been unable to shake off the feeling of engaging in a musical composition, with its necessary repetitions, variations, intensifications, and intricacies. Give your wife my regards and tell her it ought to please her too. “Ought to” less as a promise than as a wish. […]

74. Carl Buber to Martin Buber
« Lemberg, February 6, 1908 »

Dear Martin,

My heartiest congratulations on your birthday. May your work from now on bring you the desired success and your life evolve free of trouble and cares.

I would be happy if you would free yourself from these hasidic and Zohar [Kabbalah] matters, since they can only have a mind-destroying and evil influence, and it is a pity to waste your abilities on such a sterile subject and consume so much labor and time, useless to yourself and the world. […]

75. Adele Buber to Martin Buber
« Lemberg, February 6, 1908 »

Infinitely beloved Grandson,

Receive my congratulations on your birthday. May your life flow gently along at the side of your dear ones, without cares, with a serene view of a secure future.

I welcomed your letter for my birthday with joy, and wet the picture of the children with tears of joy. I have been ailing all this while and could not write you, but now I am better. You write “in the next few days, more in detail about my plans and work.”

Please, please do it as quickly as possible. [And] another urgent matter too, you are not in debt again, are you?

I must know everything.

76. Micha Josef Berdyczewski to Martin Buber
« Breslau, April 9, 1908 »

Dear Herr Buber:

Unfortunately, up to now various matters have prevented me from thanking you for the book154 you were kind enough to send me.

Your legends gave me pleasure, and although I now incline more toward realistic literature, they kept me under their spell, as much by what is immanent in them as by what they say directly. Had they appeared under your own aegis I could stop here, since I do not like to criticize people to their face. But since you have given your tales a historical background, I will not refrain from saying that in my view you have not entirely done justice to that background. I will not go into the change in my opinions of Hasidism since I have been occupying myself with other aspects of the Jewish religion. But even the hasidic sources alone should have been subjected to more sorting and sifting. Yet what I object to even more is that you occasionally have introduced into the tales touches of your own which do not in reality belong there. Things that ought to be classified as literature—I would call it German literature—will thus be ascribed to Judaism as such.

In the hope that you do not take my candor amiss. […]

77. Adele Buber to Martin and Paula Buber
« Lubianki, August 31, 1908 »

My infinitely dear Grandchildren,

I wish you could see how I rejoice over a letter from the two of you and how much I wish to communicate with you, at least in writing. And if I wanted to write only a part of what my heart dictates, I would have to fill whole pages. In my mind I am constantly writing to you, but when I want to write I have to cut it short because it becomes so hard for me.

78. Ellen Key to Martin Buber
« Jonsered, September 23, 1908 »

Dear Human Soul—Since I have read the Baal-Shem you are only a human soul to me, not at all a doctor of philosophy; and also very dear! This book was a revelation to me of unsurmised depths—or rather, yes, I suppose I surmised them, but it confirmed my surmises. How wonderful all this is—and how beautifully you have recreated it all! I do so wish your publisher would also send me Rabbi Nachman (possibly for a review). I have only poverty-stricken words for the riches I have received from this book. How profound, how movingly authentic. And now to the second part of my letter: please, please, dear Martin Buber, release me from my promise to have my book for Die Gesellschaft finished by this fall.155 There have been so many unfavorable influences! Besides, I want to write this book slowly, slowly, calmly. And I must have an additional half-year for it. Give me an extension until April 1, 1909. Please!

There are so many things that simply do not permit me to settle down. Don’t be angry with me. You know quite well that he alone hears the deep voices who can devote himself entirely to the One—I don’t want, like Rabbi Arye, to turn my two ears in different directions!156

Write me a good word, and do believe in my profound good feeling toward you.

79. Martin Buber to Ellen Key
« Vahrn bei Brixen, Tyrol, September 27, 1908 »

Dear and revered Friend:

Many thanks for your kind letter. You have given me great pleasure. Understanding is always surprising and beautiful to one who is not used to it; but when it flows like yours, so strongly, warmly, and unstintingly, it catches at the heart, opens locks and bolts, and touches upon the mystery. There is too much of myself in this book for me not to respond in the depths of my soul to words like yours.

I asked the publisher to send you the Nachman long ago. There seem to be no more copies left. If I can obtain another, I’ll send it to you. Otherwise, as soon as the new printing appears; and meanwhile I’ll send one of my two personal copies for you to use, if you like.

The word “review” in your letter suddenly reminded me that I once wrote about you, many years ago. The piece was entitled “Two Nordic Women”; it discussed you and Selma Lagerlöf, and was printed in the Neue Freie Presse.157 I don’t think it was much good. I was a very young fellow at the time and had more premonition than clear direction in me.

I still recall how much the first of your works to be published in German meant to me. I was especially influenced by what you said about Vauvenargues.158

And now, as you say, to the second part. Dear me, how could I insist on my edict when you talk to me that way? In any case, you are the one who is giving; it is up to us to wait. Only one thing. The book cannot be published in the summer; at the latest in May. But for that we would have to have the German manuscript by March 1 at the latest. Would that be possible? Your letter says: “Don’t be angry with me.” I reply: “Don’t you be angry with me.” You see, I myself feel that I have just been speaking not like a human soul, but like an editor. And yet I will let this stand, must do so. Your letter says: “Write me a good word.” Can half a word be a good word? And yet I have no whole one to offer you. Dear friend, you will understand the innermost and ultimate meaning of this situation: the way two people converse with each other: the personal conscience and the professional conscience. For that also comes into play: the editorial conscience. But the other one, that belonging to the human soul, can enter into your life. The personal conscience has felt in his own being the “many unfavorable influences,” and the many things that do not permit you to settle down have also unsettled his own soul, so that your plea has become his, from within himself. And yet he must let his editorial self speak up—and must ask you, dear, revered Ellen Key, to take this word in a friendly spirit.

80. Martin Buber to Richard Dehmel
« Vahrn in Tyrol, October 5, 1908 »

My dear Herr Dehmel:

Many thanks for The Metamorphoses of Venus.159 I cannot help it, but I have read it again, and again felt how much closer to my heart this ancient cycle is. To my way of thinking, the other volumes have acquired a new value as a result of the revisions but have lost that quality of the individual standing totally within existence. And something else that was vitally present in this cycle, as in scarcely any other work of our times, is no longer so strongly there. I cannot respond at all to the introductory poem, and verses like the wonderful “Venus Sapiens” regain their appeal for me only when I shake off the new version and listen only to the old one, which I have known by heart for fifteen years. Of course, all this is an entirely personal reaction; still, I am not happy that the generation growing up now will be receiving the cycle in its new version. You will understand my saying all this, and saying it to you, when I add that your poems were among the few formative influences of my youth. That is why I wrote you recently that I was a raw youth then. I read But the Love160 for the first time as a fifteen-year-old, with true fifteen-year-old intensity, but in the following years your poems, especially some in the Metamorphoses, grew within me and became immensely significant. That is the reason for my special kind of pietas toward your poems—I know you will not take it amiss.

81. Leo Herrmann to Martin Buber
« Prague, November 14, 1908 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

The Bar Kochba Association of Jewish university students in Prague, of which I am the chairman, is concerned principally with Jewish cultural matters in addition to political Zionism. On January 15 it is staging a festive evening intended once again to remind the large assimilationist public in Prague of our and their Judaism by having qualified representatives address them. So far, Felix Salten161 has agreed to speak on the absence of values and roots of Jewish society in the metropolis. This, then, would be the negative side of our cultural problems: the decadence, the sterility of national and cultural assimilation. In order to round out the subject, we have been thinking of adding, as a second part of the program, a talk on what might be called the Jewish element. How is the remnant of Jewishness, even in the West European Jew, transformed into something of his own; how does this particular element give the Jewish writer his own cultural value? Of course, this happens to a significantly higher degree in the East European Jew. But it might well be possible to show it in the West European Jew.

Perhaps it is not entirely hopeless to turn to you, Herr Doktor, with our appeal to undertake the task of lecturing on this or a closely related subject. We know you are very busy. But, on the other hand, you know and understand this subject so thoroughly that perhaps you might be able to spare the necessary time after all. And you would be doing an immense service to us, to our endeavors. Our situation here in Prague is truly unique. A large and ancient Jewish community has for a very long time been dissolving in German culture and supposedly in the German type. But meanwhile the whole of the Aryan German stock is being subjected to Czechification, which is also starting to affect many Jews. Only the Jews still believe in the necessity of defending German culture. But since they have no contact with national German culture, their character is naturally mostly Jewish. But the citizens of Prague notice that. And almost everyone resists accepting a conscious Judaism.

It is for these very reasons that it is so important to tell this social class about Judaism. But they will listen only if the message is offered at the highest level. That is why you of all persons, dear Herr Doktor, would be best equipped to undertake the task. Everyone knows that throughout the West these days, in fact everywhere, we have no more sensitive interpreter of Jewish sensibility than yourself. Therefore, although at first sight the prospect of a trip to Prague may not seem appealing to you, please try to overcome all obstacles that may arise and gladden us with your consent. We beg you to do so.162 […]

82. Martin Buber to Karl Wolfskehl
« Zehlendorf bei Berlin, December 17, 1908 »

Dear Herr Wolfskehl:

I would not want a book I had edited,163 which I had sent to you, arriving without a personal greeting, and since I am ill, expecting an operation tomorrow and a nasty convalescent period of days or weeks to follow, I don’t want to delay getting this note off to you. It cannot be more than a few words, because I cannot shake off the invalid’s peevish sense of dependence (on the body’s whims, on the elements, on human skills) and return to our world for more than a few minutes. Today I was able to make my longest stay in that world while reading your review of Spring of Hubertus,164 which more nearly approximated my own attitude in contemporary criticism than anything I know. There was once again that strong feeling, which has swept over me in recent months, of walking along a watershed in my life, and all physical trouble was reduced to a serviceable symbol.

83. Martin Buber to Karl Wolfskehl
« Zehlendorf, January 13, 1909 »

Many thanks, dear friend, for your good words. For the past few days I have been in a strange state of equilibrium: reconciled, but with the full realization of what I have been through. The worst of it was that the operation interfered with the very life not only of the sinus, but also of the paths leading to the brain. Probably because we are symmetrical structures, I shall have to go through it all over again in a few weeks, but on the left rather than the right side. Now I am feeling the whole senseless and unholy diabolism of repetition as never before—for it does not happen to the mind, you know. If the body depends on the soul, it does not truly repeat, and all repetition is only a semblance. But if the soul depends on the body! So we become reconciled and remember and recollect every detail of the repetition—a wretched little portion of futurity.

Enough of this. I have a request to make of you. In your letter you speak of works that are close to my heart. But they aren’t close to my hand; I received your review of The Spring of Hubertus because a friend, feeling that I too would find it important, gave it to me. Since then, I have not received or become acquainted with anything of yours.

Please let me know what there is, so that I can obtain it. I’m seldom aware of what is appearing in print because I am indifferent to almost all of it, and I have canceled the Blätter [für die Kunst]165 because in the end I came to feel it as an intruder. For months, aside from the books of mythology I have assembled, I have been reading only the few works of kindred souls that come my way by chance or by the kindness of friends.

What you said about the book was and is a profound joy to me; for me too that book was a kind of resting station at a crossroad. As I write, I notice the double meaning of the phrase; I meant to say a crossing of two roads and now see a hidden reference to via crucis [the Stations of the Cross].

84. Shmuel Yosef Agnon to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Jaffa, February 3, 1909 »

With a glad heart I have received news from Mr. Radler166 that you are ready to concern yourself with my “Agunot”167 and help it find a good home. I have taken the liberty of sending you the translation of this story, which was done by Dr. Ernst Müller.168 Please do with it whatever you think proper.

85. Micha Josef Berdyczewski to Martin Buber
« Breslau, February 28, 1909 »

My dear Herr Buber:

[…] As far as your communications are concerned, I was glad to learn something about the legends169 from you. I agree that the people you mention are those best suited to deal with the matter. Later it may be necessary to enlist a few official scholars in order to do justice to this aspect of the matter as well.

To turn now to the details, let me first of all say that the name you want to give to the society does not, in my opinion, correspond fully with its real intentions. The word “research,” like the emphasis on myth, is apt to arouse a false conception of the matter and would better suit a society that promotes scholarly studies in this field, such as the German Oriental Society,170 etc.

To my mind, you should choose the following name: Association for the Collection, Publication, and Eventual Translation of Jewish Myths, Tales, and Legends. Out of consideration for the existing Society for the Promotion of Jewish Studies,171 which for brevity’s sake refers to itself merely as “the Society,” the word Society would have to be avoided.

The principal activity of [our] association would consist in collecting and editing, but the question of translation should not be passed over, since basically that is the side of it that can best appeal to these circles.

I also do not consider the division into two sections absolutely necessary, since it makes the whole business rather complicated. You overestimate the harvest of oral literature; the Jews are a people of the book, and the sort of stories that are told among the lowest classes is mostly based upon written antecedents. Naturally, oral materials should also be collected, but this need not be separated from the whole.

I conceive of the association’s sphere of activity about as follows. Above all, it will try to establish a library in keeping with its purposes. Then comes collating legends scattered through all of Jewish writing (from printed works as well as manuscripts); then publication by subjects, periods, and countries; and finally translation of selected portions. Some of these projects can be undertaken simultaneously.

I also think that, to begin with, we would have to restrict ourselves to Hebrew materials, later perhaps taking in Yiddish. The other mixed languages, such as Ladino and the like, might be studied at a later period.

Whether animal fables, and allegory in general, are to be included would have to be considered later. […]

86. Adele Buber to Paula and Martin Buber
« Lemberg, June 22, 1909 »

My infinitely dear ones!

Thank you for your very dear letters, which made me very happy. I am much better now—an inflammation of the eyes tormented me; and Irene172 has deserted me for summer amusements.

I do not know when I will be going to Lubianki. A cloudburst has done damage to my house and now I must wait. Nelly’s173 wedding will probably be put off until August, on the 3d.

You write, “A book of mine is to be printed in the fall.” Why have I heard nothing of what it is about?

A reunion with you is the summit of my wishes.

87. Frederik van Eeden to Martin Buber
« “Walden”/Bussum, February 7, 1910 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

I have given thought to your proposal that I write a volume for the Gesellschaft, and the project appeals to me.174 But we must come to a complete agreement on the matter beforehand. I would like to turn this work into something fundamentally new. But in that case I must be free in the expression of my ideas. I mean, the book should not become a manual summing up what is already well known. I can only offer a statement of personal ideas, some of them fairly new and bold, which will probably provoke many objections but which in any case will stimulate interest.

I should like to call the book “Psychic Organization” or “The Spiritual Unity of Mankind.” Starting with the sweeping general principle that, to my mind, mankind is biologically interconnected and develops as a whole, I shall successively discuss morality, instinct, religion, science, art, and business, and illuminate these subjects in my own way. A great deal will emerge that undoubtedly will be called fantastic and mystical. But I am convinced I will be able to draw a fairly convincing general picture. […]

88. Martin Buber to Lou Andreas-Salomé
« Zehlendorf, February 10, 1910 »

Dear Madam, dear Friend, This is not at all a “contribution,” but an essential, pure, powerful piece of work!175 I have read it aloud to my wife, and it made a few wonderful hours for both of us. I am truly delighted with it; I had grown so used to inadequate work. I would like to praise the section on motherhood above all the rest, for the sake of its boundlessness and its boundedness. Other things—allusions to the problem of inner duality on pp. 35 and 37—remind me strangely and happily of ideas of my own, in fact of my own real life’s work; so that I could not help thinking of what you said about kinship.

There is only one thing I do not like: the title.176 It is too straitlaced and lacks ring. Before I knew what you had written, it seemed to me it would do. Now I should like to be able to demonstrate by some sort of intellectual chemistry that the title is made of some totally different material from the work you have written. What is more, when I try to feel the inner nature of that title, I have the impression that someone is linking the elements of [Plato’s] Symposium, which I feel closest to, with those arts of [Aristotle’s] Ethics; I feel as utterly alien—so little, it seems to me, do eros and affectus harmonize, the one a primal word, the other so mediate, derivative, limp—whereas you have only to pronounce the word love, for example, to have all at once and together both eros and the amor spiritualis dei. Incidentally, the adjective erotikos has always offended me even as used by the Greeks, as a nasty little sin along the way by which Hesiod’s mighty force became the Erotes.177 You are one of those who in our time are cognizant of the Hesiodic force; that is the reason for all this.178 […]

89. Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport to Martin Buber
« Vienna, June 4, 1910 »

Esteemed Sir:

I am sending you the enclosed manuscript179 in the hope that it will give you pleasure. I have long been seeking a decent pretext for writing to you and hope that I am not being premature in having found this one. The present short article is a lecture which I delivered today in Dr. Heinrich Gomperz’s180 “text class” in philosophy. It is a welcome fact in itself that Jewish philosophy, ordinarily so neglected, is being mentioned at all at the University of Vienna.

I am also sending you this paper because I think I owe a good deal of it to you. If that is not apparent from the paper itself, you would quickly see it in my earlier sketches on this subject. A very brief conversation, which in a sense I forced upon you, had an especially powerful effect on me, although I must confess to my shame that I slipped into an error you warned me against at the time, namely, the error of offering my ideas in the marketplace too soon. I hardly imagine you can remember this conversation. […]

Forgive me for falling into such loquacity. So many things have worked out well for me lately that I have become presumptuous as a result, and I have nobody to rap my knuckles and set me straight again. For that reason, too, I take the liberty of turning to you. May I ask you for stringent and ruthless criticism of the essay I am sending you. If only because of the difference in our ages, the tone of the teacher is right for you. (I am twenty-one vears old.) […]

90. Martin Buber to Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport
« Zehlendorf, June 12, 1910 »

Dear Herr Rappeport:

You have indeed delighted me, all the more so since I had not at all forgotten our little conversation. I forget only impersonal matters, and since I scarcely even notice these, forgetting is something I am basically unfamiliar with.

Now you ask me to criticize your ideas. But I cannot do that. These things are so entirely inside me, as a position, that for years I did not dare consign them to words; and even now I can speak about them only in an affirmative way, and even then slow of tongue [Exodus 4:10]. In fairness to you, I should, however, say this: that I view the key element in matters such as the nature of religion in an entirely different light from you (in the course of this year and the years to come, you will have the opportunity to become acquainted with my thoughts on this subject), and I feel I am so purely, undogmatically, and unnegatively part of that view—which for me is indeed a way of looking, intuiting in contrast to intellectualizing—that all criticism of any opinion whatsoever is barred to me, except by way of demarcation.

Therefore, let me speak only on the personal plane. What is pure in you is: that you take things up from the very beginnings; that you regard the world as if it were not yet tainted by dialectics (or at least want to regard it that way); that you have a yearning for immediacy; that, even when your self-esteem is high, you feel reverential awe; that you honor the hours of meditation as the true determinants. What is impure in you is: that you do not allot the necessary time to yourself and to things; that you do not recognize dialectics underneath its masks and therefore let it penetrate through an open door; that you do not do service for the sake of the unmediated; that your reverential awe is not strong enough to make you shudder and shake in the presence of power; that you forget meditation and practice quick, facile abstraction, our original sin.

And to all this I, who wish you well and would not like to see you turn into an adept and glib person, can only repeat what I have already told you once before: get down from the tightrope and seek out what is real: seeing, hearing and grasping, struggle and service! Only in this way will you someday come to ideas as one comes to oneself: consecrated, having escaped from being enmeshed by things, having passed through them.181

91. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Zehlendorf, October 10, 1910 »

Dear Landauer, We are now back here (have been for a day) and send all of you warm regards. Your remarks in the L.E.182 have done me a world of good. This encouragement came at the right time (I am, more than ever before, at once full of purpose and befuddled by alienation).

92. Martin Buber to Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport
« Zehlendorf, November 21, 1910 »

Dear Herr Rappeport:

Since I have not heard from you again, it has occurred to me that my criticisms may have offended you. What I said was, as is my habit, devoid of all consideration and caution, determined solely by my looking at the thing in itself, and therefore, I might almost say: obsessional. I should be very sorry if you were offended. Of course, I cannot help thinking how much I would have benefited had something of the sort descended on me twelve years ago—but, still and all, it would certainly have hurt me, hurt for quite a while, and only later felt good. In any case, do let me know what is going on with you. After all, you must certainly have observed that I am concerned about you.

I recently talked with [Constantin] Brunner about you and would like to give him your paper to read. Is that all right?

Perhaps I shall be coming to Vienna in December. Will you be there then?

P.S. In the epilogue of the little book I am sending you are some things connected with the problem you were discussing.183

93. Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport to Martin Buber
« Göttingen, November 23, 1910 »

Esteemed Sir:

Please forgive me if this letter turns out sounding very confused, but my joyful surprise (far more than that) keeps me from formulating any clear thoughts. I certainly appreciated the tone of deep kindness in your previous letter, but I still did not dare even to thank you, since in this regard I am somewhat more timorous than necessary and did not want to be importunate. At first I meant to write to you soon, but the more often I read your letter, the more deeply I grasped its meaning, the more deeply I felt my inability to understand it fully at the moment. (There were principally two things that even now I do not wholly grasp.)

And so I thought at first to let some time pass, to see whether I would come to understanding without laying any further claim upon your time; and when it soon became apparent that understanding would not dawn, I wanted to wait anyhow until I came to Berlin to ask you in person. Up to three days ago, this “going to Berlin” was a certainty in my mind which filled me with hope, for I promised myself a great deal from your presence. In Berlin I was supposed to present myself to the Fitness Commission of the Austrian Consulate,184 and then three days ago I was notified that I must go to Bremen. This news came as a very hard blow to me, for I have been yearning for a long time to partake of your presence. I began mulling over all kinds of pretexts by which I could explain to you my presence in Berlin on impersonal grounds. But then your letter came, making all that superfluous and giving me the hope that you would be glad to welcome me in Berlin without any pretext. Since I am in Göttingen, Berlin is not all that far.

Permit me to tell you why I am in Göttingen and what for. I am studying mathematics and therefore have every reason to go to Göttingen for the professional advantages alone, since it is the Gan-eden185 for all mathematicians. But in addition I had to get away from Vienna, since I had no place to study at home in my parents’ apartment. This way, I have provided myself with space at least for two semesters, although I do not know what I shall do in the remaining semesters that still lie before me. Here in Göttingen I wanted to cut myself off from everything that did not contribute to mathematics, but I have stopped doing that because I no longer believe so firmly in my mathematical talent. The result is that on the one hand I am taking the terribly boring course “Exercises in ‘Philosophy’ ” with Husserl186 and Nelson,187 on the other hand spending a great deal of time learning Hebrew. Finally, I am also talking to the Jews in Göttingen about Judaism. […]

94. Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport to Martin Buber
« Göttingen, January 2, 1911 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

I have not yet been able to settle down after the restlessness and tumult of Berlin, all the more so since I returned with a fever that keeps hanging on. In addition, a host of significant events have been descending upon me, so that I must once again ask your forgiveness if I write confusedly.

First of all, I want to thank you most warmly for your hospitality, which I literally exploited, and to ask you to give my regards, gratitude, and greetings to your wife.

There is something important I should like to tell you and don’t quite know how to begin. So let me be brief: I am married. I’ve known this for quite a while, of course, but now my wife is coming to Göttingen and we are going to stay together from now on and—if one may betray such a matter beforehand—not long without a blessing. I was not yet aware of that when I visited you in Berlin, but I suspected it, and that is why I could not tell you anything definite in regard to my plans for the future. At the moment, in fact, I have hardly any idea of what I am going to do later, but I can say right now that I am very glad to be forced to adopt a more settled way of life. […]

You will probably have had no great difficulty in guessing that the picture I showed you was a picture of my wife and that I showed it to you for that reason, not out of any anatomical interest.

I think that I will be able to continue my studies unhindered, and everything seems to me beautiful and easy. But we had originally intended to arrange matters so that my wife would learn agriculture and we would then go to Palestine, she as a farm manager and I as a teacher. But at the moment, in addition to studying, I am faced with the troublesome matter of having to earn money by some kind of literary work of a preferably harmless variety, translation or something of the sort. May I ask you to advise me, out of your experience, how I can go about that in the most decent way, without making a botch of things. For I am rather frightened of the prospect. I don’t want to burden you or trouble you in any specific way; I am just asking your advice so that I will have some outer reinforcement to add to the inner resolve, which I feel quite strongly. […]

95. Martin Buber to Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport
« Zehlendorf, January 6, 1911 »

Dear Herr Rappeport:

I want to thank you for your letter and wish with all my heart that the outer will match the inner. Giving advice will not be so easy for me. For in general not much can be done with translations; the supply is out of all proportion to the demand, and only knowledge of a little-known language can help in securing the exceptional job. How well equipped are you? And other literary work? What sort could it be that would not be inwardly dangerous for you? Evidently not journalism (aside from the fact that this too, at the start, is drudgery and wretchedly paid). Best of all, taken all in all, would be employment as a private secretary. But how to find something of the sort in Göttingen? If you wish, I will ask Frau Andreas-Salomé, when she is back in Göttingen, whether she knows of something. Otherwise, I cannot think of anything at the moment. But perhaps you yourself have something in mind and would like some sidelight on it. In that case I am at your disposal, if I have the information. I wish I had something better to offer than these formal suggestions, some kind of magic ring you had only to twist on your finger in order to be free of all cares. But things will work out!

96. Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport to Martin Buber
« Göttingen, January 13, 1911 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

I am so very glad that you take such an active interest in my life, and I too hope that the good things you wish for me will come, for I have a sure confidence in the boundless good fortune that has so far guided my steps. I have that confidence back again, for I am no longer alone, and the presence of my wonderfully dear wife dispels those gloomy thoughts. After all, I have nothing to fear, since by August I’ll certainly find something that will provide me with security for the time being. Until August, I feel wholly secure, since my stipend for living and studying continues until then.… There has just been a knock at the door, and my wife has received the following telegram from her mama: “Make shabbos,188 keep shabbos, letter follows. Your mother Ruth.” It hurts me not to be able to comply with the request of this wonderfully fine woman. Not everyone would have sent a telegram like that to a daughter who has secretly joined her life to a man and left home without explanation. […]

Thank you for the magic ring you sent me, for your letter is like that to me. […]

97. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« March 19, 1911 »

My dearest Paula, All I want to tell you today is that Grandmother died very peacefully. Her consciousness was somewhat dimmed, but still, shortly before her death she said, “Close my eyes for a long journey.” The doctors’ opinions on the cause of death are contradictory. A few hours before she died, Father told her a letter had come from me; she asked what it said, and when he gave her a general answer she asked again, “What else?”

The funeral has just taken place. I am too drained to write any more. Until tomorrow.


98. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« [Hermsdorf, early May 1911] »

Dear Buber,

I could not telephone this morning; I was worn out by proofreading half the night. We could not have met today either. I read the first two lectures with the same heartfelt pleasure as the third,189 although the latter is the best of them. They give us a great deal, and give it so purely and serenely and movingly that you may be sure of finding and holding those who are seeking you in your words. And that is good; I have to thank you not as a writer but as a friend with whom I am sharing the same road.

99. Martin Buber to Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport
« Zehlendorf, May 25, 1911 »

Dear Herr Rappeport,

I send you my best regards and most heartfelt good wishes for your baby boy. When your letter came, I was reading in the Zohar: “When the husband is with his wife, he should think of the Shekhinah,190 for the woman is the image of the Shekhinah. The man in his house is surrounded by the longing for the eternal hills.” And that at bottom is what I wish for you: that you will have handed down to your son the longing for the eternal hills, the ability to experience the infinite in the finite. May he become a friend of the elements and a confidant of the spheres, and may all things love him and confer upon him that powerful world of images that only [real] things have the power of giving.


Beloved of the Lord,

He rests securely beside Him;

Ever does He protect him,

As he rests between His shoulders [Deuteronomy 33:12].



100. Hans Kohn to Martin Buber
« Prague, September 22, 1911 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

I take the liberty of sending you my review of your [Three] Addresses on Judaism in today’s Selbstwehr.191 I heard all three addresses in Prague, and the objections I then expressed in regard to the second (unfortunately the fine conclusion from Peretz’s Golden Chain192 is missing in the printed version) and the third are still strongly on my mind: namely, that if we are usually accustomed to draw the boundaries of Judaism too narrowly, to build a fence around the Torah, you widen the boundaries of Judaism to excess, in fact project them into infinity, confounding what is ethnically conditioned and what is essentially human in us. To me, “unity”193 must mean an experience that lies beyond the world we all share, the world of our knowledge and experience with its ineluctable dualisms of being and value, content and form. The unity I have in mind is something the individual experiences only in a state of ecstasy, the mystic’s experience which is as remote from his folk as it is from this whole world of samsara194—and this applies just as well to the Jewish mystic as to any other. And if the three tendencies195 were to be actualized, I can conceive of them solely as the one great primal experience seen from various aspects. But what I cannot understand is just how any given single strand, for example that of absoluteness, could possibly be actualized separately. For after all, always and everywhere the law of causality prevails in this world.

It is possible that these doubts and objections will be answered by the book you have promised us,196 although I am afraid that in the book the priceless element marking the addresses will be lost, namely, the mood and the quality of intuitive vision.

You know, sir, what your addresses meant to us in Bar Kochba. But I think I may say that they meant more to me than to any of the others, for in many respects they constituted a turning point in all my views.

101. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf bei Berlin, November 28, 1911 »

Dear Buber,

[…] Now I should like to propose a project that I would be happy to help carry out together with your publishing house. In the course of studies for my lectures on the French Revolution, I discovered what a vast literature there already is on the subject, powerful, well written, of vital psychological importance, tantamount to the classical expression of a great moment in history. This literature belongs to the people of all countries, but it has never been adequately recognized among us Germans. Some of it, indeed, has long been forgotten. That is my first point. Second, a wealth of valuable sources has been newly dug up by more modern publications, partly those issued by the French government, partly by major historical societies both republican and monarchist, partly by independent scholars. Third, I personally would greatly enjoy recreating the best and most representative parts of this literature on the revolution in German. The works involved would be: 1) writings that have become almost impossible to find in the original editions; 2) speeches for which definitive critical texts have only recently been provided; 3) letters—beautiful and moving human documents—most of which are buried in scholarly publications even in France. I might mention Mirabeau’s197 love letters to Sophie from prison; the letters of Madame Roland;198 the speeches of Danton;199 letters and memoirs of Buzot,200 Brissot,201 and others; forgotten writings of Marat,202 whose image has been totally obscured and who is one of France’s most powerful writers, etc. What I have in mind, then, is to edit a library of revolution, beginning with the publication of works from the great French Revolution. I have no doubt that it will then prove natural to reach backward and forward: to the period of the English Revolution, and to the movements of 1830, 1848, and later. But my idea is not to pursue any historical let alone so-called scholarly aims; rather, what is involved here is a classical branch of literature, human beings and periods where material that ordinarily remains within the sphere of scholarship, politics, and diplomacy passes over into the realm of creativity, of the productions of genius.

Please turn the matter over in your mind and let me know what you think of it and whether you would want to present it to your publisher.203

102. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« Prague, May 6, 1912 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

Our association [Bar Kochba] will celebrate the twentieth anniversary of its founding in the fall, and we have considered what we ought to do for this occasion.

More than anything else discussed so far (festive seminars, a cycle of meetings), it seems to me that a festschrift which would be a lasting memorial would be most suitable. However, we want to be careful not to fall into the mode of such crude and hodgepodge publications as the Almanach des Wiener Bar Kochba or the Heimkehr of the Czernowitz Emunah.204 Therefore, before we initiate the preparatory steps, we thought of asking your advice. And now Dr. Hugo Bergmann205 tells me that you intend to publish a Jewish yearbook; possibly we might bring out something similar that would also be in keeping with your desires. If you are inclined to help us in this matter, and if you think that our project could be coordinated with yours, please let me know what you had in mind for the yearbook: what content, what writers, what format, what publisher. Hugo Bergmann was able to provide only the most general information.

We are aware of what tremendous value there would be in having this project successfully carried through, thus assuring its annual continuation (which, after all, had already been planned for the almanac). May I ask you, therefore, to let me know how you feel about it in principle, and if you should lean toward the plan, to send whatever specific details you can at the present time.

103. Carl Buber to Martin and Paula Buber
« Lemberg, July 6 [1912] »

My dears,

At last we received the news that you are in Riccione. Since it is so long since you left Berlin, it seems to have been a difficult journey.

We are leaving on Wednesday, going first to Vienna and from there to Karlsbad.

Nelly arrived in Zoppot the day before yesterday. She has no definite place to live yet and is staying at the Werninghof for the time being. We’ve had only a telegram from her. Irene is going to [our country estate at] Lubianki with the children.

We were very happy about the book206 and it was quite unnecessary to publish it anonymously [sic]. I read it with great interest and find “The Alp” and “Farahild”207 very fine, and am astounded at the perfect form and execution of the whole. I think it will be well received everywhere.

104. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Krumbach, July 25, 1912 »

My dear Buber,

It gives me great pleasure that you noticed, in that casual publication of mine,208 the things we have in common, understood what I have to say and am for the present merely chatting about. It is always a difficult decision, whether to remain silent too long about these things or to say something about them occasionally in an inadequate form. There are several reasons why I now and then determine to talk about them. One of these is the desire to say something to you, whom I must otherwise put off with half-baked and otherwise unsatisfactory phrases.

But now you. My dear friend, you have thoroughly delighted me. I admit that when I opened those pages209 and my eye was caught by the title and first paragraph, my thought was: Oh dear, analogies! You know I am strict to the point of rigidity on that score and refuse to let myself be hoodwinked by images or seduced by emotions. But there is nothing of the kind here. It is all very pure and comes from a realm to which analogy does not reach and where sudden flashes of inspiration have no place.

At the moment I will not speak of the content; in the first place because you know, and then also because I do observe the way everything meshes to make a whole, and I will wait until I can talk about the whole. But I want to tell you this: in this work, the sample of which I have before me, you are achieving what Nietzsche did not achieve in his Zarathustra and the dithyrambs. For in those proclamations of Nietzsche there is always a duality: first the subject speaking, and then the person who exhibits impassioned shock at the language of this subject. Just as there is a duality in Goethe’s and E. T. A. Hoffmann’s or Jean Paul’s narrative prose: the subject discussed and the speaker, who does not even remain a speaker all the time, for he sometimes becomes a blabbermouth. But in [Heinrich von] Kleist, Kleist the unique, there is unity: the subject speaks as if only the subject existed, whereas in reality all there is is the speech of a soul. I find this greatness in this portion of your book: the passion of the subject in the form of the language, which is shaped so that it is at once entirely the language of the speaker and entirely the speaking subject. In this work about unity in duality, you have achieved what the work is about. For the parts I do not know cannot be different from this part, since you are none other than yourself.

And may I ask you to convey my warm regards to your wife and to send me the other parts soon, as you promised.

My wife has read it as well.

105. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Riccione (Forli), July 30, 1912 »

Heartfelt thanks, my dear Landauer, for your good, clear words, which have given me more than I can say at the moment. It is as if what I thought and wrote has only now taken on its full life, since receiving this blessing from a friend’s lips.

More manuscript is now being typed in Berlin; as soon as I have the copy, I’ll send it to you. Here and there you will certainly find a good many places that, as far as language goes (in your magnificent, grand sense), are more inadequate than the dialogue on “direction” but that probably contain a few things more important, as far as thought goes.

106. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Riccione, August 7, 1912 »

Dear Landauer, Thanks for your postcard! I would not have expected your Gudi210 to be such a mountain climber.

I assume that you are back in Krumbach and am sending you today a second dialogue.211 Do please let me know if there are things that bother you (even if only single words). This version is admittedly not the first, but it need not be the last. You will certainly feel that this dialogue belongs to you in a special sense. A third will follow shortly. I’d also like to consult you about the arrangement of the book (or books?) then; I’ve added a new draft, so that there are now twelve [dialogues] and I am thinking of arranging them in two parts (seven dealing with principles and five with history, the latter on the whole longer). That way, I could have the first book printed this fall, which would rather suit me. I would then probably have to wait a year before publishing the second.

107. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Krumbach, August 10, 1912 »

Dear Buber,

I also like this section212 very, very much and find it most appealing. I have a few minor stylistic questions where it seems the phrasing might perhaps be improved. I’ve numbered these passages in pencil, thinking I would have to explain in this letter what I mean; but I see that it’s all self-explanatory. I have only one remark of a more important sort, which concerns the whole but which I can consider in conjunction with #5. Of course I see that another dialogue will deal with “orientation” and “realization” and will explain the terminology. Nor do I find any fault with the clarity of expression. But I do think that you must do something to help us readers attain an emotional grasp of what “orientation” is, and you must do this more powerfully, more directly, and more from the start. That is, you still need to infuse some concreteness, vividness, liveliness. We are agreed, are we not, that by keeping to the abstract we do not escape from the world of “orientation”; I still feel that a sense of urgency and forcefulness is lacking. You must always consider how long all these things have been living within you and to what extent your ideas take their emotional coloration and their content from your personal intellectual history. By art and concentration, you must now convey all that to us. Moreover—this trifle has a certain importance—you quite rightly have a distaste for particles in the spoken language, since they tend to give speech an overly rationalistic precision. But with the written word, they are sometimes needed as a substitute for emphasis. For instance, on page 4, line 5, if after the “you” [du] you could make up your mind to insert a “however,” the whole fine complex sentence that follows would be more readily understandable;213 and you know how much style depends on immediacy and how the effect is ruined when the reader has to turn back with an “Oh, so that’s it” and reread. (I’d like to point out that the “however” in that sentence is really needed, if only this once.)

Judging by the two dialogues I have seen so far, I can say the following in regard to publication: two volumes, divided as you describe214—good. But they would have to be published simultaneously and would have to be considered together. Since you are in it now, stay in it and if at all possible finish what you have sketched out, so that the whole will be done soon. Don’t publish a line until the whole thing is finished and you can say: Now go into the world. There ought to be two volumes in the handsome pocket format of the Age of Goethe.

And now I may expect the third dialogue. I need not tell you how much I am with you in all your thinking. But after this second section, I know with greater certainty that the whole will become what I told you after the first section. We will then have much to discuss.

I tramped in northern Tyrol with Gudula for three and a half lovely days. Walking tours with her are delightful; she is vigorous and has great stamina. And how receptive! She asked me not to make her write up her impressions; nothing would come out, she said, except “and then” or “lovely”; she wouldn’t be able to write about such things until she was older. So it’s to be hoped that she will become a person for whom adjustment is not enough; and I hope that will apply beyond her youth. Incidentally, the passage on youth215 especially moved me, but there is so much to be said about that, material enough for a separate discussion. I wouldn’t say that in youth a person was complete and authentic, and that he then comes to the turning point and becomes a philistine. Rather, what deceived us was merely youth. He has not changed; youth has departed from him, youth which gave him that deceptive radiance, as if he were at the core what was only the outer shell of youth. […]

108. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf, September 9, 1912 »

Dear Buber:

I imagine you are still in Riccione and hope that all of you are well. We returned a few days ago. I found your dialogue “On Polarity”216 waiting for me in Karlsruhe when we came back from Switzerland. The trip itself was all nature, first too much restfulness and then too much restlessness for intellectual concerns.

On the whole, and in many of its details, your dialogue spoke to me with truth and beauty. But I think you could still do something more in your treatment of these important matters. I am not judging in terms of a reader who may be of this or that cast of mind, but in terms of myself when I say: the reader cannot immediately grasp everything you say; here and there you have little more than a gray, vague feeling, and in addition an attempt to make fixed terminology develop a life of its own. For example, there is much said in rapid succession about settling, embracing, transforming, rather the way declining and conjugating are spoken of in school. But I feel somewhat like a student who has unfortunately missed the early classes and who gathers from the definite tone that these are established terms which cannot be amended; but he has no experience with them or examples of them and yet is supposed to keep up and build on the basis of this. This is one of the idiosyncrasies of your mentality to which I’ve called attention so often before. You work something out inside yourself until it has a certain roundedness and completeness, and then you do not communicate the route by which you reached your results. In this dialogue, the idiosyncrasy is that Daniel does nothing but relate the way he has passed, and does so in a beautiful, rising synthesis. But, to my way of thinking, this description of the route has too little turmoil, too little of the passion of struggle, too little of questioning and shaping, and too much terminology, too much finish and completeness. What I am asking you to do is very difficult, but I think you ought to pour this dialogue into another mold. You should not rest content with contemplating the results within yourself, artistically but placidly, and reproducing what you have seen in your own psyche. You should be stirring us more powerfully, more dynamically. Perhaps there are only a few places where something is missing; perhaps you can bring it off with seemingly minor additions—this time I cannot put my finger on the spot where revisions are needed. But I think you will see what I am looking for in vain and will know what has to be done to improve it.

Once again, my warmest thanks for your letter. I think I have already agreed that the work should be presented as two separate books, in the manner you speak of. Then the Daniel would be published first.

When we see each other again, you must tell me about the book (“The Rambler and the City”).217 I know hardly anything about it.

When will you be here again?

109. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Riccione, September 11, 1912 »

One thing more, dear Landauer: The editors of the Neue Blätter recently wrote me that they wanted to devote a special issue to me, as they did to [Rudolf] Kassner a while back; was I agreeable to having X (better not name him; otherwise I would have to go into great detail) write the article, or would I prefer someone else? I replied that if you felt like doing it, I would prefer you to anyone else.218 I have just returned to find a letter from the editors saying they would turn to you. This is for your information.

110. Hans Kohn to Martin Buber
« Prague, October 20, 1912 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

[…] As for the festive evening,219 I shall ask Eysoldt220 to participate. But I thought of you as the introductory speaker. I know how limited your time is; I know how much I am already asking of you just in your always answering our letters so readily, and yet—I want to be entirely candid about this, even though much of what I say may come out sounding very awkward—may I ask you to give a hearing to the following reasons, which represent deeply felt concerns on my part. It doesn’t matter so much that we—myself and several others—are longing to make this a special evening, not just another of the kind that we arrange merely because we have to arrange something. We want one that both gives us something and at the same time bears witness to the spirit that inspires us, that has grown up within us until it is an organic part of us, and that bears the mark of the Bar Kochba—or rather, and this is what counts, of the few brothers of the association who are now in the leadership. For you know—I think I can say this in a few simple words—how your spirit seized hold of us and reshaped us, and how we have been your followers ever since. Now four years have passed and the character of the association has greatly changed. Today, there are only we three or four elders who are still living among the ideas that to us are linked with your name. And since we are in the leadership, we are still able to impress our mark upon the association. But there is a gulf between us and the others, especially our successors—this year alone we have fifteen new members. The one group frequently cannot understand what the other is saying. The continuity in the spirit of the association is threatened with destruction, despite all efforts on our part; il y a de certaines vérités qu’il ne suffit pas de persuader, mais qu’il faut encore faire sentir,221 and we cannot do that. It is for this reason that I beg you to come to Prague in January and be here in person—very few of us have seen you in person—for I am intent on preserving the personal as well as the spiritual continuity. Herr Doktor, I feel that I am expressing all this most inadequately; please read between the lines.

111. Martin Buber to Hans Kohn
« Zehlendorf, October 23, 1912 »

My dear Herr Kohn:

[…] What you tell me about my participation in the festive evening is of such a nature that it is impossible for me to respond with a No for personal reasons (of which there are some very serious ones). But I have a rather considerable objective problem concerning what I might talk about, and I still have to think that over. How have you conceived the “content” of the evening? From what you have told me about it, the theme might perhaps be formulated as “The Myth of the Jews.” A subject as attractive as it is difficult. I will first have to look into myself to see whether I can handle it. In any case, if the evening is planned along such lines, there would have to be readings from: 1) mythical passages from the Bible; 2) mythical elements from talmudic legends; 3) mythical material from the Kabbalah; 4) hasidic materials.

In practical terms, it would probably be a good idea for you to get in touch with [Gertrud] Eysoldt as soon as possible; I hope she can consent. (Incidentally, I take it you know that Eysoldt is neither Jewish nor of Jewish descent. That will not prevent her from reading my legends as, presumably, no Jewish woman can read them.)

112. Hans Kohn to Martin Buber
« Prague, November 10, 1912 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

[…] Unfortunately I cannot send you my June talk on the concept of renewal because it no longer exists. My words were directed against the views expressed in the debate between Kurt Blumenfeld222 and Oskar Epstein223 at the previous meeting of the association. Epstein seemed to me exceedingly doctrinaire, closing his eyes to all (including all spiritual) reality, operating with half-baked concepts, and above all using them as slogans in the presence of—in this respect—completely immature people. At the time he was in an excited mood rather similar to that of [Mathias] Acher in his We Have Sinned.224 I opposed this, insisting that the concepts must be allowed to develop, that we should let ourselves and the novel things inside us gather some experience. I also pointed out that every “renewal”225 of that kind necessarily remains merely the experience and the dream of very small groups for a long time before it can become common property and be fully realized. I said that we must and can only carry out the duty demanded by the times, but with the constant expectation and faith (I regard Acher’s impatience, for instance, as a lack of faith) that “it” must come sooner or later. Jews seem to lack reverence for the supra-individual process of history transcending our own actions—that process that the prophets knew; the Jews lack reverence for this “it fulfills itself in time”—even though we ourselves always remain the real subjects of that it [for we bring about the fulfillment]. This was the gist of my talk.

113. Martin Buber to Hans Kohn
« Zehlendorf, November 12, 1912 »

Dear Herr Kohn:

[…] When in Prague I should like to take up the subject of your talk with you and Epstein—an extremely important matter. My contribution to the yearbook226 is concerned with related questions, and the universally human aspect of the question will be discussed in a Daniel dialogue (“On the Heroic Life”).227 I do not think, however—in contrast to you, so it seems to me—that we as acting, living human beings can deal any differently with “the fullness of time” than by striving to bring it about in the course of fulfilling ourselves. Our trouble and what impels us on is not that time is unfulfilled but that we are unfulfilled. And what you say about “the duty demanded by the times” does not strike me as quite right. When someone who is drawn toward Palestinian Jewry works to support that cause, that is not a duty but an inclination. And acting upon this inclination is all the more valuable the less it isolates the individual, the more it is fitted into and determined by the coherent context of the person’s life and readiness—the less it hampers this context and its activity, its fulfillment, the more it follows and serves these ends. The more mature we become in such tasks, the more mature “it” will be—for indeed we are the ones who carry “it” out.

114. Hans Kohn to Martin Buber
« Prague, November 14, 1912 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

[…] I think that in my last letter I did not state quite clearly what I mean by “renewal.” I also think that, although we are indeed the ones who carry “it” out, in a certain sense “it” is transcendent:


Whatever you have said,

Another was your guide.

No matter where you tread,

He stays right by your side.



I don’t know where Weber228 found those lines, but I like them. This “it” certainly can be revealed only in us, can develop only through “us”; the fulfillment of the “it” is, empirically speaking, only the fulfillment of the individual—no doubt about that. And yet this “it,” the way I feel it, is not identical with the individual.

What I objected to in [Oskar] Epstein’s talk […] was his coming out with the slogan “fulfillment” in public (especially since he had not taken it with full seriousness himself. And which of us Bar Kochba members would really have been able to do this, adopting a new way of living which completely permeates his whole life? Although on the other hand I am convinced that there are not many whose present life represents so complete a break, such a complete departure from everything that went before, in contrast to the accustomed old surroundings from which they sprang, as is the case with some of us members). And something else: to Epstein, Judaism—and surely he misunderstood you on this score—has become mere form, a mere formative principle; he regards the content of Judaism as of subsidiary importance. If one made something of oneself, no matter what the specific content one absorbed, he thought that was sufficient, that was Jewish in a way that ought to be sufficient for us (Singer229 seems to be thinking along similar lines). In opposition to that, I constantly stressed that the essential thing was that we should be led to Jewish content; that nationality in our sense means a tendency toward a particular psychological development but is not the development itself.

And as for our own actions being adjusted to duty demanded by the times, I should like to quote Landauer’s summons: “The demands of the day must be met: especially by those who wish to clear the ground and lay down the foundations for building the edifice to which their hearts, their longings, their sense of justice, and their imaginations aspire.”230

We (I) would entreat you, Herr Doktor, that on the festive evening or, still better, after it, you would talk to us at the [Bar Kochba] about these important matters, as well as about a problem that much occupies my mind, “Orient and Occident.”231

115. Martin Buber to Hans Kohn
« Zehlendorf, November 19, 1912 »

Dear Herr Kohn:

[…] How right you are that Judaism must not be conceived merely as outward form. But it seems to me of the greatest immediate importance that we help bring about the victory of the values (in other words, content) that survived for millennia as folk religion in contrast to official Judaism—just as, for instance, there has existed and continues to exist a German folk religion in contrast to the church. We need new ways of life, and these can emerge only from the ascendancy of those values. In a few years I hope to have reached the point at which I will be able to document these; the sections entitled “Kavvanah” and “Shiflut”232 in the Baal-Shem represent a contribution, though still a wholly inadequate one, to that end.

I look forward with pleasure to the evening with [Bar Kochba] and would like the program to be as follows: 1) I read the Daniel dialogue “On the Heroic Life,”233 which will appeal to the young people. 2) One of you gives a talk, as Epstein did, on a problem of concern to the association. 3) Discussion, in which I will gladly participate as I did before.

116. Richard Beer-Hofmann to Martin Buber
« Vienna, April 3, 1913 »

My dear Herr Buber:

A note has been lying under a paperweight on my desk for a long time—a note with your name on it, underlined three times. Each underlining means that I owe you an answer—an answer thrice over.

First of all, thanks for your Three Addresses—and not merely for your sending them to me.

Then in December you wrote me about the Prague collection of essays.234 I had previously refused—for the simple reason that I had nothing to offer—and so I had no choice but to repeat my refusal, as politely as I could manage, to the editors.

A few days ago there arrived, signed by you, Dr. Salz,235 and Kahler,236 the invitation to a conference on the founding of the Jewish college. The conference is now—as I write this—over,237 and I do not know what took place. Nevertheless, I feel it my duty to tell you that I am not in favor of the establishment of this college—rather, fear it.

It is impossible to found such a college without opening up the entire complex of religious questions. A college must take a position on these matters. Is it to keep the Sabbath and take Sunday as a working day? How much will it retain of all that belongs to tradition? A Jewish college cannot be just another college. It must be exemplary or not exist at all. And do you know—does any of us know?—how much tradition we may regard as living, how much as obsolete?

And what about the students of the college? And the still more difficult matter: the teachers?

Moreover, to give up their children with a light heart, to entrust them to an institution—this is something that lies in the tradition of Catholic and Protestant peoples, but not in the tradition of Jews—and I am glad of it. For these others, the church is an educator appointed by God. We have no church—and I also cannot bemoan that.

Then again: Whether we will or no, we are subject to laws of judgment that differ from those of other peoples. What we Jews do takes place upon a stage—one erected by our destiny. The good or ill behavior of other peoples is taken for granted. But everybody has the right to sprawl in the orchestra seats and stare at the Jews. Their look, their voice, their bearing, the color of their hair, the proportions of their bodies—all must meet the standards of malicious judges. And woe to us if we do not stride across the boards like demigods.

And now, what about the students of this college? Here—people will say—Jews, unhindered by outside influences, have reared up Jews as they wish them to be. Every student will be evaluated as a representative Jew. Do you really believe that a lucky accident such as has never taken place before will bring to this institution some fifty or sixty Jews per year fit to bear the burden of this responsibility? To repeat: I fear this college.

117. Martin Buber to Karl Wolfskehl
« Zehlendorf, April 29, 1913 »

Dear Friend, Herewith I am sending you the Daniel, asking you to view it as my beginning, for I am more and more coming to see it as merely that. Consequently, although I am tossing it into the general pot, it is really intended for only a few people, of whom you are one, as a sort of personal address.

How does your contribution to the collection238 stand? All the other pieces have come in, and we are waiting for yours.

118. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Prague, May 2, 1913 »

Dear Herr Buber:

Sincerest thanks for the great pleasure you have given us with your book239 and the kind dedication. May the book one day speak to our son also! I have not yet read it; today I only had another look at the dialogue on meaning, which I have of course already heard you read. Many aspects are still unclear to me. I see—under the influence of your Three Addresses, I suppose—all the problems from the ethical viewpoint, and then I think I am able to follow your reasoning very well; then it is quite apparent how the wanderer, of whom Daniel speaks, selects and decides with immediate resolve, without faltering, as if acting on some deep commandment. But when I depart from this viewpoint, I do not yet know—for the time being—what is meant by the realization. That in an experience the bridges of orientation are broken down, that we are entirely caught up in this experience without any knowledge of the relations to which an observer can assign us—surely it cannot be that. For realization is supreme, whereas the value of fulfillment still depends on the content that so entirely fulfills the human being. […]

I still do not see clearly in these matters and hope to make progress as a result of your book. On the whole, you know, orientation—and even orientation toward the realization—is not the crucial thing. The crucial thing is that we prove ourselves. And I cannot think about that, at least in personal terms, without qualms.

My kiddush hashem240 studies have advanced to the point that I could read something at a meeting of Bar K[ochba]. Weltsch241 and [Hans] Kohn want to print this in the yearbook;242 I hesitate, because my discoveries still seem to me uncertain. The concept of the shem243 is difficult. I thought I could interpret it in my lecture as the expression of God conceived as an object. According to that idea, the true name of God, spoken by him who is not united with God, would be grasped only from the outside and not inwardly realized. If I may put it so, the name would merely be adapted into the reference system, into the orientation. By speaking about God, we are not really speaking of him, but of the name. Perhaps that is the explanation for the fact that on Yom Kippur the high priest, standing as it were in a state of union, calls God by his real name, while the congregation merely responds: Barukh Shem.244 […] Thus a distinction must be made between the true name—that is, YHVH—and the shem. The shem is, as it were, the germ which must be actualized (“sanctified,” “unified”) in order to become YHVH. But what is meant by the distinction between God and his true name—when, for example, it is said that before the Creation only God and his name existed—remains highly obscure to me. […]

119. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« Manchester, May 4, 1913 »

My dear Martin,

Told [Berthold Feiwel] has just written me that you were annoyed at not being elected to the university committee.245 I think Told also gave you the reasons this happened: our small committee has been granted the right to choose its members and is now most happy to invite you to join and work with us. At present, the matter is entirely in my hands, and our job is to organize the project and envisage the form the university must take, as well as budgets for the various faculties.

Berthold intends to accumulate and work up the statistical material on Jewish students in the West. I am also planning a large-scale inquiry, directed to prominent Jewish scholars, writers, etc., concerning their views on the project, and wish to use these data for my talk at the Congress. Several proposals on how to carry out the undertaking have already been presented, but we can deal with these questions only when the entire project has been completely worked out on paper.

For the time being, I am sending you only this brief note with the most cordial request, in the name of our old friendship as well, to join our committee and to resume the work for the old cause, for which we suffered so much in the past. I hope to hear from you very soon and look forward to your telling me of your plans and ideas about the whole undertaking.

120. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Zehlendorf, May 7, 1913 »

Dear Herr Bergmann,

We may be able to agree better on the problem of realization once you have read the little book246 through to the end. At any rate, the material object in which God is realized cannot be the crucial issue.

Your studies as you describe them are highly important, and your paper should undoubtedly be published in the yearbook. Incidentally, when it is said that before the Creation only God and his name existed, this seems to me to spring from the fact that insofar as unity is conceived not as goal but as origin, it can no longer be conceived as pure unity, since we can comprehend all creative function only as polarization, as the expression of an immanent duality. It is highly significant that YHVH, who to prophetic man is always unity above all duality, is repeatedly being permeated by duality; that overcoming what has been experienced in self-perception is constantly being obscured by the representation of experience. […]

121. Martin Buber to Richard Beer-Hofmann
« Zehlendorf, May 16, 1913 »

My dear, revered Herr Beer-Hofmann:

I am only now getting around to thanking you for your letter.247 What you say in it is very important to me. From the moment the college matter came up, the religious question caused me a great deal of concern, but I would not be so serious about the renewal of Judaism if I thought that problem insoluble. Difficult though it is, I do think that a step toward the reformation of Judaism (a totally different matter from “reform”) can be taken precisely because it will arise out of the tasks and the actual life of an institution such as the projected school.

You ask whether I know how much of tradition we may legitimately regard as living. I do not know, but I am beginning to have a notion of how much of tradition we want to preserve as living. And I think that is the crucial issue, so crucial, in fact, that in dedicating oneself to its furtherance we may even be permitted to make mistakes. I grant you: the teachers are a problem! But on that particular score I have been lucky. I have several people in mind who are a joy to me, over and beyond the “college,” as exemplars of a breed of Jewish humanity that confirms me in my own being; and, moreover, it is a breed whose bent is educational.

And you are right, furthermore, in another respect: everything we Jews do does take place on a stage. But the thing that is so fundamentally wrong about this is not the fact itself, but that we have for so long let that fact govern our actions and inactions. The world watches the great man as well; if he is too aware of it, his greatness is imperiled within his own heart. It is not possible for a person to live simultaneously by virtue of his inner force and his image—no matter whether the image is to be found in the eyes of friends or foes. If God watches me, I cannot show myself worthier of his gaze than by paying no attention to it; and if Satan watches me, I cannot disdain his gaze more completely than by paying no attention to it.—But I know that this is something I need not say to you, of all people.

P.S. I have just sent you a little volume of dialogues248 in which you may find a few matters of interest.

122. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« Manchester, May 16, 1913 »

My dear Martin,

I wrote to you about ten days ago and asked you to join our committee. You surely understand that you were not elected to it in Berlin solely because it was assumed that you have withdrawn from Zionist affairs. I was delighted when I heard from Told about your willingness to work with us. It would be great to get together again, as in the old days, and make a fresh start at solving the glorious problem with, let us hope, more success. What can still be done before the Congress is the following: (a) Accumulate all the statistical material on our young people in the universities; (b) send out a questionnaire to scholars, politicians, etc.; (c) work the project out ourselves. Questions of actually carrying out the work cannot be dealt with until after the Congress. I would very much like to hear your opinion on these matters, and your own plans. We do not have much more time, so I am cordially asking you to write to me by return mail. Are you coming to Vienna?249 Perhaps we will see each other there. Vera is coming along this time.

123. Max Brod to Martin Buber
« Prague, June 2, 1913 »

Dear Herr Buber:

Today I received your book.250 I reread the first dialogue at once—I had read it before in the Neue Blätter—and rushed on eagerly to the second dialogue. I have finished it and am forcing myself to pause. Many thanks! It seems to me that you decisively engage [issues] that are urgent to all of us. In this respect, the second dialogue is even more penetrating, even more “actual” (to use your own terminology) than the first. It attacks the problems I am dealing with right now. Page 34 especially appeals to me—this handsome tribute to good science. And page 46ff.—the critique of Time. Your book is helping me to understand one major problem, the transition from formless experience to realization (very fine that you do not allow the two to converge, page 35!). I shall not be in a position to grasp it fully until I have finished the whole work.—The threads tying together your book and our Perception and Concept251 seem to me to be already becoming strong and heavy.

But I also hope you will approve of the yearbook Arkadia, which will be reaching you shortly.252 Now that your book is again drawing me into your mental sphere, I find strong compatibilities between what you are aiming at and what I have attempted here—a synthesis of the constructive forces of our time, a longing for something both simple and monumental to hold back desperate chaos! […]

124. Carl Buber to Martin Buber
« Lemberg, June 7 [1913] »

My dear Martin,

I have your good letter of the first, and your Daniel and the proof sheets of the Neue Blätter253 have reached me, and I want to thank you very much for the kind dedication.

We read the article254 with great interest, and if the world accepts only a part of what Landauer says about your works, you can be well content. It fills us with joy and happiness that your endeavors have had this success.

I am only afraid that the intense intellectual work is overstraining you and would be pleased if you would deal with less difficult problems and return to easier work.

I have tried to understand the Daniel, but unfortunately have not succeeded, and concerns arose in me that you are overworking your mind at the expense of your physical strength. […]

I have been traveling a great deal recently, for we have bought a new oil field in Perchinsko (East Carpathians in the vicinity of Rozniatow) where the oil is found at shallow depths of 250–300 meters, although in small quantities. But there is a great deal of work to get this business started, so that there are many claims on my time. […]

125. Ludwig Strauss to Martin Buber
« Aachen, August 6, 1913 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber:

Now I am back in Aachen and enjoying the familiar sights and people. During my last days in Berlin, [the publisher] Kurt Wolff sent me a rejection of my poems. After the usual courtesies—too much material on hand, etc.—came a serious effort at giving a reason: that he is building up his publishing house in a “quite specific direction” and my work would not fit into the “framework.” This is important. For a long time I have gone along with current trends in inessentials only. Wolff’s letter prompted me to discard from my book all those earlier poems that might obscure that fact. The some seventy poems that remain produce, on the whole, a most unmodern impression. On the other hand, I have adopted far too uncompromisingly the technical achievements of modernity for my verse to be pleasing to one of the old publishers (Cotta, etc.). One house, Diederichs, publishes work that represents the reaction against modernity. Diederichs has brought out Paquet255 and Lissauer,256 inauthentic though he is. Diederichs is also trying to achieve the reaction in subject matter; he places himself “beyond aestheticism” and for him I would probably stand on the side of aestheticism, since my poems are too quiet, not “revolutionary” enough. So what remains? Perhaps a fairly neutral publisher such as Insel Verlag? Could you give me advice? I intend to have several copies of my book typed, and if you like I will send you a copy.

Daniel made me tremendously happy. In its courageous confining of its viewpoint to the “real,” which it seems to me has never been formulated so clearly, and in its purity and clarity, so that nothing real is blurred. I have always thirsted for a world viewed in heroic terms and steeped in a pure atmosphere. And in this vision of the world I see—precisely because it is so mature—one place occupied by struggle, the eternal struggle, the mood of the young. I had read Goethe’s Truth and Poetry257 with growing revulsion. It struck me as the confession of a great man who lacked any passion for the things of the mind, of a stranger who exerted a fearful power over me and into whose desires one could sink as into a bog. Here was a man to whom compromise seemed the most natural thing in the world, one for whom the blurring of facts involved no intellectual pain. In contrast to that, and to all the monism with which Goethe, despite his greatness, is closely associated, your book has been for me the first truly liberating concurrence from outside. I feel so closely allied to it, and along with it to much that you have written in the same spirit in [Three] Addresses, that today I regard it as the absolute expression of my own Jewishness. So much so that I have made its spirit the basis of my conscious acts, and the times in which I doubt myself and that spirit become interludes of embittered doubts about your strength and your works. And the times when I stand firmly facing my goal are times of overflowing gratitude to you. You don’t mind, do you, my writing you in so personal a manner?

126. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Bad Tölz, August 9, 1913 »

Dear Landauer:

A host of things that had to be “worked up” has up to now prevented me from feeling that spiritual leisure which I needed in order to talk to you about a matter that troubles me. Now the time has come at last.

As you may recall, on our last walk you asked me about Georg Munk.258 I answered you much as I customarily answer all questions about G.M.—for a reason you will shortly understand. But this time I did not speak with the same assurance I use toward others and consequently put it all wrong. As soon as I had spoken I realized that it was wrong; something was then amiss between you and me, and at the moment I could not right it. In order to be able to right it, I have since asked for and obtained from my wife permission to entrust you with the fact that she is identical with Georg Munk. The reason this has to be told to you in confidence is that my wife has always intensely wished not to have her relationships with people and with society in general affected in any way by literary matters. That would certainly have been the case after this book, even more after her next ones, if she had not preserved the pseudonym. I know that you will understand this, dear friend, and I hope that you will now understand my answering so mechanically.

I am eager to hear how you and yours are. Are you in Krumbach or elsewhere? After all sorts of trifling troubles, things are going very well with us at last. I’ll shortly be paying a visit to Switzerland, and then we want to spend several weeks touring Italy.

I have just come across a wonderful saying in Pliny (apparently quoted from Poseidonios); it might virtually serve as a motto for the Socialist League: Deus est mortali iuvare mortalem.259 Probably the finest definition of God!

127. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Krumbach, August 16, 1913 »

Dear Friend:

We have been here for about a week. Your letter urgently called for an immediate answer, but, in the first place, I have had a great deal to do these past few days because the books being published this fall must be proofread in midsummer, and in addition an issue of the Sozialist had to be written in a hurry. In the second place, I would so much have liked at least to make the attempt to arrange a meeting between us. But I still see no possibility of doing that. […]

My most cordial thanks for what you told me, dear friend; I assure you the secret will be well kept. The fact gives me great pleasure. You will recall that when we last talked I had just been reading the book once again and had thought it very fine and very strong. Then I read still more of it at home and was even more struck by its liveliness and vigor. There is in addition another aspect—that I had always silently cherished the wish that your wife might create something (I recall having ventured to touch on this question now and then). And now this wish has been so movingly and promisingly fulfilled.

But now one more question of a personal kind. I think I have discretion in my blood, but I have something else in my blood too—let us call it cordiality, the urge for wholeness in friendship. You really would not have had to make this disclosure to me for your own sake—in other words, for the sake of our relationship. I soon forgot that there was something odd about your replies, and my suspicions would have been aroused only if I had again spoken to you about Georg Munk—although that was likely enough. You have now told me this for your own sake, with your wife’s consent. The question is whether I have to be discreet about it toward your wife as well, or whether she is giving me leave to acknowledge this part of her personality when I talk with her. That sounds blunter than I mean it to be. It’s not that I want to talk with her about her authorship; I am asking whether I may talk with her with the sort of freedom people do have with one another. I understand your wife’s motives and respect them. But does not such a taboo introduce into communication with those who are not wholly strangers, but far from intimates, something forced, distracting, something that, however we will, keeps conversation superficial? And does not the sort of communication that has already been somewhat difficult on occasion become even more difficult now that I know?

Now that we know, I should say. For in asking that the matter be kept secret, you are, as you must know, dealing with us both, my wife and myself. My wife knew and loved the book before she learned the truth along with me, and has been much stirred.

My dear and most esteemed Frau Buber, please take these words in a friendly spirit, as once again suing for your friendship. The world is a very lonely place, and my mission seems to be to break through people’s shells. I wouldn’t want to be untrue to it.

128. Shmuel Yosef Agnon to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Charlottenburg, August 22, 1913 »

I am going to Vienna for the whole of the [Zionist] Congress, and from there to my hometown of Buczacz. If God wills, I’ll be returning to Berlin in a month. I have left the books you kindly lent me locked up in Berlin, and after my return I’ll respectfully return them to you. Unfortunately, I have no idea how things are going for you there. Rafael (may he live long!) promised to write often, and since he has not done so, I am, as you can imagine, worried about you.

How are Rafael’s studies progressing? Has he retained what he learned from me?260

I am reading the Vision of Daniel261 slowly and with interruptions. Your words, honorable Doctor, appeal to me greatly, and I can already send you a little thanks for this good gift.

129. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Tölz, August 24, 1913 »

Dear Landauer:

[…] My dear friend, naturally you do not have to be “discreet” toward my wife. You quite rightly see that this is not a different part of her personality, but only a different manifestation of the totality. It seems to me that you are mistaken only in thinking that the totality is in any way withheld from you in personal encounter. To correct this idea, you need only think of what you know so well: that women’s natures show themselves incomparably more than ours in the how, and that the occasionally erupting illuminations of the what in their natures must be regarded merely as sublime epiphenomena. But of course the how is basically our proper, human truth. When we next see each other, let us talk about this better than it is possible to do now. For the moment only this one word more, that my wife’s consent was by no means a spur-of-the-moment decision, so that she had already “meant it that way.”

130. Arnold Zweig to Martin Buber
« Munich, October 23, 1913 »

My dear Herr Doktor Buber:

[…] For the moment I am in a highly theoretical, highly essayistic, highly Jewish mood. My urge at present is somehow to put the great experience of [reading your] Baal-Shem to some kind of active use, and so I am writing, for the wretchedly small Publications of the Jewish Youth Associations262 a short article on Jewish legends, hoping to achieve no more than to stir up some talk in that audience about your books, Bin Gorion,263 and the short stories of [Isaac Leib] Peretz. Later, perhaps only after I have my doctorate, I mean to write about all your books, at least describe the energies that you have put into them. I mean to do this either separately or in connection with the book that I have my heart most set on at the moment: expanding the essay on democracy and analyzing the nature of present-day Judaism as you have depicted everlasting Judaism. Your task was the more rewarding one, but mine seems to me necessary and of some value as preparation for yours (a preparation after the fact).

How glad I would be for the chance to have long talks with you about the various problems besetting me and which at present, restricted as I am only to the philosophers of the university, I must clarify as best I can without an interlocutor who has poetic experience as well as a trained intelligence. For example, your suggestions in regard to the novel and story as forms touch upon questions that I have been wrestling with for a long time now. But I find a good deal of resistance within me to the formulation: a story is the narrative of an event. For there promptly arises the ambiguity of both: the narrative and the event. Is there such a thing as a “classical”—that is, everlastingly valid—type of “story”? And would new intermediary forms not be viable, artistic, worthy? But to discuss this, one must be able to talk back and forth, not be dependent on letters.

131. Martin Buber to Richard Dehmel
« Zehlendorf bei Berlin, November 17, 1913 »

My dear Herr Dehmel:

What I like best about celebrations of this sort,264 to which I am happy to send my congratulations, is that we have a pretext for telling the object of our esteem how we feel about him, a message that ordinarily is frittered away in all sorts of evasions and allusions. I find that very easy to do right now because the feeling I have to express is so simple and unequivocal. Ever since you became known to me, I have rejoiced in your existence, and I have always been grateful for the boldness with which, speaking for and being part of our times, you have advanced the truth that man is an element. It is this truth that we are celebrating in celebrating you.

132. Salman Schocken to Martin Buber
« Berlin, February 4, 1914 »

Dear Sir:

Years ago your Tales of Rabbi Nachman strongly influenced me. Since then I have followed your creative work with deep respect. Since then I have again become vitally aware of myself as a Jew. Today I am sending you a little paper of mine. It is a holiday speech which has been printed by the local group to which I gave it.265

Herr Leo Herrmann, who recently came to the town where I live—Zwickau in Saxony—tells me that I may have the opportunity of making your acquaintance in person. I intended to look you up years ago, but I did not want to infringe on a creative man’s working time. It would make me very happy if I could meet you.

133. Martin Buber to Arnold Zweig
« Zehlendorf, March 18, 1914 »

Dear Herr Zweig:

With the best will in the world, I can think of no advice to give you on any details.266 On the other hand, in retrospect I feel with still greater certainty that all this justice is wide of the mark. It is humanly untrue: only inner justice exists; baseness is damned only in the eternity of the soul, not in the temporality of the way life is lived. But it is also artistically untrue: because in this passage you ought to be dealing only with the Jews. The others were only the vehicle and have to disappear as soon as they have played their part. Furthermore, because in art all empirical retaliation seems schematic and therefore must be banished from works of art—unless it is stylized into grotesquerie, made to seem puppetlike and unreal, and thus is sustained by the drollness of the farce. In great drama, good and evil are both equally destroyed. Hamlet has no edge over Claudius; the empirical course of events crushes both of them; only in the life of the mind does the one shine in glory while the other is cast into the outer darkness. Such scenes as these in your work cannot turn out well: because they cannot be written with true belief—like all artificial constructs, they have no staying power. Touching things up here and there will not do it; the scenes are fundamentally false. For the time being, this may sound to you merely like someone else’s opinion. But I have no doubt that before long you will be hearing it from yourself.

134. Franz Werfel to Martin Buber
« Leipzig, May 6, 1914 »

Dear good, most revered Martin Buber:

I feel impelled to thank you for something and do not at all know what it is.

You have such great power to reassure and to give joy. I was in low spirits all day, but such moods disappear in your presence, and your countenance stays behind after you are gone; one can call it up again wherever one is.

And yet I must confess to you (do not think me a nuisance) that of late I have had a very strange fear.

A fear of absolute emptiness, abandonment, rigidity. Of a suffocation of the brain. It is indescribable.

I have this fear that God will take the slip of paper out of my mouth.267

Indifference is worse than annihilation. I want to thank you for today, and for your human voice, and for the beautiful Italian names, and for your kindness in proposing an outing.

If you feel my being at this moment, there will be something more in the world.

135. Martin Buber to Franz Werfel
« [Undated]268 »

My dear Franz Werfel:

Certainly I feel your being, and if I know anything at all I know that there is such a thing as communion of spirit in this world—that is why I wanted to spend those few moments with you yesterday. I somehow already had some intimation of what you tell me about yourself, but I also knew that it is nothing permanent. I think you ought to do without the Word for a while, and simply keep on living without it. It is a question merely of waiting and accepting God’s tempo. Just realize that the world holds a good deal for you and not only will continue to do so but will become more and more real and brotherly to you, the more trust you have, the more you relax and let things happen. Your fear is justified only as long as you are afraid; the only thing you have to fear is this very fear. Once you are rid of it, you are also rid of its subject. Perhaps I can help a little to that end, when we spend more time together. I am acquainted with this fear from a period in my own life, and I feel more than well disposed toward you: I feel a close bond between us.

P.S. Doubt is part and parcel of authentic productivity; one has to pass through it; no route except this dangerous one leads to the great certainty.

136. Franz Kafka to Martin Buber
« [Prague] May 25, 1914 »

Dear Dr. Buber, It was so kind of you to invite me to visit for Whitsun. I shall be in Berlin from Saturday evening to Tuesday afternoon, have many family affairs to attend to, but am definitely tied up only for Whitmonday morning and the early afternoon. I shall take the liberty of telephoning on Whitsunday morning to inquire whether and when you can spare a little time for me and my fiancée, who has been reading your stories and thus become extremely eager to see the children.

137. Margarete von Bendemann-Susman to Martin Buber
« Rüschlikon [Switzerland], August 9, 1914 »

Dear Herr Buber:

Thank you for your letter. It has meant so much to me; I read it again and again. I feel the truth in what you say, but I have not yet reached that point; the horror is engulfing me on all sides. I cannot yet deal with it in any way, even though I know that the heaviest and darkest boulders that life rolls over us must gradually be infused with light by ourselves, and even though I feel that your confidence is right. But I cannot yet experience it; all I can experience so far is the monstrous coercion that objective forces are wielding over what is truly human, and yet these forces themselves are only human, so that I feel as if we were being broken on a wheel that is spinning us around in an inescapable circle. It is much like the popular mind which calls war, on the one hand, a punishment of God and, on the other, a monstrous sin against God. What are we to call active and what passive?

I would very much like you to come here. We too have so far been entirely cut off from Germany; but I think all this will be changing now. A few letters and newspapers from the first days of August are gradually trickling through. Even so, we are in the midst of the events: all Switzerland is in arms. The Swiss newspapers carry the German communiqués almost as soon as the German newspapers. But everything personal is omitted. We are daily awaiting the call-up of the Home Guard; my husband, too, will have to report for duty. Unfortunately, I know nothing about Landauer and for the present won’t be able to find out anything—though of course I probably will hear something before you do. Here everything, the garden and the lake, is so gently and peacefully beautiful that it almost hurts. But I do so wish you could come here now. Wouldn’t it be feasible? Everything is so difficult and confused that one cannot imagine what lies in the offing for each individual. But it would be lovely if you could come. The route to Germany is open by way of Schaffhausen and Lake Constance. It is true we have no idea what the next weeks or months will bring to Switzerland.

I wish I could say more to you and say it better, in response to your letter, which meant so much to me; but today I cannot yet do so. This can be only a greeting and thanks, and I do wish that we may keep in touch.

138. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Zehlendorf, September 8, 1914 »

Dear Herr Strauss:

We left Italy a month ago and have been here for more than three weeks; earlier, we were unable to leave. I have a great deal to say to you; I cannot write now. Some things are being done. At any rate, I am able to read from time to time, so send me the manuscript of the odes.269 It would give me great pleasure to receive a lengthy letter from you; I might be able to answer you after all. I am feeling very strange: for the first time the full reality of nations has entered my life, and I must take stock of myself.

139. Florens Christian Rang to Martin Buber
« Montmédy [France], September 18, 1914 »

My dear Friend:

How much good your letter did me—I received it today. It was the second greeting from our circle—and the first was a slap in the face. In addition to the collective letter,270 which you too found surprising and upsetting, I received a second letter from [Frederik van] Eeden written on his own. Even the tone was offensive, and it bore witness to a Dutch narrowness of spirit that hears in the thunder of world-shaking events only disturbance of civil tranquility. The letter was accompanied by a newspaper article271 in which general contempt was expressed for the Germans—allegedly written by a German. As far as I am concerned, Eeden is through, and I no longer regard him as a member of our [Forte] circle. I enclose herewith a copy of my answer to him—copied by my wife, whom I asked to do this—and am asking you to inform the other members or former members of the circle. I know that unity holds fast among you, Däubler,272 and me—and I know it again since receiving your lines. Give my regards to Däubler, whose address I do not have. Nor do I have your exact address, for which reason I am sending this letter by way of my wife, via Koblenz.

Daily duties—I am in charge of the civilian administration in the occupied French territory behind the German Fifth Army, and especially of the political police—and the flood of the most stirring, most astounding impressions in kaleidoscopic succession, combined with the utmost heightening of one’s sense of responsibility, leave little leisure for letter-writing, in fact even for reflection. Nevertheless, when the quiet stars—we call them quiet because of the great distance from us of their white heat, which whirls and shapes them and makes them hurl their passionate fires into the cold air of space—twinkle their eternal questions overhead, as they did on a recent night (while the low boom of artillery sounded from Verdun, and, on the main highway to the rear echelon, from which I had turned off into a side road, trucks bearing hundreds of wounded rattled toward us), the human being who has been thrust into the uniform of war conducts a dialogue with all the fibers of his will with the Other inside himself, with the Thou in which humanity gives ear to its own demands. And I find a profound peace within myself. Yes, Buber, the purification, the liberation of the spirit, of which you speak, is exactly what I am referring to. The vanquishing of oneself. “Not for life, not for life does man wage the struggle for life!” Richard Dehmel has rightly sung. And moreover the vanquishing not only of one’s own small individuality, but all the barriers of human ease and well-being, such as: the ideal of happiness, ethics, cultural consciousness. Something beyond contention, absolutely necessary, transcendental, is breaking through to the surface! Man is once again obeying God in freedom.

(continued September 21)

You know—or perhaps you do not; if you have not read my letter to Rathenau273 yet, please have Gutkind274 or my wife send it to you; possibly you will want to print it with an updated commentary—that my grievance with our times is that we cannot live with our whole souls. And I trace this to the selfish pursuit of happiness that Christianity, and ultimately the unique power (monstrous power) of Anglo-Saxon Calvinism, has brought to the fore. But now the dictum of old Heraclitus, polemos archē pantōn,275 is once more coming true, and the bleeding hearts (always aiming at happiness, peacetime prosperity) have fallen on their faces, while in their place there emerges in the consciousness of the nations the one thing that is universal: the spirit of sacrifice. What for? Who knows? But surely not for something that could be defined as an end, especially not, say, the end of regaining peace, prosperity, and the like. For to set such goals for this explosion that is now rending Europe, indeed much of the earth, would mean misunderstanding its profundity and its sublimity. Rather, the modern age of faith is dawning, in which people believe in what they are doing because they are doing what God wills, not what their own human welfare wills. I am not speaking of enthusiasm for war—which fortunately is not rampant in Germany—I am speaking of the fearsome inner resolve to give one’s life for the unknown higher cause. Nation, fatherland are in this case mere covering labels … the real core is the Divine.

But even so, this Divine can be perceived more specifically. Just as today it wakens the spirit of self-sacrifice in millions, so its power has always lain in self-sacrifice, and the real issue of this war comes down to: Is victory in this earthly world to go to the discipline of the soul, which makes life hard, which calls upon us to exercise control, to assume burdens; or is victory to yield to license—not in the erotic sense, please!—which aims to make life as easy as possible? Is Christ or the Sadducee to be victorious? I might put it in my ancient religious language. The body of the Son of Man is being lacerated once again so that he may be resurrected, transfigured into the Son of God. And all of us are simultaneously Christ and the executioners—we Germans, English, French, and Slavs. But he who is least such is he who wishes least to be it, who flees from the cross of Christ, who does not wish to join in crucifying him—and therefore himself. He who so flees will also not have a share in the transfiguration. But our Prussian-German people—the people of militarism—has always inflicted the greatest pain upon itself—and therefore English mercantilism is its enemy. In saying all this, I am reserving one subject for future friendly conversation between the two of us: how Jewry also, by virtue of its ghetto history and exile, etc., has likewise become a bearer of the idea of self-sacrifice (what I mean is: very much so; only that the Jews have also promulgated the opposite, most of all within Christianity!). This war is a war between hardnesses. And I see the greater hardness—i.e., compactness, i.e., form, i.e., divinity—on our side. If I saw it on the other side, I would wish them the victory that I now believe to be inescapably ours as the people of destiny. Even after the war fever has subsided, the disciplined devotion to the military goal, i.e., to the task of committing oneself for something obscurely higher, will surely persist, and this attitude of readiness to die for “God” will henceforth, after the conclusion of peace, fill all work with wholeness of soul: the coal miners of Essen, who now dig coal for the factory that is (by a thousand roundabout routes) building the war machines which smash the cheap rabbit hutch of peacetime, will dig for the construction of a more exalted altar.

I am writing with flying pen; time is more than scant. You will have to infer a good deal more than you will be able to read. But you will—those who belong together find one another in these times—and find their way into these times … into these times of Jehovah, when he shifts the chaff from the wheat upon the threshing floor.

Hand in hand, with faithful greetings!

P.S. Have just received a splendid letter from Gutkind. Give him my regards—please exchange my letters and spread them around the circle as far as possible.

140. Martin Buber to Hans Kohn
« Zehlendorf, September 30, 1914 »

Dear Herr Kohn:

I was very happy to hear from you. My thoughts are with Bar Kochba more than ever, and any news that I receive of it directly or indirectly is important to me. You and Robert Weltsch would therefore do me a great kindness if you would write me a few lines as often as possible. It particularly did me a great deal of good to hear that all is well with [Hugo] Bergmann; alas, I have not heard directly from him. Please give me his address; perhaps you could also tell me what I might send that would give him a little pleasure.

What you tell me about the general mood has rather disappointed me. Here things are entirely different; never has the concept of peoplehood become such a reality to me as it has during these weeks. Among the Jews, too, the prevailing feeling is one of solemn exaltation. Among the millions who volunteered were Karl Wolfskehl and Friedrich Gundolf;276 the latter has been accepted. I myself unfortunately have not the slightest prospect of being utilized;277 but I am trying to help in my own way. In conjunction with the Jewish socialists of Germany (who are now for the first time collaborating on a national Jewish cause) and with [Nathan] Birnbaum, I have begun organizing some activity in Poland.278 I hope that German-Austrian victories will soon provide us with the opportunity to extend this work; although I am not permitted to go to the front, I should like to be active in the vicinity of it.

To everyone who would like to save himself in these times, the words of the Gospel of John apply: “He who loves his life loses it” [12:25].

Give our regards to Robert [Weltsch] and our other friends, and our cordial good wishes to you yourself. May good luck go with you. If we Jews could really feel, feel through and through, what this means to us: that we no longer need our old motto, Not by might, but by spirit,279 since power and spirit are now going to become one. Incipit vita nova.280

141. Ludwig Strauss to Martin Buber
« Aachen, September 30, 1914 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber: I am writing to you in a period of helpless disquiet. During the first days of the war, I expected the natural release of my inner tension in action. I volunteered and was accepted. By an unfortunate mischance, I was then among those who were sent back home because the number of volunteers was too large. In the meantime, I have been taken by the draft and condemned to waiting without being able to lift a finger. I think I will be called up at the beginning of October, but that is not at all certain. You can easily imagine what these weeks have been for me, how a readiness so intense it is almost painful can turn into a burning torment when one must wait idly by, dependent on circumstances and only occasionally capable of concentrated work.

I have seen a great deal here since the first few days. A tremendous army marched through our city, seemingly without pause, always the same gray worn on hearts that could be heard singing loud and clear, a glorious torrent that flowed close by the houses day and night, and summoned one into the streets. Then the thunder of the cannon from Liège and transports of the wounded, of prisoners, of new troops. Surrounded by such things, we young men were somewhat ashamed at still having to go around in civilian dress.

For me, it was entirely new and surprising that my feeling for the state as such could be as passionate as I now feel it to be. For this feeling has nothing to do with national feeling—I feel as remote from the German nation, from the Germans as a people, as ever. But this bright, great, well-ordered empire with its thousands of portents of future perfection—this has become so living a thing to me that dying in its service seems easy. I think that after this war—and I believe firmly in its victorious outcome—it will be great and joyful to be a German citizen. A close union between Germany and Austria will create an invincible league of nations which will determine the destinies of the globe. Anyone here who is able to collaborate on our domestic policy must feel how far-reaching its effects are. Freedom for all nations and union of the free nations in a great state—the grounds are being laid for what someday can and must prevail the world over. Austria, long since pronounced dead, has shown this possibility surprisingly early in the hour of her trial. I regard this war as the beginning of the end of political nationalism and a sharp acceleration of the evolution toward lasting peace, toward the international state, within whose framework the nations will be able to develop freely and without distraction toward the perfection of their souls.

The cool, free air of this prospect now blows comfortingly upon my breast as I restlessly spend my days swimming, taking walks, and studying works on military theory. Stories begun have mostly been let lie; I’ve been able to complete only one, though I meant to do so much this summer. But I cannot. I am sending you herewith my book of odes;281 I hope you will find a favorable hour here and there for reading them. I would be very happy to hear from you about this book, and in general.

142. Martin Buber to Frederik van Eeden
« Zehlendorf, October 16, 1914 »

Dear van Eeden:

The enclosed letter to you was written more than two weeks ago, before being set aside because my wife fell seriously ill. I now send it off as it is—although I have in the meantime read your last exchange of letters with Rang and would have a good deal to say. Perhaps I will get to that some other time, once the anxiety that now weighs on me is lifted. Today I want to call your attention only to this one point. You are familiar with Rolland’s essay Above the Melee282 (I came across it only the day before yesterday). What it says in the first section—about the great spirit of sacrifice that has arisen in this war—agrees almost word for word with what Rang wrote to me on the same day that essay was published.283 […] Does not this call for all parties to examine one another more deeply, to understand one another more deeply? […] No government is fighting for the freedom of peoples; that is not in the nature of states, and the British state is no better than the others, only more clever and skillful; just as, on the other hand, German militarism differs from Russian or French militarism only in being better organized (they are all “aggressive” by nature, and British navalism is certainly no less so). Yes, I do believe in a future struggle against tyranny, but the form it will take will not be a war of rising militarism against satiated militarism or a war of states against states. Rather, the struggle will be waged in the soul and in the lives of the peoples. But the states exploit this idea of a future struggle as the mask for their own selfish war of competition or revenge. You, dear van Eeden, should not support them in that.

[enclosed with the letter of October 16]284 Dear Dr. van Eeden:

As I now set out to reply to your letters and enclosures (only now have I found the time and mood to do so), I think I may dispense with a discussion of the printed articles, which you have sent me twice. What I find most dangerous in these times are not the lies, but the partial truths. The article is built up out of partial truths. One may not speak of Germany’s breach of Belgian neutrality and ignore the clear fact that Belgium had entered into a military pact with France and England aimed at Germany. One may not speak in general phrases about Louvain without reporting on the basis of careful examination of the facts what happened and why it happened. One may not speak of franc-tireurs285 as if they were merely defending their country, and withhold from the reader the fact (I am not speaking of what I have read in newspapers, but of what I know personally; but you and your friends must know it too) that Belgian women amused themselves by putting out the eyes of wounded German soldiers and forcing buttons ripped from their uniforms into the empty sockets. I am not indicting the Belgian people; mine is the task of understanding outraged people, even when they commit crimes against all that is meant by humanity. But I am indicting those who have stirred up this outrage by mendacious reporting, and where all are both guilty and innocent, I am protesting against declarations of Germany’s guilt and the innocence of the others.

I find it reprehensible that there is vilification of the enemy on the German side, too. Those who are partisans cannot be judges; their task is to fight and not to pronounce a verdict; and war cries had value only in past ages when people still believed in their magical power. In our times, it should be part of decent warfare to recognize and acknowledge the enemy’s legitimacy; denigrating the enemy means denigrating one’s own struggle. Still, it is worth noting that the German vilification sounds rather childish in its crudity and lack of rancor, compared with the monstrous flood of slander in the French papers especially, but also in English periodicals (as far as possible, I read the statements of all the nations involved); these are marked by a zest for lying, a zest for defaming the enemy, that offends my deepest sense of human dignity.

I say it is essential to recognize and acknowledge the enemy’s legitimacy. There is something in this war that is totally illegitimate: one side among the adversaries has been forged into an extremely unnatural union. The alliance of countries organized on libertarian principles, such as England and France on the one hand, with the most uncurbed autocracy of modern history286 on the other hand, is a sin against the spirit. And yet you, Frederik van Eeden, can assert that Germany’s enemies have the idealistic slogan of destroying autocracy. Russia is the strongest bulwark of autocracy in a world in which the best are beginning to accept the tenet that the rule of force can be replaced by the rule of reason. If these paradoxically allied countries should succeed (I hope and believe they will not succeed, not even by the method of starvation which you recommend) in overpowering Germany, then Russia—the Russian political principle—would be entrenched for the next epoch in the history of humanity. For Russia does not allow Europe to determine her political system; the regeneration of Russia can be expected only from a shattering of continuity. And therefore the Russian people too, whom I love, will remain unfree and as shackled in their work for humanity as they have been all along. But if Russia should be vanquished by Germany, Russia would enter the realm of freedom—and then those parts of Germany that still lack constitutional liberties would receive them; for a rigid Prussia west of a transformed Russia is inconceivable.

States take certain actions that people (in practice but primarily in their own hearts) would not take if the choice were truly theirs. England makes an alliance with Russia in order to offset her strongest rival. These things are sinful but understandable. But that you are willing to take the moral pretext for this alliance at face value, that you accept its “idealistic slogan” and refuse to see the inherent falsehood, in fact the absurdity of this slogan, that you do not look beyond the moment and recognize the coming grave threat to humanity—this I find hard to understand. Unless I presume that the Dutch think their independence is threatened by Germany; and if that is the case, you must be swayed more than a good many others by a popular mood or, as you call it, subject to a mass psychosis.

For my part, I would really rather dispense with this somewhat flimsy catchword “mass psychosis,” in consideration of what has happened in this period and is still happening. I can speak about Germany from my own observations, which you cannot do, and I have contact with quite a few circles. (There are, I grant, others that are more conspicuous because they push themselves more to the forefront; but that does not make them representative—any more than the French academes are representative of France.) In the circles I know, there is no sign of that hysteria that you assume. What prevails everywhere is a calm, clear resolution and readiness to sacrifice. At the bottom of all hearts may be found, obvious to anyone who will look without bias, a private and elementary emotion in no way the product of outside suggestion: unconditional faith in an absolute value, to die for which will mean the fulfillment of life. The host of millions who have volunteered for the army is only a partial expression of this phenomenon. Anyone who regards such an emotion as the product of suggestion resembles those sophistical historians who would have it that religion is the invention of power-hungry priests. What you regard as the active factor of suggestion is itself an instrumentality. Its activity is only a function of that elemental reality that is experienced in the emotion, just as the priest is only an instrument, his ritual only a function (granted, often a misleading function, often a reducing function, but still only an instrument, only a function, nothing more, and therefore correctable, controllable, adaptable) of the elemental religiosity of humanity. The elemental emotion I am speaking of has not yet attained its pure expression, its true direction. But what is happening to the Germans now proves that this emotion has at last been wakened—and I feel certain that it will not be lulled to sleep again, but will grow more and more conscious of its direction and in doing so create its own world.

You would be misunderstanding me entirely if you construed my words to mean that the elementary emotion I am speaking of can be defined by an object, say, patriotism or nationalism or the like. Only the direction is susceptible of being defined by an object; the element itself is not. Rather, the experience of these times confirms me in my fundamental view that our connection with the absolute is expressed not in our knowledge but in our actions. We do not experience the absolute in what we learn, but in what we create. It does not appear within the human being as a What, but as a How, not as something to be thought, but as something to be lived. Therefore, it is not those who harbor the same intentions who are transcendentally close and related to one another, but those who carry out their intentions—no matter how disparate—in the same way; not those who profess the same beliefs, but those who translate what they believe into deeds with the same intensity, honesty, directness, etc. What eternally distinguishes the person who decides his fate from the drifter is not his aims and longings, but the fact that these aims and longings do not remain lodged in his thoughts, but are actualized. I call this power (from the Aristotelian expression indicating the transition from the potential to the actual) kinesis. In it, the absolute proves itself, reveals itself. Everyone can experience God only in his own kinesis, in his own actualizing. And what is true of individuals is true of peoples and of ages. All of us in Germany have recognized with astonishment, and in the midst of the multiple horror with gladness, that we have entered an age of kinesis. An age in which the soul of man no longer stagnates and shrivels up, but launches into the extremity of action; in which men’s acts are no longer compressed into a mechanism of many minor purposes, but realize their freedom and their perfection in the sacrifice for an absolute value. The inner truth that must be grasped is not what men’s stammering conceptual powers, which always lag behind the act, choose to call this value; rather, its inner truth is that men are willing to die for it. The divine manifests itself not in what they profess, but in how they surrender themselves to its power. They cast aside the familiar, the safe, the conditional, in order to plunge into the abyss of the unconditional. And this very fact, that they are doing it, is the revelation of the unconditional in an age that seemed lost to it. For that, we have to rejoice in the horrors and bitter anguish of this war, and rejoice tremendously beyond all that. It is a terrible grace; it is the grace of the new birth.

I do not overlook the importance of direction. Kinesis without direction is blind, but direction without kinesis is lame. Direction used to be our sole desire—because kinesis slept and we could not awaken it. Now one stronger than we, a Nameless One to whom everything that bears a name, including the war, serves only as symbol, has awakened it; our task will be to make it seeing. To be sure, our task will also be to keep it awake, in fact to let it become ever more wakeful, ever brighter, ever more self-determining. After this war the great task will begin, the great age of Spirit.

But those who believe they will be the leaders of this coming age must above all recognize, with all their power, that direction also cannot be derived from the realm of relativity. The primary value cannot be a relative one. You, Frederick van Eeden, take the view that it can. You say you would fight for Switzerland against Holland because Switzerland represents “a higher order of justice.” This crudely relativistic viewpoint seems to me altogether anti-spiritual. One who fights truly does not recognize the comparative mode; he is concerned not with what is “higher” but with the absolute. Undoubtedly, life can be smoother, less troubled, less hindered in a “higher order of justice”; but this does not seem to me worth dying for—except for the Swiss, to whom Switzerland is not a higher order of justice but their “fatherland,” that is, the visible form of the absolute. The true fighter is one who, when he says “fatherland,” really means—out of an obscure or clear instinct—God. But do not tell me that this is subjectivism and that there are many gods, each as worthy as the next. God dwells in all things as a germ and a possibility of being; he is actualized by the fervor with which he is experienced; and he is enthroned by the power of kinesis. The decisive nation in a given epoch of the world is, whether it wins or is defeated in the struggle, the nation with the greatest fervor, with the strongest kinesis: because it brings its God to full actualization.

Direction, I said, cannot be drawn from the realm of relativity. The goal is not a higher order of justice but the life of truth in and among men. The higher order of justice is no closer to this goal than the lower order of justice; for, like the individual’s, the community’s day is consummated not by gradual transition, not in the form of “progress,” but by leaps, in a sudden turn, in transformation. The tax collector is closer to salvation than the Pharisee, for he needs only to be roused, reshuffled; the latter is hopelessly armored in his virtuosity. “In the place where the repentant [Umkehrende] stand,” says the Talmud, “the perfectly just cannot stand.”287 I see in the heart of this war the kindling of a great repentance [Umkehr: turning], but of this I cannot yet speak, not now.

“But it is lightning that directs the universe.”

143. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Zehlendorf, October 18, 1914 »

Dear Landauer:

My wife has been ill for the past twelve days. A woman doctor here was treating her for influenza. When the fever did not go down and a depression ensued, the like of which I have never seen in her, the specialist Dr. Rautenberg was consulted. His preliminary diagnosis was typhoid fever, though there are none of the characteristic symptoms; a final diagnosis will not be possible until a blood test has been made. But he urgently advised transfer to the Lichterfeld hospital; since my wife was also strongly in favor of that, she was brought there yesterday. […]

You now know, my dear friend, the sole reason for [my daughter] Eva’s silence. How could you have supposed any of those reasons you mention? In general, I would consider any estrangement among us adults a calamity. I mean, our relationship is so solidly founded that none of this can shake it, and I hope you think likewise. I feel no trace of tension within myself. I would rather not deal with the subject of our differing views by letter; Gutkind probably misunderstood me. Eeden is the one person I felt I had to answer by letter, and on the other hand there are many things I cannot write to him that I can say to you. I’ll be glad to talk with you as soon as possible, although I’d rather not do so in a café, preferably in your home or ours. [Erich] Gutkind reports that you charge me—as you do him—with aestheticism. Can you really misunderstand me so much and confound me with others? I cannot believe it.

144. Martin Buber to Hermann Stehr
« [Late fall 1914] »

Dear Stehr, I have just read “The Grandmother.”288 It is so wonderful! When I finished, tears streaming, I really began it. The magic of the human spirit is in it as in no other story of these times. All pure wholeness that is inwardly alive makes magic; the grandmother makes magic; the story of the grandmother is magical. I have experienced that.

I send you my thanks and greetings. At times I have the sense that something has come between us; I don’t know what it is; I can find nothing of the sort in myself, only feel unequivocally the same as always, if anything more solidly founded. I tell you this because it seems to me that, after what we are now going through, we will have even greater need for the community of justice and noble goals than ever before in man’s history; that you will need it more; that I will need it more. The world needs us and we need each other. If the world’s bustle or whatever should result in our lives gliding past one another, then we should not, must not allow the bustle or the whatever to have its way.

145. Gustav Landauer and Martin Buber to the Forte Circle289
« Hermsdorf/Zehlendorf, end of November 1914 »

Eight persons—five Germans, two Dutchmen, and a Swede—met in Potsdam to form the circle and to draw up a list of prospective members who would be invited to attend a forthcoming conference in Forte. This conference has not taken place, nor have the new people been asked, but in the meantime the discussion by letter among several of the original members has reached a point where it seems advisable for the eight to meet personally once again, before any larger conference.

All of us probably hoped for two things from the circle: first, that however different in character and thinking its members might be, they would have the respect and courage to allow their mutual interaction to take its course. And second, that out of this interaction there would evolve a community that would be of some significance for the future of the world.

The starting point of our discussions was the war, and there were times when one or another of us imagined that through these debates we had reached some further understanding of human beings and their ways, and thus a better understanding of the meaning of the war. However, this opinion is certainly not shared by all of us; some of our group are inclined to think that a temporary madness has descended upon everything and everyone, while still others are strongly opposed to epistolary exchanges, with all the semantic dangers they involve, and hold out for the original concept of the circle. To them, it is unthinkable that a single provisional session and a series of letters should decide the issue for the circle itself, its composition and membership.

The advantage of personal encounters over discussions through letters need not be spelled out for the kind of people who have become members of the circle. Before making any decision, we are duty bound to hold another meeting of the original group without others present.

That should be done now. There is no reason not to make this effort during the war. During the war, in this time of bitter testing, we have to determine by direct contact whether we are the right people for one another and are equal to our first task: in spite of and because of the divergencies in our characters and thinking, to let our mutual interaction take its course with the fullest respect and faith. Once we have settled that, perhaps it will be clear whether this circle should concern itself with the second task mentioned above, whether our program can as yet in any way be put into language; or whether we ought to wait, patiently and confidently, for it to grow out of the meetings and mutual influences of persons so very different from one another.

We therefore propose: that the eight of us meet at the end of the year; that our meeting take place only if all eight can come; that we choose some place in the Rhineland which [F. C.] Rang recommends; that the time be the period between Christmas and New Year’s; that the meeting last two to three days if at all possible.

Some of us will not be able to manage the trip from their own funds; in your answers, please indicate whether anything can be done to help us out.

146. Frederik van Eeden to Martin Buber
« “Walden”/Bussum, December 4, 1914 »

Dear Friend Buber:

I have read your and Landauer’s proposal. I have always been in favor of meeting if it is possible. But is it at all possible? Does anybody know where in the world Däubler has been since the outbreak of the war? Will Rang be able to get a furlough? Will Bjerre290 be able to undertake the difficult journey?

I certainly do not want to be the one to stand in the way of a meeting. But the site has its difficulties also. Not only because we fear the chauvinistic atmosphere, but also because neither Borel nor I is certain that we would be admitted into Germany and allowed to leave again. The Rhine region also includes Holland, and if Arnhem or Nymwegen were chosen, that would be excellent. But can Rang leave the country? I’ll be seeing Borel in the next few days and will discuss the matter with him once more. The request I recently sent Gutkind, to write something for the Dutch weekly,291 also applies to you. We in Holland would be very happy to read something of yours, and in conjunction with that I would be glad to write about your book. I would also like to have a good picture of you. I hear that you have spearheaded a new movement in Zionism. Where can I read something about that? And what does it actually mean? […]

147. Hermann Stehr to Martin Buber
« December 8, 1914 »

My dear Buber:

Oh no, nothing, not half a trowel’s worth of mortar lies between you and me, between your world and my world. How could that be? For if I were not to be joined with you, I would have to be at odds with the best in myself.

You are right: in this dissolution of all the old and accepted modes of living, only a closer community among the best minds can offer hope of escape from the two evils—from the resurgence, with redoubled fury, of the old errors of peacetime, or the total breakdown of all psychological stability.

We Germans will win, irrefutably, and the task that then confronts us has the scale of a mission for all humanity. We must refashion humanity, recreating it as the Romans once ruled it and the Greeks permeated it. We can do this, for we are the only nation who have it in our blood to translate religious requirements into political facts and to make the state a concern of society. We alone have the strength for true democracy, which is the underlying basis for a vigorous monarchy and aristocracy. We alone have the maturity to sustain the separation of church and state, because our metaphysics is not an emanation of instinct and our social order is an outgrowth of our psychological organization.

All this is something that is felt, perhaps, rather than clearly perceived. Nevertheless, the feeling exists not merely among a few marginal individuals; rather, it is part and parcel of the inner life of many eminent persons. For only in this sense can our nation be understood—this nation that is waging war not on behalf of a government, not under the auspices of a church, not at the command of a dynasty, but solely for the consecration of a new ethos.

My dear Buber, not the tiniest trowelful of mortar for a wall of separation has come between us. Beyond all silence and physical separation, I feel the deep, unbroken bond between us. […]

148. Martin Buber to Hermann Stehr
« Zehlendorf, January 4, 1915 »

My dear Stehr:

Thank you for the good words in your letter—I have taken them deeply to heart—and for the good wishes, which I cordially reciprocate. How marvelously alive the two boys look in the snapshot.292 And how symbolic—as though the two types of good people there are on this earth had chosen them to be their representatives. The two types (whatever one may choose to call them; let us say the sensory and the motor types)293 are approaching one another in our day as they have not done for a long time. These times are shaking up, causing upheavals, reshufflings, but they are also bringing together, bringing rightness to the right person, joining those of different nature and mentality but of equal authenticity and existentiality; and out of such communion there will gradually arise again in the German people what that people needs more than anything else: an authentic spiritual force. I recall our standing in the courtyard of your house and your saying: If ten persons wanted …! That’s it; the hour for that is dawning.

149. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Zehlendorf, April 26, 1915 »

Dear Herr Bergmann:

Leo Herrmann tells me you have not received the card I wrote you last month. In any case, it merely contained a greeting. What more can people say to one another nowadays than greetings—a message that we are alive, are thinking of one another, and are fond of one another. And, among actively alive people, “one another” still means more or less: the overarching cause and community. So it is a message of the Unshakable Oneness in the midst of chaos: a sign of a bond springing from the idea and from friendship—these being not two but one single great, strong, enduring bond. For the constructive force that announces itself in this way, it is the token of the coming dawn. As for me, I feel strongly impelled to break the silence I have imposed on my inner self in general and to speak of what is most personal, what is born within the heart, words of closeness and of love. And yet in the end everything comes down to silence again, because all speech is annihilated by the thunderous voice, filling all of space, of the present struggle. Nevertheless, although I cannot say what I mean, I hope that the message of these few lines will be understood and that you will feel the extent to which I am with you.

150. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Eichgraben near Vienna, May 11, 1915 »

My dear Herr Buber:

In the difficult days of anxious suspense we are going through right now, the moving words of your letter have given me great joy. This is the first time you have addressed me in so personal a way, and all the more comforting to me because the war and my experiences in the field (which I apprehend more strongly, now that I am preparing to go out into it again, than I did earlier and at the front itself) have so utterly shaken all the objective, factual foundations of my existence that I feel distant from everything, like a guest in a stranger’s house. I can feel nothing as being my own self and as being my own security, not do I dare give a clear yes-or-no answer to any question that concerns factual matters, and do not know where I belong—unless it be in that narrow circle of friendship and love where, it is true, I feel myself more firmly planted than ever before.

This war will have been a tremendous boon for mankind in that it has revealed what really is, what of reality actually exists. The collapse of all international ties likewise shows that in sober truth they too did not exist, just as the baseness of the methods of warfare has revealed what human beings are under the whitewash of the empty phrases that are daily printed and spoken, and that were current even before the war. I ask myself, not without a certain trepidation, how we shall stand toward our own Jewishness, once we have learned how to tell reality from appearance. Is it a power or a dream? That reverence for East European Judaism which was our intellectual capital around the time of the Fifth [Zionist] Congress [December 1901] had already come to an end before the war, even in the relatively few circles that had espoused it. And now, since we have begun fighting for German Kultur, we feel more than ever what that means to us and how we are immersed in it with our whole beings. I cannot imagine that our generation’s artificially acquired relationship to biblical and to hasidic Judaism, etc., will ever become so natural to us as our relationship to [Johann Gottlieb] Fichte or to that man of European culture who showed us the way to humanism. We found the corresponding currents of Jewish culture only because we already had Fichte. He enabled us to understand Judaism. Fichte educated us; Judaism we discovered. But in that case we can enter into a Jewish cultural life only as Germans, and now I ask the painful question: Where is the community in which there is room for us? I no longer want to work along such Zionist lines that I will feel regret for having “lost” time, for having taken time away from my real scholarly interests. I long for the simple way in which people of other nations grow up and become themselves by the very fact of serving their nation—I long for that, not only because I feel (and Kellner294 said much the same thing to me recently in reference to his work at the Gymnasium) that we can serve our Jewishness by our humanity and that Jewish work that interferes with our development as human beings cannot be fruitful; I feel also, above all, that such a life has no reality. But how are we to live differently, or at least make possible a coherent life for our children? I can find no answer. I recently heard that someone who attended the lecture in which you spoke about the Jews as a people of the Orient made the comment that you analyzed the idea of action while Kerr,295 Landauer, and others were exemplifying it by their lives in the German community. I am afraid the charge is not wholly unjustified. Only it does not so much apply to you as to the Jewish community, which has not managed to find for its thinkers a place where they can be vitally active.

Forgive me for saying something so personal, and please regard this as an expression of my thanks for the heartfelt warmth of your letter.

151. Ludwig Strauss to Martin Buber
« June 8, 1915 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber:

For some ten days now I have been in the field, near St. Mihiel. For a few days I was in the front lines, and now our company is resting in a beautiful little village, Savonnières.

My period in Döberitz296 ended, as I had guessed, with complete failure. Nevertheless, I am glad to have had the experiences of that period, which reminded me of so many realities that the grandeurs of this year had made me forget, or that I had never before experienced so intensely. My faith in the political mission of the German people has become somewhat shakier, that is to say, more in accordance with reality. I know something I did not know in quite this way earlier: that the future Reich for which I am fighting is still far from victory, even in those who are supposed to create it. I knew that I was venturing my life for its meaning; now I know that I am venturing the meaning itself. I doubt, and have the sense of being purer for that reason, no longer deceived, continuing to believe with full awareness of how questionable my belief is. All that I remain sure of is that I have to act according to this belief; the belief itself is no longer sure. In the course of many weeks spent in intimate contact with a representative sampling of cultivated German youth, I have learned a great deal about the present-day status of the Germans. The university students as a whole, formerly energetic and progressive, have become torpid, apathetically accepting things as they are. Even the war is a great, pure, moral experience for very few of them. The upright, dignified, and modest assertion of their own qualities is tainted by injustice toward everything alien, or else fawning upon aliens. Will this nation awaken in time to guide the course of history into the proper channels when the power to decide is given to it? Will this Reich, which possesses such wonderful organizational powers for the refashioning of the world, also have the spirit and the will that are needed? Can the untainted state arise here, the haven for all peoples, protecting all, embracing all? I hope so, but with a heavily overshadowed hope.

The war, above all this trench warfare, is more terrible than even a great and lively imagination can conceive; imagination can summon up the concrete facts, but never fully the effects upon the people concerned. I would like to give you a description of some of my experiences in the trenches, but I can no longer do it a second time, having already written of these matters to my brother.

I cherish the hope that during our rest period here I shall be able to find material for many songs. Incidentally, I am writing a cycle of aphorisms, “The Will to Pure Form,”297 the contents of which you can imagine after having read “The Annunciation of Apollo.”298 You will probably receive a copy soon. Do you know of any possibility of publication for it? I would be glad to hear what Frau von Bendemann [Margarete Susman] thinks about “The Annunciation of Apollo,” which you intended to give to her.

My fiancée299 has sent additional pages to Professor [Emil Rudolf] Weiss,300 but has not yet heard from him. […]

152. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« In the field in Russian Poland, July 18, 1915 »

Dear Herr Doktor Buber:

I send you my cordial regards from the field. This is now the fourth month I have been in the war, and on Russian soil for about one month. I have experienced a great deal, but I believe that the most important experiences will come after the war, when the spirit of which we feel so little here and now at last begins to take effect. I myself have been tolerably well off so far, and my body has remained intact. I am counting on the war’s going on much longer; the longing for peace is great. Sometimes I read the Tenakh301 and sometimes [Hölderlin’s] Hyperion—otherwise just glance at the newspapers. Of my friends, I keep in fairly active touch chiefly with Hugo Bergmann. I am otherwise very lonely.

153. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Zehlendorf, July 24, 1915 »

My dear Herr Strauss,

I have wanted to write you for weeks and weeks, but I had to go through all sorts of hardships and impediments, and I was not in the mood for writing letters. But I have often thought about you and read some things by you with real sympathy. Your aphorisms have a good tone, but I find their substance already sufficiently expressed in the poems themselves. It probably is the case that this poetic form of yours necessarily goes with your ideas about form, and while your ideas are not bare without it, they are less formed and thus, as it were, less present. I hope to be able to write you about these matters in greater detail soon. Of your writings that I read during the past weeks, your letter to your brother made the greatest impression on me. Both as I read it and afterward, I saw and felt quite directly everything you say in it, and only since reading it have I been truly conversant with your life out there.

In recent days, these and other communications have coalesced within me into a view that is very important to me. I attain to a real conception of connections much more slowly than ever before, but I do attain to it. Perhaps I shall be able to write some of this down on a trip in August, and then you will receive it as a gift in return. Today I will send you only cordial greetings and all good wishes from all of us. At this moment I see you quite vividly before me—the way you stood in my door the last time—and I shake your hand.

154. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Zehlendorf, August 22, 1915 »

Dear Landauer:

We are both very pleased with the document, which I am herewith returning to you302 and which to our minds deserves to go down in history. More about that when we have a chance to talk. However, that moment is somewhat further away than I at first thought, for I must unexpectedly leave tomorrow—in connection with a matter that I shall likewise tell you about when we see each other again. My wife is coming with me, but will return before me—I have to go on alone to Frankfurt and from there will go for a brief mountain vacation in the Spessart.

155. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Lindenfels im Odenwald, September 4, 1915 »

My dear Landauer:

We (my wife was with me in Heppenheim until yesterday and has now returned to Zehlendorf) read your letter303 together with strong feelings of agreement. You know that I will help; I hope to be able to tell you in person soon about the kind of help I can offer. There is only one [thought] I would like to discuss with you at once by letter because it is a proposal that, it seems to me, definitely ought to be carried out soon. I was prompted to it, in the way that negatives do prompt one, by a well-meant compilation (with some of the pieces rather remarkable, but as a whole lacking substance and long-term value) edited by Thimme and Legien304—I imagine you are familiar with it. Your reminder of Kurt Hiller’s305 plans may also have had a similar effect, although in a less serious sense. What I have in mind is a collection of essays, by a few persons who are united by their true commitment, written around the theme: What is to be done? The choice of participants must be stringent, nonliterary, must spring from the spirit of responsibility that is to be the keystone of the book; responsibility will have to point the way, establish the criteria, form the nuclei. The contributions must be based on general principles, but each must speak for its own concrete realm. Their springboard must be a knowledge of reality, their significance a call to action. Taken in conjunction, they must have the effect of a summons in which the voices of all the realms have merged. More about this when we talk; today I want only to ask whether you would be willing to edit this book with me. That is more than a personal request; the idea itself is based on this premise.

Let me conclude with something personal that also has its objective contexts. We came to the sudden decision to rent a house in Heppenheim, which was offered to us, for the first of April. Our delight with it is marred only by the fact that we shall be separated by distance from you and yours. But I hope we will see one another often, and something tells me that the time will come when we shall all find ourselves living in the same area—perhaps even in this very neighborhood, which we have learned to love during the brief time we have known it. You know the reasons for our change of locale; the strongest is the craving for a life with nature in the kind of countryside that suits our feelings. I need not tell you that this move will not involve isolation; it will only break superfluous relationships. For the rest, I herewith present you with an invitation to the prospective members of the new association to meet during Whitsuntide 1916.

156. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf, September 7, 1915 »

Dear friend Buber:

We are overjoyed that you have been able to fulfill a wish that would have been mine, ours, for you. I will not feel your staying in so congenial a region as a separation; your way and ours will bring us together frequently.

Thank you for your good words, which give me pleasure as only an expected confirmation can. As for your plan, I can say: Yes, let us edit the book together. Let me talk with you about it immediately after your return. As far as our viewpoints go, we are entirely in accord.

I take your invitation to mean that you are inviting the members of the new association to come [to your home] during Whitsuntide. For my part: invitation accepted.

Today I received a message from van Eeden about a meeting at the end of September—though it was sent before the arrival of my second letter (will it ever arrive?).306 I merely replied to the effect that I wanted the announcement amended; for my part, I saw no need for a meeting of our friends of the Forte Circle.

157. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Lindenfels, September 8, 1915 »

My dear Paulchen,

[…] But one thing you certainly misunderstood is [Poul] Bjerre’s letters. He is not at all opposing the Germanism or the Germans; he is solely against Rang’s ideology of war, which he feels—with more or less justification—to be “Lutheran.” From these remarks and others he has made, I can prove to you that this is so. And in a letter that arrived simultaneously from Norlind307—who is just as opposed to Rang’s views as Bjerre, especially to his: “What is most godly? Victory will provide the answer”—Norlind says: “… My relationship to Germany cannot be expressed by ‘reverence,’ ‘respect,’ and similar tame words. I cannot imagine a youth without Germany.” That is, it is not meant the way you, with your way of flaring up quickly, imagine it. But—you speak of the [Forte] circle, although it no longer has a single German in it. I no longer belong to this circle, and neither does Landauer. And Landauer’s letter, which I read to you in Heppenheim and in which he makes that statement, is precisely the reply to these letters (which I received belatedly). So calm down, dearest; the whole thing looks very different from what you imagine. And the community of people that I am imagining will look very different from this remnant of the circle. Granted, I already know that one cannot cry out to the fire-spewing mountain: “Wait until I have told you whom you may properly spew fire at!” […]

158. Martin Buber to Frederik van Eeden
« Temp. addr. Lindenfels im Odenwald, September 8, 1915 »

Please pass on to Borel, Bjerre, Norlind. I don’t know Däubler’s address.

Dear van Eeden:

You have sent me a circular letter addressed “to the friends of the circle.” I cannot count myself among the addressees because, as I informed Erich Gutkind months ago in a message meant to be transmitted to the circle, I no longer belong to it; not since I saw that it is a phantom. In the rapture of those three days, it seemed to me to be alive; I overcame the doubts that I expressed to you years ago, when you first outlined the idea of the circle, and thought that in it might lie the primal cell of that legitimate authority which I consider more necessary than anything else. I recognized my self-deception when it turned out that the circle was not—as it ought to have been—superior to events but was dominated by them; that it did not stand outside the tremendous tangle of the nations from which those events stemmed but was involved in it and deeply caught up in it. I do not mean to speak of the members one by one; the circle as such does not possess that objectivity, that sense of justice that looks beyond the particular to the whole, or that free and fruitful insight which were its reasons for being. Hence I can no longer acknowledge its legitimacy.

The idea to which Landauer—the only one of us who had clearly seen the snarl we were getting into before things had gone too far—is summoning us is something different, new. As he emphatically stated in his last letter, it has nothing to do with this circle. I remain receptive toward what lies in the future; but it cannot be brought into being by shoveling up the rubble of what belongs hopelessly to the past. I shall gladly meet and cooperate with members of the circle in a new commonalty linked by a cause, a commonalty they will share with many nonmembers; but may the ghost of the CIRCLE, which I was once very close to loving, remain far from me!

159. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Lindenfels, September 10, 1915 »

My dear Paulchen,

[…] Landauer informs me that he has categorically written off van Eeden in regard to a meeting of the onetime circle. In the interval, you yourself have probably come to a more correct understanding of the passage about Luther in [Poul] Bjerre’s letter. Bjerre links Rang’s view that the divine reveals itself in “success”—that therefore the victor has “grace” on his side—with Luther’s view of predestination. In my opinion he is mistaken; he does not understand Rang (Rang’s idea is something like this: the divine is to be found in him who is capable of the highest degree of sacrifice; he also is the victor; therefore the divine is in the victor) and does him an injustice. But he is not equally unjust toward Luther, for that monstrous man created a monstrous confusion with his doctrine that men’s works mean nothing as compared with grace. Let us discuss this when I am back—I am sure you will agree with me. At any rate, the whole matter has nothing to do with the question of German culture and the Germans. In any case, I cannot and will not collaborate with people who distort the great problem of the moment and transform the just slogan “against the imbroglio of the nations” into incitement “against Germany”—who, that is, are themselves a full party to this imbroglio. So I cannot work with Eeden as long as he goes on parroting English slogans. In general, at present I do not care for international meetings at all and expect nothing to come of them. But it is important to me to gather together those people inside Germany who are seeking a way out of the imbroglio into an atmosphere of freedom and truth, and who are striving to build a new Germany that will know how to go about using its strength for just ends. In this, I now find myself joining with people like Landauer, but certainly with people of a quite different sort as well. What seems to me necessarily first and foremost is the publication of a collection of essays written by people from various fields on the subject of “What is to be done?” As I take my walks up here, a good many ideas have come to me with respect to this question, which I wish to share with you; I hope we’ll agree on them. Agreement between husband and wife on decisive issues is something beautiful and grand, and I would be happy if it were now to come about for the two of us after all. The hard road to it would then have its meaning and its blessing. […]

160. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« In the field, September 11, 1915 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

Since our mail was held up for three weeks, I can only now thank you for your card of August 1. In the meantime, I have seen a great deal on long marches through Poland and Volhynia. The lot of the Jews is very bad—what answer can we give to their anxious questions about the future? As for myself, I have passed safely through all storms and dangers, and in spite of great hardships I am well. Inwardly, however, I am somewhat worn and weary, and quite perplexed. Your promise to send me your writings is very kind and friendly; they will certainly do me good. I have scarcely had a chance to read in recent weeks; it has been a mad dash, incessant movement, and, during pauses for rest, complete exhaustion. Now I should think there will be a gradual slowing down, if only because of the season. My holidays were sad, and full of memories. I wish you, Herr Doktor—in keeping with the old Jewish custom and in spite of seeming banality—a good and happy New Year.

161. Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport to Martin Buber
« Rzeszow, October 22, 1915 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber:

It was very kind of you to wire me that your letter was coming. The day after the telegram, I did receive your letter. I can only too well understand that in these violent times you feel that words can be employed only in the most direct way, in conversation. Much the same thing is happening to me, so that I do not even read the current news of the war, not even the official communiqués. But I have all the greater longing for dialogue. It would be wonderful to be able to talk with you.

Please send the addresses308—if they are published in the near future, or if possible in proofs—to me through my wife, since there is no knowing when I shall be leaving here. I will carry those addresses with me, along with the Bible, if I am sent into the field in the near future. […]

Can you imagine that I am a “snappy” and punctilious soldier? But it is almost the case. I do my duty as if no family were waiting for me and as if I had grown up in physical work.

162. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Zehlendorf bei Berlin, November 22, 1915 »

Dear Sir:

Beginning in January, I shall be publishing, together with several friends, a monthly to be called Der Jude. Without being partisan in any sense, the journal is intended to offer a more probing treatment of Jewish problems, an adequate representation of Jewish reality, and a straightforward and emphatic advocacy of Jewish issues. I have assumed the editorship of the journal during the war and for the initial period thereafter, and would be delighted to number you among our contributors. In addition to extremely terse and pithy essays, I intend to publish short commentaries and expressions of opinion on current events. I would be grateful to have your consent soon, along with proposals for articles.

163. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« In the trenches on the Styr, November 23, 1915 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

Your letter surprised me—I had no idea that the projected journal was so close to realization, but I am delighted by the news. It is certainly necessary for us to speak up now, and in saying this I am not so much thinking of advocacy of Jewish political demands as of the fact that the war, with all its direct consequences and effects, has brought a grave disillusionment upon us all and has by no means had the effect on men’s minds that we hoped for from this extraordinary event. Of late, and as a result of all the negative experiences I have had, I myself have been drifting along in a state of weary resignation, although at the same time in a state of harried frenzy, rushing from one excitement to the next, soon numbed and yet in a kind of permanent tension. Your letter literally shook me up and reminded me that the world that will be deciding the shape of the future is elsewhere, not where my present life is cast. I think that at this moment we have more to say than ever and that the directors of this war are as remote from us—the advocates of “struggle”—as Johannes Parricida309 is from William Tell. What misunderstandings we must combat now, and how insistent our language should be! Yet I also see the difficulty of a public statement, since the public could not even bear the candor of Wilhelm Herzog.310

As far as I myself am concerned: It is very hard for me to tell which of my mostly somber thoughts represent reality and which are only superficial reactions. Precisely because I am so much in the midst of things and have neither distance nor time for digesting what I have experienced and seen. For that reason, I do not know whether I shall be able to contribute commentary of any value whatsoever. In addition, there are the difficulties of a purely technical nature: how am I, lying here in the cold in a hole in the earth, beside a rudimentary stove I’ve made myself, wrapped in my heavy overcoat, without even a proper place to sit down (all I have rescued from the old world is my fountain pen)—how am I to write something here? I trust you believe me, Herr Doktor, when I say that I am not making excuses—but it is truly impossible to give you a definite promise regarding a contribution. We never know what the next instant will bring. At the moment, we have lain undisturbed in a position for an entire week for the first time; the fighting has subsided after two months of uninterrupted strain. I hope we will stay here a long time; I have also applied for furlough and therefore have some hope of soon spending two weeks in Prague. I will keep in mind what I owe to the cause of our magazine, and if I can compose myself somewhat and feel that I can say something, I intend to try it. The region where we are now would be highly interesting; for the first time I am entirely in the midst of a Jewish populace—but unfortunately we “frontline muckers” have little chance to get to know the countryside and the people; only the rear-echelon men (supply train, communications troops, etc.) manage that. We pass through the region at most once, as we march in, and in the front line, where there is nothing but cannon and rifles, we go underground. We are almost as dependent on the tales of those others (more fortunate ones) as the people in the hinterland.

I would be very grateful to you, Herr Doktor, if you could tell me more about the mode, layout, financing, etc., of the magazine (a monthly?). […] Also, if circulars or anything of the sort are being sent out, I would like to have a copy. How gladly I would collaborate on this (and other) undertakings! But I hope the time will come for that eventually.

164. Franz Kafka to Martin Buber
« November 29, 1915 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

Your kind request311 does great honor to me, but I cannot comply with it. I am—of course an obscure hopeful impulse says “for the present”—far too burdened and insecure to think of speaking up in such company, even in the most minor way.

But please allow me, dear Dr. Buber, to take this opportunity to thank you for that afternoon I spent in your company almost two years ago. Belated thanks, but not too belated from my point of view, for the hours together will always remain vivid in my mind. They signify in every respect the purest memory I have of Berlin, a memory that has often served me as a kind of refuge, all the more secure because I had not expressed my thanks and therefore no one knew of this treasure.

165. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Zehlendorf, December 24, 1915 »

Dear Landauer,

Many thanks—the essay312 has only now received its proper form, and the conclusion especially seems to me the most significant aspect of it.

But I should like to ask you to please cut two small passages. I know that you write every word out of necessity, but I think you will recognize the objective context which can prompt one to excise something subjectively necessary. The first passage reads (I suggest cutting or changing the underlined words): “But let us have a few more words together about the possibilities for the future. They seem to me far more important than the hard, impoverished present plight of these unfortunate people; even more important than the plans for settlement and a Jewish state, because what lies hidden is more important than the obvious, and renewal is more important than all reforms. More important because more real; what does not yet exist has not yet come out into the open, but what waits within, biding its time and tensing itself in preparation for growth, has a more physical reality than the senseless and ghostly drifting and being driven of these poor wretches who …” You see, in the next sentences you do not refer back at all to the “plans for settlement and a Jewish state” (the latter term, incidentally, is no longer applicable to present efforts); you refer back only to the “hard, impoverished present plight.” And on the other hand there is an unspoken element that can very easily be misunderstood: the profound and crucial element of Zionism has in fact everything to do with renewal and not reform, and from the conclusion of your essay it is evident even to one who did not already know that you too see Palestine as meaning renewal and not reform. Moreover, as you know, it is the custom of the anti-Zionists to play the slogan of reform off against renewal. I would certainly like to retain the statement that renewal is more important than reforms, but then the first part of the underlined words would have to read differently. As it is, it seems to me likely to damage the cause that is also important to you, not only among “all sorts of politicians,” who play no vital role, but also among quiet and serious people who are concerned deeply about the question of Zionism.

The second passage is a later addition and reads: “The East European Jew is as he is, and is bad enough; but things are bad for the West European Jew because he does not show respect even in its lowest form, but does show deceit, affectation, and pretenses of culture.” Here I have not underlined my suggestions for cutting (it would have to be the whole sentence) but only the phrases that worry me. Once, when I made a remark about Englishmen, you said to me quite rightly that I ought to think of the English poets and would then realize that what I said could not be true. That is the case here. There are East European Jews who are “bad,” but “the East European Jew” is surely not, and that isn’t the way you mean it either, but that is how it will sound to people. Wouldn’t it suffice to say: “The East European Jew is as he is”? I have less to object to in the second part of the sentence, and yet one cannot say of the West European Jew that he has no respect; as you referred me to the English poets, let me refer you to Mombert313 and Beer-Hofmann,314 Popper315 and Landauer—and to many another who is more representative than any Jewish broker or newspaperman. And once again, I naturally know quite well that you don’t mean it that way; but again, as a reader, I must assure you that it sounds that way. […]

166. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Christmas 1915 »

Dear Buber,

Christmas 1915 is banned in my house, just as it was in 1914. Banned as something that places the family in relationship to our fellow men; this relationship is to be shown as torn, and this dramatized by its nonexistence. […] But now, alone at this nocturnal hour, I think I may place the date of the holy night above the following remarks.

I am coming to you with a proposal for your journal, Der Jude. Many Jewish periodicals reveal the following duality: first, articles on the manifold aspects of Judaism; second, contributions, often having to do with literature or the plastic arts, without reference to Judaism, merely because Jews are the authors. This second aspect, too, is manifestly justified; since Jewry is a nation that is becoming one in struggle, it may and should be emphasized that a Jew has created such-and-such a work and thus, whether or not he had it in mind, has helped to create Jewry. It is my thought right now that this second aspect should not be the ordinary business of your journal. But there is a third element that, so I believe, does not yet exist and that I would like to urge you to have in your journal.

I am referring to brief ideas, aphorisms, summaries, conclusions, developments of ideas and stimuli to further thought, comments set down not on the subject of Judaism but on any subject, so long as the thought that accompanied the comment was, with whatever degree of clarity or in whatever mood: In thinking this I am a Jew.…

I therefore do not mean the sort of pronouncements to be found in the literature; I mean that you should encourage your contributors to set down comments of this sort. I am sure such encouragement would yield fruit. All thinking has to be learned; how many of us haven’t found some such phrase as this one by Vauvenargues316 passing through our minds while thinking: Learn to think with the heart!

You might put it this way: Learn to think about the subject and at the same time think that you are thinking as a Jew! Jewry is a nation that “will be been”—we need this tense unknown to grammar for it, as we do for everything alive, all the more so for something that must pass through consciousness in order to become once more a power of the unconscious. […]

167. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf, March 3, 1916 »

Dear Buber

[…] The question hastily raised yesterday just as I was leaving is of crucial importance for my participating; and since I already have pen in hand, I will set down the essentials at once. I will make no concessions to the Blüher317 line, or to Rang either. And the question of whether a few women also have a vocation for thinking alongside the few men who do is to me not a question at all; whether there are still fewer of them is not uninteresting and can be discussed, but it does not affect whether women are to be invited and admitted to the first attempt we intend to make at a “free academy.”318 This is no longer a question of an experiment, as far as the general principle goes; in regard to particular individuals, we shall always be experimenting without regard to sex. As I view it, we do not want to set up a boarding school nor train people for civil vocations; even if this were our intention, we might still consider whether the school should not be open to women from the start. But what we are trying to do here is to spread a spirit of productivity by reacting freely upon one another as we probe problems and carry out an essential reorganization of facts, with the aim of reshaping lives and institutions. Should the decision be that women are not to be included, then this will be a project in which I refuse to take part. At this moment, when we men bear virtually the sole guilt for the fact that humanity is beset by the remnants of its own past and can find no intelligent way out, can only hope for the chance to arrive at a way out—at this moment we truly have no reason for conceit and certainly no reason to reject what contributions select women can bring to us in the realm of ideas and what we in our turn can contribute to them. As far as I am concerned, the objection that this will hinder us in the initial stages of our project carries no weight. To me, there is no question at all about this; that question was answered in Russia half a century ago at the latest. The participation of women is, therefore, not a question, and I discuss it at all only because I want to be amiable; otherwise, it is a conditio sine qua non for my own participation.

168. Ludwig Strauss to Martin Buber
« Aachen, March 20, 1916 »

Dear Herr Buber:

My warmest thanks for your book.319 These sentences, once heard, now transformed into printed words which I could study more quietly and see in a new context, along with others still unknown, have added up within me to a picture of unprecedented breadth and coherence. Reading, I once again felt how greatly you have determined the atmosphere of our lives by the message of your books, over and above all ideas and specific content—so that even a young Jew who has not read anything of yours will have received a liberating point of view from those words of yours that have become common property of Jewry. Similar to how thinking young Germans grew up in the territory conquered by Nietzsche, even without knowing him intimately. I cherish the hope that the influence of these propositions, which bear the gladdening seal of truth, will now extend to an ever-widening circle.

Your book has also given me fresh new clarifications in regard to the psychic structure of knowledge that has been handed on to me and that I have begun to acquire on my own—clarifications of its national determinants and the path it must take beyond certain national limitations. Perhaps I will have more to say on that at some later date. I don’t know whether this letter will still reach you at the old address, and I wish you good luck and good work in your new home.

169. Martin Buber to Leo Herrmann320
« Heppenheim, March 25, 1916 »

Dear Leo Herrmann, You have asked me for a word about our friend [S. Y.] Agnon. Just a word, not an essay. Here it is: Agnon is consecrated to matters of Jewish life. There are others who are as knowledgeable about these matters as he, but their knowledge is barren. There are still others who feel about these matters as he does, but their feeling is vague. Agnon is among the few who have consecrated themselves to matters of Jewish life. This consecration is neither cerebral nor sentimental; it is passionate and firm. That is what Agnon is like. Consecration: I do not mean the false kind, which makes much of itself and is tinged with histrionics, but a genuine consecration; it is quiet, humble, and loyal. This is Agnon. His vocation is to be the poet and chronicler of Jewish life; of that life which is dying and changing today, but also of the other life, still unknown, that is growing. Galician and Palestinian, Hasid and pioneer—in his true heart he carries the essence of both worlds in the equilibrium of consecration. Should I say how we esteem him? We love him.

170. Martin Buber to Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport
« Heppenheim an der Bergstrasse, April 9, 1916 »

Dear Friend, Your letter found us no longer in Berlin, which we have now happily and I hope forever put behind us, but in a cottage between the Rhine and the Odenwald which we have chosen for our home for the next several years, and with which we are very pleased. Your letter was forwarded and affected us, in a somewhat breathless moment of unpacking and arranging, with a deep and full rejoicing, like a breathing spell for the soul. My wife’s eyes were wet, and the fact that there are such people in the world went through my mind like a peal of bells. And even now as I write—outside my window the branches of plane trees and chestnuts demonstrate life to me, but the fact that there are such people in the world has a keener power of demonstration and a lovelier existentiality than the trees. I too feel as strange as if I were in a dense forest, and hearteningly consoled at the same time, when I think back on these six, yes, six years. It is a book, a textbook and a picture book (yes, a textbook too, and I now feel that from page to page I have read more and more and learned better and better). And among the pictures are you, your wife, and your children, this togetherness, this wonder that human beings are and have become. And if I close my eyes I see the pictures directly and can make out as a unity the young man in civilian dress and in uniform, for I know in my soul that there is no distinction between what people are and what they have become. When I look out the window, I feel fearful for you, because the trees stand there and do not know what a front is; but as soon as I close my eyes I am no longer fearful, for you are included within my certainty. Stay of good cheer and as untroubled as you are until we see each other again. […]

P.S. The first issue of the journal is due to appear at last, after a thousand and one adventures, some of which threatened to kill it off before it was born. It will be sent off promptly to you. Your “Word” is in it.321

171. Stefan Zweig to Martin Buber
« May 8, 1916 »

Dear, revered Herr Buber, It has been a great pleasure to me that you should think of me in connection with your new undertaking, and I need not say how spurred I feel by your request. I have seen the first issue of the journal and find it very fine, although the concentration on theory and discussion seems to me a danger. Things can be talked about only to a certain degree; then the element of form, of creativity, has to be added. I regret that art has found no place in the journal; a good many people, and not the worst, express their feelings better by means of symbols than by words.

Without wishing to be immodest, I count myself among these. In the few hours that military service allows me, I am now working on a major Jewish tragedy (timeless only in its references), a drama of Jeremiah.322 Without erotic episodes, without theatrical ambitions, it presents the tragedy of a man to whom only words are given, who can do no more than recognize the facts and issue warnings. He is shown against the background of a crucial war. It is the tragedy and epic of the Jewish people, the Chosen People—but chosen not in the sense of well-being, but of eternal suffering, an eternal falling and rising again; and it shows the strength that develops from such a destiny. The end, with its exodus from Jerusalem, is a kind of annunciation of the Jerusalem that must forever be rebuilt. Since I love suffering as a power but shudder with horror when I encounter it as a fact, the war has revealed this tragedy to me, and if my will can give birth to deeds of any kind, it will do so this time. I wish I could give you a single act of it, or a coherent fragment, but so far works of art remain outside the scope of your purposes.

In the line of essay, I might eventually write (alongside my main work) a few essays about the prophets in their symbolical and historical significance—Jeremiah, Isaiah, Daniel. But doesn’t this sort of thing also fall outside your plans?

As for my position on Judaism—would it not be appropriate for your review to conduct a kind of large-scale questionnaire, asking every German author of Jewish origin for a statement of his position? Each one might find it a relief to be forced to show his colors to himself, and, on the other hand, it would be a tremendous document for future ages. For once, all arguments in favor of professing or denying [Judaism] would have to be placed side by side; only in this way could clarity be achieved. I don’t mean to expatiate here myself; I will only tell you that, in keeping with my nature, which is based entirely on integration, or synthesis, I would never like to choose Judaism as a prison of emotion, with bars shutting out comprehension of the other world. In fact, everything in Judaism that pits itself against the other world is antipathetic to me. But I know that I nevertheless dwell within that Judaic world and never want to be or will turn apostate. I am not proud of this, because I reject all pride in any achievement that does not come from within myself, just as I am not proud of Vienna, although I was born there, or of Goethe because he shares my language, or of victories by “our” armies in which my blood has not been spilled. In the professions of Jewishness that I so often read, everything that bespeaks pride seems to me an exposure of insecurity, a reversed anxiety, a twisted inferiority feeling. What we lack is security, composure—I have these feelings more and more strongly as a Jew as well. Being a Jew does not burden me, does not uplift me, does not torment me, and does not separate me. I feel it as part of my being, like my heartbeat, feel it when I think of it and do not feel it when I do not think of it. I think that in saying this I have put it clearly, and if you ask no more, I am your man.

I think of you often, and always very warmly. Long ago I promised Literarisches Echo an article on your work and influence. It is something that continually tempts me, whenever I think of all I have owed to you from my youth on. But first my work must thrive. Then I will be able to breathe again.

172. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf, May 12, 1916 »

Dear Buber,

I was very happy to have been in your lovely house and would gladly have stayed a few days more. Let us hope we can do this again sometime soon.

This time, as at our parting in Berlin, what we were really doing was confirming our communion by spending some time together, this communion that existed before the war and will outlast it. I cannot even say that the things that must be talked over at the present moment would have particularly interfered with the course of our meeting; I was not visiting the “war Buber” [Kriegsbuber] and had almost forgotten him.

Now, after my homecoming, I have read your “Watchword”323 in Der Jude and want to say something about the first of your addresses in The Spirit of Judaism,324 which I had read earlier, before your departure. Certain passages in it made me put the book aside, unable to go on with it. Your “Watchword” and these passages belong together and are very painful to me, very repugnant, and border on incomprehensibility.

Object though you will, I call this manner aestheticism and formalism, and I say that you have no right—in your own best interests—to publicly take a stand on the political events of this present day, which are called the World War; no right to try and tuck these tangled events into your philosophical scheme: what results is inadequate and outrageous.

I confess my blood boils when I find you […] placing alongside the Greek of the Periclean period or the Italian of the Trecento “the contemporary German,” excluding the Germans of former times and excluding all other European nations.325 That is the language of a man whose clarity of mind has been seriously disturbed, not of one who knows how to act nor of a man of vision. But I can scarcely talk about the pages from 46 on. You, Buber, refer in Der Jude to remarks that were made to you; but, since you delivered this address in semiofficial circumstances, I have repeatedly met Jews, young people of merit, who had venerated you as a leader and now speak of you as a traitor. For a long time I was unable to answer them, because I was not present. Now I can take a stand and say: It is not treason but a clouding of judgment. In the midst of this war and in conjunction with the war policy to set Germany apart from all other European countries, to castigate these others for their sins against the peoples of the Orient and to present Germany as the one and only destined redeemer nation, without qualification, without reference to the way Germany during the past several decades has tried to catch up with the others in colonization by conquest, a race it began later than the others for historical reasons—“Peoples of Europe, preserve your most sacred goods, etc., etc.…”326 That is war policy, the official line. Quasi-official political rhetoric is the entire motivation, and—although Marx and Lassalle were Jews, as was Heine—it is an argument in favor of the other nations and against the German nation that the socialism of these degenerate Jews could be so wholly assimilated by the Germans. The others nourished themselves on a purer and nobler kind of socialism, and had no use for the unspeakable political baseness of German Jewish disciplinarianism. Buber, you might permissibly talk so superficially about matters concerning which you have had some instruction (I won’t conceal the fact that when I came to this passage I felt personally disavowed), but it is impermissible for you to do so when that represents the only prudent line. What you do not say about the others is even worse than what you do say about the Germans. Or do the pogroms and the anti-Jewish policies of Russia prevent you, as a dabbler in politics, from recognizing that the Russian spirit is infinitely more akin to the Jewish and oriental spirit than is the German spirit?

What you do say in your introductory essay, “The Watchword,” shows the same mentality, although in a fancier form. The censor has done you an enormous injustice, but he is not stupid, and his single-mindedness was certainly an obvious temptation: how could he bring out the fact that you are equally serious about both elements, what you say about the Jew, and the precise opposite that you say about Judaism?

First of all, then, you describe the Jew of our day, the Jew in the field, hundreds of thousands of them in the various armies. In the armies of all countries, you say, they wage war not out of compulsion but in fulfillment of a paramount duty. This is an almost childish simplification. Granted, psychology is not (yet) the last word and the best; but nonpsychology and non-analysis, when actualities are involved, are surely worse. And once again I say, say it chiefly for brevity’s sake: In this description of the psychological state of the Jews who cherish the passionate longing to participate in Europe’s fateful hour on the battlefield and to share in the suffering—in this description that admits of no exceptions, I feel myself personally disavowed. But I also feel that you are disavowing the thousands and tens of thousands of poor devils who are not at all conscious of a mission but are indeed submitting to compulsion out of a paramount duty (namely, to live), because by so doing they can hope they will be more likely to come out alive. In this passage you undertake to describe the average Jew, and is there not a single ordinary person in this psychology of yours? No, but in those apathetic souls you mention there dwells most of what you say is in Judaism, all that fancy stuff about what the “most conscious” Jews should be imbued with—to wit, the feeling that this madness is none of their affair and that they will be shot if they don’t submit, the feeling that what counts in this war is to survive in order to go on peddling or carrying on whatever trade theirs may be, and go on living with wife and children.

“Nothing but community”—that in your mind is what this war has brought, to people in general and to the Jews in particular. And that is exactly what I call aesthetic and formalistic. No living human being feels that way and needs such detours. And the “spirit of Europe,” which for once you find operative in this war, a community spirit of tearing everything down, is a completely lifeless construct. Historical matters can only be talked about historically, not in terms of formal patterns. Here you have not an intuitively grasped synthesis, but truly an error: you want to force a unity out of confusion by mere contemplation, without ever fixing your sights upon the new element that alone could create unity. In the application of your empty method, you disavow precisely what is important to you yourself: you contemplate the everyday and declare it to be the miracle, but you contemplate it not in order to see its inherent form, but to fit it into a pre-existing pattern. I gladly grant that behind this is the desire to see greatness; but desire alone is not sufficient to make greatness out of a confused vulgarity. “Virility, manliness, courage, sacrifice, devotion”—yes, there are those things too, but not in the leadership, not in the content, not in the meaning of this crime. We do not learn how to build community by submitting to what you call the “spirit of Europe,” certainly not by submitting to it first as Jews and then emerging from it as [the community of] Jewry. Hardly surprising that the censor could not believe you meant such ambiguity seriously. The community that we need stands fundamentally apart from all that today is called war; the origins and nature of that war can be plainly recognized, need no interpretation and can bear none.

Dear Buber, at some point you should at least have acknowledged that among hundreds of thousands of Jews there were, say, twenty-three or thirty-seven who did not go off to war out of a sense of overwhelming duty or passionate craving. And if for some reasons of policy you could not say that, I think you should not have spoken.

All this had to be said to you for the sake of honesty. But it also serves to explain why, aside from the essay you already have, I do not want to collaborate with you any further for the duration of the war. I do not want to as long as it is not possible to record—loudly, clearly, sharply, and sincerely—my disagreement with what you and many of your associates advocate. There is, for instance, the experience that Hugo Bergmann relates on page 7;327 he realizes quite clearly “what a struggle against Russia means to us Jews,” that is, what participating in the Hapsburg war against the Russian Empire means: German, Slavic, Rumanian, Italian, Ladin,328 and Jewish people of Austrian citizenship killing Russian (including Jewish) people. And the reply, “A pity for the Jewish blood”—given to him by one man who, by the way, is obviously not one of your hundreds of thousands—can only be interpreted as individualism, that is, as a lack of a sense of community. A journal that publishes, that is allowed to publish, what the Hapsburgs, the Hohenzollerns, and the interests allied with them want to hear, but does not publish the contrary, cannot be my journal. I hope—and believe—that the censors will not allow my contribution to pass (though I am still prepared to make slight modifications), and in that case, if it is all right with you, my first contribution can deal with Judaism and Germanism and Europeanism and the German Empire. A pity for the Jewish blood, yes indeed; a pity for every drop of blood that is spilled in this war; a pity for every human soul; a pity, too, that you have gone astray in this war. How great a pity that is, you will perceive later by the consequences that are still hidden; but that is superficial and the least of it. For your own sake, however, you will have to analyze, add, qualify, retract, and regret. You will have to learn once more to distinguish the higher representations of the German spirit—among whom Swiss such as Spitteler329 must be counted—from the “Germans of our day,” from the nationalistic German empire-builders. You will not permanently regard Marx or Lassalle as pure and chosen messengers from Jewry to humanity; you will not always regard it as a sign of election and oriental holiness that Marxism has established itself in Germany, has corroded Germany, and that Germany has the Social Democracy she has. In the future you will not take part in the German war against the other peoples of Europe, nor in the war of Europe against itself, as you now do in your profound confusion and bewilderment.330

173. Walter Benjamin to Martin Buber
« Munich [May 1916] »

Dear Herr Buber:

The problem of the Jewish spirit is one of the major and most persistent topics of my thinking. I am honored by your invitation331 and thank you for it. It offers me the possibility of expressing my ideas. But before I could do so, I would have to separate these ideas from larger contexts and find specific points of departure—and that is something I can hope for only out of a conversation. Only on the basis of such a conversation will I be able to decide upon my participation and what form it might take. May I therefore ask you for the opportunity to meet with you, either if you should be coming to Munich in the course of the next month or if I can manage a stay in Berlin around Christmas—although this unfortunately is extremely uncertain.

174. Martin Buber to Siegmund Kaznelson
« Heppenheim, June 8, 1915 »

Dear Herr Kaznelson:

On the question of the Jewish idea of sacrifice, I should like to ask you to reflect once more on akedah332 and possibly, in connection with it, read Kierkegaard’s “In Praise of Abraham” (in Fear and Trembling). Abraham’s sacrifice did not have a purpose, but it did have a recipient: the same one every sacrifice has. The degree to which a sacrificer is conscious of this recipient cannot decisively affect the nature of his sacrifice. To be sure, you say that you do not mean anything religious. But the moment you put aside your thoughts about the sacrifice and actually perform it, you inevitably feel the pneuma of the absolute recipient, no matter what you may choose to call him.333 […]

175. Gerhard Scholem to Martin Buber
« Oberstdorf im Allgäu, June 25, 1916 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

Since I am not quite certain whether you will be hearing from Herr [Walter] Benjamin soon, I want to inform you, as promised, of the result of our conversations about Der Jude. At the worst, you will have two versions of the issue.

I need not repeat to you the course of the conversations, along with all the loud cannon shots that were fired. Suffice it to say that, for the time being, Benjamin has arrived at a point from which a literary statement—which alone could be expected from him, since he could not contribute to any substantive discussion—is not possible for him, and what is more, not even permissible. The very idea of a “journal” in itself seems to him objectionable, but especially the promotion of living Judaism through such a journal proves, from his point of view, unthinkable and incomprehensible. It seems that B. is inwardly wrestling with Judaism and that this struggle must be waged and decided in private.

In view of this determining factor, his other objections recede—objections to the blurring of boundaries and confused positions on current events (i.e., the war), which in any case have turned him against Der Jude (first issue).

To sum up: Der Jude remains important to him as a source of information on essential historical facts and phenomena, but collaboration with it is out of the question as long as its intellectual posture remains unchanged, which may involve a short or a long period of time.

I myself would have sent you an article on “The Jewish Youth Movement”334 if I were not in doubt whether you wanted to bring up this subject—the present nonexistence of any such movement—in Der Jude. And since—forgive this triviality—given my bad handwriting, I would have had to go to a great deal of trouble and labor to prepare a relatively decent written manuscript, I did not want to do this on speculation, but prefer to ask in advance whether you want it. I already have it drafted.

176. Martin Buber to Gerhard Scholem
« Heppenheim, June 28, 1916 »

Dear Herr Scholem:

Benjamin’s position (as I learn it from your letter) does not surprise me. But this is the first case in which criticism does not please and stimulate me, but makes me sad. Why, the years will be able to say in their language better than I can in mine.

Acceptance of your article would be in no way barred because it would be discussing the nonexistence of a Jewish youth movement. Incidentally, you will find a contribution on this problem by S. Bernfeld in the third issue, which is coming out today.335


177. Gerhard Scholem to Martin Buber
« Oberstdorf im Allgäu, July 10, 1916 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

I want to thank you for accepting my essay. Of course I leave it wholly to you to decide what issue you want to have it in, since unfortunately it will probably not lose any currency in the interval. It would still be quite timely in September. The marginal remark—I suppose you mean the one beginning: Germany’s size, etc.—is something you may of course omit. On the other hand, I would like to leave the footnote unchanged;336 it was inserted deliberately and after reflection. For the article by Margulies337 is by no means forgotten, since at the time it created quite a stir in both the good and bad sense: quite recently in conversations I observed that people remember it very distinctly. On the other hand, I would want to mention the “Obituary” even if no one had read it. Some will look it up; others will gather what it is about from the context and thus be led back to my view, which otherwise, to be quite frank, is sure to be suppressed. I did not want to omit examples entirely, and naturally wanted to offer a few involving young people or those like Margulies who have permanently established themselves among the youth, for which reason I did not bother about Hugo Bergmann, H. Glenn,338 and other grand masters of confusion. The subject is, after all, youth.

Just in the past few days I have again had a sad experience. A number of evidently “tactically” gifted “radicals” among the Berlin youth have joined forces to publish a magazine called Jüdische Jugend,339 which I cannot refrain from sending you as an example of incredible arrogance and bottomless confusion. Since I have it only on loan, I must ask you to send it back to me. Here is proof, were any further proof required, of how badly we need a Blau-Weisse-Brille.340 Of the eight pages, four are wasted and four impossible. […]

To describe to you the part that Heinrich Margulies has played in my life, I must briefly tell you the story of my expulsion from school, a Berlin Real-gymnasium.341 It is extremely complicated and distinctly odd, and I shall have to leave out a great deal.

In January last year, I was on the verge of promotion to the graduating class. The terrible psychological collapse of that generation of young people, a collapse that first began showing its true effects in December 1914 and thereafter, had driven my friends and me to ever more intense introspection and outrage against the general confusion. The great question for us, of course, was our position on the war, a question that was continually kept alive by the famous wave of volunteering among many groups. The Jews in the upper classes of my school were all Zionists; we stuck closely together and made no bones about our views. Then on February 5 there appeared that article which climaxed in the staggering sentence: we were marching off to war not despite the fact that we were Jews but because we were Zionists!!! At the time, it threw me into an insensate rage in the most literal sense, for I lashed out against the others without restraint. We—about twenty of us—sent a furious statement of protest to the [Jüdische] Rundschau in which, simultaneously, we clarified our position in a few extremely unequivocal sentences. (One of our leaders who was serving in the field, who heard of the incident, wrote that in the interests of those who sent the statement and of the movement, all knowledge of our views should never be allowed to reach the public under any circumstances!) In my incredible stupidity I took this statement along with me to school, where some of my schoolmates wanted to sign it. In some mysterious fashion, either by chance or espionage—for, unknown to me, I was being spied on at the time—a few superpatriotic fellow students learned what was going on and what was in the letter. A bitter trial lasting for four weeks—the documents are on file at the Berlin district school board—was conducted against me as the instigator and three friends as “misled” followers. In the course of it, some magnificent circumstantial evidence of my “antinational” ideology was produced, and conviction was much facilitated by my open advocacy of Judaism and my propaganda directed against the youth regiment that had expelled all its Jews. But, as I said, this phase is extremely difficult and complicated. The upshot was that they got rid of me. In order to avoid an unpleasant fuss, they promoted me to the graduating class and gave me an excellent final report card, but with Conduct: Unsatisfactory. You can image the trouble I had gaining admittance to the Abitur.342

All this has in no way influenced my views; of course we merely fought all the more bitterly against the confusion thereafter. For the rest, I have every reason to be grateful to the school for throwing me out, for this year, which would have been a very dreary one, has become precious and blissful for me like no other before it.

I settled accounts with Margulies in May 1915, among ourselves.343 Result: He recanted what he had written, but in a form that I find no less unsatisfactory. I know nothing about his present opinions.

178. Walter Benjamin to Martin Buber
« Munich, July 1916 »

Dear Herr Doktor Buber:

I had first to discuss matters with Herr Gerhard Scholem in order to clarify for myself my basic position on Der Jude and therefore the possibility of my making some contribution to the journal. For the violence of my disagreement with so many of the contributions to the first issue—especially with their relationship to the European war—obscured my awareness that my attitude toward this journal was really no different, and could be no different, from that toward all politically effective literature. The onset of the war at last, and decisively, revealed to me what that attitude was. I am here using the concept “politics” in the broadest sense, the sense in which it is constantly used nowadays. Let me remark beforehand that I am quite aware of the unfinished, still evolving character of the following thoughts and that wherever I sound too sure of myself I am primarily interested in the relevance and necessity of these ideas for my own practical conduct.

There is a widespread opinion, which in fact is almost taken for granted, that literature can influence men’s moral universe and their acts by furnishing them with motives for action. In this sense, language is merely an instrument for the more or less hypnotically persuasive preparation of the motives that determine a person’s acts within his psyche. Characteristic of this view is that it does not even consider a relationship between language and deed in which the former is not an instrument to produce the latter. This relationship applies equally to an impotent language and writing debased to mere instrumentality, and to an impoverished, feeble deed whose source lies not in itself but in some formulated motives. These motives in their turn can be discussed, can be countered by others, and thus the deed (in principle) can be placed at the end of a carefully checked process of calculation and can stand as its result. To me, however, every action that originates from the expansionistic tendency of heaping up word upon word seems frightful, and all the more pernicious where this whole relationship of word and deed becomes in ever greater measure a mechanism for effectuating the correct absolute, as it does among us.

My view of literature in general is as something poetic, prophetic, substantive, as far as effect is concerned, but in any case purely magical; that is to say, it is something immediate—un-mediated, not a means or instrument. Every salutary effect of literature, every effect that is not deeply pernicious, comes from its mystery (of word, of language). However various the forms in which language operates, its power lies not in the communication of content, but in the pure manifestation of its dignity and its nature. And if I may disregard for the moment such other forms of effectiveness as poetry and prophesy, I continue to think that by striving for crystalline clarity and eliminating the unutterable in language, we will arrive at an acceptable and logical form for achieving effectiveness in language, and thus by means of language. This elimination of the unutterable seems to me actually to coincide with the truly substantive, sober mode of writing and to limn the relation between cognition and deed within the magic realm of language. My concept of a substantive and at the same time highly political style of writing is: to lead the reader to what is denied expression. Only where this realm of wordlessness opens up in unutterable, pure power can the magical spark leap the gap between the word and the deed, can the unity of these two become at once effective. Only where words are aimed straight into the core of the innermost muteness is true effectiveness achieved. I do not believe that language is any more remote from the divine than “real” acting; hence language is not capable of leading into the divine except by means of itself and its own purity. Taken as an instrument, it merely proliferates.

The language of the poets, the prophets, or even the rulers, song, psalm, and imperative (which in their turn may have entirely different relationships to the unutterable and be the source of an entirely different magic)—such language is out of the question for a journal, which can make use only of the substantive mode of writing. Whether a journal can attain that goal, it is humanly impossible to know in advance; surely there have not been many journals of this kind. But I am thinking of the Athenäum.344 Impossible as it is for me to understand effectual literature, so I am incapable of composing it. (My essay in Das Ziel345 remained inwardly completely in the spirit of what I have said here, but appearing where it did, where it least of all belonged, that was very hard to detect.) In any case, I will learn from whatever is said in Der Jude. And just as my incapability to say anything clear right now on the question of Judaism happens to coincide with this stage of a developing journal, so there is nothing to forbid my hoping that a more favorable concurrence may ensue.

It may be possible for me to come to Heidelberg at the end of the summer. Then I would be very glad to try to take up in conversation what I have been able to say only imperfectly right now, and perhaps it would also be possible then to say a few things about Judaism. I don’t think that my attitude on that score is un-Jewish.

179. Shmuel Yosef Agnon to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Berlin, in the days of mercy and penitence346 [postmarked September 20, 1916] »

My dream of coming to your neighborhood and spending time in your company has swiftly faded, since God wished it otherwise. I am now lying in the hospital,347 gravely ill. If God gives me strength and health, I hope to be on my feet again in three or four weeks. If you have already begun the printing of your books, you might send the proofs to me at the hospital, and I am at your disposal at any time and will send the corrected proofs right back. He who writes here, though he lies on one rib, wishes you a good and successful new year.

[Back of the postcard]

And so as not to leave the paper blank, I want to set down for you a delightful story about the blessed and holy Baal Shem.348

A disciple once came to the Baal Shem with great joy. And he said: “Master! A great bargain has come my way today: six radishes for a penny!”

And the Master said: “Woe to this man; a great joy was destined to you from on high, and behold, you have thrown it away for the sake of six radishes for a penny!”

180. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf bei Berlin, October 12, 1916 »

Dear Buber,

I have now read your essay349 in the October issue of Der Jude, taking great pleasure in highly important passages. But now I can less than ever advise you on the particular question you ask. What you say about the inner construction of the people and the task of a people for the sake of humanity is of such a nature that I ought to be able to say: for me, too, this is the main significance of the proclamation by the Central Office,350 therefore you may and should go along. But then an entirely different question arises, one you probably did not think of when you asked yours. I signed the Central Office’s proclamation as a German who feels responsible for what other Germans do to themselves and other nations. What that means to me, and how it coexists with my Judaism without the slightest conflict, is something I have discussed in my study “Are These Heretical Ideas?”351 In your newest promulgation you are wholly a Jew, just as I am in the article that follows it;352 but I also feel myself to be wholly a German and have no feeling and no understanding for the idea that these two exclusivities—which is what they are—are meant to exclude each other. Rather, I regard all views of this type—which are held by everyone I know—as impermissible translations from the world of spatial dimension. In that realm, one person must leave so that there is room for another; in the realm of the mind, things happen quite differently. But the question is whether you suffer from the same misconception. Unfortunately, you did not ask me about that.

I have a few more comments to make on your essay, but nothing critical, only professions of agreement. Still, I’ll let that be until it is printed. On the other hand, I should like to persuade you to make a change—if there is still time—on a single point. Please do not call [Hermann] Cohen a sage; do not attribute wisdom to him. Wisdom without soul, without creative personality, does not exist, in my opinion. It is no doubt true that the French word sage must often be translated by our klug [prudent, clever]; but that is precisely because in our language wisdom signifies a point at which mind and soul become a unity.—Do consider that; you say the kindest and most deserved things about Cohen; but in this passage you place him too high, and that you should not do. […]

181. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Heppenheim, October 15, 1916 »

Dear Landauer:

There is more to be said about the question you have raised that I can possibly set down at the moment; it occupies my mind very much, so much that I have decided to devote the January issue of Der Jude entirely to the theme of Germanism and Judaism, and to explain my own position in the introductory essay. That position does not coincide with yours, but it also does not agree with the stand of official Jewish nationalists. I do not reject dualism as they do; rather, I acknowledge it like you, but unlike you I feel it to be a dynamic and tragic problem, a spiritual agon,353 which however, like any agon, can become creative.

I do not call [Hermann] Cohen a sage [Weiser], but a wise man [ein weiser Mann]; that is not quite the same thing. And I do not deny him soul in general, but only the soul of an exilarch.354 From some of his writings (but only from some) and from my personal acquaintance with him, I have gained the impression that he does not lack a soul; but his soul has been silted up. When I came to that passage in my essay, I had, while writing, that tense feeling of passing final judgment. If I was inspired to speak of the adversary in laudatory terms, I don’t want to regret it. […]

182. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Hermsdorf, October 17, 1916 »

Dear Buber,

Since today is my letter day (on which I take care of the most urgent correspondence), you receive an answer promptly.

In the matter of Cohen, the only point at issue is that I would wish not to see the word wise (even as an adjective) applied to him in the way you do. For if Cohen is guilty of incomprehension, injustice, obstinacy, and the like, as you demonstrate, and yet is wise in being so, then what is wisdom? I didn’t at all mean that you had denied him soul; it is I who deny him that fullness of soul which belongs to wisdom, in contrast to intelligence. After all, a wise man can be—sit venia verbo355—a Schaute;356 I’ll readily admit that. But he cannot slyly misconstrue what an opponent says. And Cohen openly does that.—I have no use for a justice that is not primarily just to the subject at hand.

As for your special issue (January) on Germanism and Judaism, I would say that I have so much and, I think, such special things to say on the subject that I could easily say: I wish you would ask me to contribute (socialism and Judaism won’t run away).357 But I don’t say it for two reasons: in the first place, this subject should be discussed with complete freedom, and that certainly is not available now. Der Jude, after all, is not intended to be published only during the war; it surely must stay on afterward. Otherwise we shall again have those dreary generalities and vagueness which are made even worse by being misinterpreted. But in the second place: special subjects, no matter how important, can be treated in special issues, but not subjects of central importance. “Germanism and Judaism” will and must be the permanent, recurrent theme, to be treated again and again over the years, of a journal that is written by Germans in the German language and bears the name Der Jude. That is why I would regret such a special issue, especially at the present time. […]

183. Max Brod to Martin Buber
« Prague, January 20, 1917 »

Dear Dr. Buber:

[…] To raise once more the question of the “German writers”: for my part, I feel no connection at all with German literature. I do not belong to the line of development of German literature; or at best as a foreign body. Not even in respect to language. We Jews handle German quite differently from a real German, such as Gerhart Hauptmann,358 Robert Walser,359 or even a mediocrity like [Hermann] Hesse.360 The language has only been entrusted to us. For that reason, we are uncreative in the purely linguistic sense, or else we deal with it as freely as Wolfenstein,361 Werfel,362 and others do. Germans hardly know what to make of our German neologisms. [Heinrich] Heine is a good example. Consequently, in his lifetime the Jewish writer becomes a dazzler in German literature; he is overestimated, and after his death he is underestimated; the evolution of the language cannot assimilate him. Now, if this is true merely for the formal aspect of the language, how much more is it true for the spirit of the Jewish writer who writes in German. This latter aspect of the matter is, as the Talmud would put it, “no question” between you and me. Oh, how I love the diction of the Talmud! In it I feel my native soil, the innate form of my thoughts—nowhere else!

So I stick to my opinion: that you ought to expand the program of Der Jude. Creative works of art must be published alongside discussions—already the “folk songs”363 are proving to be the most effective pieces in a good many issues. […]

184. Stefan Zweig to Martin Buber
« Vienna, January 24, 1917 »

My dear Herr Buber, I write to you today in the spirit of your letter. After giving due consideration to the suggestion, I still find myself uncertain about it. But it is not so much an indecisiveness as a general uncertainty concerning my present existence. Two and a half years of daily, monotonous military service have shattered my strength; all my decisions are fearful of themselves, and I never know where to turn.

Thus I am glad to consent and can tell you that I should like to answer this inquiry364 by writing a short essay amounting to a statement of faith and deriving its value from our experiences with nationalistic opportunism (which we have witnessed in the best people of our time). But there is the inhibiting factor that I cannot specify any date and cannot promise anything definite as long as I am enduring this torment and expecting every fortnight to be sent to the hospital again and again for examination and revision of my medical classification. These episodes often set me back for weeks and paralyze me in a way that is altogether disproportionate to the cause. Any writing that I now do is by chance and a gift. So I do not dare to promise anything.

But the goodwill is there, and I beg you to believe in it. Never before have I felt so liberated by the Judaism within me as I do now in this period of national insanity—and what separates me from you and yours is only this, that I have never wanted Jewry to become a nation [Nation] again and thus to lower itself to taking part with the others in the rivalry of realities. I love the Diaspora and affirm it as the meaning of Jewish idealism, as Jewry’s cosmopolitan human mission. And the only union I would wish for would be in the spirit, in our sole real element, never in a language, in a people [Volk], in mores or customs or any of those syntheses which are as dangerous as they are beautiful. To my mind, the present condition [of the Jews] is the most glorious in all of mankind: this oneness without language, without ties, without a homeland, solely out of the essence of our beings. As I see it, any narrower, any more real coalescence would be a diminishment of this incomparable condition. And the one point wherein we have to strengthen ourselves is to feel this condition not as a humiliation, but with love and awareness, as I do.

I have recently discussed these matters with Brod in Prague. He may well be too impatient. He wants to change in a decade conditions that have lasted for a thousand years. He is fanatical and nationalistic—two traits that I feel to be his human limitations, despite all his good qualities. He has a passion for converting others; I do not believe in conversions by words and argument (for which reason I greatly regret the absence of the fruitful poetic element from your journal). I am far, far fonder of your way of thinking than his, find it much more convincing because less obtrusive, more intense because it does not sound so vehement. And I have the feeling that good dialogue will be possible with you when you come to Vienna. I am wholeheartedly looking forward to that. But once again: I mean to try to write this essay. It would be easier for me—if you will permit me—if I might respond to the whole suggestion as a letter to you rather than couch it in the form of an article. Perhaps that looks pretentious, but it certainly isn’t intended to be so on my part. It’s merely that I feel somehow inhibited about writing articles (I’ve lost the habit), whereas letters, in this period, have been my sole profitable form of communication, of giving and giving back. I have avoided all exchanges of opinion with literary people (Wassermann,365 Hofmannsthal, etc.) because at the outbreak of the war they behaved so valiantly, typically German, and bellicosely (in the happiest cases preserving their personalities and interests). Letters, especially with [Romain] Rolland, made up to me for a great many losses; and then there were a few of the younger men, among whom Berthold Viertel366 chiefly has earned all my love and admiration. A few of the vital things he has told me about East European Jewry have made a greater impression upon me than all I have read on this subject. I think he will be one of the most important figures in Germany within a few years; there is a strength in him that will carry him to the furthest reaches of his potentiality, no matter in what direction he goes. Only we must save him from the theater, which is his temptation; at least you should try to keep him working more for Der Jude.

Right now I cannot write about the prophets. My tragedy Jeremiah will have to be completed first, and that is going slowly.367 Its eventual fate is a matter of indifference to me by now; I know only that my two years of work on it (laboriously won from my military enslavement) have purified and rescued me. If I survive this war, nothing more can happen to me. At present I am emptied of all literary ambition and know that henceforth I want to devote my energies—such as they are—solely to real things. I honor you as an old confidant of my beginnings, and feel the same moral respect for you today as I did then. Whenever you call upon me for some work and I feel that my way to it is clear, I shall obey your summons.

185. Hermann Hesse to Martin Buber
« Bern, January 24, 1917 »

Esteemed Sir:

[…] Conscious profession of allegiance to a nationality is alien to me personally, although I grant that this attitude comes easily to me. Thinking as I do in terms of the New Testament, I see messianic mankind as already nascent in all those individual believers for whom God means more than any nation-state.

But I lack the gift and practice to express these ideas, which are also alien to those with whom I daily associate. In your writings I have repeatedly found confirmations of my own thoughts, even where you may have meant something different.

186. Gerhard Scholem to Martin Buber
« Berlin, January 28, 1917 »

My dear Herr Doktor Buber:

Since I see that all the thought I have given to my article inevitably leads to the same result, it seems to me pointless to postpone this letter any longer. Indeed, I might have done better to write it three weeks ago, since I now have a doubly guilty conscience about your friendly words.368

At the delegates’ meeting [of the Zionist Organization in Germany, December 1916], under the influence of the boundless confusion into which your words had thrown me, I gave you a promise that I cannot keep, that I can less and less keep, the more I try. I must try to explain that to you.

Any article on “The Jewish Youth Movement,” given the present situation of the youth, can have only the following object: to raise the most extreme demand with the greatest candor and clarity, and to measure the youth by this sole permissible standard. Such criticism is positive, since it establishes the principle that alone can lead to overcoming the present confusion and profound intellectual disorder. It must be critical because the mark of our “youth movement” is arrogance, which with amazing obstinacy affirms yesterday’s dernier cri and for which Zion has become something in quotation marks. The web that these young people have woven out of unrealities breaks of its own accord under the weight of the demands on them. This must be said frankly. Perhaps you remember that I wrote that article on a walking tour, far from the bustle of Berlin; but ever since I returned and have been as active as possible, I discover anew every day the necessity for a clear discussion of matters of principle. My article has already proved invaluable to me here, and the experiences I have had with it likewise lead me to think that changing it would be wrong.

I have now looked through it and considered it very carefully, and have again come to the conclusion that it cannot be changed if it is to remain what I want it to be: the documentation of a viewpoint that hitherto has been advocated only orally by the few persons in Germany who share that viewpoint, even including those of the older generation. The article has, if I may be allowed to put it this way, a purely cognitive aim. I do not intend to “convert” anyone by it, for it seems to me that this cannot be the task of an article. I merely want to communicate a perception which a small group of people take for granted, but which is still being ridiculed in Germany. That is still another reason I would have been overstepping the article’s metaphysical bounds if I had attempted to speak of the matter that is of ultimate importance to us, the contents of the movement, the one prime content of the movement. I could not, could not yet, speak of this. To do so would have been a labor (not yet attempted) of the greatest importance, but one that would also entail a profound irony if our audience were a youth going around and around in subjective circles, for whom fundamental principles have been neither developed nor acknowledged. It seems pointless in the deepest sense to attempt to talk to German Jews about the Torah.

I do not think that anyone can offer affirmative proposals apart from the one I have offered: to accept the demand. That alone can be presented in a journal, and everything else follows from it. I cannot see any of those so-called concrete proposals for energizing the movement. Study of Jewish history, for instance, is certainly very good, but not applicable here. Only ultimate principle counts. Some spur is needed; otherwise, any incipient movement will fall into that abyss which threatens at every moment to swallow it (which has already, for instance, swallowed the Free German Youth movement): the abyss of total subjectivity, of being founded on emotional experience alone. I have avoided speaking of this special and monstrous danger in the article for two reasons: first, because to do so at present would produce hopeless incomprehension and misunderstanding, since the young people have nowhere reached the vantage point from which the abyss as such as even visible; in fact, they have already pledged themselves to it sight unseen, and by so doing have in a horrible way plunged a dagger into the movement before it even existed; but chiefly because in raising this point the article would no longer be making a demand—I tried writing it that way and became convinced it would not do—but would instead turn into a purely metaphysical treatise which might be of the highest importance but would be less than urgent in this context, aside from the fact that I cannot as yet presume to undertake any such investigation. And of course it would lead to no tangible proposals at all.

I hope that you will agree after all to print the article in this form without changes. […] I would, moreover, request you to include it in the next available number if you wish to publish it at all, since it really has been en route for a good while.

I was very glad that my article in the Rundschau369 met with your approval. I only regret that at the time I wrote it I had not yet seen the manuscript of Max Strauss’s translation of Agnon’s And the Crooked Shall Be Made Straight,370 which gave me truly extraordinary pleasure. By the way, I deliberately mentioned Legends of the Jews371 and not The Wellspring of Jewish Legends and Tales372 because there (and in the first more than in the second volume, which however is likewise excellent) the atmosphere seems metaphysically purer than in The Wellspring.

187. Franz Werfel to Martin Buber
« Army Post Office, January 31, 1917 »

Dear Martin Buber:

[…] For the present accept only my hand and my declaration (which may be scarcely important) that I feel myself, “nationally” speaking, entirely a Jew—with all the bad connotations of the term and some of the good ones.

You will say that in declaring this of myself I am taking far too easy a course. But this whole field of ideas is still too chaotic within me, too uncertain, contradictory, for me to be able to join in any kind of activity with a pure heart.

So, dear Martin Buber, let me say only this to you, that of all the present-day literature on Jewish theoretical subjects, your writings alone are a joy to my soul and fill me with a sense of agreement, whereas I am quite put off by most of what Zionists write. They are continually shadowboxing with the word ethos and with all of humanity; and this is joined with an outmoded, drippingly sentimental ghetto chauvinism which purports to be a form of revelation. But in the interest of justice I’ll stop myself at this point and explain that I am not thinking of the scholarly studies which particularly delighted me in Der Jude. It is chiefly the Prague Zionists I find distasteful. […]

God grant that we will soon be able to begin on that life of which intimations so often rise into the throat as sorrow-joy. For the rest, everything here is growing older, growing slack, wasting time, finding excuses, and so on. Believe me, dear Martin Buber, that at this moment I am seeking and greeting you with all currents of my being. […]

188. Martin Buber to Moritz Goldstein
« Heppenheim, February 4, 1917 »

Dear Herr Goldstein—

When you now reread your essay,373 I would ask you to pay special attention to the conclusions, since these in particular seem to me quite problematic and somehow not thought through. You say: “Conquest of individualism for the benefit of a new ethics of communality.” Fine, I agree. But what is the basis of your conviction that the nation represents no communality, whereas the state is absolute communality? Don’t you feel that you simply decree this: that it is not necessary to be a nation, “but that to be a state … that is evidently necessary.” Evidently? To me it is really not more evident than the necessity of the nation, rather somewhat less. Experience? All right; but we, the others, have had entirely different experiences. What I and some of the best among my friends in the field and at home have experienced, I should like to formulate thus (adopting your phraseology): “That instead of ficticious humanity there should be real humanity, this is evidently necessary.” And this is a necessity of another kind than that of the nation or of the state; in relation to it, both are only relative, only passageways to it. Yes, I too have “conquered nationalism,” but certainly not in favor of the idea of the state (étatism?). At this point in human history, a nation can only be a relative ideal: to the extent that it serves the birth of the new humanity. But the same applies to the state; yea, even much more precisely and exclusively. I can only hint at this here. At any rate, perhaps these cursory words could indicate to you that there exists a different experience of these years, a different lesson derived from them, a different “conquest of nationalism” inspired by them—and a different conception, generated by them, of our task as Jews. As editor I feel obliged to accord space to your expression of opinion, but as a Zionist I feel obliged to oppose it emphatically.

189. Franz Werfel to Martin Buber
« February 15, 1917 »

Dearest Martin Buber,

A thousand thanks for your good letter. It is a deep happiness for me to know that true life exists between us. I am already quite brittle and done for from bondage to constructs, from effort and sacrifice wasted on sham goals. […]

What I mean by Christianity is leading one’s life according to the example of Christ, an imitatio Christi, not following the Passion, which is only the highest, purest example, but translating this life into the given case. You understand me. What is involved is not the Gospels, not dogmas, tenets, or this or that denomination, but the spirit, which was there an infinitely long time before Jesus and will be there an infinitely long time after Christ, in times that perhaps will no longer know his name. The Passion and his sayings only stand in the middle and are the strongest crystallization of this spirit. It is apparently historically correct that Christianity is a deeply vital form of Judaism, perhaps even more than that, the polarization of it, the eternal protest, the revolution against the Law. […]

190. Martin Buber to Gustav Landauer
« Heppenheim, March 4, 1917 »

Dear Landauer:

I will gladly publish your commentary on “Christian [and Christian, Jewish and Jewish]”374 in the March issue; but I beg you to let me cut the final sentence about pharisaism. I grant you, the term is established and unmistakable; but don’t you think that we Jews should not go along with this tendentious distortion of a concept by the Evangelists, at least not when Jewish matters are under discussion, so that the real historical Pharisees are inadvertently associated with the term? If you would read the (excellent) book by the Protestant theologian Herford375 on the Pharisees, you would understand why the rehabilitation of the perushim376—to whom one of Jesus’ noblest predecessors, Hillel,377 belonged—is a matter of such concern to me. […]

191. Werner Kraft to Martin Buber
« Ilten, March 11, 1917 »

Dear Herr Buber:

If Hölderlin had experienced our times, he would not have written that letter to his brother [at the beginning of 1801] in which he links the idea of peace and the German heart. Instead, he would have broken down sooner and fallen silent, just as has happened today to the unfortunate Georg Trakl.378 The judgment of God would have choked off his song, at least made him mute in the face of youth who make God “roar” and defile antiquity. I cannot judge the value of your journal, with its patently political and factual orientation. But the fact that you cannot do without such associates and in all seriousness believe that these farces, blasphemies, and aspirations of little minds [kleiner Geistes] in the name of the Spirit [des Geistes] actually serve the cause of Judaism—this gruesome possibility cannot but provide a clue, even to someone who would rather not know as yet, to the cultural direction in which we are moving. The guilt of the Jews swells; the German heart atrophies. The last person whom this spirit—of latent paralysis—has ruined is named Franz Werfel—an unimaginably cruel tragedy, though none of our contemporaries has yet seen it. “A poem is good until we find out who wrote it”—since you cannot do without art in your journal, I should like to call your attention to the fact that the name of Karl Kraus379—a prodigious figure, at once a Jew and a man of the highest aims—has to this day been mentioned but once in your journal, and moreover by that Max Brod, who above all others should hold his peace, especially when he reminds one of certain pages of Die Fackel.380 But my purpose in writing is neither to defend nor to accuse. Rather, I am impelled by the innermost need of my heart to profess before you that I am a German Jew in the new sense of this phrase, one who must establish the freedom of his existence for himself, because the Jews keep him from Judaism. I love Kraus because he suffers the world conflict of the spirit as a man who with glorious wholeness is rooted in the Word. I love him also because he is the only Jew I know who is organically bound to the German heart, because he himself possesses one. His problem, given the spinelessness he is largely responsible for exposing, cannot yet be addressed.

But the German writer who will heal German art—if any faith in the good still exists—is Rudolf Borchardt,381 whose sacred name will not be found in a journal that counts Julius Bab382 among its contributors, and it would be more than disillusioning if his name nevertheless were to be found there.

Should you have the courage to publish this letter in your journal, I would be grateful to you. The bitterness in my heart, which could no longer be contained, has compelled me to write it. Since it is not directed to you alone, it is for you to provide it with a wider audience.

192. Martin Buber to Werner Kraft
« Heppenheim, March 15, 1917 »

Dear Herr Kraft:

If I understand your somewhat unclear letter correctly, you are bitter about the following:




1. that Franz Werfel is among the contributors to Der Jude;

2. that Karl Kraus is mentioned in it only once; and

3. that Rudolf Borchardt is not mentioned at all.





Let me dispose of the second of these three points at once. I commissioned an essay on Kraus from a contributor months ago (it is announced in the twelfth issue, which is just about to come out); but I have done so only because I esteem Kraus, not because I regarded him as “a prodigious figure, at once a Jew and a man of the highest aims”; having the highest aims is no prodigy in a Jew, but is his nature. The opposite, which is the only aspect you seem to be acquainted with, is merely a form of degeneracy.

On the other hand, I will gladly take note of your bitterness on the other two points. I must, however, deny that it has any objective basis.

My thought that “in inner development, mastery and power accrue only to that artist who is worthy of his art”383 was repeated by Kraus three years later in a wittier but less true formulation. I could apply it to Werfel as well as to Borchardt, but from a more comprehensive knowledge of both than you evidently possess.

Borchardt does not belong in Der Jude. Not as an individual, since in our first conversation several years ago he explicitly informed me that he was not of Jewish blood, contrary to my earlier assumption. And not in his principles either, since, to give only one example, a year and a half ago in our last conversation, in describing how the war was going, he declared to me and several others that “we” would “smash Russia.” I feel that I have nothing in common either with this “we” or with this smashing.

Werfel does belong in Der Jude, both as an individual, since he has strongly and unequivocally professed Judaism, and in his principles, since nothing he has ever said, so far as I know, belies his grandly Jewish dictum about the good man’s standing amid “the pyre of life.”

I do not assume that you will understand what I am saying here about the Jewish spirit; since the Jews, as you put it, keep you from Judaism, you apparently have not studied Judaism at all. The Jews no more keep me from Judaism than human beings—whatever the nature of the human documents that may come my way—keep me from humanity.

To speak your language, I lack the courage to publish your letter in my journal; or to speak mine, I lack the opinion that it is of sufficient consequence.

193. Werner Kraft to Martin Buber
« Ilten, March 17, 1917 »

Dear Dr. Buber:

Did you think I really intended to write a broadside against you? Now that I have your icy letter in hand, I keep thinking to the point of pain about the fact that nowadays apparently nobody exists who can recognize the voice of the heart even where it is expressed, and must be expressed, impurely. What did you think were my reasons for writing my letter as I did? Did it not bear the heart’s distress on its brow? And could it have run differently if it were to express truly the fact that my bitterness could no longer be contained? And it could no longer be contained and it will never be possible to contain it. But you did not care to explore the sources of the pain of my youthful existence; instead, you rejected me and did not even try to conceal your contempt for a person whom “the Jews keep from Judaism.”

Because I am very young and stand helpless and questioning, shuddering at the alternatives before me, you undoubtedly are right to answer a more than unclear, a desperate letter, clearly and coldly. And I am replying only because it is unbearable to me to be despised by someone without deserving it.

Profound and holy passion for German art guided my pen when my letter to you missed its target, because you misunderstood it, and today, when by the hardest personal sacrifices I have obtained possession of Tacitus’s Germania in the Borchardt translation, I am all the less inclined to take leave of the man to whom I owe my whole existence. What disturbed me was not that Kraus was mentioned only once in your journal, but that he was mentioned by Max Brod in such a shameless manner (I cannot call it anything else). And what I said against Werfel was not directed at the Jew but at the poet, concerning whom I harbor a deep and terrible doubt, which grieves me all the more because I once loved Werfel inexpressibly and love him still. But his decline can no longer be overlooked, and I attribute it to his Judaism ever since I have had the privilege of coming to know Kraus in all his purity, and in this connection the tremendously true polemic that Kraus has been waging against him for some time is to me merely the corroboration of my own doubt, which I arrived at by a totally different route. Can you really continue to believe in the vocation of a person who can derive his inspiration simultaneously from Dante and [Walt] Whitman, and who can bring himself to speak of the “nest of maggots in my heart,” or “knowing myself to be ill born,” of “the infinite weakness in my spinal cord”? Is that piety? Goodness? Jewishness? Purity? A single one of Kraus’s poems—which attains the same height as [Goethe’s] “Lynkeus, the Watchman of the Tower,” who sings of his “fortunate eyes”—tells me that I am right, and if a human being had to become a man in order to sound such pure, childlike, and devout notes as those of the “Journey to the Valley of Fex,” then Werfel’s poetry, because it lacks all specific authority, is an artificial, false, corrupting, ugly novelty which altogether deserves his own nasty epigram: “To invoke in words is to evoke lies.”

Health is the goal of humanity, of the people and of the artist. Knowledge, the sphere of the philosophers, becomes a scourge when it serves as a substitute for the poet’s original heart. Friedrich Nietzsche was very sick and created a philosophy of the warrior. But Werfel has superficially an extremely rugged constitution and insights that make not him but his language sick: “latent [syphilitic] paralysis” is a metaphor that strikes to the very depths of a frightful spiritual condition, one that I find unfathomable. Consider that the poet Albert Ehrenstein has said in a poem, “I love the filth!” Consider that horrible story of Franz Kafka, Metamorphosis,384 which should have been forbidden by government fiat. Think of Stefan George’s Star of the Covenant,385 from which all evil comes, in which a person speaks of “God’s red blood”!! That I have suffered through such experiences should say something in my favor, and the realization that there is at least one person who resists the influences of the spirit of the age should induce you to take back those expressions of your contempt. No, I no longer have any confidence in these young people, all of whom forever have the same thoughts with variations, and in the final analysis I should only have disregarded them and tried silently to assert my own views, trusting in the truth. But I have found that impossible: nowadays the spirit of the age has a double who long ago killed its originator. If this form of expression sounds mystical to you, it is the most frightfully real experience to me, and I cannot voice the menace of it any more plainly.

Against that, I provisionally pose my efforts to think only what is thinkable, to exclude generalities and symbols, to see and to feel. All that, I believe, is the privilege of the German heart: Goethe and Hölderlin. That is why Rudolf Borchardt now seems to me so great, so pure, so manly and exact; he is the poet separated from the politician, yet both, and no philosopher. Here is a man great in his achievement, who stands alone, unmatched by any of his contemporaries. Now, too, you will understand why I have “not yet studied Judaism”: I am neither a writer nor an artist, but a person who is striving—I cannot choose the objects of my heart, but to this day it has sufficed me to know that I am linked to Judaism by bonds of love through the immortal heart of my father. I cannot say what will happen later. Up to now I have met few Jews, aside from my brother, in whose worth I can believe with a pure heart. All the others belong to the category whom Kraus took to task in the “prayer to the sun of Gibeon”: Jews keep me from living and therefore from Judaism. For if “degeneracy”—as you call it—has power, the good must atone for it […] and the good—who are in no way egotists in their feelings and enjoyments, but want to live as people among people—no longer have any place left for themselves on this earth.

And before I close I should like to call your attention to a last interrelationship. Werfel’s phrase about “the pyre of life,” in the midst of which the good man stands, is contained in a poem that glorifies—Kraus. The truth of this poem today strikes back at its creator. Now I bring this letter to a close, with the sole wish that you will eventually recognize the purity of my motives.

I can bear and understand everything in your letter except for the one sentence: “The Jews no more keep me from Judaism than human beings—whatever the nature of the human documents that may come my way—keep me from humanity.” You have deeply offended me! Nevertheless, my heart’s distress is so great that I would gladly tell you more about myself if you were prepared to hear me. I need and seek such a person; for never has one who aims at high things stood by the wayside so poverty-stricken.

Consider also the times in which we are suffering and that our nerves often give way despite our better judgment.

Looking forward with eager anticipation to your reply. […]

194. Martin Buber to Franz Werfel
« March 17, 1917 »

Dear Franz Werfel, Beyond the verbal disagreements in our conversation, there is one essential matter in which I think we agree. The great Christians—Paul, Augustine, Thomas, Luther—all believed what the last of these four rudely and plainly blurted out: that God is hostile to those who “are so bold that they want to purify themselves by their own efforts.” And opposed to that is the Jewish saying more than a thousand years older than Luther, but raised like a rock against this view: “They help him who comes to purify himself.”386 “They” means the helpful divine powers. Which of these two sayings holds the truth? It seems to me that you are sharing the same experience with me: God reveals himself in your urge to develop, not in your waiting for grace. And in saying this, am I really only saying something about you and me? If God needs me, does he need me to wait for him or to prepare the way for him? And how could I possibly grasp what the Christians find so easy to grasp, that God does not need me! That I have been made for a plaything and not for a perfecting! It is not I who wait, but God waits to be able to say to me, to you, to every individual human being what, according to the account in the Gospel according to the Hebrews,387 the Spirit said to Jesus when in baptism he raised him to sonship: Fili mi, in omnibus prophetis expectabam te, ut venires et requiescerem in te. Tu enim es requies mea.388 No, my friend, nothing is imposed upon us by God; everything is expected of us. And you rightly say: It lies within our choice whether we want to live the true life: in order to perfect him in our uniqueness. But according to the Christian teaching, which has turned the meaning and the ground of Jesus upside down, nothing lies within our choice; rather, everything depends on whether or not we have been elected. Our teaching is: It is not a question of whether He has elected me, but that I have elected Him. For it is truly not His business to elect and to reject. Whereas the teaching that calls itself Christian hinders men, by referring them to divine grace, from making that decision which Jesus proclaimed, that metanoeite,389 which we once talked about in the streets of the city of Leipzig (at that time I had not yet learned from bitter experience the profundity of that summons). Therefore I mean to and will fight for Jesus and against Christianity. […]

195. Martin Buber to Werner Kraft
« Heppenheim, March 20, 1917 »

Dear Herr Kraft:

I don’t want you to be waiting in vain for my reply, and it will be different from the last one because your letter is different. Initially, you wanted to attack—whatever your reasons may have been, that is what you wanted—and since this obviously is in keeping with neither your character nor your talent, your tone was impure and provoked anger. Now that you want nothing more than to communicate, an authentic voice speaks to me, and to that I cannot close my ears.

Beforehand, however, I want to say to you what I properly withheld from the writer of the previous letter: that that letter could not help striking me as a grotesque (that is what I meant) human document, with its references to the courage of publishing it and to the unique—prodigiously unique—Jew who aimed at the highest. In order to explain that to you, I would have to tell you the story of seventeen years. But perhaps you will be able to guess what I mean if, in that selfsame Der Jude you wrote about, you read two pages of the article entitled “A Book of Heroes” (issue 10).390

I understand very well what troubles you about Werfel. But everything you cite can be attributed—I assure you of this on the basis of my knowledge of him—to the fact that he sometimes writes poems the way you sometimes write letters: out of despair. But when I realized this, the only conclusion I drew was the one I now draw in your case: that in this situation what matters is to help.

You are doing something very bad: you tear lines out of the living body of a poem and pass judgment on these lines written by a young fellow, probably almost the same age as yourself, who is certainly healthy, but dissatisfied with himself with a passion that makes up for all sickness, and eager to develop. You will find the adequate poetic documentation of this state of mind in the sixteen poems I mean to publish in the April issue of Der Jude.391

It is not true that health is the aim of humanity, of the people, of the artist. Health can never be anything but a prerequisite, not an aim. The aim can only be perfection; any other word taken from the human realm is too constricting.

For the rest, it is not “knowledge” that distinguishes Werfel from Kraus, but their direction, the direction of Werfel’s dissatisfaction. Kraus has been spared the task of having to deal with himself in his creative work. The introspective Kraus bore the name of Weininger.392 In the second of my Three Addresses,393 I have shown how all that is connected with Judaism. It is not to the discredit of any Jew if, at a certain stage of his life, he is dissatisfied not with human beings (as is Kraus) but with himself.

It is my view that no Jew can advance to illumination, which is superior to “culture” [Geist], unless he follows the road that leads through a grasp of his own duality, that is, of the Judaism within him and the task it imposes of arriving at unity. No path to that end is to be found in already existing German unity—he must act out of his unity, in order to find it. Granted, it may happen that he cannot advance beyond the tragic state he discovers along this path of his, and he will be devoured by the insatiable tragedy (as Weininger was). But that outcome does not refute the necessity for the path; rather, it proves that necessity.

Today I want to add only this, that I am and shall always be glad to listen to you. But you should first ask yourself whether what you are suffering may not lie within yourself.

196. Franz Kafka to Martin Buber
« April 22, 1917 »

My dear Herr Doktor,

My reply has been delayed for a few days because the items had to be copied. I am sending twelve pieces. Two of them, “The New Advocate” and “A Country Doctor,” are at present with Marsyas.394 If, however, precisely these two pieces should seem to you usable, I can recall them from Marsyas; that will probably not be too difficult. All these pieces and some others are to be published sometime in the future as a book, collectively entitled Responsibility.395

197. Franz Werfel to Martin Buber
« [May 1917] »

Dear Martin Buber, I have been wanting almost daily to write to you all this while. But I never had the time to do so. Above all, I must tell you that what you wrote about me396 strikes me as true and has formed into a self-insight of which I previously had only a vague inkling. Don’t be alarmed, but this is a link in the chain of my self-condemnation. I am glad that the exposed part of my nature stands before you without mendacity, that without having to force yourself you recognize it and nevertheless have a good word for it.

Should I tell you that every word I write is frightful to me, like a sin, like a distortion, like a vain self-deception? My more deeply conscious hours by day are full of such unhappiness. I long to escape from all words, and yet I have nothing but these clouds that descend upon life and reality. Woe to me, I who have no pact with the world, for which reason I cannot at bottom believe in it and nevertheless do not have the strength to renounce it. It is a misfortune for me that my poems have not remained hidden. Then my fate might have been much more radical. Frequently, everything from outside that affects me strikes me as a curious mistake; at other times, I again see the purpose and providence that in the past I have dimly glimpsed in many of the events of my life. Forgive my talking about myself, but all this is a somewhat confused postscript to your own words. I feel the fate of the galut397 Jew as overwhelmingly powerful within myself, but cannot buoy myself up with hysterically rancorous arguments, as do so many of our acquaintances. Incidentally, I know very well that what matters is not self-acceptance or self-rejection, but immediacy, creativity, and reality, which are certainly alive in us—and fighting for character and winning that fight against the demons whispering words in our ears.

My heartfelt thanks for your words, and likewise for your agreement about the case of Kraus.398 Please don’t mind all the I’s in this letter.

198. Franz Kafka to Martin Buber
« Prague, May 12, 1917 »

Dear Herr Doktor,

Many thanks for your friendly letter. So I shall be published in Der Jude after all, and always thought that impossible. May I ask you not to call the pieces parables; they are not really parables. If they are to have any overall title at all, the best might be: “Two Animal Stories.”399

199. Stefan Zweig to Martin Buber
« Vienna, May 25, 1917 »

Dear Herr Buber:

I want to thank you for your letter, which was illuminating to me in many respects; I felt profoundly in sympathy with it even where I had to oppose it. I see from what you say, and even more from the essay you so kindly sent me,400 that you now make a kind of realpolitik the basis of your endeavors, possibly reversing your original intentions—if I understood those intentions correctly years ago, in Herzl’s time and later on. But of course I respect every change of views on your part as a necessary development, even if it diverges perpendicularly from my own. My position on the Jewish question, which in the past may well have been unclear because I unconsciously fended off any preoccupation with this problem, has in the course of time become remarkably precise. What previously I vaguely sensed, and have confirmed by ten years of a wandering life, is the value of absolute freedom to choose among nations, to feel oneself a guest everywhere, to be both participant and mediator. This supranational feeling of freedom from the madness of a fanatical world has saved me psychologically during these trying times, and I feel with gratitude that it is Judaism that has made this supranational freedom possible for me. I consider nationalistic ideas, and in fact the idea of any kind of restriction, as dangerous. The concept that Judaism should establish itself in the real world actually seems to me a debasement and a renunciation of its highest mission. Perhaps the purpose of Jewry is to show through the centuries that communion is possible even without soil, merely as the consequence of blood and spirit, merely by means of the Word and the faith. And for us to give up this uniqueness means to me voluntarily surrendering a high office which history has conferred upon us, closing a book that was written on a thousand pages but still has room for thousands upon thousands of years of pilgrimage. Perhaps this conviction of mine has sprung from a profound pessimism about all realities, from mistrust of everything that seeks to establish itself in the real world rather than preserve itself in the spirit, in faith, in the ideal. And it may be no accident that the people, the reality, seemed to you so unformed, so unorganized and impotent in the fragment of my work I sent to you. For what guided those passages consciously and unconsciously was the intention of showing the masses as a power shaped by words, not knowing its own mind and bowing to every will, the best and the worst. But I would have to send you the entire play401 to show you how deliberately this passivity and this state of confusion are carried out.

Just because I personally have no faith in the achievement of a national community, in the rebuilding of an ancient nation into a new one, does not mean that I lack respect for those who devote themselves to the creative effort of building one. Czech literature, and Hungarian literature as well, show how dead languages can be artificially revived by the exertion of a national will, and perhaps in hundreds and hundreds of years there will actually arise, in a real Jerusalem, the kind of cultural works you long for and are trying to create. But neither of us will live to see it, so that in the final analysis it is for you no more than an idea, just like my idea of the spiritual Jerusalem; your ideal of the homeland can be realized only in the distant future, just like my ideal of eternal homelessness. Yours certainly has the advantage in that it releases forces, ties longings to realities and purposefulness, whereas my ideal may only have been a personal consolation, since for years I have felt the conflict of nations to be utterly senseless; perhaps a few others who share that belief will likewise find comfort in it. I am very happy that these matters do not cause a rift between us and that I can love you exactly as if you fully agreed with me, that I can nevertheless look forward with gladness to sending you my entire work, my entire confession, before long.

200. Martin Buber to Salman Schocken
« Heppenheim, June 23, 1917 »

Dear Herr Schocken:

[…] I am more and more disposed to publish the issue after next of Der Jude as a double number. The remarkable material that has accumulated has prompted the idea, for it absolutely invites the sort of format we had in No. 1/2. Among the items are articles by Sombart402 (thoughts on the relationship of Jews and the Jewish religion to capitalism; he himself offered it; he says he wants to clear up all sorts of misunderstandings), by Constantin Brunner (on the Jewish race), by Jerusalem403 (on the cultural value of Judaism), by Landauer (on The Merchant of Venice). But the decisive factor for me is the personal reason that there will be no vacation for me if I do not manage to set Der Jude aside for a few weeks. According to my doctor’s opinion and my own feeling, I am badly in need of a vacation, although my acute illness has improved. And setting Der Jude aside for a few weeks is possible only through putting out a double issue, and moreover one that will leave some time free before the next has to be put together (which was not the case with 1/2). I am by no means overlooking the fact that several of the points you raised argue against a double issue. But, on the other hand, there is the factor that an issue such as this 5/6 might well exert a powerful influence on subscribers and nonsubscribers alike. […]

201. Franz Kafka to Martin Buber
« Prague, June 28, 1917 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

Assuming that you intend to continue publishing nonfiction, I think the enclosed poems404 important for Der Jude, and if not these particular poems, at any rate the writer himself and other work by him. A word from you would mean a great deal to him.

202. Franz Kafka to Martin Buber
« [Prague] July 20, 1917 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

I received your letter just as I was leaving for a short journey; it accompanied me in Vienna and Budapest. “Something that one cannot name” and “which would be useful to all these”—there are no truer words.

In Vienna I talked with Rudolf Fuchs; he will send you some other things as soon as he can, but his manuscripts are in Prague and he must have them forwarded. For the present, I am enclosing a small item by him.

In Budapest I happened to run into an old friend, a Yiddish actor.405 Would you be interested in receiving an article for Der Jude, written from the heart of personal experience, on the situation, that is the distress, that is the mental distress (for the real distress is almost counterbalanced by the long years of habituation to hardship) of the Yiddish actor? My friend might be competent and certainly would be most eager to write such an article.

203. Franz Kafka to Martin Buber
« Prague, August 3, 1917 »

Dear Dr. Buber:

The scene by Fuchs actually was left out; I am herewith enclosing it.406 In addition a few poems by Ernst Feigl.407 I truly don’t meant to press you; Feigl doesn’t even know I am sending the poems (although we spoke about the matter once and he would of course be overjoyed if you liked them); besides, for the foreseeable future he is the last writer I can introduce to you. Your reception of Fuchs was so friendly that I thought Feigl is also worth your attention.

Since you want to see the actor’s recollections I shall try to obtain them in the best possible shape from my friend—Yitzhak Löwy is his name. However, he is an unpredictable person; if he musters all his powers he might produce, I think, a richly characteristic work. But it is equally possible that he will produce something hardly usable, or that—in spite of the enthusiasm with which he greeted the plan in Budapest—he will not write it at all. For that reason I would ask you not to count on this article in planning your next few issues. At any rate I shall write at once, as soon as I hear anything specific.

204. Viktor Chaim Arlosoroff to Martin Buber
« Berlin, September 28, 1917 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

In the same mail you will receive a selection of my poems; may I ask you to give them your attention. Before I consider exposing them to a public, I am turning to you, whom I revere and admire as the leader of the younger generation of Jews, and asking your advice, for I am uncertain of my own value. I proudly count myself among those whom your words have led back to our ancient, struggling, ever-renewing, wonderful people. You have shown me the goal that Zion means to me, intellectually and in reality. I have experienced the wonder of the Hebrew language, but German still remains the medium for my expression of thought and feeling. Whether Hebrew will ever become that, I do not know. I am still very young, but I hope that you will take this neither as an advantage nor a disadvantage, neither as an excuse nor a condemnation.

As a result, my poems are young also. But they diverge significantly from the mode of the present-day “youngsters.” I recognize full well that the work of the latter also possesses merit. They are trying to sketch all the psychic and physical aspects of the life of the present time. Every generation of course creates its art as the expression of itself. That is the general historical meaning of art. But does the fulfillment of this task require such total verbal confusion, such extremes of incomprehensibility? I am convinced that the whole group of literati who have today gathered around Der Sturm,408 etc., is just as worthless and perishable as the earliest generation of extreme naturalists. Is art supposed to be the affair of a sect, of a band of mystically kindred aristocrats, or is it the priceless treasure of a nation, and thus of humanity? Moreover, for me art still means the objectifying of being through the medium of subjective experience and not that untrammeled (likewise aristocratic) subjectifying of things and events which is still found even in the best of the “youngsters,” Franz Werfel.

I also believe that the “youngsters” are missing their target with regard to form (this does not apply to Werfel). Yes, one must have a chaos within oneself to be able to give birth to the dancing star. But the god-artist shapes the chaos, imposes a meaning—his meaning—upon the meaningless existent matter, creates form by intuition and law. And so to my mind our task must be to go on developing the form on the basis of the existing evolution of German poetry until it becomes adequate for dealing with modern contents.

So I beg you, dear Herr Doktor, to pardon me for this claim on your time and to judge my ability severely. In this realm, too, please point out to me ways, purposes, and goals—by your words you will be deciding a part of my future.

205. Martin Buber to Salman Schocken
« Heppenheim, October 4, 1917 »

Dear Herr Schocken:

As I hear from Dr. Präger,409 Der Jude will continue to be printed at Brandstetter’s.410 That facilitates my work; I was afraid that a transfer would create complications. However, I have been considerably upset by another message: Kaznelson,411 whom I counted on to become a member of the editorial board, has been elected secretary of the Austrian Congress movement412 and therefore will not be moving to Heidelberg for the foreseeable future. I don’t know of anyone to take his place. The matter is important to me, because the work on the journal, due to the quantity of incoming mail and inquiries of all sorts, is becoming more and more exhausting, and I no longer know how I can do justice to it without risking either my health or my literary work. Hiring an assistant who lacks specific knowledge and experience would not be any escape from this predicament, and, as I’ve said, aside from Kaznelson I know of no available person who has the necessary qualifications. Perhaps you will have some advice for me. I would feel better if I had some prospect of relief for the spring; but to enter the journal’s third year with the same amount of work, or rather with an amount that has meanwhile increased in the same proportions as before, is an almost unbearable thought. What is needed is someone who among other things could act as my deputy for a few weeks every so often; for otherwise, the correspondence piles up when I am traveling, as it did recently, in an even more forbidding fashion. […]

206. Martin Buber to Viktor Chaim Arlosoroff
« Heppenheim, October 12, 1917 »

Dear Sir:

The impression I have from the poems you sent me is not definite enough to permit me any conclusive judgment. One thing is unquestionably present: authentic poetic mood. But from the material at hand I cannot yet see whether an independent capacity for expression is also present—if so, it has not yet been cultivated. I felt this most strongly in the “Race of Jews”: what a subject, and how passionately felt—yet not truly given form, for, in casting it in the German imitation of the ballad, you have not taken that handed-down form and imposed an original development on it. Instead, you have merely taken over the existing form, and the simple greatness of a picture bathed in silence, which might have arisen out of the combination of subject and passion, has been destroyed in the bud by the bad traditions of that overripe form, by its sensational structure and bland rhythm which are aimed wholly at achieving suspense. You yourself postulate creative form, or in other words that the experience will create its own body; but most of the time that is precisely what is still absent in your poems: for the sympathetic reader, they are indications of the experience but not its embodiment. In saying this, I naturally do not mean to and cannot pronounce any judgment upon your potentialities; but it seems apparent to me that the road from what you have shown me to poetic fulfillment could only lead through crisis and a new beginning.

I have assumed that I can reward the confidence you express in your letter only by unqualified sincerity.

207. Martin Buber to County Judge S.413
« November 26, 1917 »

You write that “after all, nothing should stand in the way of regarding Jesus as the world’s Messiah, who has brought purified Judaism to a world needing liberation from its idolatry.” That is a totally Lutheran idea, which I must categorically reject. Even the phrase “nothing should stand in the way” seems to me wholly inapplicable to religious decisions. The religious person grasps a religious truth not because nothing stands in its way but because his soul is overwhelmed and illuminated by it. But the content is more important still. Anyone who liberates “the world,” more properly, some part of humanity, from idolatry, has no claim to the name of “the world’s Messiah,” whether his name is Jesus or Buddha, Zarathustra or Lao-tse. Such an epithet is appropriate only for one who has redeemed the world. Purification of religious feelings, monotheization, Christianization—all this does not mean the redemption of humanity. Redemption is a transformation of the whole of life from its very bottom, of the life of all individuals and all communities. The world is unredeemed—don’t you feel that, as I do, in every drop of blood? Don’t you feel as I do that the messianic cannot be something that has happened, something that can be localized to a particular spot in past history, but only something toward which we gaze when we look into infinity, when we await eternity; that as an ideal it is beyond empiricism; we can work every hour of the day to bring it about, but it is also directly given to us, as untouchable as God himself and as indubitably living as he is—the absolute future? Is it possible that this primal Jewish feeling, which is at the root of Jewish religiosity, this faith in fulfillment at the end of days, which nothing transitory can anticipate but toward which all that is transitory may and ought to work, has been torn out of your heart? I said that the gulf on this point cannot be bridged; what I mean is: there is no bridge here for me to reach you—and for you to reach me. Won’t you query yourself at the deepest level? Permit me to conclude for today with this alpha.

208. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« [From the army in the field] November 28, 1917 »

Dear Herr Buber:

My warmest thanks for your kindness in sending both your new books.414 Although we are now in the midst of considerable turmoil here, I read them at once and found them warmly refreshing, especially the afterword to the Chuang-tse, which I had not read for a long time.415 This time I was particularly troubled by the “doctrine” of “not-doing,” which stands in opposition to all activity, in fact even to everything one does oneself. I know, of course, that “not-doing” is not inactivity, but only a mode of drawing action out of the deepest ground of being, in contrast to the busyness of the superficial ego. But although no contradiction exists theoretically, in practice the boundary between right action and harmful bustle is exceedingly difficult to define; especially for us who are rooted in Judaism and demand the highest activity from ourselves and others, and are now being asked to let this activity pour out of a serene, self-sufficient psyche which can be stirred by nothing external, which reposes, pacified, in the ground of the universe. Doesn’t it rather seem that only discontent, even despair, can confer the strength for action?

Are you aware of the extent to which the “doctrine,” especially the doctrine of the nonexistence of duty, coincides with Fichte’s later writings, especially those of 1812 (Science of Knowledge and Ethics)?416 If I had time and peace, how glad I would be to work on this!

Did you receive my letter of early October about several questions concerning the Messiah?417 […]

209. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, December 4, 1917 »

Dear Herr Bergmann:

[…] Just this for today: my conception of the Messiah and my faith in the Messiah are the ancient Jewish beliefs as they are expressed in, say, IV Ezra 13:26: he through whom God intends to redeem the Creation, and ibid., 6:27: then evil is eradicated and deception is annihilated. Hence it can never be regarded as the ascent of a human being to God, the rebirth of a human being as a messianic event, but only as the redeeming function of a human being. In the redeeming function, the redeeming act of the messianic human being, the absolute future is being prepared in the present, in every present. The consummation of that absolute future is beyond the reach of our consciousness—like God; the fact that it takes place is accessible to our consciousness—like the experience of God in each human being. I believe in the fulfillment at the end of days which nothing transitory can anticipate but toward which all that is transitory may and ought to work. Such as the “thousand forms” in which the Messiah passes “over the suns, over the earths”; “dispersed in inexpressible vastness, he everywhere guards the growth of the soul, lifts the fallen sparks from infinite depths.”418 But this is evidence that the consummation is nothing that happens, nothing that can be localized to a particular spot in past history—and that it equally cannot be reduced from a universal process to a process within an I—even though the universal process has to be experienced within the ego (as self-redemption, as awakening of the adam kadmon,419 as you so finely and truthfully put it) if the ego is to mature for its task of redemption: this is the temporal testing and representation of that extratemporal experience, and in this sense time is greater than eternity. If the Messiah son of David requires life and not dominion over the nations, that means: not power of God but duration for men, not “time” but space for his deed. It seems to me this can mean nothing else.

Now, I grant it is apparent that in the primitive Christian community the psychological process that took place was—in its “projection”—regarded as the eventuated redemption of the world, in fact even as the eventuated redemption of God, who according to a fragment of that gospel quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionitae420 found his requies [repose] in Christ. But persistent experience with the unredeemed world, the—as you say—continuing history of mankind, which goes its way with all its confusions, forced the believers to divide Christ into he who had come and he who would come, and to wait for the Paraclete421 as the real completer of the redemption, the one who would make redemption visible. This meant the splitting of the temporal aspect of existence into something within and something without. Such splitting is at odds with the Jewish faith in the Messiah, which regards the messianic function of man to be, in addition to absolute fulfillment, an indissoluble blending of within and without, “rising of the sparks” and raising of humanity. More some other time.

210. Karl Wolfskehl to Martin Buber
« December 10, 1917 »

Dear Friend, Stirred by these most stirring of days, I have to thank you, with joy and longing to see you and full of expectation: how will our fate unfold,422 how will the promisers attain their own aims if they keep their promises? The end of things seems imminent: Israel is returning; the old grandsons of the Old Patriarchs are closing the circle. I am acutely restless, and the staff in my house jerks toward me like the executioner’s sword when it scents a fresh drenching of blood. How late is the clock? Is the news only a phantom risen up out of the dreary phantasms of these times, the shadow of hopes, a final leave-taking, the last flicker before the light goes out, or is it real, is it a vision of what will really be, what now lies before us? Is the temple of the worlds so close? Your efforts in these times have brought you so close to me, and how I wish I were with you right now—now when I feel myself so utterly alone in the midst of people. What is your opinion of the present attitude of its instruments?—leaders they are not. What do you say to the fearful silence of the German Zionists in the midst of the storm that England’s declaration has whipped up? I am no Zionist because I do not believe in historical maxims, but my blood cries out and rebels these days, for now the great crisis of mankind has also stepped under our star and shield,423 and it sways in the new night. I still recall how I once said to you in the course of one of our nights: All I want to know is whether God really spoke to Moses out of the burning bush, and you urged me to see reality as it must be seen, not prosaically and not metaphorically, and I kept coming back to my “really.” Today I tell you that this “really” is that state of being which exists beyond all provability, the state of being in which living and knowing become one, become the space in which dwells the form that sometimes seems to me to glimmer out of the sorrow and the rubble of these times. More than this I cannot say, dare not say. […]

211. Carl Buber to Martin Buber
« Grand Hotel, Vienna [probably end of 1917] »

Dear Martin,

In reading your confessions,424 some grave doubts came to my mind. For one, the description of your development will hardly be accepted, and the expression on this page, “I became aware of the vocation,” etc., is all wrong: you are virtually announcing yourself as the Messiah. That cannot possibly stand, and would everywhere create enemies for you, to whom you yourself are handing a weapon against you. […]

It seems to me that this piece does not properly fit into all of your previous work.

212. Martin Buber to Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport
« Heppenheim, January 28, 1918 »

Dear Dr. Rappeport:

[…] I’ll inform you as soon as the date for my trip to Vienna is settled. Probably I shall be delivering an address to young people on May 18, a lecture (a critical discussion of Europe) on May 25, and on the 26th will be reading from new hasidic stories. […] I’ll hardly be able to come to Berlin in February, both because of my health in conjunction with the weather and the like, and also because I do not want to lose any of the short time with Raffi.425 But if there is any possibility at all of your coming to Germany, how would it be if you realized that the trip to Heppenheim takes only three hours longer than to Berlin? Aside from all the other matters, which I need say nothing about, you might at this moment exert an influence on Raffi that could be important for his whole life and which I as his father cannot exert. Will you fully understand this? I am deeply worried about this still wholly unfinished, wholly uncrystallized boy whom I must let go off into this world of confusion.

I still have a few Judaica items for you.

One is whether you would care to review Nathan Birnbaum’s book God’s People426 for Der Jude. Basically he attacks us [Zionists] in the book, both the religious and the nonreligious among us; he seems to confound or want to confound us with one of the common “religious movements” of a literary nature. I cannot reply to him because I believe I no longer have the right (for specific reasons) to write polemically about religious matters. Would you do it in my stead? There is, by the way, a good deal that is worth noting and appreciating in the essay: however, the affirmative proposals (“guardianship of faith,” etc.) are dreadful. It is necessary to show why return [to Orthodoxy] is not appropriate for us—that it would mean only a flight from the hic Rhodos427—and that our indefinite waiting is something quite different from literature. If you want to write that and do not have the book yet, ask the publisher, Löwit Verlag, to send you a review copy.

The other item concerns a book of essays directed against the threatening intrusion of the European malady (mercantilism, imperialism, etc.—in a word: covetousness) into an incipient Jewish Palestine; a book that does not restrict itself to merely negative views, but is intended to provide a picture of a community in the Land of Israel that will be worthy of human beings—a community that will be worthy of God. I would like to ask you for a contribution to it—if possible a contribution on a specific subject; it would be good if the contributions supplemented one another in their contents.428

213. Stefan Zweig to Martin Buber
« Zurich [undated]429 »

Dear Herr Buber, Here is Rolland’s article.430 It is the second of a series intended to inform the French about German works written in a European spirit; that is the reason for the long summary of the plot (which, incidentally, you may shorten). But since there has been nothing about the play in Der Jude, perhaps this account may do. No fee is to be paid R.; during the war he is not accepting any fees and works for all these small, independent journals gratis in order to support them. […]

My book431 has had a curious fate. Although the publisher has not done the slightest advertising of it, although there has been no performance or publicity, as a drama in book form it has already reached the fifth thousand. Is it the times operating through it, or the profession of faith? In any case, it is my sincerest and most important work, the only one that I feel to be essential, in a higher sense, for me. I would so have liked to talk with you sometime to find out what effect it has had in your nationalist432 circles: whether as a profession of faith, or as a repudiation of the [national] ideal. For I am quite clear in my mind: the more the dream threatens to become a reality, the dangerous dream of a Jewish state with cannon, flags, medals, the more than ever I am resolved to love the painful idea of the Diaspora, to cherish the Jewish destiny more than Jewish well-being. In well-being, in fulfillment, the Jews were never worth anything—they have found their strength only under pressure, and their unity only in dispersal. Once they are together they will disperse of their own accord. What is a nation if not a transformed destiny? And what is left of it if it evades its destiny? Palestine would be a terminus, the circle returning on itself, the end of a movement that has thoroughly shaken Europe, in fact the whole world. And it would be a tragic disappointment, like every repetition. […]

It is more than uncertain whether I will see you in Vienna in May. The premiere of Jeremiah will be held here soon, but I am thinking of staying for a while afterward. The people dearest to me, Rolland, Werfel, are here, and I am recovering from my three years in the service. It had already become too much for me. […]

214. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, February 3–4, 1918 »

Dear Herr Bergmann:

[…] A few days ago I had a discussion with Dr. Jacobson433 about what should be done in Palestine; at the conclusion of this discussion, I felt on the verge of melancholia. “We must create a majority in the country as quickly as possible, that is, by using all means.” This is the kind of argument that makes one’s heart stand still, and what can one reply to a statement on such a level? We must not deceive ourselves: most of the leading (and probably most of the led) Zionists today are rank nationalists (in the European pattern), imperialists, even unconscious mercantilists and worshipers of success. They talk about rebirth and mean enterprise. If we do not manage to set up an authoritative counterforce, the soul of the movement will be corrupted, possibly forever. I am at any rate determined to throw myself into this struggle with everything I have, even if that should be to the detriment of my plans for my own life. […]

Postscript

February 4, 1918

Since we will not be seeing each other as soon as I had hoped, I must inform you in this letter about the matter I had intended to reserve for our conversation: that I want to organize the work against the misguided spirit within Zionism in the form of a league—for the time being, not a public one. It is to be called Tzevat:434 you recall, I’m sure, that first pair of pliers God created so that he could make the other tools he needed.435 At some point a start has to be made! More about this shortly. The Berlin group has already been founded; a few others are in the offing. The general principles will be sent out in March; you will receive a copy. The book of essays and a book on Palestine entitled Labor will be the first public manifestations. […]

215. Martin Buber to Stefan Zweig436
« February 4, 1918 »

 … Only this for today, that I know nothing about a “Jewish state with cannon, flags, medals,” not even in the form of a dream. What will be depends on those who create it, and for that very reason those who have human and humanitarian aims like myself must help to direct the course of affairs, here where once again in the course of the ages it has been placed in the hands of men to build a society. I cannot accept your historical conclusions for the new people that will arise out of ancient blood. If a Jewish Palestine is to mean the end of a movement that existed only in the realm of the spirit, it will be the beginning of a movement that will carry out what the mind conceived. You say that the movement shook the whole world—but its only legitimacy was always in the realm of the spirit. Trotsky is an example of what happens when it oversteps that realm: it does not come to fruition, because the idea was alive only in the doctrine, not in the method as well. That is the point at which work must begin. At any rate, I prefer to join in the tremendous venture of something new, in which I see not much “well-being” but a series of great sacrifices; I prefer to join in this rather than endure any longer a Diaspora that for all its lovely and painful fruitfulness hands over piece by piece the fruits of that movement to inner corruption, and I would prefer even a tragic disappointment to continual and hopeless, though not tragic, degeneration.

216. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Krumbach, February 5, 1918 »

Dear Buber,

Unfortunately I must say no.437 This moment in time, which you declare to be important and perhaps decisive, is for me one that bids me to keep silent. As far as all such publications and their actual effect are concerned, whether they are tolerated by the German military regime or actually prompted by it is to me only a difference in degree. The more Germany and Turkey on the one side, England, America, and the political Zionists on the other, take an interest in Palestine, the more my attitude cools toward this region, to which my heart has never drawn me and which for me is not necessarily the proper site for a Jewish community. The real event that is important and perhaps decisive for Jews is only the liberation of Russia. What happens in and around Palestine now and in the near future can be only a maneuver confined to the area of the political angle of vision, and not much more is likely to come of it than of the Prince of Wied’s Albanian kingdom.438

I mention all this only for the sake of a necessary justification in brief; I still have no idea what my thinking about the task of Jewry will be after humanity has passed through this conflagration. For the present, I am pleased—in spite of everything—that Bronstein is not a professor at Jaffa University, but Trotsky in Russia.439

217. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Krumbach, May 10, 1918 »

Dear Buber,

Thank you for your “My Way to Hasidism.” What you say here, starting as reportage and rising to confession and then to teaching, does my heart good. Don’t take it amiss, Buber, if I cannot participate in one or the other of your undertakings; everyone needs his own forms and springboards. That doesn’t affect our harmony and community, which has grown much deeper in the course of these years and which, as far as the future goes, has much to do with my desire and willingness to preserve life and strength.

Good that you will not be coming until you are on your way back,440 so that you won’t have to hurry so. My mother will be visiting us from tonight on; I assume that I will be entirely at your disposal when you do come.

The Sacrifice of Women441 and two issues of Der Jude reached me simultaneously; thanks very much. We’ll talk about Kaiser when we see each other, I imagine. Have a good trip; greet the young people; greet your Rafael.

218. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Army Post Office, July 31, 1918 »

Dear Herr Buber:

Jüdischer Verlag has asked me to write something about Yizkor.442 I tried to do so and have sent you the manuscript. I don’t know whether you can use it. Yizkor is a splendid and yet, for us, profoundly painful book. It is like a conscience.

It is surely time at last for our small circle to see a clear path and a goal for our life in Palestine. Perhaps that still lies years in the future, but if we had a specific plan, we could make preparations. That above all is what I would like to take up with you, dear Herr Doktor. I hope it will be possible for me to do so in September or October.

219. Leo Baeck to Martin Buber
« Berlin, September 24, 1918 »

My dear Herr Doktor:

The idea has often come my way, either of my own accord or suggested by others, that, in light of all the crucial issues under discussion, questions of war and peace, of politics and morality, we ought to say what we have to say to each other—we, meaning: those who speak for many others. At the present time we are living through a stage of spiritual history, which Jewry can neither abdicate nor ignore.

May I therefore address this inquiry to you above all: would you think it right to discuss our tasks in a small group in which you would be able to participate?

220. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Krumbach, November 15, 1918 »

Dear Buber,

I have recovered443 sufficiently so that this evening I am leaving for Munich. Yes, it’s best there, although the right course still does not yet seem to have been wholly realized. You ought to come too; there is plenty of work. I’ll write you as soon as I know anything definite of concern to you. For the present, I am most strongly opposed to an early convoking of the so-called National Assembly. Moldering party politics is all that is concealed behind that call; the parties are already brazenly acting once more as though they have a right to exist. First a new spirit must arise out of new conditions engendered by revolutionary operations. We need a totally new kind of newspaper, and I would not shrink from force to destroy the old press. I am thinking of reserving a monopoly on advertising for the government and the towns, which for the time being would mean de facto for the Workers’ and Soldiers’ Councils.444

I am absolutely opposed to the self-important groups who call themselves soviets of intellectual workers; there ought to be no more unintellectual workers, and nothing that resembles a Hiller House of Lords.445

I wish I might be sent to Berlin as a representative from Bavaria, and would like to see you working in the same capacity in Vienna.446 But for the present that is only my personal notion. Write me [what you think] about it. […]

221. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« Vienna, November 17, 1918 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

I have found it hard to write the requested article447 since the situation is changing every day and it is really impossible to say anything the least definitive. I also do not know whether the article, in this rather reportorial version, is suitable for Der Jude. Naturally I give you complete freedom to make cuts, changes, etc. These days one can write only for a daily newspaper—hardly for a monthly.

There has been little of spirit to be felt in this revolution here—it must have been altogether different in Prague. I cannot even imagine what it is like in Germany, but I am deeply distrustful. Is Landauer involved anywhere? This Austrian Republic is a faithful continuation of the old Austria. This is no new heaven and no new earth.448

I suppose the most important thing for us is that the war is over and Palestine awaits us. All signs indicate that an incredible, unimaginable eruption of the [Jewish] people is impending. The emigrants are already coming to us and want to be sent on. The [Zionist] Organization is certainly unable to cope. I wrote to Jacobson449 that I want to go there at once with Bernfeld.450 Sonne451 was supposed to have come along, but is going to Copenhagen first.452 Don’t you also think we should leave at once? Somebody has to be there to make some kind of arrangements. Here in Vienna, too, people are completely at a loss and thinking more about jobs in the community council than about Palestine. I naturally am busy day and night with the National Council453 and do not have a moment for reflection.

222. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Krumbach, November 22, 1918 »

Dear Buber,

Yesterday I hurried back here because a second bout of flu was starting and I didn’t want to go through that away from home. But after a good long sleep today, it is beginning to seem no worse than a heavy cold. I hope to be able to return to Munich in a few days. There I am working in closest cooperation with Kurt Eisner.454 The situation is very serious: if the revolution emerges unscathed from this liquidation of this war, it will be almost a miracle. The worst danger is that the Allies are insisting on a central government for peace negotiations which will have to be accepted by the people through a national assembly; otherwise, the autonomous republics455 would have developed and prospered in spite of all the enormous difficulties and Prussia would dissolve into its existing components.

Despite all that, Bavaria will never surrender its autonomy; I can promise you that. Please sketch out and send me your ideas on adult education, organization of publications, etc., or even better come with them to Munich soon. Aside from my personal influence, I am working there, as Eisner puts it, “by means of oratorical activity on the reshaping of souls.” Collaboration with him goes splendidly. You will also have gathered from his proclamations how “anarchistic” his democracy is. Cooperation of everybody in the given social configurations, not empty parliamentarianism. […]

223. Gustav Landauer to Martin Buber
« Krumbach, December 2, 1918 »

Dear Buber,

A very fine theme, the revolution and the Jews.456 Then just treat the leading part the Jews have played in the upheaval. The revolution in Munich, for instance, where no one had thought of organizing on a wider scale beforehand, was prepared by seven persons: at the head Kurt Eisner, who had thought out the procedure in prison; two ardent young Jews were his best and tireless helpers;457 one ally was a well-to-do Bavarian farmer who has been blind for seven years; the other three were young workers.

I am returning to Munich tomorrow, possibly to help bury Eisner’s provisional government for the present.

224. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« Vienna, December 6, 1918 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

So much has happened in these last days that the situation is again totally changed. I will therefore have to alter and supplement a good deal; I hope to receive the proofs458 in time. I am working feverishly, from 8 A.M. to midnight day after day, with hardly any breaks, in spite of hunger, cold, and darkness. The pogroms459 have thrown all my plans for work overboard; everything came to a head here, and we were kept constantly busy with interventions, political steps, publicizing efforts. On the whole, there has been a fair degree of success in rousing public opinion throughout the world. The news we have from Galicia is very sad. It has been a long time since all our misery has struck at us so directly. Now things seem to be quiet, but the Ruthenians are marching toward Lemberg and Pilsudski460 from Warsaw, and who knows what all that will lead to. It is incomprehensible that the Allies tolerate it. I am myself already growing suspicious. Dr. Halpern461 says he is trying to get news from Lemberg for you. I hope that in the meantime you have established communication.

The proper tasks of the National Council have taken a back seat at the moment. Judging by the present situation, I am very skeptical that we in the galut462 will succeed in doing anything that amounts to much. Politically, the prospects are not favorable, and in the most important matter, the cultural work, I see no sign of any strong push. Besides, there is the opposition of the indigenous Jews, who are politically immature and also are justifiably worried about their economic position. Perhaps something could still be done if we ourselves had the needful objectivity, clarity, vigor, and conviction. But the worst elements view everything solely from the perspective of elections and coffeehouse gabble; the more serious and better elements no longer want to have anything to do with the galut and cannot summon up any conviction that galut politics has any prospects.

Total perplexity about Palestine seems to be the prevailing note among all the groups of any importance. So far we have failed to receive any affirmative word from Copenhagen, the Hague, or Berlin.463 On the other hand, there have been hints that citizens of the Central Powers are undesirable [in Palestine]. The answer I received from [Viktor] Jacobson was merely a way of putting me off. There are powerful groups here who want to leave for Palestine at once, no matter what; some have already made their way to Italy by way of Trieste. Emigrants from Galicia and Poland come through daily and ask us to speed them on their way. And the [Zionist] Organization simply ignores all this!

It would be very good if we could have a meeting with you. Perhaps at Christmas? Possibly in Munich? At the moment, to be sure, railroad traffic has completely ceased. But perhaps that situation will improve when the Czechs at last give us coal.

[Abraham] Sonne went to Copenhagen to try to do something about the pogroms and to let people know what is going on, as well as to negotiate our other political demands. I don’t know whether he has reached there yet. He had a passport that would allow him to proceed only as far as Berlin. […]

225. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, December 24, 1918 »

Dear Herr Bergman:

After receiving your letter of November 2, I thought you were already on your way to Copenhagen and therefore did not answer you at once.464 But now I learn that you are still in Prague. […]

Since several of the important contributions we were counting on cannot be obtained at present and since the Hague office465 has declared the publication of the paper by Oettinger466 and one by Ruppin467 inopportune, I have decided to print what we have on hand in Der Jude for the time being and postpone assembling material for the book edition to some later, more favorable time.

On the other hand, I should very much like to prepare another book on Palestine, one that would give a picture of the intellectual and spiritual life of the real yishuv468 in translations of essays, descriptions, stories, etc., from there. The material would primarily be taken from the publications of Hapoel Hatzair469 and journals similar in spirit; in addition, the Palestinians at present staying in Germany and Austria would be asked to contribute. I am counting heavily on your active participation in the collecting and translation, and would be grateful if you would send me proposals soon. I conceive of the book as the intellectual counterpart of Yizkor.470

226. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« [Prague] December 30, 1918 »

My dear Herr Buber:

Of course I will gladly assist with the Palestine book, and as soon as I have a little time I’ll begin picking out material for you. However I do not have much at hand here, above all not the Hapoel Hatzair itself. […]

For the time being, nothing has come of the trip to Copenhagen, since the expansion of the bureau was not undertaken. Last week Leo [Herrmann] was here and enlisted me for a “Bureau of National Councils” to be set up in Switzerland, but that was again suspended by Berlin. Thus my situation fluctuates from day to day. I have gone back to the library, but the object of all my plans is to get to Palestine as soon as possible, this very spring if that is at all feasible, for if we don’t go now we will miss the decisive year that will provide the basis for all future organization. It is important that we 1) go there at once471 and 2) go together and with a common mission. We should not waste our strength on political maneuvers as poor Robert [Weltsch] is now doing in Vienna.472

I do not know whether you can think of going there now. If the answer is yes, we ought to join forces around you for common action: as a preparatory committee of the university or as the faculty of an adult education institution (your old college plan and Lemm’s ideas)473 or as the staff of a magazine or publishing house. United, we would be a force that could direct, or at least strongly influence, events; as individuals, we will be wasting our strength in the minor tasks that come out of everyday life. Please let me have your views. […]

227. Moritz Spitzer to Martin Buber
« Boskowitz, January 11 [1919] »

My dear Herr Doktor:

Once before, some two years ago, I turned to you with the request for your assistance in an act of importance for the Jewish people.474 But at that time my strength was too weak, the conditions too unfavorable, and a year and a half had to pass before Dr. Bernfeld, again with your assistance, was able to accomplish the task—although only partially.475

This time it is the needs of the moment that have summoned my friend Felix Ungar476 and me to action. We have dreamed of Zion for so long as the quintessence of perfection, purity, and beauty, the means of salvation for Jewish men and women suffering in the galut [exile]. Now a Jewish Palestine is about to become a reality. We fear for this reality. Whither would we turn our longing gaze, intoxicated with hope, if, instead of Zion, a Jewish counterpart of the European life that is no life should arise? That must be averted.

Palestine must not become the object of boom-crazy Jewish brokers (forgive the expression; it is unfortunately justified). Rather, those who seek their salvation in Palestine ought to find at least part of what they dreamed would be there.

Palestine must become altogether different from any European country!

This demand inspires most of the young Palestine immigrants; in almost all it is subconscious, in a few conscious.

It is essential to gather them all together now, to make it possible for them to enforce their desire for a socially just Palestine, to win others over to this ideal, to create right here the foundations for the new, wholly new communitarian life, to consider right here and to try out pragmatically the economic and social basis of this new life. The organization we are planning would serve these purposes and many others that the needs of the moment will bring up. The appeal discusses this in more detail. (Five hundred copies are being sent out to all conceivable organizations and individuals.)

Dear Herr Doktor, I am today asking for your participation in this organization and your support of it. I am firmly convinced that your cooperation would be of decisive importance, both inside the organization and outside.

You will ask me: What can I do? My answer is: Exert your influence in favor of this idea and thus strengthen the organization inside and outside, and win over friends who will do the same.

In addition, we intend as soon as possible to publish a pamphlet furthering the idea of a socialist and truly humane Palestine; it will contain contributions from the leading thinkers of the Jewish youth movement dealing with the just Zion in general, and likewise dealing with specific questions of a social, economic, communal, or other nature. Please do not be angry with me if I ask you for a contribution to this pamphlet, even if it must be brief; and perhaps you would even mention to me the names and addresses of people who might also be prospective contributors. (So as not to mislead you, let me inform you that I have also asked Max Brod, Dr. Hugo Bergmann, Dr. Bernfeld, Moses Calvary,477 and Oskar Epstein for contributions, and as soon as I obtain their addresses will likewise ask Professor [Franz] Oppenheimer, Gustav Landauer, etc.)

With your permission, my dear Herr Doktor, I shall be happy to keep you informed of developments.

Let me also point out that the movement for a new Palestine that is to be unlike any other country can be traced back principally to your activities in speaking and writing, and that therefore your active intervention would unquestionably stir enthusiasm.

Let me therefore ask you once again, my dear Herr Doktor, not to disregard my requests. We would be greatly obliged to you for any suggestions or advice you may wish to send us.

If I may make still one more request, it is this: to answer my letter as soon as possible, so that, in light of the present condition of communications, I can receive your answer in a reasonable time.

I beg you to excuse my infringing on your time as I have done, my dear Herr Doktor.

I have my views on Palestine from you, my consciousness of the longing for “Zion” from you! So is it strange that I should turn to you with the fullest confidence?

228. Martin Buber to Moritz Spitzer
« Heppenheim, January 19, 1919 »

My dear Herr Spitzer:

I need not tell you, of course, that the point of view from which you have conceived the plan you presented to me has my full sympathy, but I cannot approve of the plan itself, at least not in its present form. What is necessary is founding groups and associations of groups that unite upon the programmatic basis of establishing an authentic community in Palestine and that intend to work at this task there. Naturally these will be all sorts of dissimilar groups, which will differ in their conception of how to achieve the fundamental idea and will thus differ in their form of organization. Several such groups have already formed—the most notable of them in America; you mention some of them in your appeal. In the German-speaking countries, they are just coming into being, are still unformed, and just at this point you already want to issue your call for a comprehensive organization! Properly speaking, only developed, consolidated groups can join together, not incipient and still unformed groups. If you wish to turn your principles into action, two courses are open to you: either join a group that is just forming or, if none of these quite corresonds with your aims, found a new one alongside the others, with a specific, clear, defined program, like the agricultural workers’ communes, the Reiner group,478 and others; the American groups show how things should be worked out in detail. Instead, you want to unite all, before they have even formed, under a rather vague and generalized program. You justify that on the grounds that you cannot decide in favor of any of the existing economic theories. But if you intend to go to Palestine in the next few years, and not as an individual but as part of a community, you have to decide, not for a theory, but unquestionably for one practice or another, and build up your form of organization on that basis. The slogan of social justice, which sufficed when I first pronounced it, is no longer enough at this point; now what matters is the how! Naturally the groups will have to communicate with one another at a later stage; but only after they actually exist. But if you are looking for as general an organization as possible right away, you know we have the He-chalutz479—and in Palestine itself the incomparable Hapoel Hatzair480 (as well as its groups in the Diaspora).

As for the collection of essays you are planning, I invited all the authors worth considering and available exactly a year ago.481 I have received a large number of contributions. But since too few of these were by specialists on the subject and such a publication should not have a predominantly “literary” character, I have postponed publication until foreign experts are again available. Meanwhile, I am publishing the important contributions I have at hand in Der Jude: Bergmann’s appeared in No. 8/9; those by Brod, Ruppin, Rosenfeld,482 and Reiner will be in No. 10; those by Oppenheimer and others in No. 11 and the following issues (Landauer did not want to collaborate because of the present entanglement of Zionism with Allied imperialism; Calvary takes a stand that deviates from our own). The articles will, as I have said, be published later in a collection with others.

Other activities are in progress. In Berlin the Olei Tzion have seriously carried out a thorough investigation of the basics, especially of economic systems. I hope something of the same sort can be done in Vienna. But practical actions, too, have been begun and supported from various quarters. A (nonpublic) conference is to take place in Munich, probably in the second half of February;483 I would be very pleased if some member of your circle would participate.

229. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, January 21, 1919 »

Dear Herr Bergmann:

I received your two letters at almost the same time, the first considerably delayed. Since, moreover, I was ill when it arrived, I am only now getting around to answering you. […]

The essence of what you say about Palestine corresponds to my own feelings. But I myself can scarcely think of moving there before 1922 (we are thinking of going for a few months this coming winter, 1919–20, looking for a building site and possibly securing one right away).484 In addition, it seems to me that your detailed proposals cannot be properly carried out at the present time. After all, we cannot appoint ourselves as a preparatory committee for the university; rather, we have to wait to see what the people in London, who alone are making the decisions at present, have to say about this. To judge by available reports, now that the ceremonial aspect of the matter has been settled,485 they seem to be in no special hurry. The time has not yet come for a polyglot publishing house (and very few of us, actually only you, could really be regarded as available for publishing in Hebrew alone)—but still some preliminary work can be done. And I imagine an educational institution is conceivable only with Hebrew as the language of instruction—but how are we to set up anything of the sort? As far as I am concerned, once the university is opened, which will probably be in five years,486 I hope to be able to lecture there in the Hebrew language, that is, to be able to express ideas independently thought in Hebrew. It seems to me doubtful that I will be reaching that point in much less time. At any rate, I would be glad to hear what your ideas about the educational institution are, especially in regard to language.

The most worrisome aspect, in any case, is the general situation: whether an “annual conference,” which in reality is the postwar Congress, the post-[Balfour] Declaration Congress, and which is going to be the decisive Congress, can be organized with the German Zionists excluded—if such a thing is possible without a storm of protests from all sides, especially from Russia, it is hard to imagine that we could strongly influence events if we went to it now. I would be very glad to be able to discuss all this and quite a few other matters with you orally; I hope we will be able to in the not too distant future. […]

I am now working on the general foundations of a philosophical (communal and religio-philosophical) system to which I intend to devote the next several years. All the while, a strange dejection, the feeling of standing between two worlds, the sense of having reached a frontier, grows ever stronger within me.

230. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Heppenheim, February 22, 1919 »

Dear Herr Strauss:

I found your letter upon my return from Munich, where I have spent a profoundly stirring week in constant association with the revolutionary leaders, a week whose grimly natural conclusion was the news of Eisner’s assassination.487 The deepest human problems of the revolution were discussed with the utmost candor; in the very heart of events, I threw out questions and offered replies; and there occurred nocturnal hours of an apocalyptic gravity, during which silence spoke eloquently in the midst of a discussion, and the future became more distinct than the present. And yet, for all but a few, it was nothing but more bustle, and face to face with them I sometimes felt like a Cassandra. As for Eisner, to be with him was to peer into the tormented passions of his divided Jewish soul; nemesis shone from his glittering surface; he was a marked man. Landauer, by dint of the greatest spiritual effort, was keeping up his faith in him, and protected him—a shield-bearer terribly moving in his selflessness. The whole thing, an unspeakable Jewish tragedy. To Landauer himself, who witnessed the assassination of Eisner and who refused to take the opportunities to escape that were offered him, it was more: the road into the future that could come only through self-sacrifice.

You will understand, dear friend, that I am unable to attend the delegates’ session.488 I should still like to have our own conference,489 but later, near Easter; Landauer wants to pitch in—may he live to do so. On the other hand, I am wholly in favor of you others taking an active part in the session. It would be a good idea to give no reports, but to prepare yourselves seriously for the discussion, and to discuss thoroughly, and in good time, the various points of the resolutions that are to be moved. Discuss these with Landauer too (if that’s possible) and inform me about it. I don’t have anything ready for Arbeit490 as yet; my first two leaflets491 seemed to me unsuitable for the purpose, since they are quite general and moreover have a religious orientation. I have not received the second issue of Arbeit, only the first. Rappeport is sick; have you seen him?

231. Fritz Mauthner to Martin Buber
« Merseburg, Easter Sunday 1919 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

[…] I quickly telegraphed my consent to you; unfortunately I also, at your request, mentioned a few names of which possibly all were wrong choices. I assume that we are wholly agreed on this matter: to save if possible the valuable and very dear G.L. [Gustav Landauer] without approving of his politics. I should like to leave the leadership entirely in your hands. I do not have the necessary diplomacy for something of this sort and might easily spoil things, but I confidently place my name at your disposal.492

I must add, however, that G.L., in the opinion of his cousin Hugo L., either has been all along or is again at liberty, has issued a communistic manifesto, and therefore is at least temporarily not in danger. But that can come anytime. We cannot protect him from himself; moreover, he would reject any such effort.

His fate touches me closely; and since poor Germany would in no way be helped by his destruction, any road that may lead to his rescue, if he is in danger, seems to me worth taking.

It is sad that the very idealism of his circle—not to mention a few Russians whom I regard as suspect—will send a new wave of anti-Semitism raging over Germany. The fury in Bavaria is ominous.

232. Margarete von Bendemann-Susman to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, May 4, 1919 »

Dear Herr Buber:

We have just learned from Herr Neumann493 that you have received a telegram from Lotte Landauer saying her father [Gustav] is out of danger—and then a less favorable telegram from Mauthner, though still with a ray of hope. You can imagine the effect this has had upon me after the despair of yesterday. I beg you with all my heart: let me know as soon as you find out any more. But of course it is enough if Herr Neumann hears. I was beginning to think there was no longer any sense in sending you the appeal,494 but now I am doing so at once. It is just as I first wrote it.

I said a few words publicly yesterday—the only real purpose being to mention Landauer and to bear witness for him. The icy silence that followed, and a good deal of what I afterward heard, showed me how little the “cultured” public has the slightest inkling of who he is. These were in fact the most intellectual circles in Frankfurt. After me, Goldstein495 spoke up for him, whereupon ugly shouts of “to the gallows” erupted. It was like a glaring spotlight on the mood and ideas of the public. To be able to do nothing for him is becoming a more and more unbearable position. But if only we still have some chance.

Warm thanks for your wonderfully clarifying article.496 Since reading it, I have been able to see the task more affirmatively and more precisely than ever before. If I were young, I would go to Palestine now and give all my energies to this life with its more straightforward possibilities, a life not yet robbed of sanctification. […]

233. Martin Buber to Fritz Mauthner
« Heppenheim, May 7, 1919 »

My dear Herr Mauthner:

I have yet to receive an answer to my telegram of yesterday (which was sent the day before yesterday but by mistake went to Merseburg), and I don’t dare to telephone you, knowing your wife is ill. On the other hand, I don’t dare wire [Landauer’s eldest daughter] Lotte, from whom I received a telegram from Merseburg on the evening of the 4th: “Father not in danger,” so that possibly the truth is still being withheld from her—also I am not certain of her address. Adolf Otto497 has likewise not answered my telegraphed query. Frau Hauschner498 wired day before yesterday: “Terrible certitude [of Landauer’s death] just came …” I no longer have any hope, and yet there is a senseless feeling within me that Lotte’s message must after all signify something. The newspaper accounts certainly do not leave room for doubt.499

Please give me news, if you can—and Lotte’s address, and let me know what the children’s situation is and whether anything can be done for them—assuming they are still there. If you think it either necessary or good, we would come.

That is all I wanted to say today. During these days and nights I myself have walked through sheol.500

234. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« Jewish National Council for German Austria501 Vienna, May 17, 1919 »

Dear, dear Herr Doktor,

How could something so terrible502 happen? I have felt utterly lost these days and still cannot grasp it. Is there really so little feeling for true greatness? Can so glorious a life be destroyed by the hand of man? I have found hardly anyone here who has felt the full gravity of this event. One of the few is Czuczka;503 yesterday we walked all night and talked and fell silent, and there was something within us that stirred dully, like a sudden comprehension of Golgotha, and burning despair. A movement ought to emerge from this event, a league of those who never before realized so clearly that the present state of things is beyond endurance and that salvation must be imposed. I had the idea of organizing a memorial service, but then I could not do it, dreaded the chatter that cloaks the essential thing with banality, dreaded the setting.… But then again, I keep thinking of doing it without the “clubbishness,” or doing something similar, simply personally, with our friends and in the full light of the public, in order to testify to feelings of solidarity and to declare our faith in the departed, whom even now people still dare to slander. My sole wish was to be near you. I knew what a blow it must have been for you. Here, incidentally, there were contradictory accounts in the newspapers, and to this day nothing definitive. Do you have any detailed knowledge?

I will speak with the people here about the conference504 and then write again. Possibilities are [Siegfried] Bernfeld, [Markus] Reiner, Czuczka, Erwin Kohn505 (a young, very talented friend who belongs to our intimate circle). But today I received the news that I am to go to Paris on assignment from the [Czech] Jewish National Council in Prague, so I don’t know how much time I have available. Dr. [Markus] Braude arrived here from Paris yesterday.

If you write another article about the decision,506 perhaps both could be published together as a pamphlet. Probably nothing will come of my Munich engagement. Actually, my proper place—as long as I am not in Palestine—should be Vienna. There is such an enormous amount of work to be done here!

235. Louise Dumont-Lindemann to Martin Buber
« August 5, 1919 »

[…] But now something much more important: do you know about the anti-Semitic propaganda in German regions? It is assuming forms that seem to indicate a final conflict—and if that conflict should be decided in favor of what is called Germanism, it will be impossible to stay in the country at all; the dice will have fallen finally against Germany. Reluctant though I am to burden you, I feel impelled to send you the enclosed letter.507 To me it was a crucial symptom. “Schwaner” is a dear German poetaster in whom the burden of education has clouded the intellect; that is how I have always regarded him. But if he can talk this way now, it is simply proof of how far the plague has already spread. For Gustav Landauer’s sake, I had explained to him my general viewpoint—and I shall go on confirming my “skewed interpretation” in my future correspondence with him. It is just too bad; nowadays one finds oneself quarreling with almost everybody whom one could still respect. This dreadful reactionary temper! Is the German genius dying?

[…] I have received your “Words for Our Times” with sincere gratitude—my soul shouted a loud Yes to every word. And since I had already ordered the issues, I have passed them on to others. […]

236. Martin Buber to Louise Dumont-Lindemann
« Heppenheim, August 12, 1919 »

Dear Frau Dumont:

[…] Like all the wretched turmoil of the present moment, the Jew-baiting does not touch me very closely. I am prepared for excesses; they are part of the scene, so to speak. But it does not look to me at all like a final conflict; the proper name for this moment is “back and forth.”

I have read the Schwaner letters with some interest, and I notice that he deals seriously with these things, but it is an unholy seriousness, for it is under the thrall of alleged “facts.” It really does not matter whether a person who supplies the theories needed by a certain class does so intentionally or not. […]

237. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main [undated] »

Esteemed Herr Doktor:

You may remember me from a visit I paid you in the spring of 1914, or later in connection with my little pamphlet It Is Time,508 which you saw before it was printed. At the time of my visit in 1914, you invited me to collaborate on the then-planned second yearbook On Judaism509—this was either during or just after my visit. The invitation found me unprepared. I consented, but was quite content when my contribution was returned.510 For although I was quite clear about the general direction in which I would proceed, everything I could have said at that time seemed to me even then immature and unfit for publication. Then and for years afterward, letters and conversation were the only proper way for me to express myself. For a long period thereafter, I did not think I could permit anything of mine to be printed.

Contrary to my expectations, this situation suddenly changed. During the last months of the war and the first months of the revolution, from August ’18 to February ’19, the accumulated forces were discharged in a rather sizable, systematic book.511 After I had written it, the necessity to publish it was just as clear to me as my repudiation of that idea had been while I was writing. I would now like to have the book appear in a context that even outwardly would characterize it as what I intended it to be and hope it has become: a Jewish book. Only two publishers seem to me to provide such a framework: Jüdischer Verlag and R. Löwit. Kauffmann and the like are out of the question, for my book is not “science of Judaism.”512 On the other hand, I am not unaware of the fact that the two publishers I have named will have scruples, insofar as they are partisan Zionist publishers and not Jewish in general.513 For the [Zionist] Basel Program514 is not mentioned in my book (nor for that matter is the Edict of Emancipation [of the Jews]515 of 1812). I therefore fear that I may be forced to take refuge with a German publisher after all—unless you can put in a good word for me. Whether or not you can depends, of course, on your opinion of my book. I am not at all certain that it will meet with a favorable opinion on your part. For, as far as I can see, the whole manner and direction of my work is fairly remote from you, but perhaps not quite so remote as it is from the scholasticism of the “idealistic” philosophers of all persuasions. But still remote. So the question would be whether you objectively see a necessity for having the view I am advancing appear before the public as a Jewish view, not whether you yourself approve of this view.

I would therefore like your permission to send the manuscript to you. This is no small request. For it has approximately the bulk of the first volume of [Arthur Schopenhauer’s] The World as Will and Idea. But, on the other hand, you will be able to get an impression of it by leafing through the whole book and reading a few sections. And since I tell myself that after all you would someday read the printed work—for I do think that in the course of years it will make a few ripples—the request that you acquaint yourself with it in advance does not seem to me quite so bold as it otherwise might. And at the same time I think I can assure you that I shall be making such a request of you only this once. For I am not going to write anything of the sort again. I have an unequivocal feeling that in this book I have drawn up the summation of my mind’s being and that anything subsequent will be no more than addenda that might be prompted by the impulse of the moment and the demands of the outside world. What is most my own, insofar as one can give one’s own in the form of a book, is what I have given here. I see a future before me only in life, no longer in writing.

238. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Feldberg (Black Forest), September 9, 1919 »

Dear Herr Bergmann:

Thank you for both your letters and the little article, “Hebrew Books and German Zionists,” which will be published in the September issue of Der Jude.516 I did not answer you earlier because I have not been feeling well these past months and wanted to write you at length, but had to postpone it from day to day. Even today, although I am somewhat better, I can only say a few of the things I have had on my mind to say to you. But I assume that [Robert] Weltsch, who is probably with you by now [in London], will be able to round out the picture somewhat.

Everything you tell me about the mood there and the work517 has keenly interested me. I was particularly delighted to hear that, as you wrote, I have underestimated the force and importance of certain “young” currents. I would be glad to hear about that in greater detail. On the other hand, it seems to me that you no longer see certain internal Jewish matters—an understandable reaction—in quite such universal terms as you did previously; and in particular I cannot agree with your radical Hebraism. Highly as I esteem the value of the language for our life, it is not all that central to me. For us as well as for the world, everything now depends on whether we have anything to say, whether there will be anything left to say; not whether there will be a Hebrew word, but whether there will be any word at all. In your view, the religious appears to be one element among others, although an especially important one; but it is not that. Yet I know that you have a deeper knowledge in your heart—how would I not know that? But at times you seem to turn away from it, and that too I well understand: that comes about from the highly important endeavor to reach a more direct relationship with the real world. But to my mind this direct relationship can truly arise only if the dos moi pou stō,518 the extraterritoriality of the religious standpoint, is steadfastly clung to. We should have talked about this sometime; I greatly regret not having seen you again before your departure for London. […]

239. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« [Ramsgate] September 19, 1919 »

My dear Herr Buber:

Your letter of the 9th reached me today, here in Ramsgate by the sea, where we have escaped for a week from the turmoil of London.519 Most cordial thanks. Thank God your opinion of my “radical Hebraism” is incorrect; I don’t think I have moved away from the viewpoint that linked us. In fact, I now see its importance more than ever—now that I see how remote and alien official Zionism is from all that. But just because I know that the whole hope of Zionism throughout the world today rests upon the generation whom you have educated, just for that very reason I may see more clearly than you the tremendous peril that—because of its remoteness from the people and its language—the entire movement remains what it has hitherto been: literary. I see the central importance of the religious element now, just as I did previously. But does the religious grow out of our writing about it and discussing it? And what else have we done hitherto? And done so, moreover, in a foreign language? What, speaking even in purely literary terms, is to become of this third-hand Judaism which clings to your name and your work? And what objective effort is to emerge from it—when even someone as close to us in his aims as [Max] Brod writes a fundamental book about Judaism without being able to read Hebrew? How are we to discharge the tremendous responsibility we have taken upon ourselves with this “Judaism of speeches” (which were once a deed) unless we, if we cannot become farmers in Palestine, at least undertake the one step toward doing something real by placing ourselves within Hebrew literature and freeing ourselves from foreign literature, so that insofar as we are given power to teach we can speak to the lost sheep of Israel520 and not primarily to foreigners. The choice once again lies before us. I know how hard it is; with every Hebrew line I write, I am inclined to weep at the inadequacy of word and thought which is the consequence of my am haaratzut.521 But we must look straight at reality and, if I may say so, you above all, you who have led us this far. That reality is: if we are not going to have the strength to free ourselves, if we are not going to throw ourselves completely into the problems, into the intellectual life of Hebrew literature, then the future course of things (whatever it may be) will simply pass over us as stragglers, as those who lagged behind halfway along the road, as old men. When we could be, should be leaders. For me, Hebraism—I firmly reject the formalistic [Hebrew of] Klatzkin522—is simply an attempt to remain true and to maintain [the integrity and effectiveness] of the word. […]

240. Florens Christian Rang to Martin Buber
« Überlingen, September 20, 1919 »

My dear Herr Buber:

Today at last—good words like good fruit must be plucked when ripe—I have read with great emotion and sympathy the two brochures of Words for Our Times, which you so kindly sent me. I can agree with every word. As you will probably agree with the feeling that this craving for community is not yet the full desire, the desire that achieves its goal; it is the prelude and proxy of the deed. But, I may add, prelude because already preparing the deed. Your Words are words that strengthen …, lending strength for the resolve when the moment for it—so yearned for and nevertheless feared—at last shines forth.

Autumn or winter will probably bring you to Berlin again at one time or another; I shall be returning there shortly. Let us have a talk then. Perhaps I too can spin a thread which will be caught up in the fabric you are weaving.

241. Arnold Zweig to Martin Buber
« Munich, September 25, 1919 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

[…] I have read and thought over The Holy Way523 with a kind of happiness that I find hard to describe. One reason is that you at last have been able to state our predicament in its most basic terms and point out, in equally basic terms, the way to escape it. I feel intensely the sense of liberation that must have come to you when you found these words, when it became possible for you to speak of, retain hold of, interpret these matters. I think I can pretty well measure how hard the problem of expression was for you: having to grasp again and again at what is really inexpressible; having to combine the enormously important subject with the most compelling words. And your language has never been so good, has never come to us so freely and simply. An address that has been written down and is read silently can be just as dubious as one read aloud, as you yourself know. But this time there is a powerful simplicity in your tone, and a compelling energy. […]

The one other thing I must tell you is that the first days here were entirely dominated by [the death of Gustav] Landauer. A twilight in the Frauenkirche tempted me, whispering stanza after stanza in his memory into my mind. But I wrote nothing down; if the plan for the poem is worth anything—Hutten’s Last Days524 should give you an idea of it—it will come again. […]

242. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, October 21, 1919 »

Dear Herr Bergmann:

[…] I must acknowledge that what you wrote me a month ago about our position toward Hebraism is correct. As far as I personally am concerned, I am once again doing a good deal of Hebrew and think that in a year or two I shall probably be able to speak freely in the language. But I doubt whether I will ever reach the point of being able to express myself creatively in it—or rather, I don’t believe I will. We must devote a whole evening sometime to discussing these interconnections. Certainly no greater joy could come my way than to be freed of this unbelief; at any rate, nothing I do will stand in the way of such a liberation.

Do you by any chance know to whom one must turn in order to secure a small plot of land on Mt. Carmel (for a country house and garden)? I wrote about this to [Arthur] Ruppin several months ago, but received only a vague reply. I would be pleased if there were enough land to establish a nursery garden of perennials (which my daughter has in mind). We are thinking of undertaking a trip to Palestine next fall525—for a stay of about six months, for the time being, but I would very much like to know now whether I can count on such a plot of land. Let me add this, that a distant view of the sea is especially important to me, if that is possible.

Enclosed, the article on Landauer.526

243. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, January 6, 1920 »

Dear Herr Bergmann:

To judge by the information in the Zionist Bulletin,527 the university plan528 is so far along that I can scarcely think there is any use in my proposing my own viewpoints, which differ so radically from those accepted. Don’t you agree? I am wholly opposed to a university in the European sense. On the one hand, I favor a complex of scientific institutes; on the other hand, a true people’s academy of higher learning, a Volkshochschule. The former would be charged with research and professional training; only the latter could infuse a new spirit and lead to the building of a new life. What I mean by Volkshochschule, however, differs in essentials from the ordinary meaning of the term.529 At a meeting last summer on the reform of education, I gave a report on the matter which met with strong approval from Natorp530 and other specialists.531 Soon afterward, a large castle on the left bank of the Rhine was offered to me for an experiment. I refused because in this country I do not feel called upon to set up such an institute, which would be profoundly linked with the nation’s culture and with its crisis as well. The situation would be different in Palestine—setting aside the problem of language for a moment. But as I said, I can scarcely hope to put across so revolutionary an idea right now. I would nevertheless have proposed it at our conference,532 but a written memorandum alone cannot express forcefully enough what I have in mind—essential are questions and objections, which would then be answered. […]

I would be more than delighted if I could meet you in Prague. For I assume that you would attend the conference of Hapoel Hatzair.533 […]

244. Martin Buber to Robert Weltsch
« Heppenheim, March 3, 1920 »

Dear Dr. Weltsch:

Enclosed I am returning to you Weizmann’s speech,534 which I found highly interesting in every respect. I would be grateful to you for additional information. In general, I cannot shake off a feeling of reluctance, indeed of fear, about this whole undertaking, although I am absolutely incapable of explaining this feeling to myself and others.

Today I would like to ask you for some personal advice. It involves my participation in the Prague conference.535 At present, I am deep in the work on my religio-philosophical prolegomena,536 in fact on its most difficult section. I have only recently returned to this work, which lay almost dormant for five years, after overcoming the strongest psychological and physical obstacles. Even now I have to fight afresh every day to preserve the psychological energy to work on it. Going to Prague would in all likelihood rob me of this energy for a period of uncertain length, at least for a month (that, unfortunately, is the way I am). I keep asking myself whether I should undertake it nevertheless. An argument against my going is that in my present state of mind, wholly attuned to a cosmic and spiritual mystery, I might be able to provide a few suggestions on Jewish affairs here and there (from an autonomous and peripheral segment of my being, so to speak) but really have nothing essential to say about the Zionist cause. An argument in favor is this: I cannot be really useful but would like to spend some time with Gordon537 and would also like to see Hugo Bergmann again. But since I intend to go to Palestine for half a year in 1921, and since I can also count on seeing Bergmann when he comes to Germany, these considerations should not be decisive. After I have considered all this, I am turning to you with the request that you do likewise and then tell me, on the basis of your knowledge of the objective situation as well, whether you think my presence in Prague is necessary. If you say yes, I will go. If you say no, I would ask you to inform Bergmann and the others about as much of the contents of this letter as you think suitable (in Bergmann’s case, I should think it would be best if he saw it all). In that case, I would like not to have to provide other explanations; you would also have to see to the timely election of a substitute delegate from Berlin.538

245. Martin Buber to Robert Weltsch
« Heppenheim, June 14, 1920 »

Dear Dr. Weltsch:

I would be grateful to you if you would relieve me of the task of working over these shorthand notes. In the first place, they are extremely inadequate, full of gaps, and contain a great many errors; it would cost me a great deal of trouble to supplement and correct all that. But what is more important is that the “correct” phraseology I used at Prague no longer satisfies me either.539 And what is most important is that the entire subject has become just a subsidiary question for me and thus has moved away from the center of my interest in a manner you will understand. It is what happens to the single structures of a mountain range for someone who has discovered the line of the range. I am living through a moment in which all subsidiary interests disturb me while I am struggling to reach the real thing. If only I could get rid of all those subsidiary interests for a while! Truth to tell, my dear friend Weltsch, I can no longer make sense out of Hapoel Hatzair, or Zionism, or even Judaism, and least of all “myself,” that is, of all I have hitherto spoken and written.

Perhaps you can handle it this way: you or someone else make an excerpt of the shorthand notes (which I will send you if you don’t have them), or rather not an excerpt but a résumé, and I will then look it over before it is set in type. Incidentally, missing from the notes is the most important, in practical terms, of my speeches at Prague, the one on the principles of Zionist policy.

P.S. Would you be so kind as to convey all my good wishes to the Hapoel Hatzair conference.540 Today I am incapable of epistolary effort.

246. Arnold Zweig to Martin Buber
« March 29, 1921 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber:

[…] I am absolutely obsessed by [the continuing pogroms] going on in the Ukraine, to the extent that I know about them. If I were seven or only five years younger, I would try to rally a Jewish expeditionary force. Jewish soldiers from all the countries where Jews live would certainly come. Arms could be bought in Germany, the diplomatic questions settled with Poland or Austria. The situation could be clarified and many, many people saved. Also, I think an appeal by creative and universally recognized Jews (Einstein,541 you, [Sigmund] Freud, Harden,542 Schönberg,543 [Max] Liebermann, [Georg] Brandes, [Alfred] Kerr), from France too (Bergson),544 and England ([Israel] Zangwill), as well as non-Jews, could be effective. It should be published in three European languages, state that a mixed (and armed) commission of Japanese, Indians, Italians, Swedes, and Swiss—or any other assortment of nations—is to be sent in with bandages, clothing, food, and medicines to save those who are dying, the orphans above all. We cannot simply sit still and look on! And then, too, the business of Landauer is still so unsettled. I think about him a great deal when I read Shakespeare.545 I would give a great deal if I could see the notes for the Shakespeare plays he did not treat [in print], for Richard II, say, or As You Like It. In general, letters from him, personal items. Almost every line of his I read brings me an insight into his personality—much too late. The matchlessness of this man is becoming ever more distinct for me, even in his harsh and intransigent states, which I guess at or sense.

And last but not least, I would very much like to hear more about how you are and how your new work is going. For months I have had an inkling of the problems and perils, but also the incredible importance, of [your] religious studies. Nowadays nobody except you knows anything about the nature of the divine. You yourself know that this is your primary task. […]

247. Margarete von Bendemann-Susman to Martin Buber
« Säckingen, April 30, 1921 »

Dear Herr Buber:

It has been such a dark, dreary time—that is why I did not write you sooner. I so completely lost courage, became so hopeless, and I cannot and don’t want to talk about negative things—least of all to you. And then too I wanted to have read your book546 through—your book which is so precious to me, which shows me that, in spite of everything and contrary to everything, you have not lost courage and hope. If you can still hope and work after the pogrom in Palestine547—which of us has the right to grow weary? I hardly dare to say that the dreadful aspect of everything in the outside world—and I am speaking not of purely political matters but of present-day human life in general—weighs heavily upon my spirit. It often seems to me that the light and the power in a few souls is too faint to show new images and forms in the black fog all around us—especially since the one creative force from which everything must emerge remains silent. That is why the whole spiritual situation makes life and work so terribly difficult. For some time now I have been seeing systems and professions of faith on a grand scale springing up in Germany—and when one of these is just about to touch my heart, I suddenly draw back in alarm, because each one of these ultimate certainties would abolish the others. This relativizing of the absolute by the basically antagonistic truths of one and the same age is really the final stage of a confusion of tongues which has been long in the making. Those truths can no longer be understood as aspects of historical development, as the husks around a common kernel. The only way to view them now is in purely individualistic terms. And I ask myself: To what extent do human beings have a right to their truth?

What most perplexes me is that they don’t at all suffer from the differences in their ultimate concepts. Each individual is satisfied with his or her personal truth and simply rejects the next one’s—they can even be good friends all the while. So in the end everything seems like a vast hallucination which no longer possesses the binding force of common belief and therefore of reality. But then again there are such wonderful, instantly persuasive insights into the nature of last things, such as are contained in Franz Rosenzweig’s book,548 that it is like gazing into a great, blissful dreamland. Although on the other hand, his book is founded on too solid a scientific basis for it to be regarded in such terms. At any rate, it is certainly, in spite of being in essence outside of time and beyond all temporality, a very pure token of our age.

Incidentally, Rosenzweig would like me to write something about his book for Der Jude, and I would be glad to do so—would that be agreeable to you?549 It has made a great impression on me.

I have kept wanting to ask you to send me the review, if it was ever actually published, of my lecture.550 As I once again see from your book, our opinions in regard to the Jewish problem cannot be much more than a hairsbreadth apart. Against Hermann Cohen,551 for instance, but in general on all essential matters I stand entirely on your side. I would like to know what you and yours call the dividing factor. I think it is only that I find it impossible, because of my material and psychological situation, to identify with the actual Zion as the sole possibility of realizing the goal. No doubt precisely that will seem to you a fault. Perhaps I came to it too late. Certainly Germany meant enormously too much to me; the Jewish element could never be isolated out in a pure form; from early on, nationalism as a formative principle was much too blurred in my life, so that it could never become for me the object of an ultimate actualization. My belated identification with Judaism was determined only by those aspects of the national Jewish character that are supranational in character. My idea of the Jews was one whose soul needed help; those who have their roots deep in the life of the nation are safe, although I know that to feel that way is also a decision. But not everyone is free to make that decision.

Dear Herr Buber, I would so like to see you again. Won’t you be coming to our neighborhood sometime? There is so very much we should be talking about.

Once again, my heartfelt thanks for your book, and my best regards to you and your wife.

248. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« [Carlsbad, September] 3, [1921] »

My dear Paulchen, I received your Sunday letter day before yesterday, but could not answer it right away because the Congress552 opened that day and yesterday I had an important speech to make in the general debate. This speech made a strong impression and I hope it will prove effective. I’m enclosing for you the declaration with which I concluded.553

The Congress is not in session today and so I have some leisure to consider my report for Monday; up to now I have had no chance for that. In general, the Congress more resembles a bustle than a movement, and all the bustle basically serves the purpose of concealing something decisive.

[Richard] Beer-Hofmann and his wife are here; I’ve promised we would visit them at the end of September (they are still living in Vienna). The Congress seems to be having a distinctly depressing effect on them, perhaps because they expected too much from it. At any rate, it is already clear that I did right to come. In particular, I’ll be able to bring up several important points in the Political Committee (which, of course, could not be done in public), and perhaps I may be able to put across some of my views.

I had a long talk with Weizmann at his request. He is deeply depressed but does not want to show it. He tried (even before my speech) to win my heart but did not succeed because I saw him too plainly. […]

It’s good that you didn’t come along—this is not the right scene for your eyes and ears. I must take it as it comes and do my part.

249. Gerhard Scholem to Martin Buber
« Munich, October 15, 1921 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber:

[…] The fact that you are printing the list of sources separately is quite all right; the main thing is that it is coming out, and that is very heartwarming.554 Since I am dealing with bibliographical matters, I also want to report that the Kabbalah bibliography555 is assuming terrific dimensions and has already passed the 700th entry. There are some amazingly substantial and correspondingly unknown items among them. It would be very nice if you would sometime remember my request to assemble all your essays on the subject. Do you by any chance know someone who owns and would give me access to the periodicals of the French theosophers (Lotus, Aurora, and Initiation)? They are not available in any library. And yet it is just these journals that have a large number of pertinent articles I have been unable to learn any specific details about; this is particularly so for the nineties, the period when Initiation flourished.

Unfortunately, I cannot give you any [S. Y.] Agnon translations because I gave them away some time ago. And the absolute necessity of my finishing my doctoral dissertation556 this winter, which, given the complicated situation, will not be easy for me, will probably keep me from other tasks.

My observations on, or rather in the train of, your essay,557 which you’ve asked me for, can only be hasty and not very coherent as I set them down here. But you will understand the direction in which my thoughts are moving.

You too emphasize as fundamental to Jewish mythology the interrelationship of cosmology (and cosmogony) with history. I agree that this is absolutely central and primary. But there is a curious and dangerous tendency in the truly elaborated Kabbalah which would surely be worth pursuing. This is the tendency, which may be implicit in the very heart of the Kabbalah, to swallow up the historical element and transform it in an exceedingly profound way into cosmogony. This was particularly true of the Lurianic systems558 and the last prehasidic period. From reading the Lurianic Kabbalah, you would never know that any sort of documents really deserving the name of “historical” exist—at least that is the impression I have from the very modest studies I’ve conducted so far. So what happened in Hasidism along these lines is after all rather a hiddush.559 In recent years it has been a very striking fact, though there is a more than cogent reason for it, that absolutely everyone who has dealt with Hasidism has gradually arrived at the opinion that, mitzad hatorah shebah,560 there is nothing new in Hasidism. I have some reservations about this judgment, although I still think it much better than the older view that the hasidic Torah was virtually created out of the blue, or something of the sort. Everybody continues to acknowledge that there is something new there; but the important thing to do now is to find out what this something is. You have introduced the concept of “deschematizing the mystery.” But the question is, after all, why one should be so one-sided as to separate that from the “teaching.” I mean, the deschematizing of the mystery is something of a theoretical act, and if Hasidism has stripped the traditional Kabbalah—that is, the form handed down to it—of rigidity, then Hasidism must have departed somewhat from the teaching, since this “rigidity” was highly essential to that particular Kabbalah. And if we also consider that in Hasidism the historical element has once again acquired the rank proper to it (concerning which a variety of things might be said!) and that the above-mentioned softening of the traditional teaching has led to a fruitful chaos, so that a good many quite novel forms of the teaching (such as the psychological Kabbalah) have been able to arise, we may begin to wonder whether the hasidic Torah is so entirely without a hiddush. Two altogether different things have prompted me to further thoughts along these lines. First, the terminology of the hasidic writings, with reference to what I very cautiously said in the last article561 about the terminology of the Kabbalah in general; and second, the possibility of a Kotzk,562 a phenomenon whose utter uniqueness in the history of Jewish mysticism is highly thought-provoking and has been overlooked. (For the fact that Bahya in the Duties of the Heart563 deduced and attacked such a type as the Rabbi of Kotzk does not prove the existence of other such individuals as real persons.) I must admit that I cannot speak of this in other than paradoxical terms (though I don’t do so out of choice): the teachings that the Rabbi of Kotzk did not put forth are likewise not to be found in any kabbalistic book. Nevertheless, I think that this silence in both cases has two very different explanations. Of course, if we really want to speak precisely in terms of historical philosophy—and we should want to—we must realize that the very way we put our questions is marred by the sloppy use of such terms as “the Kabbalah” and “Hasidism,” and that the achievements of the hasidic movement took place only in a series of very different stages, both chronologically and in their “systematic” content. If more exacting distinctions were made, the position of the hasidic movement of the classical period with regard to its independence of or connection with world history might possibly be grasped. (The Pshiskhaer564 and Kotzker565 have after all declared bankruptcy of their own accord, and none of them belongs to the classical period.) At any rate, it seems to me that important courts of appeal exist and must be appealed to, that they cannot dodge deciding the question of the relationship between Hasidism and the Kabbalah. And if writing were not such an apocalyptic act for me, I would have written these ideas down for you in a fashion worthier of print.

250. Ernst Simon To Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, October 18, 1921 »

Most esteemed Herr Dr. Buber:

Along with and on behalf of Dr. Franz Rosenzweig of this city, 10 Schumannstrasse, I want to ask a favor of you without our knowing whether you are at all in a position to grant it. Therefore, let us put the matter bluntly, without any lengthy justification.

At the end of November, Rabbi Nobel566 will be fifty years old. We intend to publish a small Festschrift in his honor. Among the contributors—aside from the two of us—will be Dr. Eduard Strauss,567 Richard Koch,568 Siegfried Kracauer,569 and several younger persons, among them Erich Fromm,570 Leo Loewenthal,571 and others. Rabbi Baeck572 and these gentlemen are planning other honors of a more scholarly nature.

We want to ask you: Do you feel close enough to Nobel to be able to contribute some piece you happen to have lying around? It will have to be something already finished, since there is great pressure to go into print. How about a few hasidic tales? Perhaps you can and are willing—it would be very good of you.573

Please send your reply to Dr. Rosenzweig, since I am leaving for Berlin.

251. Martin Buber to Gerhard Scholem
« Heppenheim, October 19, 1921 »

Dear Herr Scholem,

[…] The fact that Hasidism adds no new element to the teaching must be understood as a principled self-restriction, which I bring out emphatically in my introduction.574 If you will read it in its entirety, that will become clearer to you. In the third section, I also point out several elements in the evolution of the hasidic teaching; I deal with this at much greater length in the introduction to the second volume575 of the series. But singling out and stressing coherent sections is a difficult matter. Granted, it is easy to draw a line like that from the Maggid576 to the Vitebsk Rav;577 but has the theory developed equally logically from the Yehudi578 to Bunam579 to the Rabbi of Kotzk? In fact, can we even speak (with the teaching in mind) of “Kotzk” or even of Pshiskhe-Kotzk as a unit? Kotzk and the personal mystery of the Rabbi of Kotzk are two different matters; Kotzk theoretically is closer to Habad580 than people imagine, and is just as far from the psychological, sometimes quite skeptical (but not at all libertine) approach of the “wise Bunam” as he is from the literally “baptist” messianism of the Yehudi. The connection is not basically a theoretical one, and not positive in nature. At the same time, there is this methodological and stylistic similarity, which makes differentiation more difficult. Incidentally, in theoretical differentiation, the beginning should not be made with the Great Maggid, as is usually the case; the Maggid of Zlotchov581 and Pinchas of Koretz582 are two worlds in themselves.

252. Carl Buber to Martin and Paula Buber
« Vienna, December 5, 1921 »

My Dears,

Except for the few lines containing your kind wishes for the successful operation, I have been without further news, but today Paula’s new book583 reached us. Special thanks for sending it and for the kind regards. I have taken it in hand with suspense; the structure of the whole is full of poetry, and particularly successful the mutation from the living into the soul, and the latter clad and acting with the forms of life. And finally the conclusion, with its return to Hades—it has all made a remarkable impression upon me. I think that especially favorable reviews will spur her to further creativity. […]

The news from home is mixed. The rate of exchange has risen, but at the expense of those who pay taxes, in particular the landowners; these will be primarily affected by the new property tax, the Damno, with no consideration given to where people are to get the money. Owners of land will now have to pay enormous taxes, each individual piece of property 15–20% of the present assessed value. We will have to wait and see how this can be carried out in practice. […]

253. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, December 8, 1921 »

Dear Herr Dr. Rosenzweig:

[…] To my own amazement (for having to say no is gradually becoming a habit with me), I have from the first moment had an affirmative feeling about your proposal for a lecture.584 I owe that chiefly to your visit,585 which left me with the sense of a lasting relationship. My reservations begin only in regard to the details. This trimester I could lecture only on a rather narrowly defined subject, to be called, say, “Religion as Presence” (the prolegomena to a work I am now engaged on).586 For supplementary material, this lecture would not have readings from hasidic sources but a “discussion of select religious texts” (among these, it is true, some hasidic ones). The hasidic sources would therefore have to be postponed to some later time. Nevertheless, the present undertaking might be seen as laying the ground for the formation of a closer circle. This is my pro and con. I might otherwise say I am in accord with your proposals for the time (weekly, but not starting until January 15) and compensation. Please let me know your reaction. […]

254. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] December 9, 1921 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor:

[…] I am very pleased with the theme as you have now phrased it. It is true that I don’t particularly like the word “religion,” because it has become too much of a foxhole from which the idealistic evasions escape by the rear exit just when you thought you had the fox at last and he couldn’t get away this time. But just because there is the security factor of the several exits, the public is readier to venture into the den of this word than into the exitless lion’s den (from which tracks lead only in, never out) of the word God. So it will be best to call it “Religion as Presence,” even if afterward it turns out in truth to deal with “God’s Presence.” And that is the case, as I saw with joyful astonishment on Sunday when visiting you. I really could not help thinking of Goethe’s well-known epigram: When people think I am still in Ossmannstedt, I am already in Jena.587 […]

255. Florens Christian Rang to Martin Buber
« Braunfels, January 21, 1922 »

Dear Friend,

The gift of your book The Great Maggid and His Succession has met with a deep response from my wife and myself. Permit us to embrace you.588 Now, so that the sown seed will yield not only fruit but bread, it is all the more necessary to stick together; to live, love, and learn together. Each of us, after having worked his way back to his own center in quietude, throwing himself open to the other. I am rejoicing in the prospect of seeing you here Saturday. […]

256. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] January 25, 1922 »

Urgent

Dear Herr Doktor:

You will already have read in the newspaper of the terrible blow that has struck us here.589 Part of the basis of my life has been snatched from underfoot. We never know our future, but we can nevertheless see before us the beginning of the road that leads into the future. At least we call them fortunate who can see this beginning of the road before them. And until yesterday morning, I would have called myself so.

I feel that I must write this to you. It may be no accident that, in the last hour of that good fortune I have lost, you and I had that dark and seemingly hopeless conversation that nevertheless compels further steps—though also into the darkness.

Stay with us, stay in this world for me!

257. Ludwig Strauss to Martin Buber
« January 25, 1922 »

Dear Herr Buber,

[…] I have now read The Great Maggid again—slowly, often rereading some passages, connecting the stories with your foreword. Almost all the figures appeared clearly to me—and at the same time much resistance dissolved within me. What had appeared dangerous if it was understood in general didactic terms became meaningful, natural, and most quietly persuasive as soon as it was related to the particular person that it was told about. Thus it is tempting to derive a general lesson from the story called “The Adversary”590—that toleration of someone rejected can always come only from cold equanimity and not also from ardent humility. As soon as one renounces such a generalization and sees only the two particular, typical individuals concerned, realizing above all that they are being talked about by the seer who sees their hearts behind their actions, the story gains indisputable validity in narrower confines. What is expressed in this book is probably like the popular wisdom handed down in proverbs; there, too, many things appear mechanical and false if understood in general terms, but almost everything becomes surprisingly true if it is related to specific people and types of situations.

Thus the intellectual substance of the book is becoming ever clearer and brighter to me as its vital and concrete elements become increasingly close and visible to me. Figures, ideas, processes, and the mode of narration entirely inherent in these, which is the more gratifying the less one actually becomes aware of it, so that one does not notice how definitively a story is told here until afterward, when one attempts to account for this good fortune—all I really have to say about all this is how happy I am with it and how grateful I am for it.

Would you be interested in hearing a few minor criticisms relating to details of the narrative?

I am enclosing Tiberius591 with this letter. If you now have the time and the desire to become acquainted with my poetry, I will send you some poems—a longer cycle and a few single cantos and epigrams. […]

258. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« H[eppenheim], January 31, 1922 »

Dear Ludwig Strauss, Today I shall tell you—in haste—only that I should be very pleased if you supplemented your understanding words about the Maggid with the criticism of the narration that you promised me. Precisely if in one’s old new age one has simple perfection in mind, so to speak, and is not willing to compromise, one must be very grateful for having any remaining flaw pointed out. The poems you mention would be quite welcome to me, but I would only ask you to let me keep them for some time so I can find the requisite leisure for them. […]

259. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] April 18, 1922 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor:

[…] I am not Orthodox, hardly Conservative, also not a romantic eclectic, I think—but I am an eclectic. I do not regard this position as the sole possible one, but nevertheless I think it can be justified in religious terms. I read your “Herut”592 over Pesach [Passover]—and I may say that the address enhanced the holiday for me. I subscribe to the first two-thirds almost word for word and am glad I had not read it up to now. An earlier acquaintance with it would have accelerated—and above all made easier—a development I have now achieved on my own by hard work. I have actually said a good deal of it (publicly, too) in almost the same words, without suspecting that long since es steiht.593 You can imagine how great my pleasure was. But I do have objections to the third part which seem important to me. In addition, I have been reading with Franz Rosenzweig the transcript of your lectures here [at the Lehrhaus].594 There, too, it seems to me the same objections, and in part others, might be raised. To what extent may I refer to ideas that have not yet appeared to print? […]

260. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, May 13, 1922 »

Dear Herr Bergmann:

[…] I am now pressing out the vintage. The prolegomena volume of my work on religion, I and Thou, which deals with the primal phenomenon, will be coming out soon; I hope the first part of the work itself will follow in the fall. If the blessing upon my work holds as it has done for some time, the whole will be finished in 1924.595 Would you be inclined in principle—reserving a final decision until after you’ve read it—to translate the book (i.e., for the present prolegomena) into Hebrew? I very much want this book to reach Hebrew readers, but it can only do so if it is translated correctly not just in an intellectual sense, so to speak, but in an emotional sense as well. To me, my real work has just begun with the writing of this volume.

Once the whole is completed, I should like, if the practical means are there, to try to set up in Eretz Yisrael596 the school of adult education that I have in mind (and which will differ from all those that call themselves such). By then I will know enough Hebrew—whose linguistic history I am at present studying—and probably will not yet be too old; my heart has grown younger. I have only a moderate interest in the university, [but] a lively interest in a school in every village.

261. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Heppenheim, May 20, 1922 »

Dear Ludwig Strauss,

[…] Incidentally—this in confidence for the present—I have in mind to shake off the Jüdischer Verlag and Der Jude as soon as possible; I am hoping to be able to settle that in Berlin. I am concerned with eliminating an incongruency that I feel more and more strongly as time passes. I want to let the next several years be determined exclusively by my real work, which means permitting only things related to it to exist alongside it.

262. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, June 30, 1922 »

Dear Herr Simon:

Just back from traveling, I found your letter awaiting me. Since there is a heap of others with it, and at the moment I have nobody for dictating, I must be brief in my reply.

I’ll be glad to recommend you both for the conference.597 Whether I myself will be attending remains uncertain. I am supposed to go to Berlin in the middle of July and will then have to take a few weeks’ vacation; I already feel rather exhausted. But above all, I am so distressed by the situation of Zionism that I do not know how I could possibly “confer” about it. Now that everything is happening just as I predicted in Prague,598 much as I knew it would all along, I find seeing it unfold almost unbearable. Understand me rightly: the same thing that would have been of great benefit to us if freely agreed upon can, when forced on us, work our destruction.599

I will not be able to decide on the Herzl Diaries until I am in Berlin, since [in addition to yourself] others are being considered to write the review. A good knowledge of the history of Zionism in those years is desirable, and I don’t know whether I can assume you have that.600 […]

By the way, in October, I will be giving up my editorship of Der Jude and likewise my position as coeditor at Jüdischer Verlag. All that has long struck me as not my real work, and nowadays I can only concern myself with my real work. I do not regret a single hour I have devoted to the other in the past, but what was once incumbent on me is now forbidden. […]

263. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Last week of July 1922]601 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor, The separate dates for acceptance and cancellation, which I recently sent you, had the purpose you can now see. Still, I should like to ask you once more. If three or four times is too much for you, just twice might be possible. And if the subject you proposed at the end of the winter lectures no long fits within the context of the work you have in mind for the period just ahead, another subject could undoubtedly be found. And if worse comes to worst and you see that you cannot manage it after all, you could still cancel. I am simply concerned to have you in the program. And you will also be concerned about that when I tell you (asking that you keep this confidential, for aside from my wife, my physician, the Rosenstocks,602 and [Eduard] Strauss, nobody here knows anything about it, not even Ernst Simon, for example) that upon your return from Palestine you will not find the Lehrhaus here, but possibly a fine Jewish school for adult education. I have known that since the beginning of my illness, but did not and do not like to talk about it unnecessarily.603

So please reconsider it from this viewpoint and write me a word.

264. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, July 28, 1922 »

Dear Herr Dr. Rosenzweig:

By the time I reached the second sentence of your letter, my answer was already certain: of course I will take on the lecture [series] if I can thereby fulfill a personal request of yours. And as far as the subject is concerned—nothing has changed in the course of my work, though I imagine there has been some mental change in the possibility of my dealing with a subject in oral and written form at the same time. If it fits into the framework of the Lehrhaus, I would like to speak on “The True Life”604—about three hour-long lectures (with subsequent discussion). But what I have in mind is not so much an elucidation as a kind of summons. You decide whether something of the sort is appropriate for a lecture; if not, I’ll choose another subject. […]

I have just opened [the Hebrew Scriptures]: “For the leader; on ayyelet hashahar […].”605 May I present this to you?

265. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] July 30, 1922 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor:

Thank you for your willingness. Naturally the subject is very fine. Perhaps, since you evidently prefer not to suggest any subtitle for the three lectures (or do you?), we might add: “The True Life: Three Addresses.” This would make clear the unlecturelike character of this presentation in contrast to the previous cycle,606 and everyone would know where he stood. Now one more suggestion: wouldn’t you like to establish some literary starting point for the subsequent discussion period (or double period)? Nothing more, nothing like a direct connection; but a much looser relationship than that of the discussion period to the hasidic texts last winter. But still enough of a connection to give the participants a feeling of having some ground underfoot and you yourself the opportunity to shift momentarily, wherever it seems wise to you, from the mode of summoning to that of exposition. I have in mind something like this, that each time you would actually read a psalm from which the contents of the talk might have been derived. Or something from the Aggadah; but as I visualize these talks of yours, the psalms would do better. At the Academy for Jewish Studies607 in the summer of 1914, [Hermann] Cohen always ended his lectures on Maimonides by discussing a psalm.

This thought probably occurred to me as a result of the last sentence of your letter. But I read further the psalm you mentioned. I used to be well acquainted with the 22d [Psalm]—until, I should say, the day I was taken ill. In this stratum of life, I now (and only now) recite the 23d. You must not think me caught up in an illusion. There are other strata lying above it, you know. But in the deepest, in the one where one sings psalms, that is how it is.

266. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, August 2, 1922 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

Instead of the subtitle “Three Addresses,” which might turn out to be not altogether dependable, I would prefer three subtitles for the three hours: 1. The Approach. 2. The Action. 3. The Turning Point. The idea of linking the discussion to the psalms is lovely and dear to my heart; I hope it will prove possible to talk about those things that really can be communicated only in speech. For me, the psalms have always kept that sense of physical intimacy they had in my childhood (a motherless childhood, one spent dreaming of my living but inaccessibly remote mother): “You have put friend and neighbor far from me” [Psalm 88:19]. So that once, after I had no longer occupied myself with them for many long, bad years, while walking in the mountains, after having scaled a ridge that in memory seems absolutely incredible, the “[delivered] my feet from stumbling” [Psalm 116:8] came over me not like a prayer but like a—report (that is still not the right word, but you will certainly understand). At that time, the 116th [Psalm] dawned on me; now almost all the others flow out of it. Does it not comprehend the 22d and 23d in one Mystery?

267. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, August 15, 1922 »

Dear Herr Dr. Rosenzweig:

[…] On the matter of the lecture, first of all some general comments that I would prefer to tell you in person. The day before yesterday, in the morning, I was in the glorious [early Gothic] Ebrach church and became the semi-involuntary audience to the Christology. It suddenly struck me—I cannot say exactly how—that the lecture series I proposed does not fit into a Lehrhaus after all and that basically you think so too. Is that so? In any case, I have since had grave reservations about talking on this subject in this context. This negative conclusion is supported by a positive fact: that on this selfsame walking tour608 in the meadows around the Staffelberg, a problem with the structure of my second volume, one that has long bothered me, suddenly was removed and everything clarified—so that I feel I may safely return to my original plan of a (four-session) supplementary lecture series on “The Basic Forms of the Religious Life.” If you agree with me on this, I should like, after all, to return to that. The series would be divided as follows:


1. The Religious Life: Magic and Religion

2. Sacrifice

3. Mystery

4. Prayer609



In conjunction with the first lecture, Egyptian and Babylonian texts would be read and discussed; with the second, Indian texts; with the third, Greek; and with the fourth, Jewish. (The Persian world belongs to 2, the Christian to 4—the Chinese world does not belong at all in this context, as I have just now realized.)

For the day, I prefer Mondays. […]

On the subject, I await your candid—shall I say, friendly candid?—advice.

This in haste, so that you will have news from me—I am somewhat tired from the strange journey.


268. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] August 19, 1922 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor, Your first subject would have fitted perfectly in the Lehrhaus. I thought I had eliminated your reservation by linking the discussions to the psalms; I am sure it was out of this feeling that I proposed it to you. Whatever certain people have to say belongs in the Lehrhaus, even if it were the theory of relativity (on which I once asked [Eduard] Strauss to speak) or—what [Richard] Koch actually has spoken on—a discussion of the relationship between the doctor and the patient and his family. On the other hand, there are people from whom nothing would be suitable, even if it were “The Essence of Judaism” or “The Land of Palestine.” So perhaps the topic can be kept for the future; you see, a few days ago prospects of a future for the Lehrhaus appeared—“There is hope for my future” [Jeremiah 31:17]—I possibly know a successor,610 but more of that later. For the present, then, we would have the new subject, which does have the one advantage that it continues and supplements your previous series of lectures at the very point where they were in need of supplementation. The first lecture might just as well be given as terse a title as the others, thus simply: Magic. For it may be assumed that you will speak in an introductory way about the subject as a whole, and this does not have to be specially stated in the program.

Yes, Der Jude—I too know how much poor stuff has been printed in it […] and that the best part of even the good pieces was the good level. I know all that; truly, I read it critically. But it is odd: there are pieces where the original will that sought to express itself within them comes through repeatedly and ultimately determines the effect in spite of everything. Perhaps it is a kind of compensation that this happens precisely in something that is imperfect in its effects, whereas, in something perfect in its effects, the effect is effected but the will embodied in it remains invisible and—as will—ineffective. Therefore it is said, “Cast your bread upon the waters” [Ecclesiastes 11:1].

And now let me say something briefly about my hope, which wholly fills my mind just because I had none for so long a time. The person in question [Rudolf Hallo] is a friend ten years younger than myself. […]

I would like to commend him to you if something comes of it and even if nothing comes of it. For you are now more than I, and certainly more than [Eduard] Strauss, the person he needs for giving him certainty about his Judaism. Today he does not know that. But I know it. He does not need the homecomers like me and Strauss, because he is one himself; he needs the “reverential” apikores611—none other. What I wrote to you on the day after Nobel’s death612 is now becoming true in a wholly different sense from the way I thought of it at that moment, when I meant it as applying directly to myself. He is still young. And every human being needs two teachers.

It has grown late. When you are here again sometime, don’t hesitate to come to see me. I am no longer in such a state that I can impose myself upon everyone, but you are among those on whom I should like to impose myself.

269. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, August 21, 1922 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

Thank you for sending the “Jesus,” by Eduard Strauss, which I will gladly publish.613 The account fits in splendidly and makes its meaning clear. I must say, though, that it is alien to me, in contrast to the Star [of Redemption], where there is not a page that would be alien to me, no matter how remote some of your opinions may be from mine. To give you an example: Strauss’s concept of pagans has an admixture of cruelty; yours is free of that. That is why I, who recognize paganism but not pagans, can discuss the subject with you; with him, I probably could not. He lacks something that can be called not by any psychological term, but by something out of the Bible: the “Deutero-Isaian.” (The older I become, the more I love the Nameless Prophet; I recognize there my native world.)

I would like to change the title of my lecture to “The Primary Forms [Urformen] of the Religious Life” (“Basic Forms” [Grundformen] seems to me too comprehensive for this lecture series). This title is also closer to the mark because one of the principal aims of the lectures is to show that there are no pagans, or at least no “pagan religions.”—November is all right for me.—As for the content of the series, I might say that it leads up to the problem of “person and community,” which is the subject of my third volume (the fourth is to treat the religions, the fifth and last “contemporary reality”).614 The second, in addition to the subjects of the lecture series, also includes several other segments (e.g., myth and dogma).—Of course, the first lecture can be given the shorter name, only I’m afraid that “Magic” will seem insufficiently differentiated from the following three titles, so that the pattern
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will not emerge clearly enough in the announcement. So I think I prefer “Magic and Religion,” but if you find another way to title it, I will be fully amenable. Perhaps I should say simply: “Paganism.”

Let’s leave everything else for the next time we can talk. I am so glad that I may call on you again; when I was in Frankfurt last week, I missed the accustomed visit. There is also another matter I have long wanted to discuss with you.

270. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] August 22, 1922 »

Esteemed Herr Doktor:

I do not think that what you find alien in [Eduard] Strauss is inherent in his thought, which is certainly closely akin to mine, and moreover in the very example you mention. Rather, as is always the case with Strauss, it is inherent in the How. […] In my opinion, the “cruelty” you feel in him is just as remote from his intention as it is from mine. It is implicit only in the tone (which, admittedly, inevitably makes the music). Since that is so, may I ask you to send the manuscript back to me once more. Perhaps that tone can be dispelled by a little light retouching. I have written him about what you wrote and that I would ask you to send the MS back to me for a day or two.

To turn to the subject itself: it seems to me that our difference here consists in our view of history, that is, of the world, and not in the way we approach life. Therefore, it is unimportant. I recognize paganisms, pagan religions. But I too recognize no pagans. Such recognizing is a knowing, [in Greek] an eidenai, which is to say, a having seen. So what! For this not-recognizing is a not-seeing, an entire present, always there, always ready not-seeing. And surely that is the decisive factor. The tie between that having-seen and this not-seeing is formed by the concept (equivalent to what Strauss found in his way) of the “everlasting pagan,” which accords pretty much with what you call “paganism among all peoples.” I brooded about this very problem for no less than three years, from the spring of 1914 to the autumn of 1917. When the solution came to me—one night as I was stumbling over a horribly thorny plant on the way from the front to Prilep in Macedonia, I felt that I knew “everything.” That was the moment of conception for my book615 (though not yet a book). I understood the relationship of Creation to revelation, from which everything else logically followed for me when, six weeks later, I tried to translate it from wordless knowledge into words. Until finally, at the end of 1918, in the introduction to Part 3, I once more found myself on excellent terms with Goethe, with silent jubilation; I had first fallen away from him in my last or next-to-last year at the Gymnasium, when one day I categorically forbade myself to read Goethe, and for several months kept to that rule.

That was my experience with the pagan. Only now do I understand the mention of your lecture series. I don’t really know whether it is essential to indicate that [paganism versus religion] straight off in the titles. The substantive titles—Magic, Sacrifice, Mystery, Prayer—already say something, at least delimit the subject matter. But I suppose there would be nothing wrong with so indicating. You want, if I understand you rightly now, in Magic, to use two pedal-notes throughout your lectures: “paganism among all peoples” and Prayer, the “Judaism in all religions,” the former decrescendo, the latter crescendo. In between, Sacrifice and Mystery constitute the two specific manifestations in the forms of religious life (for Magic and Prayer are the primary religious phenomena precisely because they are not specifically religious, like Sacrifice and Mystery, but are primal phenomena of all life). This whole relationship might be outlined as follows:


The Primary Forms of the Religious Life




Magic and the Pagans

Sacrifice: the Religious Act

Mystery: Religious Contemplation

Prayer and the Jews



This, I think, gives us the sense, insofar as mere headings can do it, that the dominant concepts here are Jews and pagans, since these two concepts form the cornerposts, and the concepts in between are related to neither of the two and, therefore, to both.

A very simple outline might be this one:


Magic

Sacrifice

Mystery

Prayer



It would be a very quiet and yet quite audible way to sound the prelude, and afterward would provide memory with something to hold on to. Don’t you think that might be best? […]

271. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, August 24, 1922 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

I have asked the printers, to whom I had already sent Strauss’s manuscript, to return it, or rather to send it directly to you. But let me define more exactly what I meant by “cruelty”: the account produces the impression—I think I may say, inevitably—that one who is born a “pagan” is blocked from direct access, and the single way open to him is the Christian way, in other words, the way concerning which this account says what it does say. Now, it may well be that it strikes me this way because of my personalism, which hampers me in dealing with “the” pagan—what immediately comes to my mind is a single human being. But that is not the essential problem. We shall undoubtedly have to speak about this essential problem once more. What you say about the nature of the difference is certainly correct. But you still have to decide whether this difference does not ultimately affect the “approach to life” in one respect at any rate. To make my meaning clear by an example: to me that Taoist is no pagan (sometime, in reference to the passage in The Star,616 I would like to talk to you about Chinese reticence concerning God—“He who transgresses against Tien,”617 says Kung [Confucius], “has no one to whom he can pray”), but if he practices magic, he enters the realm of paganism. It is the false relationship that falsifies the object.

This is why I cannot fully accept your heartwarmingly understanding “pedal-note” arrangement of the headings. For magic does not belong to the “religious” life; it is the impediment, the countering, oppositional element, for which reason it has to be dealt with first of all. Therefore, it cannot be placed in the headings on the same plane as that of prayer. But your suggestion that a distinction be made by the definite article coincides with an inspiration that has come to me in the interval:


Magic

The Sacrifice

The Mystery

The Prayer



This would also be in keeping with my conception of magic, which cannot really be used with the definite article. If it meets with your approval, let us abide by it. […]

Early in September, when the present flood of visitors has subsided, I intend to come to Frankfurt and to see you. […]

P.S. Do you know that dictum of Pliny (presumably translated from Poseidonios): Deus est mortali iuvare mortalem? The est sounds so tremendously pagan, and a famous linguist, Professor Gilbert Murray, offers this odd translation: “God is the helping of man by man.” But that is a misreading of the Latin, although the dative is correct—humanity.618

272. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] August 27, 1922 »

Esteemed Herr Doktor:

Very well, let us stay with the version you propose. What follows is no longer coming from the “director of the Lehrhaus.”

I would grant that magic is the impeding, countering, oppositional element; but isn’t that so only when it strikes out on its own? Otherwise it, or rather the will behind it—which leads to magic when it seeks to make decisions “in principle”—is precisely what gives prayer the weight of reality. For the will wills prayer to be—fulfilled. There are, it is true, warped human beings who would prefer to have prayer entirely free from this kind of willing. Such “pure” prayer has always seemed to me the equally bad counterpart to pure magic, a limp, listless resignation, just as the former kind is an overheated willing, a churning of the will. But authentic prayer is authentic because those impulses that can lead to magic have been incorporated within it. Even the “Thy will be done” is what it is only because this wish that God’s will may be done is so passionate a wish for the person praying, as passionate as any magician’s wish can have been. Without this power of passion, it would become an unctuous phrase and in God’s eyes undoubtedly worth less than a resolute prayer for the dollar to rise or fall. As I see it, that is how it stands with paganism in general. It is an element that is imperishable because indispensable. It becomes an impediment, a countereffect, an opposition when it sets itself up, when it establishes its own realm. When it enters the kingdom of God, it becomes daring, force, intercession.

But that there are such extremes as “kingdoms” and to what extent they exist—this is something I could show the “personalist,” which, however, you are not (you yourself would certainly rebury your discovery of persons if you were able to objectify it once more into an -ism)—well, I might be able to make my point by this very example. The “Thy will be done” is after all prayer in the absolute sense because these words could not possibly be spoken by a magus, while on the other hand, the word of the magus to Mephisto, “Just the same I will” (to which Mephisto smirkingly replied, “That sounds good”),619 could not possibly be spoken by one who is praying. That is, there are words that have their place and define it; and there are places. Man is not bound to the place in which he stands; one who stands in the right place and could say the right words may still be far from saying them—all that I grant! But at least if he is there, nothing hinders him from saying them. So perhaps he will say them.

Why do we try to teach? You know and I know that in practice improvement and conversion, both of ourselves and our neighbors, very rarely goes hand in hand with teaching—so rarely, at any rate, that it is not worth going to great effort about it. Immediacy, decisive experience, can certainly occur in the course of teaching but can equally well occur in the course of lunch. But normally (and indeed only with respect to the normal, in doing anything at all, would the effort be justified) teaching affects learners only indirectly, only in a preparatory way, removing hindrances only, so to speak, in anticipation (in this “in anticipation” lies the danger of teaching). So that the individual, when the voice calls him, will recognize and obey it, instead of demanding to know who is calling and, naturally receiving no answer (which, if it were to keep to the sense of his inquiry would have to come in the third person), not obeying it.

What does take place, I must repeat, is preparation, clearing the path, house building. Granted, sometimes nobody will walk that path and nobody may move into the house. Granted, sometimes worthless phantoms will walk the path and move into the house. Does that make the building useless labor?

Temples, synagogues, churches, all such places (“facilities”) are secular buildings, not “houses of God.” Those who take them for houses of God—they and they alone can properly be charged with cruelty; for they are no longer leaving God anything to do, are literally laying hold of him. For the truth of the situation is this: those secular buildings are indeed cruel; they have the cruelty of all things secular, the cruelty of outliving us. If we look at things from outside, man is always getting the worst of it in comparison to the rest of the world. But, strangely, we feel that only when we look out into the world. It owes us a great deal. But our life, we feel, is paid out to us in full. Here we feel no cruelty at all (if only we manage really to accept our life—for, granted, if a person does not hold out his hand, or at least open it, these banknotes will drop to the ground, or blow away). In that strangely, in that but, God is working—he is not speaking, is not creating, but he is working. For that reason, for that very reason, it is sinful to banish his working into “isms”; to do so is to rob men of faith in him precisely where they need it. For the same thing is true of the “isms,” the buildings, and their cruelty as is true of the cruelty of the world in general: it exists and yet it is powerless. Even the shortest human life gains by dying the same fulfillment that is accorded the world. “When all things shall cease.”620 […]

273. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Undated]621 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor:

I think that after all I must prepare you for me somewhat; I notice that you are putting off for our future discourse more than it will be able to accomplish. Well then: in addition to walking, my speech has just been destroyed; it is true that I can still be understood, more than it will seem to you at the first moment, for one can get used to it; but the speaking sounds like that of an age-old man and comes out terribly painfully, even more painful for the other person than for me; all nuances are beyond me. My face, when I don’t happen to be speaking, is relatively unchanged. I wear pajamas.—So—after these tragicomic particulars for our rendezvous, you will easily get over the first shock. From shortly after four on, incidentally, I am in condition to receive.

274. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Undated]622 »

Esteemed Herr Doktor, This is not at all an easy task for me.623 You yourself have already distinguished quite rightly what I can say to you and what I can say about the book. For the latter, by the way, I need to know several things that will be clear enough later on to the reader in the bookshop, so you must tell me: about how long is the book to be? How many parts—evidently unnamed—does it have? Will the reader be notified that this is only a first part? […]

Everything else I have to say goes deeper, no longer belongs in the realm of “proofreading.” Let me take the bull by the horns right away: in the I-It, you give the I-Thou a cripple for an antagonist. The fact that this cripple governs the modern world does not make it less a cripple. Of course, it’s easy for you to dispose of this It. But it’s the false It, you know, the product of the great deception, not even three hundred years old in Europe. Only when we say this It are we implying (not implicating) an I. No I is implicit in the true It, at least no human I. What I as a human being am implying when I say It properly is really HE.624 The “basic word I-It” can, of course, not be spoken with one’s whole being. For it is not a basic word, it is at most a basic idea; it is not even that, it is but the tip of an idea, a philosophical point. So if It is nevertheless entirely real, it will have to be included in a basic word that likewise is said by the one who says it with his whole being. Spoken by Him: this basic word is I-It; spoken by us: HE-It. Recite sometime”He who causes death and life,625 and you will have said this basic word and said it in its deepest essence.

It seems to me that everything else proceeds from this narrowing of the I-Thou (which, incidentally, you share with Ebner).626 Intoxicated by the joy of the discovery, like Ebner, you cast everything else (quite literally) to the dead. But It is not dead, although death belongs to it. It is created. But because you have equated It with the indubitably dead “It”-“for”-“the”-I, you must consign everything that out of sheer vitality resists falling into this valley of death to the realm of the basic word I-Thou, which as a consequence must be vastly expanded.

What is happening to you is the exact opposite of what happened to your fellow discoverer [Hermann] Cohen (veritably a story of “those who entered into the garden”:627 he discovered I-Thou as the great exception to the rule and for its sake built an annex to his already finished edifice, ever concerned with not spoiling what was already complete.628 Naturally, he didn’t succeed; he tried to cram into the annex far too many of the things that had already found their place in the old building. The annex was threatening to grow into a building on its own, where those who had frequented the old building were least able to find their way about. You, on the other hand, have put up a new edifice from the start; you reduce the Creation to a chaos just good enough to supply you with building materials for your new structure. Whatever doesn’t fit into it is dismissed as inessential. Cohen was terrified by his discovery. You are intoxicated by it; therefore, ha-acharim629 will follow you and will “mutilate the shoots.”630 But even in this garden there will be one “who entered in peace and went out in peace.”631 To put this in your language: besides the I-Thou, there are two basic words equally steeped in Being, basic words into whose one half the entire being of the other half fits, just as in the case of I-Thou. I have already spoken of the first of these, the HE-It, the word of “entering.” The word of “exiting”—the same exit from the garden—is: We-It (in speaking with you, I can surely use such abbreviation, can’t I?). That is the second mode of saying It “with one’s whole being.” I cannot say It with my being, but HE [God] can and We [community] can. (N.B.: in the We-It are the answers to all the problems that the philosophers are trying to answer with the pseudo-basic word I-It.) But when We say It, It becomes—IT. So that now the following series arises in which the I-Thou must form the middle because perfect equilibrium prevails only in this pardes [garden] when I-Thou can at any moment reveal itself as I-Thou and likewise at any moment in I-THOU: HE-It, I-Thou, I-Thou, I-THOU, We-IT. Connecting the beginning and the end of this series yields [Friedrich] Schelling’s great dictum: “And then pantheism will be true.”

Our disagreement revolves around the word It. That holds for all the details of the disagreement we have discussed; not just the tree (which, incidentally, has now almost enchanted me, it glows so splendidly on page 13)632 and the work of art, also the question of the “law,” the permission (a permission! just a permission!!! “Gentlemen, my teachers, all you who are present, with your permission!!!!)633 to speak of God in the third person again and from that (from that alone) even the possibility of speaking of the Creator—everything stems from this point. And are you not constantly paying involuntary tribute to the despised word? By speaking of I-Thou. And by choosing, instead of Cohen’s “correlation,”634 the word relation [Beziehung], which really is hardly more German. You might have found other words, words that I can speak to thee [Du], thou to me (can I speak to thee: I stand in relation [in Beziehung] to thee??), more German words—if you were not compelled to compress so much into I-Thou (namely, all authentic life), so much of what can only be said easily and fully in It, moreover in the authentic It of HE-It and We-It, not in the fictitious I-It.

Dear Herr Doktor, I am a very unselfish knight of the It, now more than ever. Behind my draped windows635 I am now truly still interested only in I and Thou. But all the same. What is to become of I and Thou if they will have to swallow up the entire world and the Creator as well? Religion? I am afraid so—and shudder at the word whenever I hear it. For my and your sake, there has to be something else in this world besides—me and you!

275. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, September 14, 1922 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

I want to thank you from the bottom of my heart for your thorough, magnificent criticism. May I ask you to maintain the same kindly rigor and stringent candor with the rest of the galleys636 (there are about eight or nine in all). Perhaps after all, before the end of Part 1, you will feel that the injustice done to the It here is less grave; perhaps in the course of Part 2, you will also recognize the justice that is done to it; and almost certainly in the third (and last) part, you will observe that here too HE (and We) are present as reality—though at the deepest level a rift will probably remain between what we know and what we have to say. What can the honest man do, after all, but reply that he can do nothing else; nothing else but at last say the word he has struggled long and hard to find.

I have already answered your question about the size of this volume, and about the number of parts as well; in my own mind, they are not unnamed. The titles are: Word, History, God—but I shrink from using these names as headings. On this point, however, as on several others, I am open-minded. I am also highly open-minded about letting it be known that this volume is a first. At present, there is only this statement appended to the text: “Outline of the work of which this book forms the opening: May 1916. First draft of this book: summer 1919; final version: spring 1922.” But if after you have read the volume you think it should be more emphatically placed within the context of a five-volume work, I will try that, perhaps by placing a general title before the book’s title.

If you regard the preface on the language as dispensable at this point, I’ll be glad to cut it.637 Volumes 2–4 are to treat: 2: Primal Forms; 3: Knowledge of God and Law of God; 4: The Person and the Community; 5: The Power and the Kingdom.638 Thus 3 deals only with HE, 4 largely with We. It is true that I (I really mean me, but I do have to mean myself) am hardly permitted to say HE decisively, nor am I empowered to say We decisively. So I must confess it, must not conceal my nakedness and my solitude, and cannot ask whether I merely bear my own name or perhaps may also be called man. Yet I would almost plead with you to take me at my word when I say that I was not for a moment “intoxicated.” However often all through these years I directed and concentrated my mind upon these things, I always had a peculiar sobriety that I can best compare to the state of mind of someone only half familiar with music who tries to follow a difficult symphony without missing a note. He won’t be particularly successful, but I can scarcely think of anything more sober than the effort.

How much there is still to say, and how little! Sometimes it seems to me that the essential difference, or, as you put it, disagreement, between us consists in our differing attitudes toward the kingdom [of God]. Otherwise, you would not ask me, “What is to come of that?” Certainly not “religion.” […]

And now once again I thank you, and once again beg you for more of the same, despite the inadequate response (while my heart resounds to all its depths with inexpressible response).

276. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, September 19, 1922 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

Here are the last galleys. If there is anything more you wish to say to me, please do so; I intend to issue the imprimatur shortly. But if you are not in the mood to speak (out of feelings of disagreement or for whatever reason), please just let me know that. I do assume that you are only waiting for the end and do not want to comment on specifics without having a view of the whole. Which happens to be not a whole, rather a sparse and difficult beginning, and yet will have to go out into the world that way. The second volume, on which I am toiling and which will not bear the same title as the lecture series but is to be called, religionlessly, “Sacred Act,”639 will turn out simpler and clearer, it seems to me. I cannot decide in favor of a title for the whole;640 the second volume will be announced at the end of the first. The “nail”641 has been withdrawn from the inside entrance door, beaten small typographically, and hammered in at an inconspicuous spot. In its place, since that must not remain uncovered, has been set a golden ornament that has belonged to this house since the laying of its cornerstone, the “So, waiting, I have won from you …”

I trust your wife and the baby642 continue well. Give them both our greetings, with that old, powerful greeting which is a wish.

277. Florens Christian Rang to Martin Buber
« Braunfels, September 19, 1922 »

Dear Friend,

So now I have read your little book,643 which you kindly entrusted to me before printing, straight through to the end—with pounding heart. I thank you. You have done something good. Many will be affected as I am: a breath of sanctification will touch them.

I have many objections to your book. That cannot be helped; for—to speak in its language—“it” too must grasp at “It,” since it also wants to say “Thou”—and this tangible grasping is always a form of misapprehension644 and, between writer and reader, of clouded understanding. But the important thing is that the “other” is so strong that it makes this misunderstanding understandable and bearable. Because the “other” reaches into the essentials, the misunderstandings are inessential.

If, then, in what follows I write you about some of this, remember that it concerns only those aspects of the book that are not really essential. I do not feel it necessary to write about its essentials, because there what is needed is receptivity, loving and active testing. In this book, you have matured beyond your earlier insights and maturity—you told me that yourself (you did not say it that way, of course not; but I think it is permissible for me to say it that way). Let me express the hope that, as you go further (you recently wrote me about a second volume), you will derive still greater maturity from the teachings of this present work. May a friend’s remarks contribute something to those elements that have not yet reached full maturity. It is in this hope that I write you my inadequate criticisms.

I can put them into a single sentence: the little book is too clear—and therefore not yet sufficiently in focus. It bears the marks of too little awe of that which is inexpressible. To be sure, you are absolutely right in opposing the particular theology that shows God as merely the Other of a mysterium tremendum, though fascinosurn,645 and you have vigorously proclaimed the simplicity of daily life in this world as equally an area of holiness. God throws himself open to man in the present world, and whoever fails him—fails to encounter him here, no matter where and when—fails him altogether. But the daylight of this simple truth easily misleads one into overlooking its shattering, devouring aspect. Necessary though it is to banish the pagan consciousness of tragedy, we must beware of insidious optimism in religion. The phrase is poor, I know; what I mean is this: that in dispelling the tragic shudder of awe, we must be careful that the other awe does not vanish, that shudder which, if I may put it this way, perceives the impossibility of the possibility of reaching to God in small things alone, rather than in the full experiencing of life. The gladness of being able to act on God’s commandments, the repudiation of the Protestant pessimism of “and yet are all our acts in vain even in the best of lives”646—only we must hope that will not become false relief: by being put into language! Language that flows too easily and is no longer fully responsible for overcoming the trembling silence. All language, even though we may call it “substantial,” is too inadequate; but the words must be spoken as their own sacrifice; our voices ought to tremble at our impure linguistic sacrifice.

In saying this, I am condemning everything I myself am writing, yet even in this condemnation do not make this sacrifice properly! But properly enough so that I can say to you in friendship, without presumption: you too are not yet making the sacrifice properly. But I can indicate to you one point specifically from which your language may pull itself up higher. Language that is too common, too familiar and everyday. As soon as our language approaches the circle from which it addresses God, even though not formally, but rather speaks about God (and objectively too; it is always speaking about God; he speaks because we do; we speak because he does)—we should use only the kind of language that would be suitable for direct prayer. Of course, such language would seem hardly to do for any statement that tried to build a bridge of understanding between contemporary man with his scientific language and one who speaks from, as it were, the side of God. But there are better ways of doing this, at any rate, than the manner of speech you have chosen. Your language veers too much toward the scientific. In so doing, it becomes abstract, the very opposite of the message it means to bring, which is as concrete as it could possibly be. And, along with the language, the train of thought likewise becomes abstract. A word such as relation [Beziehung]—one of your basic words—is not a word to be used in prayer. Likewise, not factual, substantial, fictitious [faktisch, real, fiktiv]. To explain what I mean: What makes you hit upon so pallid a word as “relation”? Answer: Because you proceed from the I-Thou (and I-It) as if these existed humanly, still without God—and were thus expressible along the line of general speech. This is my foremost objection to your method of presentation. Although it stringently avoids the path of psychologizing, it follows a parallel path, also proceeding from bottom to top, from periphery into the center. Thus, it looks as if the “eternal Thou” is the result: of a more general You. But “God is one.” In truth there is no I-You, but only Thou, from which the I then echoes. When we say this, all colorless relation falls away; relation becomes “Creation” and “conduct of the creature before the Creator”—conduct within the Creation, among the creatures. Do I as creature, to speak your language, derive from the factual word? If so, then along with my concrete creatureliness and form comes the commandment that confers upon the vague relationship the specific content of most insistent life, for which a word full of meaning exists at any given time. But even the most general words—such as love, obedience, belief, conversion—remain filled with meaning—and do not become empty brackets of relations. Thus Augustine—in a situation similar to yours, he too addressing himself to the scientifically cultivated minds of his age—spoke in his Confessions in language full of intellectual juices because he did not say I-Thou but only Thou, only God—and I not as others but as God’s reflection. I am speaking not of Augustine’s theology but of the emotionality of his speech in God.

Let this be enough for now! Your—and my—language still vacillates between the speech used before the altar and in the scientific or scholarly market—because we ourselves are still vacillating—children of this age that has almost forgotten the altar. You, still and all, and even in this almost-forgotten language, have remembered once more what is never to be forgotten, have taken it living to your heart and conscience, while at the same time giving rationality its due. That is the essential thing about your little book, whose slight bulk conceals the importance of its contents. That is putting it much too shallowly—but let us not make grand speeches about the goodness that has been vouchsafed to us—to you here—to offer. […]

278. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] September 20, 1922 »

Esteemed Herr Doktor, The galleys came so close together that every time I was about to send some back, new ones arrived; the result is that only today am I getting around to returning them. […]

I have now been living in your book for days, and I have had the experience that every reader should have: the strangeness of the first day has worn off, I have got used to the living room, and the very part that was furthest from me (not speaking figuratively—which I regard as wrong) has attracted me most of all, in fact enchanted me, often more than those parts of your household gear that I am accustomed to from my own home. (I recall now that the same thing happened to you with the Star: 3:1 and 3:2 touched you more than 2:2, which is so closely akin to your mind.)647

But beyond all that, these past few days I have been obsessed by the question of what it means in general that “another” “also” thinks. When we are up against alien thinking, really alien, such as Simmel’s,648 say, this question doesn’t even arise; such thinking simply does not concern us. And where the vital paths of thought move entirely or partly in parallel (even if the parallels should be those of mutual opposition), the question answers itself; it certainly does concern us. But where it is neither of these cases, and ideas encounter one another, would encounter one another even if you and I had never met each other—then the question looms vastly. I am always somewhat slow about taking books as realities; but such a question compels one to.

Different starting point, different reasons for having to think, different contents that enter into our thinking, differences in what we ignore, differences (least different of all) in what we fend off; in short, different people—and yet a community of thought that is not “objective,” not a community of “aims” to which different “paths” lead. Rather, the community of thought is already part of the path, even though the paths are different. It is not a community of thought that is only now coming into being.

(The last galleys have just arrived; you will have them back by Saturday morning at the latest. I continue:)

It is not a community of thought only now coming into being. It is not aimed toward any particular goal (as, say, Kant was aiming at the solution to his famous three questions, “What can, may, should I …”). Insofar as such questions exist for us as questions, they existed before the conception of knowledge. At the moment of this conception, the knowledge—the answer—appeared, and the questions stopped. And at this point, only at this point, did our thinking begin. For I think I know that you too did not really think beforehand, at least that you did not reflect on the questions you have now begun to answer. And if you reflected, nothing will have come of it. As questions they remain unanswerable to you, indeed inconceivable. From the vantage point of the answer (which is in itself inexpressible, so inexpressible that precisely in place of it the most incongruous word leaps to mind, in your case “relation,” in my case “fact”). But from the vantage point of the answer, everything becomes questionable, conceivable, expressible. Thus, the answer is what gives rise to the compulsion and duty (and so, of course, also the strength) to think. Thinking is not a purposeful path, but a movement sustained by power—as void of purpose as a life that continues adrift without purpose; and as uniform as a life that proceeds uniformly, because it flows from a single source.

When two think this way, it happens that their thoughts meet a hundred times over, like two entangled skeins of yarn, and must part again a hundred times over—must part in order to be able to meet again. If we want to untangle them, we must find the ends, our own free ends, for the others may have already been knotted to one another—who knows where—by some other hand. From the free ends, they could be untangled; that was what I tried last time. This time I had to let them lie entangled as they are and proceed along the windings with my heart, again and again stopping at every meeting and every twist. For how could the skeins have become so tangled if that other hand had not tied them together at one end? […]

279. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] September 22, 1922 »

Esteemed Herr Doktor, I have now read—in fact did so right away last night—the last galleys, in which both nearness and remoteness rose within me to the highest pitch. You remark that I might wish to pick a few specific items out of the whole and comment on them? There is probably not a page on which I would not have some comment to make to you, but for that very reason——And finally, it does not really matter whether I can or cannot follow you on this or that specific point. Not when the ambivalent feeling of departing from so closely resembles that of entering into as it does here. I want to try to see whether I can portray for you, in the brevity of this afternoon hour, how my mind dwelt on it at night.

How do you know that the orbit is not circular? Wouldn’t it have to be able to be? And if you know it, how else would you know it if not because that is just the way it is? But if such Being exists, why should it remain invisible to us, and inaudible? Why should we have only momentary flashes of sight? Why must the continuity remain beyond our grasp? When you too, after all, believe in it. This is a whole bundle of questions, and yet really nothing but the one question, transposed from the realm of logic to that of metaphysics: the question of the It. For let me answer you this way: Yes, in many passages the It is given its full due, but that is not to your credit, but to its; the passages jump the rails of your train of thought; the created reality that precedes all that fictitious It confounds your notions, thank God (really!). I would have to have the text here to show you the passages I mean; there is one in particular (not the ones where the It remains behind as a melancholy leftover after the Thou has evaporated; they are consistent). Reality prevails here as it prevails, of course, in your profession of the Way, this decisive profession. And as, unconfessed but still real, it prevails in the entire book. How glad you would be to incorporate Buddha into your paradise, that Eden of yours over which I-Thou stands written. How gladly you would let in the domestic cat and all the pious pagan souls and maestri di coloro que sanno.649 But you don’t manage to; in the end they only get as far as a lovely site in the antechamber to hell, as far as the It. And it would not need to be an antechamber of hell; it could be a perfectly good antechamber to heaven if you hadn’t let yourself be talked into that devilish I-It of the philosophers and had taken instead the blessed He-It of children and Goethe and the Creator. For as long as the world has existed, no human being has ever said: “I see the tree.” Only philosophers say that.

The mail has just arrived, bringing your poems. […]

It is late, and you must have your galleys. And good wishes for the [Jewish] New Year,650 whose law has governed the growth of your book, whether or not you like it. It is difficult to say from outside, or even from the entrance, whether the firmament still peeps in through the dome of the temple; even in the Pantheon651 in Rome, you have to walk a good distance in toward the center in order to tell.

280. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Undated; between September 22 and 27, 1922] »

Esteemed Herr Doktor:

Your marked silence about my letter of Friday makes me fear that you have taken my words amiss. If that is the case, please tell me and do not fall silent. I am not so oversensitive that I could not stand a harsh retort, but also not so thick-skinned that I would not feel silence as sharper than even the harshest words—and you surely cannot intend that.

281. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, September 28, 1922 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

How could you ever think I was practicing “marked silence” toward you—a linguistic device, by the way, for which I have neither inclination nor ability? Surely you must have noticed that in my association with you, from about the second half-hour of your visit in Heppenheim on, I have gone in for pure utterance such as, in a kind of messianic wish-dream, one would wish one was capable of with all and sundry. As in the kingdom [of God], there is no taking amiss, and silence is either absolute silence or being unable to speak. The fact that I have not answered your letter of Friday was due simply to my being unable to write any further at this point in our dialogue, although I presumably would have been able to go on speaking. At this point discussion would no longer do; at this point the matter for me had become ad hominem and, in response to your reference to the Pantheon,652 for example, I would have had to answer with a story about my inner state at a certain time in my youth, and with some bits about my outer state as well (for example, how I gave offense when I physically illustrated the distinction between we bow down and we prostrate ourselves).653 That can also be done in letters, of course, but I seem unable to do it. You must know that I am always surprised when I have written a real letter; for weeks at a time, I often succeed only in “taking care” of my correspondence, twenty, thirty items in a usual day, none without an attempt at summoning to mind the real presence of the addressee, but also none with a real giving of the self. There is some obstacle. I am basically, as you have no doubt observed, not a writing person; I used to be interested in writing, but for some time I have truly been undertaking it only when and because I have been ordered to. You are one of the few persons with whom I have been able to “exchange” letters in this decade. Often you draw me out of the cave; sometimes it is stronger.

All good things for the New Year to you and yours. From the first to the seventh, we will be on a walking tour; the following week654 I hope to be able to visit you.

282. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] September 29, 1922 »

Esteemed Herr Doktor, How could I have thought [you were offended]? Simply because the first word I received from you after my letter was that extremely agitated card about a extremely absurd matter, not mentioning receipt of the letter by so much as a word. And in addition, I suppose, because there were some twinges of guilty conscience in me precisely because of the excessively unencumbered ad hominem (that is, not sufficiently unencumbered with ex homine)655 language. Perhaps you noticed that this was due primarily to a certain uneasiness in the writing. The truth that prevails between us is much too closely connected with the truthfulness that is within us for me ever to want to tell you a “naked” truth, one for which the messenger who delivers it would not be prepared to pay with his own life.

As for your dislike for writing, I see it, judging by my own experiences, as associated with the compulsion to print that has hung over you these past years. Now, you see, my experience is quite different. I might compare my condition in this (and many another) regard with that during the war, or rather it is like a mixture of war and furlough. And that is the good thing about it.

Still and all, you must tell me that story about giving offense at religious services;656 for years I have attended only those where neglecting that distinction657 would have given offense. But as a boy, I too experienced a conflict between my sense of what was right and the respect I owed to the very person from whom I received whatever familial tradition was ever to reach me: my aged great-uncle.658 On this point, he was entirely on the side of “reform”—incidentally, I also owed to him a good measure of my German tradition. He was a wood-engraver and culturally rooted in the eighteen-forties. You know there are people for whose sake we gladly disown our own ideas, insofar as we are at all able to do so.

You must know that for me you are one of those.

283. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, October 1, 1922659 »

Dear Herr Doktor,

[…] As you see, today I am in a proper mood for a letter. But I dare not yield to it, because I am surrounded, besieged by agendas. Still, there is something serious that I must tell you: that in my innermost heart, beneath all of that, I strongly feel the mood of erev—the sense that today is the eve of Yom Kippur. This feeling probably comes (were I to reflect on its genesis) from my having experienced this day between my thirteenth and fourteenth year—at fourteen I stopped putting on tefillin660—with an intensity such as I have not felt since. And do you think I was a “child” then? Less so than now, perhaps, in a crucial sense; in those days I took space and time seriously,661 and did not just dismiss them from my mind, as I do now.

And then, when the night came—sleepless, very real—my body, which was beginning to fast, was as important to me as a sacrificial animal. Exactly like that. I was acutely aware, that night and the following morning, and the day with all its hours, that not a moment should be allowed to slip past. No, not from the start.662

That offense took place in the Lemberg [Reform] “temple” (sic!) to which I went only when my father “took me away” from my grandfather; the latter used to take me with him into his klaus,663 where he, the enlightened one, prayed exclusively among Hasidim—from a prayerbook full of kavvanot.664

All this does not only belong to the past; it is. And yet I feel the way I do and am conscious of much frailty but no longer of a lack. May your heart understand me!

May a good year be sealed for you!665
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38 The reference is to either the art dealer and publisher Paul Cassirer (1871–1926) or his cousin Bruno Cassirer (1872–1941), who in 1898 founded the Kunstsalon in Berlin.

39 Hermann Struck; see List of Correspondents.

40 Ritual undergarment worn by Orthodox male Jews.

41 Jozef Israels (1824–1911), Dutch painter known largely for his studies of traditional Jewish themes.

42 Jüdischer Almanach, published by Jüdischer Verlag, Berlin.
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53 For Weizmann’s reply with an extensive discussion of the university project, see The Letters and Papers of Chaim Weizmann, series A: Letters, vol. 2 (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Books, 1984), 93–94.
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62 Nahum Sokolow (1859–1936), a pioneer of modern Hebrew journalism, was president of the World Zionist Organization from 1931 to 1935.

63 Herzl is referring to a prospectus in which Buber and Weizmann announced a monthly, Der Jude, whose publication was to commence at the beginning of 1904. According to the prospectus, known writers such as Herzl were to participate in the journal. The project, however, could not be realized at the time.

64 Max Nordau (see List of Correspondents) was the cofounder with Herzl of the World Zionist Organization; he remained loyal to Herzl personally and ideologically.
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94 David Neumark, (1866–1924), philosopher of religion; after a distinguished rabbinical and academic career in Europe, he was appointed in 1907 to the faculty of Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati, where he taught until his death.

95 Jewish Colonization Association, a Jewish philanthropic organization established in 1891 by Baron Maurice de Hirsch (1831–96) with the objective of settling Jews in agricultural settlements in North and South America.

96 See letters 41 and 42.
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103 In the 1890s, Ahad Ha’am had conceived of a general Jewish encyclopedia, a plan that Nahum Sokolow later sought unsuccessfully to realize.

104 At the conclusion of the Sixth Zionist Congress, a secret League of Zion was founded to work against the Uganda plan.

105 Jacob Samuel Fuchs (1868–1938), editor of the Hebrew journals Hamaggid and Haeshkol.

106 Leo Motzkin (1867–1933), a leading Russian Zionist; although one of Herzl’s most enthusiastic supporters, he was among the founders of the Democratic Fraction.

107 Evgeny Soskin (1873–1959), a Russian Zionist and agronomist.

108 Viktor Jacobson (1869–1934), a Russian Zionist who held various executive positions in the movement.

109 Menachem Mendel Ussischkin (1863–1941), one of the leaders of Russian Zionism, was an opponent of the Uganda plan.

110 Moritz Heimann (1868–1925), an author and poet, was an editor at the publishing house of S. Fischer, where he sought to promote young, unknown writers.

111 Sir Hermann Gollancz (1852–1930), rabbi and professor of Hebrew at University College, London.

112 Israel Zangwill; see List of Correspondents.

113 Harry Johnston (1858–1927), English expert on Africa and colonial officer; he served as a special commissioner in Uganda from 1899 to 1901. Although skeptical about the Uganda plan, he was sympathetic to Jewish settlement activity in Palestine.

114 Albert Edward Goldsmid (1846–1904), professional British soldier. Born a Christian, he adopted Judaism in adulthood and became a member of Chibat Tzion (Love of Zion), a proto-Zionist movement founded in 1882 which was widespread among the Jewish masses of Russia and Rumania; he later supported Herzl in his negotiations with the British government.

115 See letter 55, n. 8.

116 Jüdischer Almanach (Berlin, 1902).

117 See Buber, “Die Entdeckung von Palästina” (The Discovery of Palestine), Ost und West 2 (1905): 127–30.

118 Vera Chatzmann Weizmann (1885–1966). From an affluent Russian family, she studied medicine in Geneva, where she met her future husband. They married upon her graduation in 1906.

119 Salomon Buber’s letters were written in German, but in Hebrew script.

120 On behalf of the publishing house of Rütten & Loening, Frankfurt am Main, Buber edited Die Gesellschaft, a series of monographs dealing with various themes from a socio-psychological perspective. Forty volumes of the series appeared between 1906 and 1912. Hofmannsthal declined Buber’s invitation to contribute to the series.

121 Die Geschichten des Rabbi Nachman (Frankfurt am Main, 1906); The Tales of Rabbi Nachman, trans. Maurice Friedman (New York: Horizon Press, 1956).

122 Emil Orlik (1870–1937), painter and graphic artist.

123 A drama by Wolfskehl, in Gesammelte Werke (Collected Works) (Hamburg, 1960), 1: 323ff.

124 Georg Simmel, Die Religion (Frankfurt am Main, 1906).

125 Alexander Ular, Die Politik (Frankfurt am Main, 1906).

126 Der Streik (Frankfurt am Main, 1906).

127 Werner Sombart, Das Proletariat (Frankfurt am Main, 1906).

128 Rudolf Kassner (1873–1959), essayist who wrote extensively on philosophical themes. See his Der Dilettantismus (Dilettantism), vol. 34 of Die Gesellschaft (1910).

129 Jules Laforgue (1860–87), French poet and representative of vers libre. There is an early, unpublished study on Laforgue by Buber in the Martin Buber Archives.

130 Der indische Idealismus (Munich, 1903).

131 Die Morale der Musik (Leipzig, 1912).

132 The Buber family had an estate in Lubianki, Poland.

133 Hebrew: there.

134 Written in Yiddish.

135 Shmuel Abba Horodetzky (1871–1957). A native of the Ukraine, he lived as an independent scholar in Switzerland and Germany, writing extensively on Kabbalah and Hasidism.

136 A scholarly Hebrew journal founded by Horodetzky.

137 The Tales of Rabbi Nachman.

138 The Tales of Rabbi Nachman.

139 Simon Dubnow (1860–1941), Russian Jewish historian who wrote extensively on Hasidism.
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141 See following letter.

142 Ha-hasidim (The Hasidim) (Warsaw, 1900).

143 “Daneben.”
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146 See Die Gesellschaft, vol. 1.

147 Solomon Maimon, Lebensgeschichte, ed. Karl Philipp Moritz, was first published in 1792; An Autobiography, ed. Moses Hadas (New York: Schocken Books, 1967).
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162 Buber accepted the invitation, which was the occasion of the first of his famous Drei Reden über das Judentum (Three Addresses on Judaism), delivered in 1909–11 and published in Frankfurt am Main, 1911. See the first three essays in Buber, On Judaism, ed. Nahum N. Glatzer (New York: Schocken Books, 1967), 9–55.

163 Buber is presumably referring to Ekstatische Konfessionen, which was published in Jena in early 1909; Ecstatic Confessions, ed. Paul Mendes-Flohr, trans. Esther Cameron (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1985).

164 Wolfskehl reviewed Adolf Hildebrand, Der Hubertusbrunnen in Der Morgen: Wochenschrift für deutsche Kultur 2 (1908): 1701–2.

165 Journal of the Stefan George circle, to which Wolfskehl belonged.

166 Apparently Joshua Radler-Feldmann (1880–1957), a Zionist essayist who wrote under the pen name of Rabbi Benjamin; in 1908 he settled in Palestine, where he served as secretary of the Jaffa office of the World Zionist Organization. He was an advocate of Jewish-Arab rapprochement.

167 A Hebrew short story published in 1908 in the journal Ha-Omer. Agnon, born Shmuel Yosef Czaczkes, eventually took his pen name from this title, which means “deserted wives.” In Agnon, Twenty-One Stories, ed. Nahum N. Glatzer (New York: Schocken Books, 1970), 30–44.

168 Ernst Müller (1880–c. 1947), mathematician and writer on Kabbalah. Born in Moravia, he taught in Palestine from 1907 to 1909 and thereafter in Vienna; he spent his last years in England.

169 A reference to Berdyczewski’s ultimately stillborn plan to found a society to promote the collection, editing, and translation of Jewish sagas, legends, and fairy tales.

170 Deutsche orientalistische Fachgesellschaft, founded in 1845.

171 The Gesellschaft zur Förderung der Wissenschaft des Judentums was founded in Berlin in November 1902.

172 Buber’s sister from his father’s second marriage.

173 Also a sister from his father’s second marriage.

174 In the end, van Eeden could not agree to Buber’s editorial guidelines and withdrew from the project.

175 Andreas-Salomé, The Erotic; see letter 68, n. 4.

176 Buber originally proposed to Andreas-Salomé that she write on “die Frau” (woman); apparently this is the title under which she submitted her manuscript.

177 Cupids.

178 Andreas-Salomé objected to the title “Love” as having a crude connotation in contemporary society. She would have preferred simply “Eros” or even a purely descriptive title, such as “The Bond between the Sexes.” The eventual title was apparently a compromise.

179 “Der Familie als Element der Gemeinschaft” (The Family as an Element of Community). The typescript is in the Martin Buber Archives.

180 Heinrich Gomperz (1873–1942), at the time a lecturer in philosophy at the University of Vienna.

181 With these words Buber anticipated the first “dialogue” of his Daniel: Gespräche von der Verwirklichung (Leipzig, 1913); Daniel: Dialogues on Realization (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1964).

182 Literarisches Echo (October 1, 1910), in which Landauer reviewed The Legend of the Baal-Shem.

183 “Die Lehre vom Tao,” epilogue to Reden und Gleichnisse des Tschuang-Tse (Talks and Parables of Chuang-tzu), ed. Buber (Leipzig, 1910), 82–122; “The Teaching of the Tao,” in Pointing the Way: Collected Essays, trans. and ed. Maurice Friedman (New York: Schocken Books, 1974), 31–58. Buber gave the epilogue this title when he published it as a separate essay in Buber, Die Rede, die Lehre und das Lied: Drei Beispiele (The Speech, the Teaching, and the Song: Three Examples) (Leipzig, 1917), 86–128.

184 At the time Buber was still a citizen of Austria. See letter 5, n. 1.

185 Hebrew: paradise.

186 Edmund Husserl (1859–1938), professor of philosophy at the University of Göttingen from 1906 to 1916, later at the University of Freiburg; founder of phenomenology.

187 Leonhard Nelson (1882–1927), professor of philosophy at the University of Göttingen.

188 Yiddish: Sabbath.

189 Landauer is referring to Buber’s Three Addresses on Judaism; see letter 81, n. 2.

190 Hebrew: presence of God.

191 A Zionist weekly published in Prague, founded in 1907, and reorganized in 1910 by Leo Herrmann.

192 Isaac Leib Peretz (1852–1915), Yiddish and Hebrew poet and writer. His Yiddish play Die goldene Keyt (1909; The Golden Chain) dealt with the conflict of generations.

193 A central notion in Buber’s addresses.

194 In Indian philosophy, samsara designates existence in the transitory world.

195 Namely, unity, action, and future. See the third address, “Renewal of Judaism,” in Buber, On Judaism, 34–55.

196 Apparently Daniel.

197 H. G. de Riqueti, comte de Mirabeau (1749–91), French revolutionary and statesman.

198 Manon Roland (1754–93), wife of leading Girondist Jean-Marie Roland; before being guillotined she uttered the famous apostrophe “O Liberty, what crimes are committed in thy name!”

199 Georges-Jacques Danton (1759–94), one of the leading figures of the French Revolution.

200 François Nicolas Léonard Buzot (1760–94), writer active in the French Revolution.

201 Jacques-Pierre Brissot (1754–93), a journalist and prominent Girondist.

202 Jean-Paul Marat (1743–93), radical French revolutionary.

203 This plan gave birth to Landauer’s Briefe aus der französischen Revolution (Letters from the French Revolution), 2 vols. (Frankfurt am Main, 1918).

204 Literary almanacs published separately by these Zionist student associations.

205 See List of Correspondents.

206 Die unechten Kinder Adams (The Inauthentic Children of Adam) (Leipzig, 1912), by Paula Buber, writing under the pen name Georg Munk.

207 “Masola” and “Farahild,” the first and last stories of Paula’s book.

208 “Sozialismus und Wissenschaft” (Socialism and Science), Sozialist, July 15, 1912.

209 Daniel, first dialogue.

210 Landauer’s daughter Gudula.

211 From Daniel.

212 Daniel, second dialogue.

213 Buber accepted Landauer’s suggestion on this point.

214 See letter 106. The second volume was never completed.

215 In Daniel.

216 “Vom der Polarität, Gespräch nach dem Theater,” Daniel, fourth dialogue.

217 “Der Wanderer und die Stadt.” Buber never completed this work.

218 Landauer’s essay “Martin Buber” appeared in the Neue Blätter, 3d series, nos. 1–2 (1913).

219 The event was sponsored by the Bar Kochba Association of Prague. Hans Kohn was president of the association during the academic year 1912/13.

220 The actress Gertrud Eysoldt (1870–1950) was at the time a member of the Deutsches Theater in Berlin.

221 There are certain truths that people cannot be merely persuaded to believe; they must be made to feel them.

222 See List of Correspondents.

223 Oskar Epstein (1888–1940 in Theresienstadt) was one of the officers of the Bar Kochba Association of Prague; from 1920 to 1939 he was a teacher at a Jewish high school in Brünn.

224 See letter 55, n. 4. Wir haben gesündigt was published in Vienna in 1912.

225 The renewal or renascence of Judaism and Jewry was the principal theme of Buber’s addresses to the Bar Kochba Association.

226 Vom Judentum: Ein Sammelband (On Judaism: An Anthropology), ed. Hans Kohn, an anthology sponsored by the Bar Kochba Association of Prague and published in Leipzig in 1913.

227 In the printed version, this dialogue was entitled “Vom dem Sinn” (On Meaning).

228 Presumably Friedrich Wilhelm Weber (1813–94), a physician and poet.

229 Kurt M. Singer; see List of Correspondents.

230 Gustav Landauer, Aufruf zum Sozialismus (Call to Socialism) (Berlin, 1911).

231 See Buber, “The Spirit of the Orient and Judaism” (1913), in Buber, On Judaism, 56–78.

232 Kavvanah: Hebrew term for the proper spiritual “intention” in prayer and ritual acts. Shiflut: Hebrew term for “humility.” These sections are from the introduction to The Legend of the Baal-Shem.

233 See letter 113, n. 2.

234 Kohn, ed., On Judaism.

235 Arthur Salz (1881–1963), professor of economics and sociology.

236 Erich von Kahler (1885–1970), philosopher known for his great and varied learning.

237 The conference was held on March 30, 1913; the project came to nothing, however.

238 Kohn, ed., On Judaism.

239 Daniel.

240 Hebrew: sanctification of the divine name.

241 Robert Weltsch; see List of Correspondents.

242 Bergmann’s essay “Die Heilung des Namens” (The Sanctification of the Name) was published in Kohn, ed., On Judaism, 32–43.

243 Hebrew: literally, name.

244 Hebrew: blessed be the name [of God forever].

245 The committee charged with preparing a proposal to be presented to the Eleventh Zionist Congress (September 1913) on the establishment of a Hebrew-language university in Jerusalem. The committee was chaired by Chaim Weizmann; its proposal was adopted by the Congress.

246 Daniel.

247 See letter 116.

248 Daniel.

249 Vienna was the site of the Eleventh Zionist Congress, which took place September 2–9, 1913. Buber did not take part in this Congress; his reply to Weizmann is not extant.

250 Daniel.

251 Max Brod and Felix Weltsch, Anschauung und Begriffe (Leipzig, 1913).

252 Arkadia: Ein Jahrbuch für Dichtung (Arkadia: A Yearbook for Literature), ed. Max Brod (Leipzig, 1913). Only one volume of this planned yearbook was issued.

253 The special issue of the Neue Blätter devoted entirely to Buber’s thought and writings. See letter 109.

254 Gustav Landauer, “Martin Buber.”

255 Alfons Paquet (1881–1944), poet and writer of travelogues.

256 Ernst Lissauer (1882–1937), poet and playwright.

257 Dichtung und Wahrheit (1811–33); Truth and Poetry: From My Life, ed. Parke Godwin, 2 vols. (New York: G. P. Putnam, 1850).

258 Pen name of Paula Buber.

259 In a letter to Franz Rosenzweig, Buber refers once again to this Latin dictum and suggests that it be properly translated as: “God exists for man in that he [man] serves man.” See letter 271.

260 Agnon instructed Buber’s son, Rafael, in Hebrew.

261 Daniel 8:1; a reference to Buber’s Daniel.

262 Mittelungen der jüdischen Jugendvereine.

263 Bin Gorion was the pen name of M. J. Berdyczewski; see List of Correspondents.

264 Dehmel’s fiftieth birthday, November 18, 1913.

265 The speech was given on Hanukkah 1913 to a Zionist group in Chemnitz, southeast Germany.

266 The reference is to Zweig’s play Ritualmord in Ungarn (Ritual Murder in Hungary) (Berlin, 1914).

267 An allusion to the legend of the golem, according to which Rabbi Judah Loew of Prague, who made the golem from clay, placed a slip of paper, inscribed with God’s secret name, under the tongue of the golem, thus bringing the clay monster to life. When the slip of paper was removed, the golem was lifeless.

268 A reply to Werfel’s letter of May 6, 1914 (letter 134).

269 Strauss’s first volume of poems, Wandlung und Verkündung (Transformation and Annunciation) (Leipzig, 1918).

270 A collective letter of the Forte Circle dated August 10, 1914; see the Introduction to this volume, pp. 24–25.

271 See letter 142, n. 3.

272 Theodor Däubler (1876–1934), expressionist poet and writer.

273 Walther Rathenau (1867–1922), German Jewish industrialist, philosopher, and politician.

274 Erich Gutkind (1877–1965), writer and philosopher; one of the eight members of the Forte Circle.

275 Greek: War is the beginning of all things.

276 Pen name of Friedrich Gundelfinger (1880–1931), German Jewish literary historian and an early disciple of Stefan George.

277 The Austrian authorities found Buber, an Austrian citizen, medically unfit for military service. Moreover, Buber was just past the age limit of 36 for conscription in the Austrian army.

278 At the commencement of hostilities, a “Committee for the East” (Kommittee für den Osten) was founded in Berlin; at first it called itself the “Committee for the Liberation of Russian Jews.”

279 Zechariah 4:6, cited in Hebrew by Buber; a humanistic rendition of the original.

280 “A new life has begun,” an allusion to Dante’s New Life.

281 See letter 138, n. 1.

282 Romain Rolland, Au-dessus de la mělée (Paris, 1915).

283 See letter 139.

284 A reply to two of van Eeden’s circular letters, dated August 10 and September 19, 1914, respectively, and to an article, “Offener Brief an unsere deutschen Freunde” (Open Letter to Our German Friends), De Amsterdammer: Weekblad voor Nederland, September 1, 1914.

285 Belgian guerrilla fighters.

286 That is, Czarist Russia.

287 BT Berakhot 34b.

288 “Die Grossmutter,” first published in the October 1914 issue of the Neue Rundschau; it was later published in Stehr’s collected works (Trier, 1924).

289 See letter 139, n. 1. On the Forte Circle, see Hans Kohn, Martin Buber: Sein Werk und seine Zeit: Ein Beitrag zur Geistesgeschichte Mitteleuropas, 1880–1930 (Martin Buber: His Work and His Times: A Contribution to the Intellectual History of Central Europe), 2d ed. (Cologne, 1961), 150f., and the Introduction to this volume, 24–25.

290 Poul Bjerre (1876–1940), a Swedish psychologist and philosopher, was one of the individuals who met in Potsdam in June 1914 to set up the Forte Circle.

291 Presumably De Amsterdammer; see letter 142, n. 3.

292 Stehr had sent Buber a New Year’s card with a photo of his sons.

293 See Buber, “The Spirit of the Orient and Judaism” (1913).

294 Viktor Kellner, who emigrated to Palestine in 1910, was a teacher at the Herzl Gymnasium in Tel Aviv.

295 Alfred Kerr (pen name of Alfred Kempner, 1867–1948), an influential literary and drama critic, writer, and poet.

296 Döberitz, near Potsdam, was the location of an educational institution for military personnel.

297 “Der Wille zur reiner Form” was first published in 1953 in the Zurich journal Wintersaat.

298 “Die Verkündung Appolos” was one of three parts of Strauss’s series of poems, “Gesang der Verkündung” (Song of Annunciation), included in his Transformation and Annunciation.

299 Rivka Kaufmann, whom after a brief marriage Strauss divorced.

300 Emil Rudolf Weiss (1875–1942), painter, designer of books and fonts. From 1907 to 1933, he was a professor in Berlin.

301 The Hebrew Bible.

302 In a letter dated August 22, 1915, addressed to Poul Bjerre, Ernst Norlind, Frederik van Eeden, and Henri Borel, Landauer reiterated that he no longer regarded himself as a member of the Forte Circle; he also outlined the principles of the new fellowship (Bund) he envisioned. The letter is published in Gustav Landauer: Sein Lebensgang in Briefen (Gustav Landauer: His Life in Letters), ed. Martin Buber in cooperation with Ina Brischgi-Schimmer, 2 vols. (Frankfurt am Main, 1929), 73ff.

303 The “document” mentioned in the preceding letter.

304 Friedrich Thimme and Carl Legien, Die Arbeiterschaft im neuen Deutschland (The Work Force in the New Germany) (Leipzig, 1915).

305 Kurt Hiller (1885–1975), German socialist theoretician and pacifist; in 1915 he issued a call for a “logocracy,” an international federation of intellectuals and politically conscious writers dedicated to creating a future earthly paradise.

306 See letter 154, n. 1.

307 Ernst Norlind (1877–1946), a painter and writer, was a member of the Forte Circle.

308 Buber, Vom Geist des Judentums: Reden und Gelietworte (The Spirit of Judaism: Addresses and Prefatory Notes) (Leipzig, 1916); included in Buber, On Judaism, 56–107.

309 Johannes Parricida, Duke John of Swabia, grandson of Rudolf, the first emperor of the Hapsburg Empire. In 1308 he killed his uncle King Albert I in a vain attempt to gain the throne. At the conclusion of his play William Tell, Friedrich Schiller (1759–1805) contrasts Duke Johannes with his hero, whose assassination of the tyrant was motivated by an elevated patriotism.

310 Wilhelm Herzog (pen name: Julian Sorel, 1884–1960), radical socialist writer who edited the political-literary review Das Forum during the first years of the war.

311 To contribute to Der Jude.

312 “Ostjuden und Deutsches Reich” (East European Jews and the German Empire), Der Jude 1, no. 7 (October 1916): 433–39.

313 Alfred Mombert; see List of Correspondents.

314 Richard Beer-Hoffman; see List of Correspondents.

315 Josef Popper (pen name: Lynkeus, 1838–1921), inventor and social reformer.

316 See letter 79, n. 2.

317 Hans Blüher; see List of Correspondents. He developed an idiosyncratic view of Judaism that contributed to the rise of vulgar anti-Semitism in the Weimar Republic.

318 Landauer is referring to plans to found an academy, to be located near a university so as to draw the latter closer to real life.

319 Probably The Spirit of Judaism.

320 Open letter published in Treue: Eine jüdische Sammelschrift (Loyalty: A Jewish Anthology), ed. Leo Herrmann (Berlin, 1916), 59.

321 “Das neue Wort zu den Völker (Aus dem Felde)” (The New Word to the Peoples [From the Front]), Der Jude 1, no. 1 (April 1916): 53.

322 Jeremias (Leipzig, 1917).

323 Buber, “Die Losung,” lead article of the inaugural issue of Der Jude 1, no. 1 (April 1916): 1–3.

324 Landauer is referring to the first essay of this collection, “Der Geist des Orients und das Judentums.” In particular he is exercised by Buber’s celebration of what he regards as the common task of Jewry and the German people to transplant “the spirit of the Orient” into the soil of Europe, thereby heralding a new era. In subsequent editions of this essay, Buber deleted the offending passages. See “The Spirit of the Orient and Judaism,” in Buber, On Judaism, 77–78.

325 “The Spirit of the Orient and Judaism,” 57.

326 A famous slogan of Wilhelm II, the German kaiser. Coined in 1895, the slogan refers to European interests in the Far East.

327 Hugo Bergmann, “Der jüdische Nationalismus nach dem Krieg” (Jewish Nationalism after the War), Der Jude 1, no. 1 (April 1916): 7–13.

328 The Ladins are an ethnic community in the southern Tyrol speaking a dialect of Latin.

329 Carl Spitteler (1845–1924), Swiss poet who was awarded the Nobel Prize for literature in 1919.

330 Buber’s answer is not extant; it was apparently delivered orally. See Paul Mendes-Flohr, From Mysticism to Dialogue: Martin Buber’s Transformation of German Social Thought (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1988), 97–101.

331 To contribute to Der Jude.

332 Hebrew: the binding; i.e., the sacrifice of Isaac.

333 Buber is referring to an article Kaznelson contemplated writing for Der Jude, which he eventually wrote and published under the pseudonym Albrecht Hellman: “Idee und Organisation” (Idea and Organization), Der Jude 2, no. 3 (June 1916): 163–75.

334 Scholem, “Jüdische Jugendbewegung,” Der Jude 1, no. 12 (March 1917): 822–25.

335 Siegfried Bernfeld, “Zum Problem der jüdischen Erziehung” (On the Problem of Jewish Education), Der Jude 1, no. 3 (June 1917).

336 Buber felt that the footnote, containing remarks critical of German war policies, would meet with the wrath of the military censors and endanger the existence of the journal.

337 Heinrich Margulies, “Der Krieg der Zurückbleibenden” (The War of Those who Remain on the Home Front), Jüdische Rundschau 5 (February 1915).

338 Hermann Glenn (pen name of Hermann Müntz), a writer and teacher at the Odenwald School, and for a time a co-worker of Albert Einstein.

339 “Jewish Youth,” edited by Albert Baer.

340 A mimeographed periodical edited and distributed by Scholem. It took its name—“Blue-and-White Spectacles”—from the Zionist youth group Blau-Weiss, of which it was fiercely critical.

341 A secondary school concentrating on the sciences rather than the classics.

342 Matriculation examination essential for admission to a university.

343 Scholem is referring to Heinrich Margulies’s appeal to Jews, and particularly Zionists, to endorse Germany’s war efforts (see n. 2 above). As a pacifist, Scholem vigorously opposed German patriotism. Both he and Margulies were at the time members of the youth group “Jung Juda” (Young Judea), composed of Jewish students from the upper classes of high school.

344 A semiannual literary journal edited and published from 1798 to 1800 by August Wilhelm von Schlegel and Friedrich von Schlegel.

345 “Das Leben der Studenten” (The Life of Students), in the annual Das Ziel: Aufrufe zu tätigem Geist, ed. Kurt Hiller (Munich and Berlin, 1916).

346 The period of repentance coinciding with the Hebrew month of Elul, preceding the Jewish New Year.

347 Agnon gave his address as the Jewish Hospital in north Berlin.

348 The founder of Hasidism.

349 “Zion, der Staat und die Menschheit: Bemerkungen zu Cohens ‘Antwort,’ ” Der Jude 1, no. 7 (October 1916): 425–33. Martin Buber and Hermann Cohen, “A Debate on Zionism and Messianism,” in Paul Mendes-Flohr and J. Reinharz, The Jew in the Modern World: A Documentary History (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980): 448–53.

350 Reference unclear.

351 Landauer, “Sind das Ketzergedanken?” in Kohn, ed., On Judaism, 250–57. Translated in Mendes-Flohr and Reinharz, The Jew in the Modern World, 240–42.

352 “East European Jews and the German Empire.”

353 A Greek term meaning competition, such as in the Olympic games. Here it denotes a spiritual struggle between mighty forces.

354 In referring to Cohen as an “exilarch,” as Jewish communal leaders were called in Babylonia, Buber was alluding to Cohen’s exalted position within German Jewry.

355 Latin: Pardon the expression.

356 Yiddish: a fool.

357 Landauer had originally contemplated writing an essay on “Socialism and Judaism” for Der Jude.

358 Gerhart Hauptmann (1862–1946), German dramatist and novelist; he was awarded the Nobel Prize for literature in 1912.

359 Robert Walser (1878–1956), Swiss novelist and poet.

360 Hermann Hesse; see List of Correspondents.

361 Alfred Wolfenstein (1883–1945), an expressionist writer.

362 Franz Werfel; see List of Correspondents.

363 Presented bv Arno Nadel (1878–1943), a musicologist and teacher in various Jewish schools in Berlin.

364 Zweig had suggested that Der Jude send a questionnaire to German writers of Jewish origin, soliciting their position on Judaism; see letter 171. Buber did not follow up on this suggestion.

365 Jakob Wassermann (1873–1934), a writer who, although he rejected Zionism, was profoundly exercised by Jewish questions.

366 Berthold Viertel (1885–1953), poet, theater director, and producer of films.

367 Zweig’s pacifist play Jeremiah had its debut in Zurich later that year.

368 See letter 176.

369 Scholem, “Zum Problem der Übersetzung aus dem Jidischem” (On the Problem of Translating Yiddish), Jüdische Rundschau, December 1, 1917, 16f.

370 Ve-hayah he-akov le-mishor; Und das Kumme wird gerade (Berlin, 1918).

371 Micha Josef bin Gorion [Berdyczewski], Die Sagen der Juden, 3 vols. (Frankfurt am Main, 1912, 1917).

372 Idem, Die Born Judas: Legenden, Märchen und Erzählungen, 6 vols. (Leipzig, 1916–23).

373 In 1912 Moritz Goldstein (1880–1977) published in the Munich journal Kunstwart an article entitled “Deutsch-jüdischer Parnass” (German-Jewish Parnassus)—a widely discussed critique of German Jewry, in which he called for Jews to exercise restraint and avoid at all costs dominating German culture; rather, he urged, the Jews should seek to create a consciously Jewish literature in the German language. The essay submitted to Der Jude, apparently amplifying his Kunstwart article, was never published. See his “German Jewry’s Dilemma before 1914: The Story of a Provocative Essay,” Leo Baeck Institute Year Book 2 (1957): 236–54.

374 Landauer, “Christlich und christlich, jüdisch und jüdisch,” Der Jude 1, no. 12 (March 1917). 851f.

375 R. T. Herford, Das pharisäische Judentum (Leipzig, 1913); a translation of Pharisaism: Its Aims and Its Methods (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1912).

376 Hebrew for Pharisees: literally, those who are set apart or separated; the separate ones, the separatists.

377 Hillel the Elder (end of first century B.C.E. and beginning of the first century C.E.), leader of the Pharisees; considered the greatest of the sages of the Second Temple period.

378 Georg Trakl (1887–1914), early expressionist poet who had a nervous breakdown and committed suicide at the beginning of World War I.

379 Karl Kraus (1874–1936), Austrian writer and editor of the Die Fackel, a journal that pursued a sharply polemical critique of contemporary culture.

380 See Brod, “Unsere Literaten und die Gemeinschaft” (Our Writers and the Community), Der Jude 1, no. 8 (October 1916).

381 Rudolf Borchardt (1877–1945), poet, playwright, and translator of classical and modern literature.

382 Julius Bab (1880–1955), writer, dramatist, and theater critic.

383 See Buber, “Leistung und Dasein” (1914); “Productivity and Existence” in Pointing the Way, 10.

384 Die Verwandlung, first published in Die Weissen Blätter, October 1915; in Kafka, The Complete Stories, ed. Nahum N. Glatzer (New York: Schocken Books, 1975), 89–139.

385 Der Stern des Bundes (Berlin, 1914).

386 Talmud, Tractate Shabbat 104a.

387 An apocryphal gospel of a Jewish-Christian sect.

388 “My son, of all the prophets I waited for you to come, and in you I shall rest, for you are my repose.”

389 The call of Jesus and John the Baptist, which is usually translated as “repent.” Buber, however, noted that this translation, which literally means “change your thoughts,” does not capture its eschatological connotation, namely, to “return.”

390 Buber, “Ein Heldenbuch,” Der Jude 1, no. 10 (January 1917): 641–42. The article commemorates Jewish pioneers in Palestine who died during World War I.

391 “Aus Der Gerichtstag” (From The Day of Judgment), Der Jude 2, no. 1/2 (April/May 1917): 112–22. See Buber, “Vorbemerkung über Franz Werfel” (Introductory Comment on Franz Werfel), ibid. 109–12. Buber’s comments on this article may also be viewed as a reply to Kraft.

392 Otto Weininger (1880–1903) wrote a highly acclaimed and controversial book, Geschlect und Charakter (Vienna, 1903); Sex and Character (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1906). Shortly after publishing this work, he took his own life.

393 “Judaism and Mankind,” in Buber, On Judaism, 22–33.

394 A bibliophile journal published bi-monthly in Berlin.

395 Published as Ein Landarzt (A Country Doctor) (Munich and Leipzig, 1919); the two stories are in Kafka, The Complete Stories, 414–15 and 220–25.

396 See letter 195, n. 2.

397 Diaspora.

398 Werfel and Kraus were engaged in a heated and protracted literary feud at the time; see Kurt Wolff, Autoren, Bücher, Abenteuer: Betrachtungen und Erinnerungen eines Verlegers (Authors, Books, Adventurers: Reflections and Reminiscences of a Publisher) (Berlin, 1965), 91ff.

399 “Jackals and Arabs” and “A Report to an Academy” were published in Der Jude in October and November 1917, respectively; in Kafka, The Complete Stories, 407–11, 250–59.

400 Probably Völker, Staaten und Zion: Ein Brief an Hermann Cohen und Bemerkungen zu seiner Antwort (Peoples, States, and Zion: A Letter to Hermann Cohen and Comments on His Reply) (Vienna, 1917). This is an elaboration of the article mentioned in letter 180, n. 1.

401 Jeremiah.

402 Werner Sombart (1863–1941), economic historian who had advanced controversial views on the role of Jewry in the development of capitalism.

403 Wilhelm Jerusalem (1854–1923), professor of philosophy at the University of Vienna; he also taught at the Vienna Israelitisch-theologische Lehranstalt (Israelite Theological Institute).

404 By Rudolf Fuchs (1890–c. 1940), a Viennese poet and translator; see letter 203, n. 1.

405 Yitzhak Löwy (1887–1942), a Polish Yiddish actor whom Kafka met in Prague and befriended.

406 Rudolf Fuchs, “Kündigung: Max Brod gewidment” (Notice: Dedicated to Max Brod), Der Jude 2, no. 9 (December 1917): 629.

407 Apparently Kafka’s former classmate and friend Friedrich Feigl (1884–1966), a painter and graphic artist.

408 A journal founded in 1910 by Herwarth Walden; it served as the leading organ of the expressionist movement, not only in literature but in painting and music.

409 Max Präger, owner of the Viennese publishing house R. Löwit, which published Der Jude.

410 Oscar Brandstetter, a printer in Leipzig.

411 Siegmund Kaznelson; see List of Correspondents.

412 During World War I, Jewish congresses were convened in various countries, such as in Austria, to develop strategies assuring that Jews would be accorded “national” rights (e.g., linguistic and cultural autonomy) in the respective countries of their residence.

413 Landgerichtstrat S. The identity of the addressee is unknown; the letter is based on an apparently fragmentary transcript.

414 The Speech, the Teaching, and the Song and Ereignisse und Begegnungen (Events and Meetings) (Leipzig, 1917).

415 “The Teaching of the Tao,” in Pointing the Way, 31–58.

416 Wissenschafteslehre and Sittenlehre.

417 In a letter dated October 10, 1917, Bergmann shared with Buber his philosophical musings about messianism.

418 Buber, The Legend of the Baal-Shem, 199f.

419 Hebrew, literally: “the first man”; in Gnostic and kabbalistic myth, adam kadmon designates the primeval man who is the source and spiritual ground of the world.

420 The Gospel “which the Nazarenes and Ebionites use,” i.e., the apocryphal gospels of the Jewish-Christian sects reported in the writings of Jerome and Epiphanius.

421 Greek: advocate; in the language of the New Testament, Paraclete denotes “the spirit of truth,” that is, the Holy Spirit. See John 14:26.

422 This letter was written under the impact of the Balfour Declaration (November 12, 1917) and the capture of Jerusalem by British troops under General Allenby (December 9, 1917).

423 An allusion to the Star of David, in Hebrew known as the Magen David (literally, the Shield of David).

424 Buber, “Mein Weg zum Chassidismus”; first published in Mittelungen des Verbandes der Jüdischen Jugendvereine Deutschlands, Hanukkah issue 5678/1917 (December 10, 1917): 181–90; “My Way to Hasidism,” in Buber, Hasidism and Modern Man, trans. Maurice Friedman, 2d ed. (New York: Horizon Press, 1958) 47–69. Buber dedicated the original version of this essay to his father, Carl Buber, on the occasion of his seventieth birthday.

425 Rafael Buber.

426 Gottes Volk (Vienna, 1917).

427 “Here is Rhodes”—a Latin saying meaning “Here is the place of decision.”

428 See Rappeport’s review, “Gottes Volk,” Der Jude 3, no. 1 (April 1918): 20–24.

429 Apparently written at the end of January 1918.

430 Romain Rolland, “Vox clamantis” (a review of Stefan Zweig, Jeremiah), Der Jude 2, no. 12 (March 1918): 775–76.

431 The play Jeremiah.

432 I.e., Zionist.

433 Viktor Jacobson (see letter 55, n. 13) was at the time an official in the Zionist Bureau in Copenhagen (see letter 221, n. 6); soon after this letter, he was assigned to the London branch of the Action Committee of the World Zionist Organization.

434 Hebrew: pliers.

435 Mishnah Avot, Sayings of the Fathers 5:6.

436 Arbeit.

437 On February 2, 1918, Buber had written Landauer soliciting his participation in a volume protesting “the intervention of British imperialism and mercantilism in Palestine.”

438 Prince Wilhelm of Wied became king of Albania in March 1914, but he had to abandon the throne and his kingdom the following September.

439 Landauer is alluding to the fact that the Russian revolutionary leader Leon Trotsky (1879–1940), whose real name was Leib Bronstein, was Jewish.

440 Buber was about to go to Vienna for a lecture tour and from there to visit his son, Rafael, in Zomosc, where he was stationed as a soldier in the Austrian army.

441 Das Frauenopfer (Potsdam, 1920), a play by Georg Kaiser.

442 Sefer Yizkor (Memorial Volume), published in Hebrew in 1912, was dedicated to the memory of members of Hashomer, the organization of Jewish workers in Palestine founded in 1909; it performed the dual function of defending Jewish settlements and advancing the ideal of “Hebrew labor.” The German edition, translated by Gerhard Scholem, with a foreword by Martin Buber, was published in 1918 by Jüdischer Verlag.

443 During a critical period of the Bavarian Revolution of November 1918, in which he was eager to take part, Landauer took ill with influenza.

444 Die Arbeiter- und Soldatenrate. The German term Rat means “council,” but it was consciously employed here as a translation of the Russian soviet, so that “Workers’ and Soldiers’ Soviets” would be an equally valid translation.

445 Kurt Hiller (see letter 155, n. 3) had proposed the creation of a House of Lords as a parliamentary chamber of intellectuals.

446 At the time Buber was still an Austrian citizen; he acquired German citizenship in 1921.

447 “Österreichische Revolutionschronik” (Chronicle of the Austrian Revolution), Der Jude 3, no. 8/9 (November/December 1919): 350–58.

448 Isaiah 65:17, 66:22.

449 See letter 214, n. 1.

450 Siegfried Bernfeld (1892–1953), psychoanalyst; during World War I he organized the Zionist youth movement in Austria and published a Zionist youth magazine, Jerubaal (Vienna, 1918–19).

451 Abraham Sonne (1883–1950), Hebrew poet and educator, at the time in Vienna; later in 1918 he moved to London, where he worked for the World Zionist Organization.

452 During World War I the World Zionist Organization established a bureau—a clearinghouse for Zionist affairs—in neutral Denmark. In 1918, the organization issued the Copenhagen Manifesto, demanding Zionist representation in the Paris Peace Conference, whose agenda included consideration of the various claims of the oppressed European nationalities and minorities.

453 After the war, a Jewish National Council was established in Vienna after the model of those founded by various East European minority nationalities.

454 Kurt Eisner (1867–1919), a socialist who declared the independent state of Bavaria on November 8, 1918; he became the first president of the new state, heading a coalition of socialists. He was assassinated on February 2, 1919.

455 Of the former German Empire.

456 Landauer is referring to Buber’s contemplated essay “Die Revolution und wir” (The Revolution and Us), which was published in Der Jude 3, no. 8/9 (November/December 1918): 345–47.

457 Ernst Toller (1893–1939) and Erich Mühsam (1878–1934).

458 Of “The Revolution and Us.” At the time Weltsch was Buber’s editorial assistant on Der Jude.

459 A wave of anti-Jewish riots broke out in the winter of 1918; the most severe occurred in the Ukraine upon its declaration of independence in January 1919.

460 Jozef Pilsudski (1867–1935), Polish revolutionary statesman and marshal; one of the prime movers for the restoration of his country’s independence after World War I, he was declared head of the state and commander in chief of the Polish army on November 14, 1918.

461 George Halpern (1877–1962), a close associate of Chaim Weizmann, was an economist and leading figure in the economic activities of the World Zionist Organization.

462 Hebrew: Diaspora, exile.

463 Locations of central offices of the World Zionist Organization.

464 See letter 221, n. 6.

465 Of the World Zionist Organization.

466 Akiba Jakob Oettinger (1872–1945), agronomist who directed various Zionist settlement projects in Palestine, where he had lived since 1914.

467 Arthur Ruppin (1876–1943), jurist and sociologist; he emigrated to Palestine in 1908, where he directed Zionist settlement projects and planning.

468 Jewish community of Palestine.

469 Hapoel Hatzair, a Labor organization active in Palestine from 1905 to 1930. Its organ, Hapoel Hatzair, founded in 1907, became a forum for the intellectuals of the Jewish community of Palestine and also had great influence on young Zionists in the Diaspora.

470 See letter 218, n. 1. The projected volume never came to fruition.

471 Bergmann settled in Palestine in 1920.

472 See letter 221.

473 See letters 116 and 121; Alfred Lemm (pen name of Alfred Lehmann, 1890–1919), a writer close to Kurt Hiller.

474 As a sixteen-year-old high school student, Spitzer (see List of Correspondents) had proposed a plan to unite the various Zionist youth groups in Austria into a “cartel” and, in a letter to Buber dated September 12, 1917, requested assistance in developing the program of this cartel.

475 Siegfried Bernfeld had organized a Central Association of Jewish Youth Groups in Austria (Zentralverband jüdischer Jugendgruppen Österreichs).

476 Felix Ungar (c. 1896–c. 1944 in Auschwitz), a brother of the writer Hermann Ungar.

477 Moses Calvary (1876–1944), writer and Jewish educator.

478 Markus Reiner (1886–1976), engineer and physicist who led a group preparing to settle in Palestine; he was later a professor at the Haifa Technion.

479 “The Pioneer,” a youth movement that prepared its members principally for agrarian settlement in Palestine.

480 See letter 225, n. 6.

481 Buber is referring to a volume of essays opposing the introduction into Palestine of British-sponsored imperialism and mercantilism; see letter 216, n. 1.

482 Max Rosenfeld (1884–1919), a leader of the Austrian Socialist-Zionist movement Poalei Tzion.

483 The reference is to a planned conference of German Socialist-Zionists, which, due to the increasingly unstable political situation in Munich, was postponed and eventually canceled altogether.

484 Such a trip did not come about until 1927.

485 The foundation stone of the Hebrew University was laid in a ceremony on Mount Scopus, Jerusalem, on July 24, 1918.

486 It opened April 1, 1925.

487 Kurt Eisner was assassinated on February 21.

488 Of the Zionist Organization in Germany.

489 See letter 228, n. 6.

490 Organ of the Hapoel Hatzair in Germany.

491 Buber, Worte an die Zeit (Words for Our Times) (Munich, 1919), vol. 1, Grundsätze (Principles); vol. 2, Gemeinschaft (Community).

492 In a letter to Mauthner dated April 15, 1919, Buber had suggested the establishment of a committee that would publicly defend Landauer for his role in the Bavarian Soviet Republic of 1919, should the need arise.

493 Adolf Neumann, one of the owners of the publishing house of Rütten & Loening.

494 The reference is to the appeal that Buber head the public committee to defend Landauer. See letter 231, n. 1.

495 Kurt Goldstein (1878–1965), well-known neurologist and psychologist, and close friend of Bendemann-Susman.

496 Apparently Buber’s essay “Was ist zu tun?” which first appeared in the Frankfurter Zeitung, April 20, 1919; reprinted in Die jüdische Bewegung: Gesammelte Aufsatz (The Jewish Movement: Collected Essays), 2d series, 1916–20 (Berlin, 1920). “What Is to Be Done?” in Pointing the Way, 109–11.

497 Landauer’s brother-in-law.

498 Auguste Hauschner (1852–1924), novelist who was befriended by Landauer and his family.

499 Landauer was bludgeoned to death by antirevolutionary troops on May 2, 1919.

500 Hebrew: the nether world.

501 Jüdischer Nationalrat für Deutschösterreich; see letter 221, n. 7.

502 The assassination of Gustav Landauer.

503 Ernst Czuczka, who later took the name Lens, was married to Miriam Beer-Hofmann, the daughter of Richard Beer-Hofmann (see List of Correspondents); he died in New York City in 1962.

504 The proposed conference of German Socialist-Zionists; see letter 228, n. 6.

505 Kohn belonged to the circle of Siegfried Bernfeld; he later became a radical communist and went to live in Moscow.

506 Buber had written the essay “Vor der Entscheidung” (Before the Decision [at the Versailles Peace Conference]), which was published in Der Jude 3, no. 12 (March 1919): 541–46.

507 From Wilhelm Schwaner (pseudonym of Wilm Hardt, 1863–1944), a teacher, journalist, and publisher; the reference is apparently to Schwaner’s German nationalist sentiments, to which he gave expression in various essays and books.

508 Zeit ists (Berlin, 1917); “It Is Time: Concerning the Study of Judaism,” in Franz Rosenzweig, On Jewish Learning, ed. Nahum N. Glatzer (New York: Schocken Books, 1965), 27–54.

509 See letter 113, n. 1. The second volume never materialized.

510 This essay, “Atheistische Theologie,” was first published posthumously in Rosenzweig, Kleinere Schriften (Shorter Writings), ed. Edith Rosenzweig (Berlin, 1937), 278–90; Rosenzweig, “Atheistic Theology: From the Old to the New Way of Thinking,” trans. Robert G. Goldy and H. Frederick Holch, Canadian Journal of Theology 14, no. 2 (1968), 79–88.

511 Der Stern der Erlösung (Frankfurt am Main, 1921); The Star of Redemption, trans. William Hallo (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1970).

512 Wissenschaft des Judentums—that is, not a work of historical scholarship.

513 Der Stern der Erlösung was actually published by J. Kauffmann Verlag, a publishing house established in Frankfurt in 1850, specializing in works of Jewish scholarship, textbooks, juvenile literature, and books on Jewish art and music.

514 The Basel Program, outlining in broad terms the goals of the Zionist movement, was issued by the First Zionist Congress that took place in Basel, Switzerland, in August 1897.

515 “Edict Concerning the Civil Condition of Jews in the Prussian State,” issued in March 1812, granted the Jews of that state all civil as well as some political rights. It was an important milestone on the road to Jewish emancipation.

516 “Das hebräische Buch und die deutschen Zionisten,” Der Jude 4, no. 6 (September 1919): 287–88.

517 In 1919 Bergmann served as secretary of the cultural department of the Zionist Executive in London.

518 Greek: “Give me a point where I can stand [and I will move the earth],” that is, an Archimedean point.

519 From 1918 on, London was the seat of the Zionist Executive.

520 Cf. Psalm 119:176; Matthew 15:24.

521 Hebrew: ignorance.

522 Jacob Klatzkin (1882–1948), Hebrew author and Zionist ideologue, who taught that the preservation of the Jewish people in the modern, secular world required the restoration of the purely “formal” conditions of their own language (Hebrew) and land (Israel).

523 Der heilige Weg (Frankfurt am Main, 1919); “The Holy Way: A Word to the Jews and to the Nations,” in Buber, On Judaism, 108–48.

524 An allusion to the story Huttens letzte Tage (Leipzig, 1872) by the Swiss author Conrad Ferdinand Meyer (1825–98).

525 See letter 229, n. 1.

526 Presumably, “Landauer und die Revolution,” (Landauer and the Revolution), Masken: Halbmonatsschrift des Düsseldorfer Schauspielhaus 14, no. 18–19 (1919): 282–91.

527 The official information organ of the World Zionist Organization.

528 The founding of Hebrew University in Jerusalem; see letter 229, n. 2.

529 Ordinarily, university extension courses or a school for adult continuing education.

530 Paul Natorp (1854–1924), a neo-Kantian philosopher who taught at the University of Marburg.

531 At a conference on the reform of education held in Heppenheim in June 1919, Buber gave a lecture on his conception of the Volkshochschule.

532 A conference organized by the cultural department of the Zionist Executive on the future Hebrew University was planned to take place in Basel, Switzerland. Buber was to address the conference on his plan for a Volkshochschule in Palestine. The Zionist Executive, however, canceled the conference.

533 Hapoel Hatzair held an international conference in Prague at the end of March 1920; see letters 244 and 245.

534 The speech, given in London, dealt with political issues facing the Zionist movement.

535 See letter 243, n. 7.

536 I and Thou.

537 Aaron David Gordon (1856–1922), Zionist philosopher and spiritual leader of Hapoel Hatzair; he came to the conference in Prague from Palestine, where he had lived as a pioneer since 1904.

538 In the end, Buber did attend the conference; see letter 245, n. 1.

539 Buber delivered a speech at the Prague conference on “Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft” (Community and Society), which was translated into Hebrew on the basis of a shorthand transcript and published in the journal of Hapoel Hatzair in Palestine, Ma’abarot 2, no. 9 (June 1920). 213–17. In remarks not included in this essay, Buber also expressed his concern that in the wake of the World War a cynical realpolitik and narrow nationalism would dominate international politics, and perhaps even Zionist policy. See Hans Kohn, Martin Buber: His Work and His Time, 177.

540 Held in London, July 1920.

541 Albert Einstein was an active supporter of Zionism.

542 Maximilian Harden (pen name of Felix Witkowski, 1861–1927), writer; editor of the political review Die Zukunft.

543 Arnold Schönberg (1874–1951), Austrian-born composer and creator of the twelve-tonal system. At the time, he taught at the Stern conservatory of music in Berlin.

544 Henri Bergson (1859–1941), French philosopher, professor at the Collège de France. In 1927 he was awarded a Nobel Prize.

545 See Landauer, Shakespeare: Dargestellt in Vortragen (Shakespeare: Presented in Lectures), ed. Martin Buber, 2 vols. (Frankfurt am Main, 1920).

546 The Jewish Movement.

547 In May 1921 the Arabs in Palestine staged riots against Zionist settlement, ending in the death of forty-seven Jews, with many more injured.

548 The Star of Redemption.

549 Margarete Susman, “Der Stern der Erlösung,” Der Jude 6, no. 4 (January 1922): 259–64.

550 Presumably Buber, “Die Revolution und die Juden” (The Revolution and the Jews), Das Forum 3, no. 2 (September 1919): 921ff.

551 Excerpts of Buber’s polemical exchange with Hermann Cohen are translated in Mendes-Flohr and Reinharz, The Jew in the Modern World, 448–53.

552 The Twelfth Zionist Congress held in Carlsbad, Czechoslovakia, September 1–14, 1921. Buber attended as a delegate of the World Union (the Hitachdut) of Hapoel Hatzair.

553 Buber’s speech and “declaration” appear in A Land of Two Peoples: Martin Buber on Jews and Arabs, ed. Paul Mendes-Flohr (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983), 47–61.

554 Scholem, who questioned the authenticity of Buber’s hasidic tales, had challenged him to give his sources for Der grosse Maggid und seine Nachfolge (The Great Maggid and His Succession) (Frankfurt am Main, 1922). Buber promised he would, resulting in the pamphlet Quellenverzeichnis zu “Der grosse Maggid” (List of Sources for The Great Maggid) (Frankfurt am Main, 1922).

555 Scholem, Bibliographia Kabbalistica (Leipzig, 1927).

556 Das Buch Bahir: Ein Schriftdenkmal aus der Früzeit des Kabbala auf Grund der kritischen Neuausgabe (The Book “Bahir”: A Literary Monument from the Early Period of the Kabbalah on the Basis of a New Critical Edition) (Leipzig, 1923). Scholem submitted his doctoral dissertation to the University of Munich in 1922.

557 Introduction to The Great Maggid and His Succession.

558 The reference is to the Kabbalah developed by Isaac Luria (1534–72).

559 Hebrew: something new.

560 Hebrew: from the perspective of its Torah—that is, doctrine or theory.

561 Scholem, “Lyrik der Kabbala?” (The Lyric Poetry of the Kabbalah), Der Jude 6, no. 1 (October 1921): 55–69.

562 Rabbi Menachem Mendel of Kotzk (1787–1859), one of the most original hasidic masters.

563 Bahya ibn Pakuda (c. 1050–c. 1120), Jewish religious philosopher; his immensely popular Duties of the Heart, written in Arabic and translated into Hebrew, examines the duties of the heart and conscience.

564 The Pshiskhaer, Rabbi Yaakov Yitzhak ben Asher (1766–1814), known as “the holy Jew,” developed a distinctive form of Hasidism based on disciplined study and prayer.

565 The Rabbi of Kotzk; see n. 9, above.

566 Rabbi Nehemiah Anton Nobel (1871–1922), beloved communal rabbi in Frankfurt am Main. Rosenzweig and Simon felt that Buber’s participation in the projected Festschrift, although he was only superficially acquainted with Rabbi Nobel, would add to the prestige of the volume.

567 See List of Correspondents.

568 Richard Koch (1882–1949), physician and lecturer in the history of medicine at the University of Frankfurt.

569 Siegfried Kracauer (1889–1966), writer and sociologist who at the time was an editor of the Frankfurter Zeitung.

570 Erich Fromm (1900–1980), psychoanalyst who at the time was an observant Jew and particularly close to Rabbi Nobel.

571 Leo Loewenthal (b. 1900), sociologist of literature and popular culture; one of the founders of the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research.

572 Leo Baeck; see List of Correspondents.

573 Buber contributed a translation of hasidic tales: “Drei Predigten” (Three Sermons), in Gabe: Herrn Rabbiner Dr. Nobel zum 50. Geburtstag (For Dr. Nobel on His 50th Birthday), ed. Martin Buber, Rudolf Hallo, et al. (Frankfurt am Main, 5682 [1921]), 75–77.

574 To The Great Maggid.

575 Buber could only be referring to Das verborgene Licht (The Hidden Light) (Frankfurt am Main, 1924), which contains no introduction, however. He may have originally intended to write an introduction to this volume.

576 The reference is to the hasidic master Dov Baer of Metritch, “the Great Maggid” (d. 1772).

577 Menachem Mendel (d. 1788), a hasidic master.

578 The Yehudi (literally, “the Jew”), i.e., “the holy Jew”; see letter 249, n. 11.

579 Rabbi Simchah Bunam of Pshiskhe (d. 1827), hasidic master.

580 The unique brand of Hasidism associated with the person and teachings of Rabbi Schneur Zalman of Ladi (d. 1813).

581 Rabbi Yechiel Mikhal (d. circa 1786), hasidic master.

582 Rabbi Pinchas Shapiro (d. 1791), hasidic master.

583 Georg Munk (pseudonym of Paula Buber), Sankt Gertrauden Minne (St. Gertraude’s Love) (Leipzig, 1921); now in Georg Munk, Geister und Menschen (Spirits and People), ed. Martin Buber (Munich, 1961), 165ff.

584 The proposed lecture was actually a series of lectures that Buber was to give at Rosenzweig’s Lehrhaus in Frankfurt am Main. The lectures, “Religion als Gegenwart” (Religion as Presence), were delivered from January 10 to March 11, 1922; translated in Rivka Horwitz, Buber’s Way to “I and Thou”: The Development of Martin Buber’s Thought and His “Religion as Presence” Lectures (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1988), 19–129.

585 For a detailed description of this visit, see Rosenzweig’s letter to Rudolf Hallo dated “Beginning of December 1922,” in Rosenzweig, Briefe (Letters), ed. Edith Rosenzweig-Scheinmann (Berlin, 1935), 461–64.

586 Cf. Ich und Du, first published in Leipzig in December 1922; I and Thou, new translation by Walter Kaufmann (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1970). On the relation of the lectures “Religion as Presence” to I and Thou, see Horwitz, Buber’s Way to “I and Thou,” 133–231.

587 The epigram refers to the young Goethe’s brash criticism of the poet Christoph Martin Wieland (1733–1813), who resided in Ossmannstedt at the time. Rosenzweig wishes to suggest that, like Goethe, Buber too has developed beyond the follies of his youth, namely, his earlier tendencies to romantic mysticism.

588 In contrast to previous letters, Rang addresses Buber here with the intimate pronoun Du; he was one of the few individuals with whom Buber had a per Du relation.

589 The death of Rabbi Nobel (see letter 250), who passed away on January 24, 1922, shortly after his fiftieth birthday.

590 “Der Widersacher.”

591 Ludwig Strauss, Tiberius: Eine Drama (Tiberius: A Drama) (Munich, 1924).

592 Buber, Cheruth: Eine Rede uber Jugend und Religion (Vienna, 1919); “Herut: On Youth and Religion,” in Buber, On Judaism, 149–74.

593 Yiddish: “[There] it stands,” that is, it is so written in a traditional Jewish text.

594 “Religion as Presence,” given at the Lehrhaus.

595 Other than I and Thou, published in December 1922 with the imprint 1923, no other volumes of this work were completed. I and Thou was first translated into English by Ronald Gregor Smith, and published in Edinburgh in 1937.

596 The Land of Israel.

597 The reference is apparently to the world conference of Hitachdut, the union of Hapoel Hatzair and its affiliated organizations, which took place in Berlin in 1922. It is not clear to whom “both” refers.

598 On Buber’s address to the Prague Conference of Hapoel Hatzair, see letter 245, n. 1.

599 Buber is alluding to the White Paper issued by Winston Churchill, the British colonial secretary, which—seeking to allay Arab fears—in effect seriously limited the intent of the Balfour Declaration and the commitment Great Britain undertook to the World Zionist Organization. Nonetheless, on June 18, 1922, the Zionist Executive reluctantly accepted Churchill’s interpretation.

600 Simon’s review of Herzl’s Tagebücher, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1922) appeared in Der Jude 6, no. 11 (August 1922):649–59.

601 This letter, somewhat obliquely, deals with Rosenzweig’s request that Buber deliver a new lecture series at the Lehrhaus.

602 Margarit and Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy were close friends of Rosenzweig. Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy (see List of Correspondents) exercised a profound influence on the development of Rosenzweig’s thought.

603 Because there were no prospects of recovery from his illness (amyotrophic lateral sclerosis) and it would become progressively worse, Rosenzweig realized that he would soon be unable to lecture at the Lehrhaus. He felt that Buber’s presence on the faculty of the Lehrhaus was the only hope of maintaining its special character.

604 This planned lecture series did not materialize; see letter 267.

605 The “heading” of Psalm 22, cited by Buber in Hebrew. The psalm expresses the hope of the suffering individual.

606 “Religion as Presence.”

607 Lehranstalt (Hochschule) für die Wissenschaft des Judentums in Berlin (1872–1942).

608 Buber and his wife were taking a walking tour for several days.

609 The lecture series was delivered under the title “Die Urformen des religiösen Lebens: Magie, das Opfer, das Mysterium, das Gebet” (The Primary Forms of Religious Life: Magic, Sacrifice, Mystery, and Prayer). It dealt with the subject matter that Buber contemplated treating in the second volume of the projected five-volume work beginning with I and Thou.

610 Rudolf Hallo (1896–1933), archaeologist and art historian; he served as secretary of the Lehrhaus from 1922 to 1923.

611 Yiddish: heretic, freethinker, nonconformist.

612 Letter 256.

613 Eduard Strauss, “Jesus von Nazareth” (Jesus of Nazareth) Der Jude 6, no. 11 (February 1922): 686–91.

614 Buber’s outline of the projected five-volume study is preserved in the Martin Buber Archives; it is published in Walter Kaufmann’s introduction to his translation of I and Thou, 48–49.

615 Rosenzweig first outlined the thesis of The Star of Redemption in a letter to Rudolf Ehrenberg dated November 18, 1917. He subsequently referred to this letter as the book’s Urzelle, or “germ cell.” See “ ‘Urzelle’ des Stern der Erlösung” (The “Germ Cell” of The Star of Redemption), in Rosenzweig, Shorter Writings, 357–72.

616 The Star of Redemption, 58–60.

617 Chinese: heaven, the god of heaven.

618 That is, the correct translation according to Buber would be: “God exists for man in that he [man] serves man.” See letter 126, n. 2.

619 In Faust, part 1.

620 Written in Hebrew from the hymn “Adon Olom” (“Lord of the Universe”), recited daily in the traditional morning liturgy.

621 Presumably written in response to a card dated September 4, 1922, in which Buber announced his intended visit.

622 Apparently written just prior to September 14, 1922.

623 Buber sent Rosenzweig the printer’s proofs of I and Thou, including a preface which was later deleted. See letter 275.

624 When written in this manner, “HE” denoted God for both Buber and Rosenzweig; see their translation of the Hebrew Bible.

625 Cited in Hebrew from the “Shmoneh Esreh,” a central benediction of the traditional Jewish liturgy.

626 Ferdinand Ebner (1882–1931), Austrian educator and Catholic theologian who wrote a work that exhibits many affinities to Buber’s philosophy of dialogue: Das Wort und die geistigen Realitaten (The Word and the Spiritual Realities) (Regensburg, 1921).

627 Cited in Hebrew from the Babylonian Talmud, Chagiga 14b, containing a story according to which four scholars entered the forbidden “garden” of mystical knowledge. One looked and died, another looked and was hurt, and still another of heretical disposition (ha-acher, “the other one”) “mutilated the shoots”; only the saintly Rabbi Akiba “left in peace,” that is, he found the right exit. Likening Hermann Cohen (see letter 54, n. 4) to Rabbi Akiba, Rosenzweig contended that toward the end of his life Cohen broke loose of the spell of neo-Kantianism and adumbrated a philosophy of dialogue.

628 Rosenzweig is alluding to the fact that when, toward the end of his life, Cohen “discovered” the principle of dialogue (what he called “correlation”), he did not discard his neo-Kantianism but rather sought to “append” it to the philosophical system he labored decades to develop; see n. 13 below.

629 Hebrew: the other ones, i.e., the heretics.

630 Cited in Hebrew; see n. 6, above.

631 Cited in Hebrew; see n. 6 above.

632 See I and Thou, 57.

633 This phrase, cited in Hebrew, is the formula by which one, in the presence of at least three males (each above the age of twelve), requests permission to commence the recitation of grace after meals.

634 In his posthumously published Religion of Reason: Out of the Sources of Judaism, trans. Simon Kaplan (New York: F. Ungar, 1972) [Religion der Vernunft aus den Quellen des Judentums, Frankfurt am Main, 1919]), Cohen introduced the concept of “correlation” in a manner, Rosenzweig argued, that anticipated what Buber meant by the I-Thou relation.

635 Rosenzweig’s illness had confined him to his room.

636 Of I and Thou.

637 In the unpublished preface, preserved in the Martin Buber Archives, Buber states: “What is here designated as language is the primal act of the spirit, in whose human manifestation spoken and written language together with all the powers of expression serve as helpers and laborers.”

638 Volumes 2–5, which were to follow I and Thou, were never completed; see letter 269, n. 2.

639 The title of the contemplated second volume to I and Thou changed several times: Aside from “Heilige Handlung” (Sacred Act), in a note dated February 10, 1923, Buber called it “Urformen des religiösen Lebens” (The Primary Forms of Religious Life), and on March 21, 1924, he considered calling it “Der Weg und die Wende” (The Way and the Turning). The titles of the subsequent volumes also changed continuously.

640 In a letter to Rosenzweig dated November 14, 1922, Buber gives the entire five volumes, including I and Thou, the collective title “Das wirkliche Leben” (The Real Life).

641 In an undated letter to Buber, written before September 14, 1922, Rosenzweig characterized Buber’s preface on language as a nail. In place of the preface, a motto taken from Goethe’s Westöstlicher Diwan (Divan of West and East)—“So hab ich endlich von dir erharrt/ In allen Elementen Gottes Gegenwart” (So, waiting, I have won from you the end: God’s presence in each element)—appears in the first edition.

642 Rosenzweig’s son, Rafael Nehemiah, was born on September 8, 1922.

643 I and Thou.

644 In German, this passage consists of a play on the verb greifen—to grasp, to seize, to apprehend.

645 These are key terms from Rudolf Otto, Das Heilige (Breslau, 1917); The Idea of the Holy, trans. John W. Harvey (New York: Oxford University Press, 1925).

646 This is the second strophe of a hymn, a metrical paraphrase of Psalm 130:1, written by Martin Luther: “Aus tiefer Not schrei’ ich zu Dir” (Out of profound need I call to thee).

647 In The Star of Redemption, 3:1 and 3:2 deal with the Jewish and Christian liturgical calendar; 2:2 deals with “revelation.”

648 Rosenzweig regarded Georg Simmel (1858–1918; German philosopher and sociologist) and his neo-Kantian formalism as frivolous; Simmel’s attempt to develop a sociology of interpersonal life, Rosenzweig contended, failed to take “the other” seriously.

649 “The masters of all who know,” an allusion to Dante, The Divine Comedy, bk. 1, canto 5, 1. 131, which refers to the pre-Christian philosophers who find themselves in purgatory, among them Aristotle, “a master of all who knows.” In this citation, Rosenzweig rendered the singular (maestro) a plural (maestri), to embrace all “pagan” thinkers.

650 September 23.

651 Literally, the shrine of the gods. A domed temple built by the Romans, the Pantheon serves as the rotunda of the Cathedral of Santa Maria. Buber would later refer to this analogy: “Rosenzweig elucidated the influence between the inner and outer aspects of the mitzvot (between one who only studies and one who fulfills the mitzvot) with the analogy of the Pantheon.” “Offenbarung und Gesetz: Aus Briefen an Franz Rosenzweig” (Revelation and Law: From Letters to Franz Rosenzweig), Almanach des Schocken Verlags auf das Jahr 5697 [1936/37] (Berlin, 1936), 148, n. 1.

652 By way of analogy to the Pantheon (see letter 279), Rosenzweig sought to make a distinction between the outer and inner aspect of the Law (the mitzvot). The former can be learned, the latter only performed and thus experienced. See Rosenzweig’s open letter to Buber, written in the summer of 1923: “Die Bauleute: Über das Gesetz,” Der Jude 8 (August 1924); “The Builders: Concerning the Law,” in Rosenzweig, On Jewish Learning, 72–92.

653 In the liturgy of the Day of Atonement, during the aleynu prayer, one is to bow and prostrate oneself before God.

654 During Sukkoth, the Feast of Tabernacles.

655 Ad hominem is a Latin expression literally meaning “to the man” (i.e., attacking an individual personally rather than his thought). Ex homine was coined by Rosenzweig; it means “from the man.”

656 Rosenzweig employed the Hebrew term here.

657 Between bowing down and prostrating.

658 Rosenzweig’s great-uncle, Adam Rosenzweig (1826–1908), was the only member of his family who observed Jewish tradition. Rosenzweig had a close and affectionate relationship with him.

659 Erev Yom Kippur (eve of the Day of Atonement).

660 Phylacteries.

661 See “Autobiographical Fragments,” 11–13.

662 Rosenzweig erroneously assumed that, similar to himself, Buber received a liberal-Reform Jewish education. Buber, however, was raised in the traditional home of his grandparents, who provided him with the rudiments of a classical Jewish education. At the age of fourteen, he went to live with his recently remarried father, who was liberal in his religious practice.

663 Hasidic prayer room.

664 Mystical intentions.

665 This traditional blessing for the New Year was cited by Buber in Hebrew.




[image: ]

284. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] January 12, 1923 »

Esteemed Herr Doktor:

I cannot speak to you in person about the matter I am now broaching in writing because it demands a certain epic scope. It is important enough, and unwittingly you have given me a whole slew of viewpoints on it in the course of conversation. So listen quietly and consider that I am well aware of the objections and nevertheless think it necessary to propose the matter to you. I have been mulling over it for weeks.

I want to begin from the beginning. When the University of Frankfurt was founded,1 a number of individuals—Lamprecht,2 Rade,3 Staerk,4 among others—brought up the idea that a “Jewish Theology Department” might be created here. At the time the idea foundered for a reason that its gentile sponsors least suspected: the Jewish founders of the university sabotaged it, fearing as usual to do anything “too Jewish.” The idea did not wholly die, but it took a move from the other side to reactivate it: early in 1921 the Bishop of Limburg provided funds for a lectureship in “Catholic ethics.” At that point, Protestants and Jews likewise decided to demand such lectureships. Since we have no bishops, it fell to the Frankfurt Jewish community to call for the Jewish lectureship. The government then asks for a report from the Philosophy Department, to which the lectureships are loosely affiliated (“like fencing, gymnastics, and the like,” Joseph Horovitz5 once said to me when his professorial status materialized in the form of a peacocklike fan—you may believe it or not, but I’ve seen it myself), and then makes the appointment. The first person the Jewish community nominated was [N. A.] Nobel,6 for whom this was a tremendous matter because he still believed in the university. At bottom, he probably thought that he could have accomplished a great deal more as a professor of Goethe than as a rabbi, which, of course, was a very serious error. But behind his year of study in Marburg,7 which he had interposed between two periods of officiating as a rabbi, had lain the idea of changing his vocation for an academic career. Nobel died before the appointment came from Berlin.8 In March, I was proposed as his successor to the lectureship—I was already ill, but they did not know how grave my illness was. I told myself that this might give me the opportunity, if I were able to lecture for one semester in the summer, to start the thing off in the right direction and on the right level; if not, at least to be in a position to exert some influence on the choice of my successor. I assure you I am quite indifferent to academic flimflam. Meinecke9 wanted me to go ahead to the Habilitation; I wrote him a letter in which I rejected the idea on principle.10 And when the community kept pressing me to go through the academic qualification procedures before I took the lectureship anyhow, so that I would be on a better footing with regard to the university and the government, I laughed in their faces and said that if people didn’t want me the way I am, I wouldn’t undertake it.

I wanted to undertake it and could have done so precisely because this was to be a newly founded position whose shape was still to be defined. Also because it was new, the “framework of the university” hung very loosely around it. The title of the lectureship, “The Study of the Jewish Religion and Ethics,”11 did not bother me. After all, I could just as well lecture against that title.

But once again, the Prussians12 held their fire. The appointment didn’t arrive until the end of December. I then accepted, since the matter would not be pressing until the summer semester and it is only a matter of my finding a “deputy.” By terming it this way, my influence is naturally stronger than it would be if I had formally refused on the grounds of my illness.

I would now like you to consider whether you wish to take over the task. The matter is still at the stage in which anything can be made of it. The danger, naturally, is that some rabbi will take over and that the “department” which will certainly develop from it (there is already talk of three lectureships) will turn into one more rabbinical seminary. That is exactly what I would have felt obliged to prevent and what should be prevented. Nowhere is a tradition established so quickly as at a university; just because the span of a generation amounts to two years at most and the students who come the third year already regard what they find there as if it had been in place for all eternity. And he who comes first gets his wheat ground first; the other lectureships will not be filled without consultation with the holder of the first. And above all, they will not be filled in such a way that the second and third will appear embarrassing choices compared with the first. So it is a matter of a small latch that opens a large portal. Over the large portal is the inscription: THEOLOGY DEPARTMENT. But inside we may possibly find that theological universality on which we are all working, for the sake of theology, which should be detheologized, and for the sake of the university, which should be universalized.

How do I think you fit in? It begins in May at the earliest. But with all the delays, it probably won’t begin until November. You will be sacrificing your Mondays to this matter. In the morning, you will hold a two-hour and a one-hour seminar, one on a “non-Jewish” subject (Gnostics, primitives, or whatever happens to interest you at the moment and whatever you want to stimulate students to work on), the other on a Jewish subject. You can range all the way from the Apocrypha to Hasidism. Ultimately, both seminars might even run parallel in their subject matter. David here, Hector there, as on the Heidelberg Castle. You can save the biblical subjects for the evening, from 6:00 to 8:30 in the Lehrhaus. As you see, nothing but seminars. If you should again feel the urge to give lectures, there will always be time for that. If you should go to Eretz Yisrael, a whole or a half semester will simply be dropped. After all, you yourself are not supposed to be the future department. Rather, by your presence and guaranteed apikores13 personality, you are supposed to set the tone and determine the direction for the whole educational process. This can be done only by someone who is completely free of all deference to the existing university and who brings with him so much prestige of his own that the university will not dare interfere with him.

As I dictate this, it seems to me more and more plausible. Once I have your general agreement in hand, I’ll set the troops marching.14

What I wanted to say to you yesterday and could not: those were lovely days.

285. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« [Heppenheim, undated]15 »

Dear Friend,

[…] Your letter on the lectureship has certainly stirred something in me. At first, it awakened my memory of the impression that [Willy] Staerk’s suggestion made upon me in the past (a suggestion that, incidentally, I had Rubashov16 discuss in vol. 1, no. 2 of Der Jude): “No good will come of this either.” Though this thought was accompanied by my usual afterthought: utinam falsus vates sim.17 That was promptly followed by a revival of my old wish, which you are aware of from our talks: to prepare assistants for the work which so immensely exceeds the bounds of my personal tasks. It took a while before I saw the matter fully in its specific aspects, and these are what I must now discuss with you. I have three reservations. The first two are questions for you; the third I will have to work out with myself. First (this is the most important): If I start at a university, even though I would have this delightfully loose connection with it, I cannot confine myself to seminars alone for the first semester. I would have to declare myself and my principles, as you would have had to do—in other words, explain how “the study of religion” and “ethics” are possible and, further, how I understand the scholarly study of Judaism. Would I be independent enough, responsible only to the one legitimate authority [God], so that I could do this without inhibitions? May I assume that neither the community by proposing me nor the department by accepting me would thereby have any right to supervise, to question, to make suggestions? If in reply, you are inclined to point to yourself, please consider how different is the situation of a repentant Jew, a returner [to Jewish tradition], from that of—as you so trenchantly put it—a “guaranteed” apikores [heretic]. That, then, is my first question. The second is not so important, but it too has a certain seriousness: May one reasonably hope to be able to create a seminar in the Jewish “division” of the Theology Department of Frankfurt University? What I have in mind is a seminar that would find—i.e., be able to attract—the right people for the most difficult tasks, both Jews and Christians (the latter are necessary!). It makes good sense in the Lehrhaus to place everything “on the ground of what already exists”—but not in the university. This is my second question. Only if both questions can be answered satisfactorily would I have to come to terms with the third reservation—about perpetuating the fragmentation of my time (living from Monday to Monday), which has already given me so much trouble at the Lehrhaus (though this last time it was much better).

But now to your affairs. At the next-to-last moment the publishing house of Rütten & Loening has had harote18 (not the Hebrew haratah but the Yiddish word) and discovered that they do not have the requisite understanding to go ahead with the plan for which they volunteered.19 The letter came yesterday; I promptly wrote to Kippenberg20 in the proper emphatic tone, enclosed three poems (one in proof, two in copies), and offered, if he showed sufficient interest and on condition that he settle the matter very quickly, to send the complete or nearly complete manuscript. As soon as I have a reply, I’ll inform you. I’ve put the rest, somewhat wearily, into the hold file; perhaps after all I can live more decently without the essay collection and the series21 than with them—at least I imagine I read something of the sort in your eyes—and perhaps not adding to the burden will benefit my written works, “The Real Life”22 (probably five instead of four more volumes, for which you are to blame) and the “Hasidism” (another three German volumes), and, in addition, X of the “Corpus.”23

If it is convenient, I should like to pay you a visit Thursday afternoon and finally sit in on [Eduard] Strauss’s Bible class [at the Lehrhaus].

286. Martin Buber to Ernst Eliyahu Rappeport
« Heppenheim, January 14, 1923 »

Dear Eliyahu Rappeport:

Time and again I resolve to write you a lengthy letter, and time and again it proves to be impossible—too much to tell, things too difficult, in part too painful (that refers, to put it in shorthand, to [our son] Raffi, who has caused us all kinds of concern; he is now staying with us, along with his wife and a very dear child named Barbara,24 who resembles my wife; next week he is going to live in Vogeler’s25 colony in Worpswede) to communicate except verbally or, as I have just done, in parentheses. And when will we see each other again? [Our daughter] Eva wants to write you, sincerely intends to, but it is even harder for her, though hard in a different way. Let me tell you this much at once: Eva is entirely the same, doesn’t change, remains still the child and the being who carries her certainty within herself. My wife has not had an easy time of it, but that pretty well goes without saying; such is the diabolic nature of everyday life these days. Incidentally, didn’t you receive my wife’s book, Saint Gertraude’s Love, which was sent to you a year ago? And my Great Maggid, which was sent with it? In any case, I am having the new edition of the latter sent to you, and at the same time I and Thou, the first book of my real life’s work (I am truly no “political man,” as you thought; I have been charged with saying a word, the first syllable of which I have just pronounced in this book—it is a long word, but with a very simple meaning). […]

287. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, January 18, 1923 »

Dear Friend, I have had to postpone my visit to Frankfurt until next week. If I may choose the day, I will again choose Thursday, for the sake of [Eduard Strauss’s] Bible class. If it turns out that I must go on a trip, I’ll arrange things so that I can stop in Frankfurt either going or returning. But I would rather be spared traveling now; I’m not in the right mood. The Gog26 is crowding in on me, but not so much in an “artistic” sense. Rather, I am becoming aware, with a cruel clarity that is altogether different from any product of the imagination, of how much “evil” is essential to the coming of the kingdom [of God]. In thinking about this, I had a flash of insight about Napoleon, something I had previously not understood. On Elba, he once said that his name would remain on earth as long as le nom de l’Eternel.27 That is how he translated the Word that the three heard in the fiery furnace of the Hebrew year 5574 [1814] and which caused their deaths in 5575 [1815].28 Nostra res agitur.29

I have decided to say yes to your proposal of the lectureship. So the matter is clear between you and me. Now the others will have to deal with it. And please, do not be vexed if they don’t want to have me; from the outset, I would fully, most fully understand that. But if it should after all turn out as you wish it, I mean to fulfill an old wish of mine and during the first semester use the texts in an attempt to explore the tripartite problem of the Essenes,30 the Therapeutae,31 and the first Hasidim,32 and from there advance further until I have once again reached my starting point of 1905, “Hasidism.”33 May God then grant me leave to complete the work be-chutz le-aretz.34

288. Martin Buber to Leonhard Ragaz
« Heppenheim, February 1, 1923 »

Most esteemed Herr Ragaz,

Ever since you let me know—to my profound regret—that you won’t be able to come here and proposed that we conduct our discussion by mail, I have repeatedly thought about writing you, and repeatedly I observe that the fundamental things I have to say to you cannot (perhaps only: not yet) be written; or that I could only say them to you in conversation where the words spring from the force of the answer. The subjects I should like to take up with you are chiefly those common to us. The one is too vast: time and the end of time; and the other is less overwhelming but still can scarcely be embraced: Judaism and Christianity. I am seriously concerned to find out how far the community of interest goes and whether where it stops is governed solely by personal (fated, historic) differences (the different “determination”) or the question of truth itself. To learn this is of far-reaching importance to me. In every single eschatological statement in this moment of world history we are living through, I feel the presence of a certain complex of problems. Getting to the bottom of it seems to me right now more important than anything else. For that reason I have arranged a meeting at Easter with Barth,35 Gogarten,36 and several others. The meeting is to be devoted to this question; and for the same reason I should like to arrange one with you. I do intend to comment publicly on your writings,37 which I have read with heartfelt sympathy; but by its very nature what really matters can scarcely be enunciated in such a public forum, even less so than in a letter. From your references to me—one of them moved me more deeply than anything that had ever been said about me before—and from your references to the man who was my closest friend [Gustav Laudauer],38 I think I may conclude that you too would look forward to a frank discussion with me, one that would, I hope, emphasize our agreements rather more than our differences. […]

289. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, February 10, 1923 »

Dear Friend,

[…] The Gog39 is not yet at all presentable. Once it is, it will go straight to you. Incidentally, I am not doing much writing on it. In any case, it will only be a short story—a regular pamphlet40—and aside from my wife, who’s had to live through it, only you will know that it had not always been short. And you will probably also know how it is connected with my “second volume,” the continuation of I and Thou,41 which may be called “The Transformation” or at any rate given the sort of title that will call attention to its verbal character. That volume is making very slow progress, as is the way with me, and will not be finished before the summer (the two do not disturb each other; on the contrary).

In Darmstadt recently, Paquet42 told me about his letter to you. I read Leo Strauss’s43 remark about Buberism […] with feelings similar to yours, though naturally a good deal sharper. In my preface to the edition of collected addresses,44 I go into the situation somewhat, but it will probably take all five or six volumes45 to change it.

P.S. Oddly enough, Insel Verlag has already sold some 2,000 copies of I and Thou.

290. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] February 22, 1923 »

Esteemed Friend,

[…] I now have an important request, which I have long looked forward to making. For I postponed it only until the matter of the publisher was settled.46 I should like to dedicate the Judah Halevi to you. For aside from the “in general,” which I surely need not go into, this little book does owe its origin to you—to your praise and your insistence—and even its form, because but for your urging I would never have pulled myself together to do the prose additions. But the “in general” is essential to me.47 So please write me your consent. The form of course very simple: “Dedicated to Martin Buber.” […]

291. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, February 25, 1923 »

Dear Friend,

[…] I accept the dedication gratefully. It sanctions a kind of appropriation which I had undertaken in the darkness of my heart, as one sometimes does with a child one likes, perhaps loves (for liking isn’t quite enough).

Do you have time for me on Tuesday from about four to five o’clock? On that particular day, I have only this one hour free; on the other hand, the following week, Monday or Tuesday, I will be in Frankfurt again on my way home and would like to visit you again for somewhat longer, if that is all right with you. Day after tomorrow, I should like to ask you to read the preface to On Judaism48 in its new (the how-manyth) version and to give me your opinion of it. I’ll probably be finished with that tomorrow. But if the time is inconvenient for you, please let me know via Rütten & Loening.49

I’ve postponed the trip to Holland, chiefly because my wife—with one of those meaningful “atmospheric feelings” women have—does not want to go to a foreign country just now.

292. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, February 27, 1923 »

Esteemed Friend,

[…] I want to tell you once again how much pleasure the preface gave me. It never falls into obscurity and maintains throughout the proper mixture of difficulty and clarity. I think this will be heard. Whether it will also be understood, I don’t know; but if not, you would not be responsible. Now that you have made your Jewish disciples say these “before-and-after blessings,”50 you may tranquilly pronounce for each one of them: “Blessed be He who has freed me from the punishment for this one.”51 The misunderstanding will sound this way: “Oh well, he always was a mystic, you know.” But by now nothing can really be done about that.

293. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, March 14, 1923 »

Dear Friend,

I was rather tired yesterday and so rode straight home without making a stop in Frankfurt.

On the train going and coming, I read your arcana52 (except for a few and obviously unimportant words, I was able to read it all). That was about the most instructive reading I have had in a long time. I even learned something about myself, and that does not happen to one every day of the year. […]

Yesterday morning something happened that I must tell you about. [Paul] Natorp, who participated in the Giessen discussion (which involved an exchange of opinions between a British group, among others Lord Cecil,53 and ours), asked me to come to Marburg with him to discuss I and Thou. There we sat in the morning and talked about God, until Natorp declared that it seemed to him presumptuous to say “God” and to address Him. I no longer quite remember what I responded to that, but it was something to the effect that I would not know what He could possibly want of a poor fellow like me except for me to say such a silly thing about Him and in addition say “Thou”54 to Him. Whereupon old Natorp stood up, threw his arms around my neck, and said “thou” to me. So the conversation reached its end, and on the steps of the Throne.55

I have something else that I’ll tell you about shortly.

294. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, March 22, 1923 »

Dear Friend,

Today I must tell you something that has been vaguely oppressing me for some time but that has now, in the deep clarity of a sleepless night, matured along with some other things into clarity. It is this: that I have realized I need more time and more disciplined time for my work than I had thought, and that now, insofar as it is still up to me, I have to draw the proper conclusions from this insight. That means, as far as you are concerned, that I think I have to retract my consent to the lectureship.56 I know that you will understand me—my frivolity and its punishment—and that I do not need to go into that. I am furthermore thinking of confiding the “Corpus Has[idicum]” to a younger man, to whom I can, of course, turn over all the material. Occasional obligations may remain, but not permanent ones. Of course, I will have to complete the series of German Hasidica, but it will be possible to do that betweenwhiles without interference. By their nature, the last two volumes cannot drain me as much as this Gog. In the book itself I have reached a stratum that I knew nothing or almost nothing about; that now demands serious work. I have come almost as far from I and Thou as I had from my earlier ideas at the time I was writing it, and the work I must do is a far cry from what I imagined these past seven years.

Only this much for today. My heart is heavy for having again—I don’t know how often I’ve committed this mistake—lived like a twenty-year-old, and at the worst possible time. I’m going to have to pull myself together, I think, if I want to be held together at all. Take all this in kindness; forget for once that you are “younger”—what does that mean? And I have just been reading in Acts 24:16 what this man Paul tosses off: askō aproskopon suneidēsin echein.57 I’d like to know how one manages that!

295. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, March 26, 1923 »

Esteemed Friend,

I have let three days pass, but as I now reread your letter my feeling is still the same as it was the morning I received it. You have given in to fear. One does not say no at such long range. For it is a matter of long range. The matter does not become acute until November. And today you cannot know where your work will stand seven months hence. If the critical point you have now reached has not yet been overcome by then, or has returned in a new form, you can consider whether you can cut down the work at the university by choice of subject or whether you want to cancel your lectures for the semester. No matter what my physical condition may be at that point,58 I will not blame you in the least. For that was how I represented the degree of your obligation from the start, and to shy away from the moment when the moment comes is always permissible. That would be quite different from a No at a distance of seven months and in a matter on which one had previously given a mature and good Yes.

These months of struggle that Strauss59 and I have waged in this matter, and which, by the way, have only now led, after many patrols and three charges, to the taking of the first line, so that nothing or virtually nothing has yet been decided about the fate of the second line—these months have taught me fully how necessary and good it is for you to step in here. I might well feel shame at how relatively smoothly it all went for me last year; it was just that nobody had heard of me before and almost nobody had read me. Obviously the present struggle is the real one, which is being watched from heaven above. Whether you subsequently lecture or excuse yourself from semester to semester—in the university’s eyes, a book is a perfectly valid excuse for you as an outsider—is far less important than our succeeding now in putting you across60 and that you will then stand there and by the weight of your standing determine the direction of further developments. For then the chair will not be orphaned, even if you place the ominous “on leave” after your name the very first semester. For you have become such a terror to the traditionalists and liberals (and even the Zionists here, who are mostly traditionalists) that they will surely not let you alone for long.

Friday I’ll be sending you, if you can use it, the new Enneads—thirty-six poems.61 No more for today.

296. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Sonnenholz, July 30, 1923 »

Dear Herr Dr. Simon:

Your answer to Rosenzweig’s letter62 affected me painfully; it is wholly deficient in human response. Have you refined and proud young people, in your preoccupation with Scripture and history, with lines and alignments, so forfeited the natural gaze of human affection that you no longer recognize the gesture of your tormented brother? And are you too “objective” to pour a drop of soothing wine into your vinegar? When you read the words of Job’s friends, you know what is right, but when God places you yourselves in that position, you no longer know. And it is precisely this that is needed by us, more than anything else.

I hope you fully understand why I am saying this to you.

I am coming home on August 3. I would be glad if you could visit me on the 5th, but, if the trip is inconvenient now, it is by no means necessary from the point of view of editorial work.63 Still, we could discuss the various technical matters. I plan to go to Karlsbad for a short time a few days after my return home.

297. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, August 10, 1923 »

Dear Friend,

“The Builders”64 has stirred the inner recesses of my soul and apparently thrust open a secret door. When I answer you (the grace for which I hope will be granted me after my return from Karlsbad), I will truly have to find language for what has been long repressed. “Theoretically,” yes, but by necessity it will also have to be done autobiographically, much more deeply, more intimately autobiographically than in the preface.65 For the essential things I have to say to you can only be dredged out of the secret archives of the personality. Since you know me, you will understand that I think of this obligation to reply with some fear.66 […]

298. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] August 12, 1923 »

My esteemed Friend,

[…] I had tried to write “The Builders” in such a way that it would not impose on you any compulsion to answer. At least not “here and now” If you wish to nonetheless, I am glad. But I have “kept in a sensitive heart”67 the real answer, which you wrote me nearly a year ago.68 […]

299. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« Kolberg, August 29, 1923 »

My dear, esteemed Herr Doktor:

I want to thank you from the bottom of my heart for your letters of the 24th and 27th. You have so reassured me about the personal aspects that I can more easily bear the objective difficulties that must be borne.69 Let me tell you that I regard it as a great good fortune to have been schooled by you in conscientious attention to even the smallest detail, in responsibility to the word. Difficult—for that reason and also for material reasons—as the presumptive death of Der Jude will be for me (though I am still hopeful), in fact already is—it is more difficult for you. You are burying your own creation, which grew out of your strength, especially during the early years, even when others took the floor. The profound ethical force immanent in the anonymous activities of the true editor links him, on a very important level, with the life of his journal. So I think I can empathize with what must be your present emotions—since I myself feel a fraction of this grief. […]

300. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt, November 2, 1923 »

My dear, esteemed Herr Dr. Buber:

Today I must bring up a matter that has bothered me for days, ever since your third seminar on Hasidism,70 which had a deeply depressing impact upon me. I want to express to you candidly everything that troubled me about you as the leader of the seminar as well as the audience. And in regard to this single case—but by no means only in this one case—I should like to explain why I have begun to worry about the whole inner foundation of the Lehrhaus, both its psychological and its metaphysical basis. For I have begun to worry about it again, and this time with the greatest intensity.

What happened recently? You asked the group there, a chance association of people, to truly “speak their minds,” so that for once a seminar would accomplish more than the usual thing, so that there could be a little mutual “advising and helping.” (Since I foresaw the consequences, I voted “passionately” for many texts and little discussion; but not only out of a desire for knowledge.) In response, there developed a partly hysterical, somewhat shameless barrage of questions, typically carried on almost exclusively by females, which profoundly repelled not only me but also a large number of both younger and older people and offended a very sensitive nucleus of their selves. If we had really achieved the full honesty of expression you called for, one of us, one of those repelled, would have had to give voice to his indignation. Significantly, no one did that. In fact, after the first questions it was hardly possible. And even you yourself, though you heroically held your own like a fencer, preserved the boundaries even in the face of the most brazen questioner (at least most of the time) and for the rest seized the occasion to say a number of things of true and lasting value which I would not like to have missed—you did not take my hand when I held it out to save you from the assault of hysteria and mendacity. I deliberately asked that sober question about the translation of mitzvah,71 which in my opinion could have served as the starting point for a deeper and more legitimate discussion. You answered it, but did not follow it up. And then the psychological slopping around resumed, this exceedingly repugnant scene. From the expression on your face—rarely a flicker of irony, mostly a kindly smile—it was apparent that you did not feel the full force of what was going on there. In the days since, I have often asked myself the reason for that and have also asked my friends and others who have similar feelings. Today I want to give you the answer I think I have found.

It seems to me first of all that you have given no thought to your audience. That means, of course, that the question of the audience is no question at all for you. To prove how important the question of his listeners is to the person who leads and teaches by word of mouth, I should like to point to the tragic and frightening example of Hermann Cohen. We will only half understand him—and his historic place within German Jewry not at all—unless we see what kind of people he was condemned to speak to. Who sustained his reputation among Jews in his lifetime (that is, before the publication of his great posthumous work)?72 The lazy and fat bourgeoisie of the B’nai B’rith lodges. He spoke to them of the messianic tasks of Judaism, of the obligation to hold firm to the painful chosen state of being scattered among the nations as against the naturalistic watchword of Zionism. Remember his magnificent answer to Rosenzweig’s question: What did he really have against Zionism at bottom? “Those people want to be happy!” he said. He may not actually have used those betraying words in talking to the leading businessmen, but that was the idea behind what he said to them. So he bears the full measure of the historic guilt that everyone incurs who supplies a given interest group with the ideology it needs after the fact. If such a person is not a deceiver but—like Cohen—a just man, this guilt is to be found not in his thinking about the subject, not in his truth, but—and this scarcely makes the guilt less—in his failure to consider the audience, in the untruthful use he has made of his truth. Certainly you, too, must be appalled when the heroic son of the holy nation recommends physical and metaphysical endurance to those who use it to decorate their countinghouses and have now found the excuse they need for their conscience. Such an example shows how truth can beget the worst falsehood if a person is not clear about what the effect of truth can be, about when and where it must be applied. In many respects [Gustav] Landauer’s “All or nothing!” is a similar case. Similar in regard to Zionism; and I am afraid that is true for you too.

I think I also see the reasons for this, its origins in your case. It is deeply connected with your metaphysical viewpoint and exposes, so it seems to me, the crucial fault in that viewpoint. Your thinking lacks—this is what I must bring up against I and Thou—the feeling for the tragic aspect, which is something different from melancholia. Our humanness is constituted by the fact that we have eaten from the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil: the tragic aspect of knowledge is now our portion. We know shame: and thus the tragic aspect of sex. We have been expelled from paradise: and thus delivered over to the tragic aspect of work. It is precisely all this that makes us human. He who wishes to speak to human beings may not speak to animals, but also not to angels. And if this being—compounded of the dust of the earth and the divine soul, who by means of this threefold tragic aspect has been assigned his proper place between the animals and God—wishes to unite with God, he must take upon himself the tragic aspect of the Law. The revelation, specific in time and specific sociologically, which is intended as reality for the single moment and for the individual human being but not for lastingness in time and not for the masses of the people (Moses descended alone from the mountain and brought the Law down to the waiting people)—this revelation cannot serve as an objection to the Law. Certainly the religious spirit calcifies into religion: we are human. Certainly Thou becomes It: because we are human.

The other fault corresponds to the first. Just as you do too little in regard to the “Law,” you do too much in the relationship to fellow men. We do not live in the “kingdom of God” in which the halakhah73—even you hold this view—may cease and in which every person is a Thou to an I. And we cannot—indeed it is impermissible for us—try to force its coming by the premature and illegitimate application of messianic categories “in these times.”74 We cannot do so without “forcing the end”75 and thereby delaying it. Cohen was an idealist and thus in the right from his point of view. You are dead set against being one and yet you repeatedly become an idealist whenever you regard “standing before the countenance” as the only side of “reality” and act accordingly. The reality of our human life has a tragically double face, even as life does.

In this way the “middling reality” takes its revenge upon you for your neglecting it. It escapes your categories, which you draw too wide and too narrow to capture it, and becomes a power over you yourself, since it is after all our human office to capture it and dominate it. This is what so shook me recently. You thought you were standing “naked before God” and were standing naked before Fräulein H.—a terrible sight! Everyone who loves you had to cry out inwardly. And you were not even aware of it.

There is also a middling reality of the audience. Rosenzweig recently pointed out, in his “Sermonic Judaism,”76 the perils of the monologuing preacher who answers when no one has asked him. You strongly agreed with Rosenzweig. But this is only one danger, and perhaps not the worst. The preacher who stands before the congregation can claim the right to “direct testimony” if he truly and really stands before God. He is the only one who does not need to bother about his audience, because he has before him not individuals but the minyan,77 not the unholy merchants but the holy community, which stands in prayer before and after. His task is to transform them and to prepare the ground for the power of prayer and the words of the Torah that come before and after him. Furthermore, aside from this widest circle, in which there is no need to know the audience, direct testimony is possible in the narrowest circle, in which the audience is precisely known—that is to say, in the true I-Thou relation between man and woman, between friend and friend. But this relation—in the unmessianic world!—may not simply be assumed naively; rather, it must be verified in every single case. In a totally chance company such as that at the Lehrhaus, where, along with a good deal of seriousness, hysteria and religious sensationalism (the worst thing of all) are widespread and would like to wallow, only indirect communication should be the rule. If the material itself does not speak, the holy material, then evidently it is not intended to speak.

All this concerns you personally, but not you alone: you tolerate shameless questions; S. finds even more shameless answers for them. In this lies the central danger of the Lehrhaus, the reason that kept me from entering its directorate and made me advise you so strongly against it. Now all this will drive me to distance myself from it even more and oppose it with even more energy. Here I see the key danger: after the danger of liberal idealism has just been overcome, the danger of pietistic idealism is already rearing its head. All young people devoted to truth must fight against that, and I think that your place should be on our side.78

301. Hans Kohn to Martin Buber
« London, March 8, 1924 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber:

[…] In regard to the volume about you,79 I have so far arrived at the following diagram:

A. The Man and His Time

B. The Work


1. The People

2. Humanity

3. God



Do you think this possible?

Of the essays on you, I am familiar with Landauer80 and Paquet,81 as well Felix Weltsch on Daniel in the Weissen Blätter.82 Are there any others worth reading (i.e., recently by Christian theologians, etc.)?

Have you read my short piece on several Frenchmen, which I sent in for Der Jude?83 There may be a good idea in it: the search for form, the aesthetic craving of Jews, and, flowing from that, their being drawn to others. Do you think the idea good? For instance, in regard to some aspects of yourself? (You were once an art historian.84 By the way, what was your dissertation?85 Is there a biography of you?) […]

302. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] March 19, 1924 »

Esteemed Friend,

[…] For three or four centuries there was utter silence between Christians and Jews. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, at least there was Christian scholarship in regard to Judaism; in the century of the Emancipation, that too ceased. The Christian ignored the Jew in order to be able to tolerate him; the Jew ignored the Christian in order to facilitate that toleration. How mute Hermann Cohen still was toward his Christian friends. Even Fritzsche86 recognized his Jewishness only as force, not as soul. And if that was so for Cohen, “how much more so”87 it was for his time. Today we are entering or rather are already in a new era of persecutions. There is nothing to be done about that, neither by us nor by the well-intentioned Christians. But what is to be done is that this era of persecutions must also become one of religious discussions, as in the Middle Ages, and that muteness of the past centuries cease. […]

303. Gershom Scholem88 to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, April 15, 1924 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber,

In sending you the first issue of our new journal, Kirjath Sepher,89 I take the opportunity to write a few words to you at last. I assume that you are informed about my activities here; I am in charge of the Hebrew books and a few other matters,90 and am very happy at the prospect of fruitful work. Actually, I wanted to inform you about the status of the library, especially with the highly practical purpose of persuading you to collaborate more closely and directly with us. But I still think—and Hugo Bergmann91 is of the same opinion—that you will probably be coming here soon for a lengthy stay. Can we count on that in the near future?

I would then gladly discuss with you the quickest possible execution of the plan you mentioned to me several times: to set up a special department in the National Library based on legacies from several private collections in the field of Jewish mysticism. I myself am certainly ready to join in bequeathing my own library (which at the moment already includes eight hundred volumes in this field and which will, I hope, significantly increase over the course of the years) as the foundation stock for such a [department]. I think that our own two collections, only the smallest part of which cover the same ground, would in themselves supply excellent material. I have in addition—or have you yourself expressed this idea at some time or other?—thought of [Simon] Dubnow and [S. A.] Horodetzky.92 I would be most grateful to you if you would let us know—Bergmann, too, is, of course, highly interested in this plan—whether you have conceived any more definite plans in this regard or have taken any steps in that direction, and whether you would be prepared to work out a brief draft for such a bequest along the lines you have conceived, one that several other people would be able to join.

May I say, by the way, that the present stock of the library in this field is not bad, but the hasidic narrative literature, of which you have a fairly complete collection, is wholly missing. I myself have found that the market in Jerusalem for Kabbalistica and Hasidica is favorable, and lately I have been able to acquire a large number of the most incredible desiderata, some for ridiculously small sums. Since nobody here has any standards for books, the majority can be bought very cheaply. […] I assume [S. Y.] Agnon has told you that I have found a large part of the autobiography of the Rabbi of Komarno93 in a manuscript in the National Library, where the two printed sections are also to be found. Incidentally, the library likewise possesses a very fine copy of the Palace of the Blessing,94 which, if I am not mistaken, you were eagerly seeking; it is, by the way, a dreadful tome as far as bulk goes. We also have the complete Living Zohar.95

Finally, I want to take this opportunity to tell you that we celebrated our marriage several months ago. All is going very well for me, and I am also doing a good deal of scholarly work.

304. Martin Buber to Gershom Scholem
« Heppenheim, May 12, 1924 »

Dear Herr Dr. Scholem:

I was delighted to have a word from you directly; I had already heard from Agnon and [Ernst] Simon that things are going well for you. It is true that it takes a certain inner effort on our part to imagine you as a husband, but our good wishes are with you; and undoubtedly the married state is the right one for all people with the exception, perhaps, of the pure philosophers.

We are very eager indeed to come soon, but it cannot be until after the close of the winter semester, since I must lecture at the university at least two semesters in succession. I do intend to free myself for the following summer semester, and then we want to stay in Palestine for a few months.

Thank you for sending the first issue of Kirjath Sepher, which makes a very fine impression. Agnon tells me that you want to publish in it the The Scroll of Mysteries96 which you have discovered (is the title really on the manuscript?). Certainly publication would be extremely desirable.

I am very much in favor of putting the legacy plan into operation soon.97 I had Dubnow and Horodetzky in mind from the start, and mentioned the matter once to the latter (though he probably has very little in the way of Hasidica that I do not have). It would be good if Agnon also participated; he too has a few nice pieces, but he turns moody when people talk about death. I will shortly work out a draft and send it to you. As soon as I am in Berlin (probably in June), I intend to discuss the matter with Dubnow and Horodetzky.

I am enclosing a list of several urgent desiderata. If any of these should come your way, please buy them for me without more ado; I’ll then have the sum transferred to you through the JCT [Jewish Colonial Trust]. With every such purchase you promote our “Corpus”98 and at the same time do me personally a great favor. In the meantime, I have worked partly through Palace of the Blessing and will shortly be finishing the rest. […]

305. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, June 13, 1924 »

Dear Friend,

You have surely heard of the misfortune that has struck Agnon.99 We can scarcely grasp what the destruction of all his manuscripts means to him, who had so many unpublished things in his desk, including the big, half-completed novel100 (from which he read a good deal aloud to me). Along with all the rest, the almost-complete first volume of the “Corpus” was also burned. He is giving up the plan “for years,” and that probably means forever. I cannot try to persuade him otherwise, for I feel the blow too strongly myself; and I cannot think of collaboration with anyone else—there is no one. So it is simply erased, and I am obliged to stick to the German language.101 […]

306. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] June 17, 1924 »

[…] I had not heard about Agnon’s misfortune until you wrote. From day to day I become less able to accept the fact that the “Corpus” is not to be done. If secretarial help were obtained for copying the texts, it would not involve so much work. I have no clear conception of the disposition of the work; but, as I say, the more I think about it, the more definitely I see that we cannot let it be “simply erased.” When I received your letter and read about the misfortune that had struck Agnon, I naturally thought first that something had happened to him or to a member of his family, so that as I read on, I felt a great sense of relief. Certainly books and manuscripts are not simply material goods, but even though they are part of the body,102 they are still a replaceable limb.103 Frederick the Great rewrote the History of the Seven Years’ War,104 which his valet had used for kindling; and Carlyle’s French Revolution105 was also a second draft—the complete first draft was burned while in the possession of [John Stuart] Mill. No, death alone erases, not fire. […]

307. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, June 24, 1924 »

Dear Friend,

[…] Ernst Simon tells me that at first you had agreed to have “The Builders” published but then had reconsidered. I would like to recommend that you have it printed, no matter how it had originally been announced. I would prefer to have that epistle published by itself. If I am able to write an answer, it will contain nothing in disagreement with its details. I agree to everything that follows from the letter’s premises, but not to those premises themselves. It is my faith that prevents me from doing this. You know, my friend, that I do not use this word lightly, and yet here it is quite appropriate. I do not believe that revelation is ever a formulation of Law. It is only through man in his self-contradiction that revelation becomes legislation. This is the fact of man. I cannot admit the Law transformed by man into the realm of my will, if I am to hold myself ready as well for the unmediated word of God directed to a specific hour of life.

It is part of my being that I cannot accept both106 together, and I cannot imagine that this position will ever change for me. Other people may have a different attitude. This, though appearing incomprehensible to me, I nevertheless respect. But I cannot approach the fact of the Law, nor even its concept, except from the point of view of my faith. As a matter of fact, it was during the past week that I have most urgently experienced (an experience that even penetrated my dreams) that this is impossible, even “scientifically” impossible.

Should my reply to your letter therefore contain all this and other disquieting matters related to it upon which I have not touched here? I cannot count on the present-day reader—the public being so deplorably casual as to vouchsafe without obligation anything and everything it reads or hears. In a reply, I would have to stake my very being. Such a personal commitment, though perhaps in store for me later, would require a more thorough “bath of purification”107 than I am capable of at this moment. […]

308. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, June 29, 1924 »

Esteemed Friend,

Please bring along “The Builders” this coming Wednesday, so that I shall be able to read it again, since I do not remember the details too well.

In your recent letter there was a sentence that has frightened me again and again: it is the one in which you state that there is a partition between yourself and “other people” which makes their position inconceivable, although you respect it. This seems untenable. Such a respect has its place in life, which always means separation; but in the realm of faith it is impossible, since faith must always be able to bind together. All separations and everything hard to understand are so only temporarily and cannot call for lasting respect. I deeply respect your different way of life, but you must not respect my different faith; that would stand in the way of the ultimate goal, which must be: the union of all minds in spite of the existing difference in the way of life.

And, besides—do we really differ in faith? Even for him who observes the Law, revelation is not what you call law-giving. “On this day” [Exodus 19:1]—that is his theory of experience as well as yours. He as well as you deems it unfortunate that the commandment issued “on that day” should give rise to the old law. We do not consciously accept the fact that every commandment can become law, but that the law can always be changed back into a commandment, a fact you know so well.… As far as faith is concerned, the difference between us is a small one, nothing inconceivable. […]

309. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, July 1, 1924 »

Dear Friend,

I welcome what you say about “respect.” What I meant was: to “respect” something we cannot yet comprehend. I am willing, however, to change “respect” to “accept.” However, as I said, I cannot comprehend it yet (as, in the sphere of greater vastness and awe, I cannot comprehend the belief in “God’s own son,”108 “with due consideration for the difference”!109)

But this matter itself is more difficult than you think: for, you fail to consider, I believe, that it is the fact of man that brings about transformation from revelation to what you call commandment. Permit me to express this so dryly, without adding anything.…

If God gives me the strength to complete my work, I will deal with this truth of the recesses [of my being] in the penultimate volume (I am still toiling away at the second!).110 In this volume I will elaborate on what I could only hint at in the last sections of I and Thou, and even now can only hint at because in all truth I do not yet see that far. […]

310. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, July 4, 1924 »

Esteemed Friend,

[…] I must once more come back to what you “so dryly expressed.” You place the dividing line between revelation and commandment. I do not understand that. Or else you have misunderstood me. By commandment, I meant something like lekh.111 Surely you cannot place the transformation before that? Or, a transformation it certainly is, but not the one you mean, for you mean rather the transformation of Thou shalt love into Thou shalt love thy neighbor.112

No more for today; for this has to be clear first.

311. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, July 5, 1924 »

Dear Friend,

Of course I misunderstood you—of course I cannot place a dividing line between revelation and “Go thee from the land” [Genesis 12:1]; they are inseparable; and also I cannot place it between revelation and “I am the LORD your God” [Exodus 20:2]; but I must place it between revelation and “You shall have no other gods” [Exodus 20:3]. To be sure, I know that the man who defined his place as “I stood between the LORD and you” [Deuteronomy 5:5] could not help adding: “You shall have no other gods before me” [Exodus 20:3]. But the fact that he could not help saying that to them and to me—that is the very fact from which I—precisely because this was rightly, rightly said to me—crave redemption. And from whose viewpoint I may not just accept the “statutes and judgments” [Leviticus 18:26] but must ask of each one, and ask again and again: Has that been said to me, rightly to me? So that at one time I can count myself part of Israel, which is being addressed, and at another time, at many other times, not. And if there is anything that in my own life I am able to call a mitzvah113 with an undivided heart, it is just this: that I act and do not act as I do.

The inadequacy of all this keeps me from continuing. Supplement it in the justness of your heart until it becomes adequate!

312. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Undated]114 »

Esteemed Friend, If you place the dividing line here, you are in principle doing exactly what “The Builders” does. Isn’t that clear to you? Of course, you might say: But not what the old-style Jew does. Naturally, that would be correct. But I would respond: Certainly not what the Jew used to do, but the only thing that we can do today in order to fulfill what the Law requires, and the way it requires it. One who abides by it as Law, as “statutes and judgments” [Deuteronomy 4:8], abides by it as commandment, as religious duty, not so well as we with our “acting or not acting as we do.” […]

313. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, July 13, 1924 »

Dear Friend,

No, it is not clear to me. For as I have told you, since to me God is no lawgiver, rather only man is a receiver of law, I do not regard the Law as universal, but personal: namely, only what comes from it that I am forced to acknowledge as addressed to me (e.g., the older I become and the more deeply I recognize the restlessness of my nature, the more does the day of rest mean to me). “The Builders” would have me take the Law as universal because I take the teaching as such, as something fundamentally to be learned as a whole. But the analogy you insist on does not hold. This might come clear to you when you consider that a person can do penance for something he has done but not for something he has experienced. That should demonstrate that an act does not merely carry greater weight than experience; an act has a different kind of weight. And it might come even clearer to you when you consider how differently act and experience are related to the fact with which we are concerned, the fact of the imperative—not the philosophical imperative, of course, but the divine and the human imperative. I am responsible for what I commit or omit in a different way from the responsibility I have for what I learn and leave unlearned. Therefore, the separation between revelation and teaching (human teaching) is for me no spur and no test, but the separation of revelation and law (human law) is both.

Difficult as it has become for me to talk about these things now, even to you, I still have the feeling that I ought not let “The Builders” be published without a brief postscript from me at least hinting at what is involved between us and why I am not answering.115 […]

314. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] July 16, 1924 »

Esteemed Friend,

[…] I insist on the universality of the Law only as it applies to hearing, not to doing or, as the case may be, thinking. You would be parting ways with me only if you were to feel it unnecessary for your being a Jew to say yes or no—in each individual case. Whether you do say yes or no is unimportant. I recently remarked to Goldner,116 on whom I again tried out the manuscript: The point is that Buber’s No may be more important for the “building” than Ernst Simon’s and my and your Yes.

To be sure, there is no analogy between learning and doing. But there is between thinking and doing. One really can “do penance” for thoughts. The great conversion in my own life did in fact take place in the realm of thoughts. It is true that acts were attached to the thoughts; things previously permissible or even commanded were afterward no longer permissible. But this was only consequence. And when afterward I looked back upon the former time, it was not the acts that horrified me, since they were only consequences, but the entire field of views in which I then lived—a kind of Barthianism,117 as I have probably told you before.

The separation of revelation and teaching is also a spur and test for you. That will become clear to you instantly if you think of teaching in terms not of petty midrashim118 but of the Christian dogma. No, we are responsible not for what we learn or leave unlearned, but for what we think or leave unthought.

For me, too, God is not a lawgiver. But he commands. It is only man in his inertia who makes laws out of the commandments by the way in which he keeps them. Man turns the commandments into systematized, executable, doable law—even without the push of “being commanded,”119 without the “I am the Lord,” without fear and trembling. Nevertheless, there is probably a difference between us right here after all—or perhaps not. If, for example, Rang’s Construction Huts120 were to turn the matter of conscience into a nice little organization, I would take it simply as a confirmation of that rule and say: theos anaitios.121 But if the “On this day” becomes the Shulhan arukh,122 then I am a partial pantheist and believe that the matter somewhat concerns God. For He has sold Himself to us with the Torah. But in the end you and I are at one in this belief also.

I hope that in London123 you will not only enjoy success in our cause, but also the beautiful city itself. My wife and I envy you.

315. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, July 29, 1924 »

Dear Friend,

In haste, leaving all details to when we talk—next Monday afternoon, if that is convenient for you—just the most important matter:

The Institute of Jewish Studies124 was a forceps birth and looks it, but something can come of it—and the organizational form is such that it depends on us what does indeed come of it.

The School of Adult Education has been decided on (this was done the day of my departure) by the Zionist Executive—that is, without the interference of the great and greatest rabbis. I am supposed to draw up the text of the decision for the public announcement. Enclosed, my draft of it.125 Please let me know by telephone (Heppenheim 43) as soon as possible whether you find it appropriate and what changes you would recommend.

Those were hard and instructive days.

P.S. Agnon has just sent me the charred remains of the “Corpus” manuscript.126

Enclosure:

The Executive of the Zionist Organization, after hearing a report by Dr. Martin Buber, has decided to establish a National School of Adult Education [Landes-Volkshochschule] within the framework of the Jerusalem university. Its task will be to meet the cultural requirements of the maturing generation of the yishuv127 by means of coordinated, methodical work and thus to supplement the work of the established scholarly institutes of the university, as well as of those still to be established.

At the request of the Executive, Dr. Buber has agreed to work out a prospectus for the School of Adult Education suitable for presentation to the public. This coming spring, he will also undertake a study trip to Palestine to acquaint himself with conditions in the country relevant to the execution of the plan and to establish closer contact with interested groups and individuals.

316. Ludwig Strauss to Martin Buber
« Neubeuern, September 24, 1924 »

Dear Herr Buber,

I have had the very peculiar experience of seeing the muse, from which I had been estranged, become gracious to me and shower me with song from behind, as it were. I had put aside the work on my drama, which led nowhere, and, apart from excursions and conversations, my entire activity was devoted to my professional plans. Through visits to Munich and letters, I have established various contacts which will, I hope, be useful. In days and nights songs and sonnets have come into being that, so it seems to me, contain the beginnings, beyond the “shore,” of something new that cannot be lost, whether or not conditions permit it to ripen into poetry. Only now has the sonnet form opened up to me; as to whether I have fulfilled it, I would like to hear a word from you about that. Now that I feel the brief and very intensive period of work is over, I am sending you what has come into being. Please use your judgment about returning or keeping it, and, if it seems worthy to you, sharing it with your wife and daughter.

Tomorrow I shall go to Düsseldorf with Schaeffer128 for the opening of the Schauspielhaus and especially to speak with Frau Dumont,129 and from there I go to Aachen on Sunday. I would be very pleased if you found the time to let me know how you and yours are, and what your reaction to my poetry is.

317. Martin Buber to Emma Rang
« Rome, October 12, 1924 »

Dear Frau Rang:

Your message has reached me here, far from home. Now I know why I kept having an urgent sense that I ought to go to Germany to see Christian130—and whenever the impulse came, I dismissed it as a foolish mood! It is hard for me to grasp that I will never see him again with mortal eyes, never again be able to hear his voice with mortal ears. I do not fear for him; he who for me was a living confirmation of the eternal reality of the Spirit is now confirmed in eternity. But how deserted we, his friends, remain behind! To us he was an envoy of the Judge and an envoy of the Redemptor; he tested us and simultaneously helped us. His existence did not make life any easier, not at all, but made it joyfully difficult, blissfully difficult. How are we do to without him, whose love testified to God’s love for us? I am certain that his presence—not in memory alone, but in all truth—will remain in our midst and will strengthen us, and that we, no matter how deserted, have nevertheless not been torn from communion with him. […]

318. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Poveropmol, October 1924 »

Dear Ludwig Strauss,

I gave your poems to [my daughter] Eva as the rightful recipient and owner, thereby carrying out your real intention. These poems are real words to such an extent and, as such, affect me so closely that I am unable to say anything “about” them; but at bottom that is not necessary. Owing to outward disturbances that I will tell you about someday, Eva has not been able to open her heart to my wife until now, and she met with a more positive response than I had surmised.131 As you can imagine, this made her heart truly free and light. The day after tomorrow we shall go to Rome, where we will stay for ten days in any case. For the time being our address is Roma, ferma in posta; I shall inform you of the definitive one in a few days. From Rome we intend to go home with a few brief stops in Italy and a two days’ stay in Innsbruck, where we wish to visit an old friend.

If this is not convenient for you, we would be pleased to see you in Heppenheim the second half of November.

We would like to hear from you what your further experiences were, particularly in Düsseldorf.132

Eva is struggling with a letter, but I cannot predict how much longer this struggle will last. […]

319. Martin Buber to Gershom Scholem
« Heppenheim, December 13, 1924 »

Dear Dr. Scholem:

[…] I am thinking about the Bibliography133 and already have assembled something, but it is only a small part of the material known to me. Unfortunately, I have never made notes.

Wouldn’t you also like to translate the Gates of Justice?134 I think I could arrange publication.

My health is better, but I cannot as yet finally settle the time of my trip because, immediately after the end of the winter semester, I must go to Poland to see my father about an important family matter and, in connection with the same matter, may have to do additional traveling abroad. Please let me know what other seasons are favorable—I do not so much mean “pleasant” as times at which it is possible to have good talks with the various people involved. Unfortunately, my conversational Hebrew is still extremely insecure—or rather, it is scarcely “conversational” at all as yet. Perhaps I’ll get someone to come here for a few weeks for conversation.

In the meantime, you have probably received my Hasidicum (this time in the popular vein).135

After what you write about the Treasure Chests of Secrets,136 I am most eager to see it.

Can anything be done from here for poor Agnon?137

320. Martin Buber to Chaim Weizmann
« Heppenheim, January 12, 1925 »

Dear Chaim,

[Salman] Schocken, after briefing me on a conversation he had with you in Wiesbaden, asked me to write you to say whether I would be prepared to go to Rome for a few months and take over the negotiations with the Vatican.138 I consider myself fundamentally obligated to make myself available for this mission, but because of its difficult and complicated nature, I cannot at this moment decide whether I am equal to it and therefore would like first of all to ask you for more precise information both on the present status of our relations with the Curia and on the nature and extent of the task to be undertaken. If what you tell me persuades me that I may try my hand at it, I will not be found wanting in willingness. But I could not free myself until after the end of the winter semester.

I was sorry not to be able to be in Wiesbaden—because of a lecture tour in Holland. I would be very glad if the opportunity should arise to see you again elsewhere and once more chat with you de omnibus rebus et quibusdam allis.139 […]

321. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« London, February 2, 1925 »

My dear Martin,

Just a line before I leave for America again. Many thanks for your good letter of the 12th of last month. I have had a thorough discussion with Schocken over the possibility of the work in Rome. It is a very grave question and I would like to discuss it with you when we next meet. I think you will be in Palestine for the opening of the university.140 I also will be meeting our Roman friends in March. We will then take up the question again. In any case, I am very happy to note that you think it possible to go to Rome for several months. As you well understand, I would like to see this project carried out only under the most propitious circumstances; and we will be able to see whether these exist only after I myself have talked with our friends in Rome.141 […]

322. Ludwig Strauss to Martin Buber
« Düsseldorf, February 10, 1925 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Eva probably wrote you that she is doing quite well in Aachen. I was very pleased to see a cordial and natural rapport between her and my family from the beginning.

Now I have a request of you, which is not easy for me to make: to release me from my agreement regarding the editing of the Landauer letters.142 I had undertaken this assignment under false assumptions. Above all, I imagined the off-season at the theater to be at least three months in length, and for all practical purposes it is only a matter of six weeks (the last two of which must be devoted to preparations).143 So I had thought that, even if I could not get to this work during the season, I could easily catch up on it during the summer. Now I see that I shall be very busy during the season and will be lucky to find an occasional few hours for literary work. Under these circumstances, however, I will need the summer period, which now turns out to be quite short, for rest and personal work (by which I do not mean work for the theater). Thus I would be pleased if there were any possibility of finding, among the many young people who care about Landauer’s memory, someone who has more time and could replace me. (Is Ernst Simon not a possibility?) Right now I feel that there is a good ration between energy and work, that all my strength is required, but that it is sufficient. I fear that additional work would lead to fragmentation or overwork. I could, of course, interpret my activity at the theater narrowly as the work of a dramaturge, and then I would have a lot of free time. But you know that this would satisfy neither me nor the theater, nor would it enhance my chances for advancement in this position. I am trying to find my way around in all areas of theater work, participating or learning, and I have the feeling that I am really getting into it.

As we foresaw, it will take an extremely long time to influence the theater in the direction we discussed. But the first attempts to take at least one step are to begin soon—with the preparation of Empedocles. In the meantime I am doing quietly what can be done through conversations and personal connections. I was very pleased with your vigorous judgment on Kaiser’s Gas,144 because in this case, too, Frau Dumont tends to see more than is there. Basically, it is unthinkable for her that someone should speak of human things without their being real to him. Though she does have to admit that there is lying, she does not grasp it, and thus she wants to have faith wherever this is possible. […]

We will soon send you a few more things, among them a new comedy by Schaeffer.145 […]

323. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Heppenheim, February 22, 1925 »

Dear Strauss,

In haste, a few theatrical items.

First, I want to draw your attention to the fact that the new issue of Hofmannsthal’s Beiträge, out shortly, will contain the continuation and presumably also the conclusion of The Tower.146 I suggest that you refer to this in reestablishing contact with him. Write him personally and in detail; he is receptive to understanding. If you wish, you can mention the fact that I repeatedly refer to this play, the first part of which made such a strong impression on me.

It is not easy to decide in favor of a play by Calderón.147 Write me which ones are being considered.

Schaeffer’s comedy is a charming play,148 but not as beautiful as it could have been had the substance of the situation been exploited and the people and relationships that are sketched, particularly Rose and the son’s conspiracy with her, been developed. I wish the author had decided to turn the sketch, which strangely enough appears to him as a picture, into such a picture! Then a fine and impoverished literary form would be enriched.

324. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Berlin, May 6, 1925 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor:

Please forgive my turning to you with a request, but your work, I believe, justifies my doing so. I do not know whether you are convinced of the necessity for a handy edition of the Bible; but such an edition does not exist today at a price affordable by those not overly blessed with worldly goods. The edition I am planning would, of course, have a dignified format but would not be one of these luxury articles people place in the bookcase and do not dare to read. I am looking for a person to whom I can entrust the task of editing it, and I know that if you would take on the assignment, it would be in the best of hands. It is a great request for me, a stranger, to make of you; it is also a great business risk for a young publisher, but I nevertheless hope to arouse your interest. Therefore, I would ask you, if you are not inclined to take on the work, for your advice, for your criticisms, and for the suggestion of a suitable man. I await your reply with the greatest interest. […]

325. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Berlin, May 15, 1925 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor:

I wish to thank you for your amiable reply to my last letter, and to thank you doubly because your reply made me very happy. I am sorry that I did not phrase my intentions more clearly. I was thinking of a Bible translation, convinced of the necessity for a new translation but also realizing that I would probably not find anyone willing to take on this task. The experiments along these lines that you mention confirm my assumption but also show the pressing need for the translation. I am not at all unaware of the difficulties that stand in the way of such a task, but I definitely hope that the translation valid for us will eventually be vouchsafed to us. Whether the work appears in my publishing house is unimportant and a personal question. But in the meantime, the “emergency edition” is still needed, and that I would like to publish. Are you willing to help me in that? […]

326. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] May 27, 1925 »

Esteemed Friend,

So dash off a caricature and proclaim: Here you see the holy beast of the Jews, no mystic.—I can and will do that. That much must be done for the sake of the good cause, and so I will on principle not barricade myself behind my soul. But do a portrait, write “about” you—that I cannot do.149 The fate of my illness has put so great a distance between me and all my older friends that today I probably could write about them, precisely because I can no longer write to them, or at any rate less. But you, who entered on the eve of this “seventh day of the festival,” are still much too “new (and ever and again new) a face”150 for me to be able to sum you up in a portrait that would be useful for people. It must remain a matter of the snapshots of my own eyes, and I hope this will not change in any way while I live. […]

327. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, June 3, 1925 »

Dear Friend,

For me the one question that is sounded in my soul from abyss to abyss is: Is the Law God’s law? The other answer to this question is not mere silence. If, however, the answer were “Yes,” I would not meditate on whether the Law is a force making for the wholeness of life, for such would then be immaterial. On the other hand, no other Yes can replace the missing affirmation. This missing Yes is not quietly absent: its absence is noted with terror.

Revelation is not legislation. I hope I would be prepared to die for this postulate if I were faced with a Jewish universal church that had inquisitorial powers.

Forgive this forthright statement; I would like you to understand me even better than you already do. […]

328. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« June 5, 1925 »

Esteemed Friend,

The question concerning the Law, as well as the one concerning God himself, should not be treated in the “third person.” I, too, do not know whether the Law “is” God’s law. I know that as little and even less than I know that God “is.” Knowledge or ignorance is not valid when an experience has been made. As far as you have made the experience that the Law is not God’s law—and it is this experience on which your sentence is based—that is a valid one, as valid as an atheism based on an experience that God does not exist: whereas he who does not know that God exists, or whether God exists, must not frighten us.

Thus revelation is certainly not Law-giving. It is only this: revelation. The primary content of revelation is revelation itself. “He came down” [on Sinai]—this already concludes the revelation; “He spoke” is the beginning of interpretation, and certainly “I am.” But where does this “interpretation” stop being legitimate? I would never dare to state this in a general sentence; here commences the right of experience to give testimony, positive and negative.

Or could it be that revelation must never become legislation? Because then the original self-interpretation of revelation would have to give way to human interpretation? This I would admit, just as I am convinced that revelation cannot be identified with a human person. But, in spite of my conviction, as I concede to a Christian a historic and personal right to prove an exception, so I believe in the right of the Law to prove its character as an exception against all other types of law. This is the point where the question put forward in “The Builders” claims to be an answer to your question. A question thus becomes an answer to a question! This may not satisfy the first inquirer, but it makes it difficult for him to give an answer based on his life “today” because it opens up for him a view of tomorrow. This must be your position as regards “The Builders.”

329. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] June 19, 1925 »

Esteemed Friend,

[…] Die Kreatur151 has been on my mind a great deal these past days; I regarded almost everything that came my way in terms of it. First of all this: it is intended from the start only for a year or two—Schlegel’s Athenäum, not a Quarterly Review.152 The publisher can only be pleased at that. But now: if at all, immediately. So October; otherwise, it hardly interests me. And let it just start; a preliminary discussion will be less helpful than a first issue. “My group”153 is at the moment in so loose a state that it would be better to direct it toward crystallization than toward growth. They now have all their own people, partly their own plans for journals, too. We must set the thing on its feet by a surprise move, just as we ourselves were surprised by it; then manuscripts will start pouring in. So, in practical terms: just do the first issue and have enough material on hand for the second. The first issue is already filled with Rang,154 the piece of his you read aloud to me, with [Hans] Ehrenberg’s “plastic dialogues,”155 an introduction that I might write, probably anonymously, and a few other things. […]

330. Viktor von Weizsäcker to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, July 12, 1925 »

My dear Herr Dr. Buber:

It is high time I let you know my attitude toward our current project. I want to answer with as much sincerity as accords with the great confidence shown in me by your suggestion.156 Let me first of all say that at the moment I hesitate to act too hastily and cannot yet make a firm decision. I am not ready for so serious an undertaking, which has not grown organically out of my nature and bent, as it has out of yours, and I also feel that my relationship with you has not yet developed to the point it should for coming before the world with so very personal a profession of belief. For this, we must be bound by more than intellectual accords. In addition, to speak in more practical terms, I have not yet been able to obtain a really graphic picture of your plan. Today I am much less able than I was five years ago to express belief in the act of Creation within what I should like to call the “great” problems, that is, in a dialectical struggle with philosophy’s and philosophical theology’s abundance of forms. Rather, I find my essential tasks, and possibly even solutions, in particularities; in regions that really are accessible only to professionals and specialists. There, in the core of my own profession, I am striving to complete the systems, to confirm the theocracy of thought and cognition, which I formerly became aware of in an impulse, a decision, but not in a human accomplishment or work.

So I hardly know how I can find my way to the shadowy public, since my students and patients are my only real public. I am afraid of stumbling onto a literary plane with something that can be called “creature” [Kreatur] but for that very reason tolerates nothing between itself and the creator (no “editor”), and understood as a creature becomes understandable to me only as the content of concrete and wholehearted professional work, but does not lend itself to literary communication.

I have put the negatives first. This is due to my meager understanding of literature. I probably underestimate the extent to which the Germans in particular, those great readers, live in and with literature—which, after all, they surely have a right to do. And on the other hand, I have a certain dislike for founding things. Cannot you, cannot we, say what we want to say in the existing religious journals: in Hochland, in Zwischen den Zeiten? Precisely when we are thinking about Die Kreatur we should be doing our best to fade out as individuals. That comes easier to me because I cannot yet be considered to have emerged in any kind of public role. Would it not further our goal to include a Catholic on the editorial board or perhaps to have a larger number of coeditors?

So for me, at any rate, a whole series of factors remains unclear. Since you want to begin as early as October, I have no right to delay you, so ultimately I might have to exclude myself, at least exclude myself as an editor. I would very much like to come out to see you on Wednesday afternoon, since Hans Ehrenberg157 is coming too. But please do not expect a final answer then. I hope to be able to make plainer to you in conversation what this letter can only intimate, and perhaps leaves quite unintelligible.

331. Joseph Wittig to Martin Buber
« Breslau, July 28, 1925 »

Dear Herr Doktor:

It was a real occasion and called for no long reflection nor any access of prudence when I told our friend [Eugen] Rosenstock I agreed to your plan.158 Rosenstock knows me, of course. That is the sole guarantee I can give you. I am simply entering the circle of religious men who want to have me with them. How the forces are to be arranged was for me a question whose answer I prefer to leave to you. The council of three seems to me, too, the simplest answer, although I would gladly have shared my responsibility with a second Catholic.

That very evening, right at the end, it occurred to me that I probably ought to ask my bishop, or at least inform him of my intention, so that I will not be pulled out of the closed circle by a subsequent ban. Meanwhile, we have been reminded by a new episcopal letter to the faculty that we need the church’s approval for all kinds of collaboration on books and magazines, not only for theological work. So I should like after all to inform my bishop that I am contemplating becoming one of the editors of Die Kreatur. But it is possible that under such circumstances you may feel you have to get along without me. If, however, you are in accord with this particular mode of fulfilling the law, may I ask you for a few lines about our wishes and prayers, so that I can provide the correct information. Tomorrow night I also intend to confer with Rosenstock on what needs to be done. I think that, detached from the church, I would not be useful to you.

I should very likely also tell you that, although I am what Rosenstock represented me to be when he introduced me into your circle, I cannot pretend to having anything like the scholarly grasp that he has of either communality or separateness. I see the communality much more clearly than the separateness. For the confidence and love that speaks from your lines, I am grateful to you as one whose soul has been gladdened is grateful. That will remain, even if our working together should not come about.

332. Martin Buber to Joseph Wittig [draft]
« August 3, 1925 »

D.H.P. [Dear Herr Professor]:

Thank you for your letter. It is good, like the good of Creation, that people can talk to each other in this way even without having met face to face.

I should like to say something by way of clarification of my intentions toward you in connection with two sentences in your letter. The first is the question of whether I am in agreement with this particular mode of fulfilling the law.159 I want you to apprehend that I have truly turned to you as the person you are. That means that I had in my own mind entered as thoroughly as I could into your situation as a person (naturally including your office and order), with all the factors that go into your decision, and had accepted it all insofar as my own task permitted me to do so. And that touches upon the other sentence, in which you say that, detached from the church, you would not be useful to me. Because I have truly turned to you as the particular person you are, for that reason—permit me to say this to you in all deference and humility as one worshiper to another—nothing on earth could ever rob you of your representativeness in my eyes, which are endeavoring to serve our common cause. […]

333. Hans Trüb to Martin Buber
« Beinwill am See, August 12, 1925 »

My dear Dr. Buber,

Every day my thoughts go back to Amersfoort and linger fondly in all the places where you went walking with us. Amersfoort will never be able to fade from our memory. It was only a short week, but this light illuminates our entire life, past and future. After all, we are all searching for the very thing that you revealed to us through the language of your heart. You cannot be misunderstood. The purity of your vision and the absolute sincerity with which you impart to us everything that your eyes see are for us a gift that we can only accept with our profoundest gratitude. I do know that from time to time in the present a “great thing” happens, that the infinity of Creation is revealed to us where people truly meet each other. But the fact that a person undertakes to exemplify this faith and this knowledge unreservedly in his life makes me happy. May God protect you and let you be active among us for a long time to come.

334. Hans Trüb to Martin Buber
« Zurich, September 9, 1925 »

My dear Dr. Buber,

I have just interrupted my reading of your book On Judaism. I must stop and confront you quite personally for a moment. I should like to tell you what I say to you every day in my quiet contemplation: I am happy to know that you are at work. I am happy to read your books. I read in the language of my own heart. I read in the language of man. I read the words that have always been trying to take shape in me. I read the words that stirred in my silence. Every day I can comprehend with greater awareness why you have always accepted this silence of mine so calmly and so naturally.

I shall still have to be silent a great deal—especially when there is a gathering of many people, and surely on all occasions when I see you among people and witness your struggle for mutual understanding. I will be content to wait until a path opens up for me. In the meantime, I shall not remain inactive. I have already entered upon this path and am pursuing it. But the expression, the ever-new expression, I find only in my quiet work in my consulting room, where individuals and their problems oblige me every day to learn to understand and accept this distress of “ours” together with them. It is an ever-new “journey into darkness,” to the place where the soul of a human being is concealed. I seek the human being. This involves letting myself be gripped every day by a person’s circumstances and his moods until I can feel him quivering in them, and setting out together with him over and over again.

Since I have been doing this work in this fashion, it has affected me to such an extent that I still have to remain very silent in all matters that take me out of this narrow sphere of work. I cannot transfer the clarity of thought that is at my disposal while I am called upon by an individual to a large circle of people. I do feel the Thou, the human being in the multiplicity of persons, and I also feel the mute dialogue that arises there. But I cannot attain to the spoken, audible word. Until now I have only been able to give voice to it in the singing of a folk song. All right, then! Thus far no really necessary demand has been made on me. Once such a demand is made, I shall be responsive to it. Actually, one should not even wish for this! I shall probably be silent a great deal. Let it be so!

But, my dear Dr. Buber, I do not wish to indulge in self-observation. I am sure you will not misunderstand my words. I fare so well with all the tasks each day imposes upon me that I do not desire any particular change. If I can now accept increasing burdens, I certainly owe that to you. Surely it is not a matter of secondary importance if one encounters a person whom one can regard with all one’s heart as one’s older brother, as one’s teacher, as one’s fellow man.

I should like to tell you all this only to express for once fully and unreservedly how infinitely grateful I am to you—and to God, for showing and opening to me the way to you as if he wanted to tell me: Look, this is what you are searching for and are endeavoring to do. Take a good look at it so that you may henceforth pursue your path much more steadily and unswervingly.

I know that I consciously entered upon this path of mine years ago. But I cannot express how much it means to me that, with your work and your life, you have placed guiding lights upon my path with whose help I shall often be able to get my bearings and make decisions more quickly and more resolutely. Surely you cannot remove the difficulties in my path! That is not what is at issue, for I would not want to do without them. And yet, there is such a thing as real help and acceptance of such help. There seems to be no dearth of either, and this makes me glad. Well then, dear doctor, do not let my devotion burden you. I do not mind pursuing my path alone, but for once I should like to tell you without equivocation that I feel close to you. […]

335. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Heppenheim, September 20, 1925 »

Dear Ludwig,

Once more I strongly recommend Hofmannsthal’s one-act plays to you—I have some fine memories of them, from Death and the Fool to the Falun fragment.160 There are so few noble examples of this genre that these should definitely not be neglected. For the rest, I do not believe that you will be able to confine yourself to modern Germans, for there is too little there. […]

This in haste; I have piles of work to catch up on.

336. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber161
« [Frankfurt am Main] September 29, 1925 »

Dear Friend,

It is not difficult for me at all;162 in thoughts I have used the familiar Du in addressing you too often for that.

The distance between us is not so much caused by the difference in our ages, though it is increased by roughly ten years of manly worldly wisdom—for you at age twenty were already a public figure, while I was still dancing to Rumpelstiltskin’s jingle when I was thirty. Rather, it is due to a feeling in me to which I have hitherto been able to give expression through the customary form of address in my letters. I am almost sorry that this would not be in good taste now; but it will remain as my secret undertone, like the tacit Du until now.

In reflecting upon my recent verses last night, I noticed that I was a bit too ungrateful to Providence. It should read not “after hardly two years”163 but “after hardly three years.” After all, I wrote the concluding words of The Star of Redemption164 as early as February 16, 1919, though I then proceeded to waste, squander, and fritter the year away. Only when I found Edith165 did the Frankfurt position166 mature and did my sword receive a hilt.167 Hence the error in the number, which actually was no mere error.

337. Carl Buber to Martin and Paula Buber
« Lvov, December 22, 1925 »

My dear Martin and Paula,

Your kind letter of the 18th and your good wishes for my birthday pleased my greatly. Many thanks.

The books were a very special surprise for all of us and gave us great pleasure. Martin, I had no idea that you have been occupied with such a big project and that you are really going to carry it out.168

It is a tremendous project that involves great intellectual effort and demands the exertion of all your energies. I would almost say that it exceeds your strength. How long will it take to complete it, and what have you already done?

The metrical translations of the Bible text are perfect in form and have a very singular effect upon the reader. I believe that you will have great success all over the world, which will reflect credit on all of us—a success for which I congratulate you. […]

338. Rafael Buber to Martin and Paula Buber
« Cottbus, January 2, 1926 »

Dear Parents, First, my best wishes for the New Year! My heartfelt thanks for your letters and above all for the things you sent me. […] On December 27 I was in Steinstücken for the celebration of Bärbel’s169 birthday. I left there in really good spirits. The children are just fine.170 […] I am looking forward to our get-together; as agreed, I shall come to you on Tuesday between 10:30 and 11, and stay in Berlin until 8:45. I hope that you are both in good health.

Many thanks for the books. Genesis is very beautiful in your translation. I read in it with pleasure and often feel that I am reading Hebrew. I think you will know what I mean. It is not merely a faithful translation in the rhythm of the Bible but the original text in the beautiful German language. At any rate, I am reading it in German and understanding it in Hebrew. […]

339. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Heppenheim, January 17, 1926 »

Dear Ludwig,

Thanks from both of us for your book,171 which is of a crystalline beauty; we feel that it is your most beautiful one. My eyes, those of a hard-boiled reader, unexpectedly filled with tears.

We plan to arrive [in Düsseldorf] on Friday morning. I should like to formulate the subject of discussion as “Word and Gesture on the Stage,” or rather, “Word and Acting on the Stage.”172 I suppose you will give me the exact time. No fewer than three hours should be available.

Do you suppose I could get to see a sample of Yeats? I shall be there on Friday and Saturday (until about 5) and then the major part of Monday; on Saturday evening I shall speak in Essen, on Sunday morning in Bochum, in the evening in Duisburg.

Of Heimann, I know nothing concealed. I am sure you are acquainted with the beautiful poems of recent date that were printed in Die Weltbühne (the most beautiful one is that about the hour before death, or something like that). Of his older poems, I am especially fond of “The House.”173

340. Martin Buber to Hans Kohn
« Heppenheim, January 31, 1926 »

At the time agreed upon with London,174 I received, instead of the appropriate action, a request for a postponement, and this struck me as rather strange. Since I cannot put off my decision about the summer semester any longer and am not able to raise the travel expenses for the two of us by the Easter vacation, my plans for a trip to Palestine have once again been spoiled, at least for the time being. I do not want to travel without my wife, and for reasons of health I must not do so. Also, this is the most unfavorable time financially, because, in contrast to wartime and the inflationary and transitional periods, people have simply got out of the habit of buying books. I will now make my preparations without troubling myself further about the Executive, the university, e tutti quanti,175 but I cannot accomplish anything by the spring. In the matter of adult education,176 I am planning to publish an article in several languages, which will end with an appeal to raise funds for the preparatory work during the first years, and to give a talk about the matter at the convention of German Zionists.177 From now on, I shall regard and treat adult education as an entirely autonomous matter which will be independent of the Zionist Organization as such and of the university. I suppose I shall not be able to get to Palestine until September.… I should like to make my stay there long enough to establish contact with all the people who are in some way important to the cause. One main problem, of course, is who can assume the directorship. I have long since abandoned the idea of doing it myself. As far as productivity is concerned, I cannot Hebraize myself, and I must content myself with living and dying as a border guard. But I do want to do something for the country—namely, what I am capable of doing: the establishment of an adult education program. It is, of course, possible that I shall not be given the wherewithal, but what I am able to do shall be done.

341. Joseph Wittig to Martin Buber
« Breslau, February 26, 1926 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

If all living things are born in anxiety but, once born, produce a joy that cannot be explained on the basis of any antecedents, then my becoming an editor of Die Kreatur must be something very alive. We had reason to believe that my ecclesiastical fate would be decided by Christmas and that I would then be able to promise you my collaboration quite unequivocally. But a decision was not made and seemed to be months away.178 At that point I thought that I could not keep you waiting any longer, and, in a nocturnal conversation with [Eugen] Rosenstock, which always seemed like a No aborning, I suddenly said yes—not with doubts and vacillation but in such a way that I must stick to it.

Thank you for giving this Yes such a cordial welcome. […]

342. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Heppenheim, March 25, 1926 »

My dear Paulchen,

Thank you for your good and frequent letters; this way, distance is made easier, though it still is harder than I anticipated. Sometimes I would simply like to board a train and come over.179 I should like to know how you feel about the boy; I mean, whether he is “close” to you.

I assume you told Ludwig180 how I feel about the ritual ceremony.181 In the course of my life I have learned that in the Diaspora we must not abandon this primal documentation of an affiliation, no matter what our personal feelings about it may be—simply because it is the only one available to us here and because through it we let the “covenant,” which in the Diaspora lacks the community as the bearer, continue on a personal plane. Please talk this over with Ludwig—or shall I write him about it? It seems to me that even if you speak only for me, your mouth can do better than my pen. I received, via [Markus] Ehrenpreis, an invitation to lecture in Sweden during the latter part of April. That is impossible, but in the summer that would be a nice trip for us; what do you think?

I cannot help telling you, my heart, that I should like to have you here again quite soon.

343. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, April 27, 1926 »

Dear Doctor Buber,

It took a long time for me to get around to looking over all of the Genesis translation you sent me and to thanking you with a good conscience, albeit belatedly. As you can easily imagine, I have thought about problems of Bible translation for so long and so intensively that your and Rosenzweig’s undertaking has evoked a very lively response in me. Until quite recently I struggled with the translation of those parts of the Bible in which I had a special interest, at least as regards my responsiveness to them, and with my harmful doubts about the translatability of these things to such an extent that, if you will permit someone who has been defeated by this problem to tell you this, I can only send you my best wishes for the success of your project—even in areas where I still have my doubts. I do not believe that it can be useful for you, a man who has received such distinct inspiration from the text as it presented itself to you, to re-encounter as “criticism” misgivings that have probably arisen in you a hundred times. In your translation, I admire the magnificent objective clarity. In it, I find the best expression of the way in which you, in your own way, so unmistakably respond to the Bible. What fills me with doubt is the excessive tonality of this prose, which leaps out almost uncannily from the particular wording (this word is wrong; I mean the niggun182 of your translation). If the narratives of Genesis fairly burst with pent-up pathos (and sometimes actually do so), I dare not think of the niggun that prophetic speech will have to assume in your translation. (Chapter 49 is not very revealing, because in the final analysis it is incomprehensible in Hebrew as well, and your translation bears the same relation to the Hebrew text as Luther’s version of Job 30 does to the original; in the translation, the original simply bursts open and the translators seem to have auditiones.)183 If I search in the original for what your translation gives, I can succeed only by singing—i.e., “reciting”—it; the mere text without music does not yield it. I know that this can be a translator’s well-founded intention. To the extent that I can speak from experience, in the case of such translations one cannot avoid deciding whether one is translating revelation or a “work of art,” and I believe that the translation of biblical prose and the extent to which singing is included in it are, nolens volens, shaped by this determination. I am still trying to understand what it is that really produces this reversal—a reversal all readers of the translation who are familiar with living Hebrew must have a lively sense of—this virtual shifting of the linguistic level despite such fanatical faithfulness.

I cannot approve at all of the word herald [Künder] in place of the good old prophet. It smacks of an exaggerated and therefore false solemnity, and why should that unfamiliar word evoke more or something better than the good old word? Herald is too devoid of ballast not to sound grotesque in such a grand style. And I cannot imagine that you abolished the prophet for theological—i.e., pragmatic—reasons.

I am planning to attempt a coherent presentation of the thoughts stirred by your translation in a Hebrew disputation with another reader, Agnon, and if it materializes, we shall certainly present you with a transcript.

All of us here are very sorry that your trip to Palestine did not work out this time either. I had thought it was a sure thing, and I had hoped to be able to speak with you about the university and everything connected with it. Surely our present test-tube situation is rather unhealthy. I could also tell you quite a bit about my own plans and ideas about the nature of my work and activity within the framework of the university.184 At bottom it seems to me that everything revolves around the language question—a problem which, I fear, is partly responsible for your not coming and so many other negative conditions. Your not coming: not as a tourist but as a citizen.

I am not giving up hope of seeing you soon. I, to be sure, shall certainly not come to Europe this year.

344. Ludwig Strauss to Paula and Martin Buber
« [Düsseldorf] May 4, 1926 »

Dear Paula, dear Martin,

Here everything is well. My son has gained much weight, already takes a close look at every new person, sheds tears (though there is no causal connection between this and the preceding statement), already has, in addition to his wailing sounds, objectively narrative ones, as it were, and in general is unfolding his personality in increasingly universal terms.

My activity at the Schauspielhaus is now limited to reading and evaluating. For weeks there have been no production meetings—probably because Helwig185 is the only one left of the directorial staff—and the adviser’s office is not consulted on other matters either. So I have a lot of time for my work on Hölderlin.186 I am now concentrating mainly on the biographical aspects, and these greatly clarify his work for me. In altogether surprising fashion, there is a proliferation of corresponding elements that appear in mythical form in Hölderlin and conceptually in some of your works, dear Martin—so that in mentioning Hölderlinian ideas I automatically used phrases from your books. More details about this shortly.

345. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Heppenheim, May 5, 1926 »

Dear Ludwig,

What you say about the Kracauer affair is the most intelligent and the most apt thing I have heard about it thus far.187 Our rejoinder is based on that very conception of it. At the request of the editors, it had to be shortened so that their associate might have ½-2 columns for his reply(!), but we spent a day eliminating countless particles and thus saving two columns (out of 8½), and so it now contains not one dispensable word and has paradigmatic precision. Yesterday I sent off this abridged version, and since then I have felt relieved. I was not really annoyed before that, but I was very concerned that this matter made Rosenzweig suffer. The contest will surely have to go on; after all, what is involved is a Zeitgeist rather than individuals, and I am entirely in favor of fighting it out—but …! Schaeffer intends to write about the book in the Preussische Jahrbücher.188

What you write me and promise me with regard to Hölderlin is of great interest to me.

Recently Arnold Zweig paid us an eleven-hour visit. We get along well with him; he has become more realistic and more humane.

From Hofmannsthal, whom I had written a few words about The Tower, I have just received a noteworthy, very pleasant letter. I shall send it to you shortly.

All good things for you and your boy!

346. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, May 7, 1926 »

Dear Friend,

I have given some thought to the Lehrhaus course. Basically, since I do not feel like teaching right now, I can imagine only one of the two. You choose which one; the other one would be scheduled for the following trimester. The Bible course would be something like the preliminary announcement of an inventor. I do not know whether I have told you clearly what interests me in Exodus: the narrative passages almost not all; the prehistory is thin, the plagues are severe and horrible. About chapter 19, you have said what there is to say; pure greatness may be found only in some portions of chapters 14 to 18. The giving of the Law has remained alien to my heart; I must recognize its existence, but I am only part of it, it is not part of me. In this structure [of Exodus], which is so repugnant (or inaccessible) to me, there are embedded two genuine documents, the two strangest and greatest I know. The first comprises the substance of chapters 3 and 4 of Exodus, as well as chapter 33 and the beginning of chapter 34, with the wondrous intermezzo in chapter 24 in between. The second is the building of the Tabernacle.189 I have been seriously occupied with these two documents.

I cannot keep up with Leviticus as you thought and as I planned. It is a physical impossibility while work on Exodus is as intensive as it is now, i.e., as long as I am occupied with the complex corrections. Thus I have for some time reflected how I can proceed differently, and in the coming week I plan to prepare the first draft—excerpts with all the terms involved. […]

347. Martin Buber to Gershom Scholem
« Heppenheim, May 24, 1926 »

Dear Dr. Scholem,

Thank you for your detailed letter about our translation of Genesis. It pleased me (and also Rosenzweig, with whom I shared it), no less than Agnon’s unqualified approval did; among the praisers and censurers outside Palestine, one can hardly find ears as good as those of you two. (In this country the loudest and most extensive comments are made by people who are incapable of checking any passage against the Hebrew verses but can only compare the translation as a whole with the requirements of the Zeitgeist.) Your general objection is the most serious, actually the only serious, one that we have heard to date. In my estimation, it can be refuted—only from the vantage point of the problem of revelation, not from that of the “work of art”—but it would take at least a day of very thorough, preferably oral presentation and demonstration. But you will presumably modify your misgivings as soon as you see the [entire] Pentateuch, which will probably be possible later this year. Exodus is on press, most of Leviticus and Numbers has been translated, and these will appear simultaneously in the early fall. What I mean will become clear to you when you compare our versions of the stories of Abraham and Joseph with respect to the niggun [melody]. We, too, regard the book as prose—what I might call elementary prose, if that term is not misleading. Regarding that point, I am enclosing Rosenzweig’s publisher’s blurb for the first volume (with an inscription written in accordance with his instructions). Prose, like poetry, is, after all, a many-sided category.

Concerning herald, I am enclosing a few sentences from our response to a review in the Frankfurter Zeitung.190

I am eagerly awaiting the disputation you wrote me about. How nice that you and Agnon are treating the book in such a living manner.

My not coming to Palestine is connected with the tragicomedy, or comic-tragedy, of the adult education program. But now I will no longer bother with the deceptive “assignments” and let nothing prevent me from coming toward the end of the winter—though only as a “tourist.” You are quite correct in your assumption regarding the language question. I believe I have a right to say that I “know” Hebrew, but as soon as I want to express a thought, it crumbles in my mouth. I always have to translate first, and that is no good.

It would please me and be important to me to be able to discuss the university and all sorts of related matters with you soon. I am very interested in the outline of your course on mysticism.191 I hope it will lead you to a literary expression of the subject; evidently you are the only person from whom we may expect such an expression. For the time being, many thanks for your monographs and the inscriptions in them. By way of response I shall shortly send you a few small things of mine; something bigger will follow in the fall. […] I read Agnon’s “Two Pairs”192 with admiration; it has a transparency reminiscent of Stifter.193

348. Shmuel Yosef Agnon to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem [about July 1, 1926] »

Dear Sir,

Having received your regards from Scholem, I beg you to reassure me that you have not put our joint project194 on ice. Before my emigration to Palestine, you told me that you would have the tales of the Besht195 copied in your house and that I would need only to make stylistic corrections and prepare the tales for the press.

As I wrote you earlier, one can hear beautiful and good stories here and find almost all hasidic books, because there are many Hasidim in the country and one or another of them owns any book one may be looking for.

It will surely interest you to hear something about a mutual friend, Mr. Eliezer Meir Lipschütz.196 I know that you expect work from him, and justifiably so. But I found him here up to his ears in office work, and he cannot free himself for the completion of some scholarly projects that he has started. Surely you are acquainted with his work on Rashi197 and with his essays, some of which appeared under your editorship.198 It grieves me that Lipschütz is being worn out by his daily work. As I see it, the only way to encourage this man to return to his scholarly pursuits is to procure a chair at the university in Jerusalem for him.

There will soon be a meeting of the committee of the Institute of Jewish Studies199 which will concern itself with the establishment of the fields of study still lacking at the institute and the appointment of appropriate scholars, and for this reason I would like to draw your attention to Eliezer Meir Lipschütz.

It is possible that Klausner200 will transfer to another field, and then the chair of modern literature will become vacant. Everyone who cares about Hebrew literature would be pleased if Eliezer Meir Lipschütz were appointed to that chair. Failing that, he might be considered as a teacher of the Hebrew language.

Our friend has suffered a great deal in his life, and such an appointment may encourage him and return him to his scholarly work, which is something that we have been hoping for. But such a chair could help him only if it gives him a chance to free himself from all his other work, and to this end the appointment would have to be guaranteed for at least three years.

349. Martin Buber to Shmuel Yosef Agnon
« Heppenheim, July 28, 1926 »

Dear Herr Agnon,

I was out of town and therefore unable to reply to you earlier.

It gave me particular pleasure to hear from you directly. I am sorry, though, that you gave me no personal news. Why? You ought to know what a cordial interest I take in you. I have heard from several sources that you are well, and I am very pleased to know this, but I would have enjoyed learning details about your life and well-being directly from you.

I have not abandoned our joint project, and I have already had an almost complete copy of all Besht stories made; that is, it is complete as far as my own library is concerned. The copy that young Glatzer201 has prepared is very clean and neat. I am now in the process of putting the manuscript in order. Shall I send it to you as soon as I am finished?

About your reference to Lipschütz, I already drew the committee’s attention to him at its first meeting in London, but without success. I am not going to the Paris meeting, but I shall ask the gentlemen going there from Germany to plead Lipschütz’s case. The gentlemen from Paris and London put up great resistance when a type of person who differs from the ordinary “Judaic scholar” is involved. For example, I struggled for several hours to gain acceptance for Rabinkow,202 and I did not succeed, because Büchler203 raised the objection that Rabinkow had not published anything. It is quite sad.

That you received our Bible translation with such great approval and such a profound and warm understanding of its nature made me and Rosenzweig very happy. The book has become a real object of dispute. Many people refuse to acknowledge that there can be anything “new” after Luther, and those who are not able to read even one word of the original render the most assured judgments. But the truth can be impeded only temporarily; in the long run, nothing can stop its progress. We are receiving more and more expressions, both public and private, of appreciation and even enthusiasm, and we have no doubt of final victory. The second volume will go out to you shortly; the third and fourth volumes are also scheduled to appear this year. I shall soon send you some other things as well.

We are now planning to go to Palestine right after the end of the winter semester. I am pleased by the idea of seeing you again and once again having a long talk with you about all sorts of shared interests. Then you will also tell me the [hasidic] stories newly collected in Palestine.

350. Hans Trüb to Martin Buber
« Zurich, August 31, 1926 »

Dear Friend,

[…] I recently read Franz Rosenzweig’s essay “The New Thinking” in Der Morgen.204 […] One derives an exceedingly compelling inspiration from him and his position. I am looking forward to read his Star of Redemption soon. How is he doing? I hardly dare ask you. I often think of him. The past summer was marked by my visit to him. When I was in his room, something touched me that I cannot name. Is it the human being that is stirred in his totality and immobilized at the same time? What was for me the most meaningful moment of this year occurred in that room. I must not interpret this significance; I can only indicate it. That day is ever present to me. I can see Rosenzweig before me in the flesh, immured in his paralyzed body: the highest measure of disability for a person still to turn toward this world. Rosenzweig does not turn away from it. Day by day he places himself into his suffering and brings us tidings of the imperishable life of the human person. This existence of his, the way it spoke to me—does it not bear witness to the life of man in this world? Does it not show us how all of us, placed into this world and attached to it, endure our being sent away from it? Must not the world, the Creation, be redeemed at some temporal point after all? To be sure, we must submit to the extinction of this light before our eyes, to this human being growing mute. Has the world shown us again that God and man must give way to it? Has he really given way? Or is he not really recreated by God at this moment, newly placed into the world? I am asking this exactly as I am truly experiencing it. I am present at this death with all my heart. I acknowledge the unshakable reality of the progressive course of his illness and am always profoundly sad about it. But I am shaken to the depth of my being by the fact that, during all this, the man himself remains an undiminished and complete presence. From the moment he closes his eyes, when he can no longer give any sign, will he be less present than at an earlier time, when he was still able to walk and talk, or than now, when only a thin thread of communicative possibility connects him with us?

I love Rosenzweig because of the cross he bears. He will always be a force for good in my life. […]

351. Hermann Gerson to Martin Buber
« Berlin, November 25, 1926 »

Dear Herr Martin Buber,

My name is Hermann Gerson. I am a second-semester student of liberal arts, but I am mainly associated with the Academy for Jewish Studies in this city.205 I was planning to become a rabbi, but I am not so sure of this now. At any rate, I am studying here.

Permit me to begin by expressing my thanks for all that you have given me through your writings. As a longtime adherent of the German youth movement, through my membership in the German Jewish hiking club Kameraden206 and as a disciple of Wyneken,207 I first came across your introduction to The Great Maggid and the Three Addresses; that was two years ago, and of course I did not fully understand these writings at the time. I come from a house completely devoid of Jewish culture, but you have restored me to Judaism and thereby given me the great substance of my life (and not merely an opportunity to be active in a party). But more than that: you have opened up to me a completely new world, one in which neither humdrum everyday reality nor purely theoretical thought structures are regarded as true reality. You have taught me to distinguish between philosophical doctrines, however subtle, and the intellect that strives for realization. And finally, though I hesitate to express this, you may have awakened me to religious experience. When you say that God is not an idea or projection of the human mind, I firmly believe this. Thus you have become a decisive guide to me.

Why do I write you all this? Last Monday I was privileged to see and hear you in Berlin for the first time. I felt much more personally and fatefully touched and responded quite differently from the way one does to a merely “good” lecture. And thus I plucked up the courage to turn to you and ask you a question. I believe it sometimes happens that a guide gives direction to another person, or is torah to him.208 By this I mean not merely an expansion of knowledge, but something that is much more vital to the person thus gifted and shapes him much more strongly. I would not claim that such ultimate things are what I received from you; it is not for me to say this. But if you could decide that this is so after you have met me, and if I could pass this test, then I firmly believe that this would constitute fulfillment for me. I therefore ask you whether you may be willing to subject me to such a test. To put it in different terms, I wonder whether you, with your deeper insight, believe in the possibility of the ultimate disclosure and comprehension indicated above and attach any importance to it. I dare to hope so when I think of your “Herut” speech,209 and hence this letter. I hope it makes clear that in my case it is not a matter of idolizing a “celebrity.”

Even if I receive no answer from you, I still shall have satisfied my need to thank you for all you have given us, the awakening Jewish youth. […]

352. Max Brod to Martin Buber
« Prague, December 1, 1926 »

Esteemed Herr Buber,

In the near future, the publishing house of Kurt Wolff in Munich will send you Franz Kafka’s great, posthumously published novel The Castle.210 A small circle of people, you among them, already realize what an outstanding and admirable figure Franz Kafka was, how in him the true guiding and shaping forces of our time may be recognized, how, so to speak, the conscience of our time was at work in him.

The novel The Castle, the greatest and presumably most representative work from the author’s estate, probably constitutes the right occasion to draw the attention of a wider readership to Franz Kafka’s work. I would be greatly obliged to you for a comment in this spirit. […]

353. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheim, December 2, 1926 »

Dear Herr Gerson:

To your question, I can give you only this personal answer: my mind is open to you, which means that the readiness you inquire about exists. More than that cannot be known beforehand.

If you are willing and able to make the trip here (one hour by train beyond Frankfurt), perhaps during your Christmas vacation, I shall gladly devote a morning to you. I can spare only the mornings from my work. You would have to let me know a week in advance.

354. Martin Buber to Max Brod
« Heppenheim, December 4, 1926 »

Dear Dr. Brod,

Thank you for informing me that I am to receive Kafka’s Castle. I am particularly grateful to you for sending me your personal copy of The Trial211 some time ago; I am returning it to you today. I have read this book in its entirety as one that profoundly concerns me, and even where it depressed or dismayed me, my trust in it was never diminished. Never did the thought enter my mind that anything in it should or could be different. Yet I know that if this pure human being had been preserved for us, I would dare to confront him and say to him: “Certainly, that’s the way it is; the meaningless has been installed as the executor of meaning, and that is what we have to deal with here, to the very last moment. But as we concern ourselves with it and suffer the entanglements of concrete absurdity, do we not again and again, whether we admit it or not, become aware, in cruel sanctification, of the meaning that proves to be totally uncongenial to us and yet is something that faces us and penetrates all that effluvium and at the last, right moment reaches and occupies the innermost chambers of our heart?” Let these words, then, reach your ears, Max Brod, as though they were Kafka’s.

I shall write about Kafka as soon as I can; you see, I regard it as very difficult. […]

355. Ludwig Strauss to Paula and Martin Buber
« Düsseldorf, December 4, 1926 »

Dear Paula, dear Martin,

Many thanks for Letters of an Unknown Person,212 which I had not known and which I have already read part of with a great deal of pleasure.

We are quite well. Only after two days in Aachen did we really settle down here again. There and here our little boy was and is duly admired ([Albrecht] Schaeffer has been here for a few days now). After the trip the little one was at first somewhat touchy and irritable—despite his fatigue, he had hardly slept while traveling; everything had interested him that much. Only on the second day was he quite cheerful and quiet again, but in the afternoon he surprised us with quite unaccustomed shrill squeals and growls that he emitted with a great effort, panting, and with a very proud mien when he had managed an especially horrid sound. When he saw our genuine fright, he began to cry bitterly. At that point it occurred to us that in the morning he had heard the sounds with which our hot-water pipes customarily express their secret sorrows and had immediately attempted to produce similar sounds. After this failure he abandoned his model—and now, by the way, it has been removed, with a great deal of noise and hammering which, against our expectations, the boy enjoyed very much. We put him on a scale soon after our return; he weighed fifteen pounds, which means he gained five in Heppenheim.

I have the Homburg Hölderlin manuscripts213 here now—a number of letters and many odes from 1799 and 1800, especially most of the late elegies and hymns. It is wonderful and awesome to have these sheets before me every day—it is as though one were watching a man work in a burning workshop. Though Hellingrath and Zinkernagel214 have done a great deal, much remains to be done on the texts. Of course, I must now confine myself to clarifying the most important textual questions and gaining a greater insight into the poet’s working method; both are made possible by the manuscript. The first of January is my self-imposed deadline for beginning to write my biography. As for the Hölderlin family, I received an answer from the daughter of a great-nephew; this man is still alive, but all he has is a picture of Hölderlin’s father. With the exception of the published portions, the correspondence appears to have been lost.

For Rosenzweig, I wrote down a hymn that came into being in Heppenheim but is still unknown to you.215 If it is not suitable as a gift, I shall gladly give him something else. Some epigrams might be appropriate, but I would rather dedicate the hymn to Rosenzweig. Schaeffer has not received an invitation.216 Was that intentional? He probably would have liked to participate.

We are, incidentally, very pleased to have him here. After a hiatus of several years, he brought along two new poems—a legend of consummate simplicity and truth, and a sort of hymnic ballad (the sacrifice of Isaac) that is a complete failure; despite its enchanting details, it was born of caprice and has remained there. These two poems are inextricably interwoven with each other, and it seems that the person is and will remain the same way. If I say no to him ten times and yes once, this one Yes not only offsets and outweighs the ten No’s but absorbs them and remains a Yes. […]

356. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« At present Frankfurt, December 22, 19[26]217 »

Dear Ludwig,

If it is all right with you, I should like to start the second volume of Die Kreatur with your cycle of poems.218 Rosenzweig, to whom I read them, had the same idea independently of me. We do not intend to publish poetry in future issues of the journal, but this cycle belongs in it.

This in haste—today and tomorrow are heavy Frankfurt working days; more from Heppenheim.

357. Walter Benjamin to Martin Buber
« Berlin, February 23, 1927 »

My esteemed Herr Buber,

My stay in Moscow turned out to be somewhat longer than I supposed.219 When I arrived in Berlin, I had to struggle with a bout of influenza. Now I have been at work for a number of days, but cannot send you the article by the end of February.220 Would you be so kind as to write me when you are planning to leave Germany?221 Come what may, I shall try to get the manuscript to you about a week before that. One thing I can definitely promise you, and it is negative: my presentation will be devoid of all theory. This, I hope, is precisely what will enable me to give voice to the creaturely aspect [das Kreaturliche]—to the extent that I have succeeded in grasping and preserving this very new, strange language which loudly resounds through the acoustical mask of an environment that has been utterly transformed. I want to give a depiction of the city of Moscow at the moment in which “everything factual is already theory,” a portrait that thus refrains from any deductive abstraction or prognosis and, within certain limits, even from any judgments. It is my absolute conviction that such abstractions, prognoses, or judgments can in this instance be given not on the basis of “intellectual” data but only on the basis of economic facts, and even in Russia very few people have a sufficient grasp of these facts. Moscow, as constituted at this particular time, lets one recognize all possibilities in schematic abridgment—above all, the possibilities of the failure and the success of the revolution. In either case, however, there will be something unforeseeable, and its portrait will differ greatly from all programmatic portraits of the future. Today this is becoming harshly and clearly evident in the people and the world about them. […]

358. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Heppenheim, June 4, 1927 »

Dear Friend,

After long, hard, and sometimes almost consuming inner work, my thoughts on the Bible have now finally assumed unified form. Your share in their development (through your proposal regarding Isaiah) is so great that I must communicate my decision to you at the very hour of its maturing. I want to write an “Interpretation of Scripture” in four parts, with one part to appear after each section of “Scripture” with perhaps these titles: “Instruction: Torah,” “History,” “Announcement” (“Notice” would not do justice to the central portion of that section), “Work.” It cannot be a running commentary but an elucidation of everything that needs to be elucidated in the text, divided into sections, each of which deals with a “problem,” but strictly in the order of the book222 itself. At the same time, of course, this will serve as the motivation of our work.223 You will disagree with some things, to be sure—I shall have to talk about the Law in the very first part and cannot keep silent about any of the things that bother me; you know what these are—but I hope you will give your approval to the project as a whole. I am starting work right away; in the second issue of Die Kreatur I want to publish “Samples of an Interpretation of Scripture.”224 Perhaps we shall be able to do something with offprints, because all problems of the translation are to be discussed. In any case, I realize that this is the only way in which I can express myself on these problems in written form, dealing with point after point in the text, and yet in accordance with some kind of system.225

359. Walter Benjamin to Martin Buber
« Paris, July 26, 1927 »

My dear Dr. Buber,

What must you have thought of me! I have not communicated with you for a very long time. For a few months I did not know where you were. In the meantime, you must have returned from Palestine. When the magazine [Die Kreatur] appeared, I wanted to write you a few words about it. It took me a long time to absorb it. It is an entity that gradually assumed exact, distinct features for me. I need not tell you how happy I am to be represented in it next to Rang. That letter226 is one of the most concentrated confirmations I know by him. It is a matter of infinite regret to me that the interaction between his most mature intellectual experiences and my recent practical ones—cultic-communistic work—remains purely latent and has not even been fully settled in my own mind. As I have long known, this man would have been the only friend with whom these problems would have been settled for me quickly and decisively in conversation. “Moscow” would have more clearly assumed that more personal note which you mention in your last letter if I had been able to present to him what agitated me before, during, and after my sojourn there. Nevertheless, I hope that some readers clearly understood that these “optical” descriptions are embedded in a grid of thought. If you have heard any comments on “Moscow,” it would be very valuable for me to know what these are. Wittig’s article227 is most noteworthy, and I would almost say disquieting, in the truth of its observations and the questions it poses. I believe it has been a very long time since it was possible to give fresh and clear expression to these simple but infinitely elusive experiences. I would be interested in knowing whether Rang and Wittig were acquainted with each other. I should like to assure you expressly once again that I am ready to contribute to Die Kreatur in the future. I shall let you know if I spot a likely subject within the compass of my work. […]

360. Shmuel Yosef Agnon to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« [Jerusalem] August 27, 1927 »

My friend Martin Buber,

On the very day I received your letter, I sent you copies of all the hasidic tales in my possession. The work took a long time because the copyist was overburdened, and he completed the job only a few days ago. I was also greatly burdened, because the earthquake228 shook the walls of my house, there was a crack in the roof, and the government ordered us to leave the house within twenty-four hours to escape the danger of a collapse. Haste is the devil’s work, according to a proverb, and I had to experience this at first hand. All my household utensils, my books and manuscripts were turned upside down; with a great deal of difficulty and toil, I put them in order, but many were soiled and torn. Now we are living in Talpiot229 in a European-style house which has one outstanding feature: from my study one can see the site of the Temple, and the Dead Sea is also visible from the house. But I am still walking around in it like a stranger. I preferred the thick walls and the vaulted ceilings230 to the amenities of the new residential areas.

But let us return to our concerns. As I have said, I have sent you copies of the entire material that you gave me, and as soon as you send me the other stories, we can get to work. For my part, I am adding great and good stories which I have heard here in Jerusalem from old Hasidim. I shall send you copies of these. One more thing: please send me a table of contents, for who else has your ability to enliven a book by means of an elegant arrangement? […]

361. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, August 31, 1927 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

The purpose of this letter is simply to call your attention to Dr. Magnes’s231 meeting with Weizmann on September 9. In my opinion, it would be very important for you to take this opportunity to discuss with Magnes the matter of an institute for the study of religion.232 I do not know whether Magnes has taken any steps in this direction and what the status of this project is. But I did hear, though very indirectly, that Magnes has presented the plan to a faculty meeting dealing with a projected school of humanities and that some professors expressed opposition to it, reservations about the strictly scholarly nature of the undertaking, and the like. Naturally, I was not able to find out whether this rumor has any basis in fact. But if it is true, it may have had a negative effect on Magnes, who attaches great importance to the judgment of the faculty in such matters. For this reason, I regard another conversation as important. But even without reference to this matter, a discussion immediately before [Magnes’s] forthcoming American trip would be important.

Please regard this letter as confidential. […]

362. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] September 2, 1927 »

[…] Anyone who expects a work of art233 simply cannot understand us—even though it is one. But it is visible as such only to a person who does not look for one in our work—just as the elegance of a mathematical demonstration becomes apparent only to a person who approaches it with a mathematical interest, not to one who looks for elegance. For the rest, I even believe that in the case of an ordinary work of art, too, a really crude interest in the subject is the only legitimate route of access to it and that our aesthetics and our aestheticism block our path to a work of art, and not only the path to what is more than a work of art.

363. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, September 11, 1927 »

Dear Herr Bergmann,

Since I spent only a few days in Basel, your letter had to be forwarded to me here, and I received it on the 8th of this month. I was not able to go to Basel again, and since Magnes was not able to follow my suggestion to meet with him halfway, I had to content myself with writing him a letter. If he has come to doubt my “scholarship,” I am bound to release him from his obligations toward me (he said he could not found the institute234 if I did not assume its directorship, and he urgently requested that I do so). The problem posed by this is beyond discussion for me. I started my scholarly work late, though I have accumulated the tools for more than fifteen years. My ideas and my methods diverge considerably from those customary in the present-day study of religion. I can only let them be represented by my work235 itself, the first part of which cannot be published until 1928, with the appearance of the whole work not possible before 1930. I have no idea, however, whether it will be recognized by official scholarship despite its ideas and methods, and if so, when. But perhaps it will be better for me that I am not instituting any oral teachings before my work—and its positive or negative reception—has made it clear what is at issue. The offer emanated from Magnes. I would not have dared to take such a step at the present stage of my work. His offer seemed to me to be a sign that the world was receptive to me; if I am mistaken about this, then it will be well for me to find out at this early stage. That is all I can say at the moment. Please understand, dear friend Bergmann, that this whole matter, of which this is but an episode, involves the most serious and most difficult task of my life, the most serious and most difficult situation of my life. It no longer permits me to “undertake” something; I can only do what I can, let things take their course, and be prepared. This, to be sure, involves the most primitive kind of faith: that God will grant me life, as much as the cause requires. […]

364. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] September 29, 1927 »

My dear Herr Buber,

Thank you for your letter of the 11th. Since I did not speak with Magnes personally, I do not know to what extent he was influenced by the opposition of the professors. All I know is that it is his—very good—custom to follow the faculty’s advice in the case of appointments. That this advice would go against you was probably to be expected. Your moving to Palestine—and I suppose this can be said quite objectively—would be too significant an intellectual event not to arouse a maximum of opposition. Presumably that is the way it has to be! Of course, I have no clear idea of where the limits of what you call “undertaking something” are, to what extent it is our duty to act, and where we shall have to leave it to God. […]

365. Shmuel Yosef Agnon to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, November 14, 1927 »

Dear Sir and Friend,

I thank you for your kindness, for your kind letter, and for the two golden spouts you sent me:236 the Book of Joshua237 and the book about the Besht.238 I have already written you my opinion of your Bible translation. The book about the Besht strikes me as if the disciples of the Baal Shem Tov themselves had written it, and as if it had not been poured from one vessel into another. […]

366. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, January 9, 1928 »

Dear Herr Dr. Simon,

[…] The card from Meinecke239 really has that imponderable something that makes the species “German scholar” not merely venerable but dear to me; our age is barely able to recognize this secret and mysterious worth (particularly of the philologists and the historians). I recently received a profound impression of this kind in Berlin from Konrad Burdach.240

I would strongly urge you to publish your Ranke and Hegel with your own subsidy, if that is the only way to do it.241 Having such a publication is of the greatest importance for Palestine. I do not mind telling you that I plan to recommend you, after you have been there for a while, for a lectureship in modern history in the new Department of Humanities.242 I can do so only if you have “published.”

This in haste.

367. Harry Kessler to Martin Buber
« Weimar, January 15, 1928 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

Your Hasidic Books243 is of great use to me. In a certain respect it illuminates Rathenau’s244 Weltanschauung in a very interesting fashion. Without being indiscreet, may I ask you whether you have ever had personal contact with Rathenau and have discussed Hasidism with him, or whether you know from some other source that he has occupied himself with Hasidism? He was, after all, the type of person that seldom accepts anything from the outside. But I regard it as almost certain that he was familiar with Hasidism and that its teachings confirmed him in his own life’s philosophy. But it would be valuable to me if I could document this with some facts.

368. Martin Buber to Harry Kessler245
« Heppenheim, January 16, 1928 »

I knew Rathenau well. To be sure, when I lived in Berlin, till late 1915,246 we saw each other only infrequently, and later there was no more personal contact, though there was no diminution of our inner relationship. But when we did get together, we always had a great conversation. As I learned from various remarks and references, he was an attentive reader of my first two hasidic books247 and of the first six addresses of my On Judaism. We repeatedly discussed Hasidism, and I had the impression that it meant to him an expansion of his self-awareness and that what he learned about Judaism from Hasidism and my addresses to some extent influenced him to change his views of the nature and destiny of the Jewish people. He had a desire to work his way through to the sources, and, as you probably know, he was a diligent student of Hebrew. His teacher, whom I saw again in Palestine many years later, told me how serious and thorough a student of Hebrew Rathenau was. Why he abandoned these studies, I do not know.

369. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] January 31, 1928 »

My dear Herr Buber,

As a young Gymnasium student I read, with flushed cheeks, your first articles in Die Welt. I did not know you yet and only felt that here were words meant for me. Then came the time of your first stay in Prague, the period of Jüdischer Verlag, then your speeches and the book about Judaism.248 I need not tell you what every speech and every one of your visits to Prague meant to us. Then you gathered your human circle around Der Jude, gathered us, while we were more scattered than ever, physically and spiritually. Then, after the war, we met again at the Prague conference249 and joined you in a quest for Socialist Zionism.

During the first years of my life in Palestine, it seemed to me as though I was drifting away from you. How happy I was when the first opportunity for a personal meeting—what are books compared to a spoken word!—proved to me how close I had remained to you, how sheltered we felt in your presence.

I know that such words, especially coming from a man who is only seven years your junior, burden you with more responsibility than you may be willing and able to bear. Nor can I conceal the fact that your forthcoming birthday250 will make us feel more than ever how little our generation has achieved, how we are walking through a desert, lost and vainly seeking a path. We do not have a clear relationship to Palestine, Zionism, or tradition, and presumably the reason our effect on our contemporaries is so weak is that the Judaism we have fashioned for ourselves so obviously bears the mark of incompleteness. It may also be because in decisive matters our contemporaries cannot see the path we have chosen.

On your birthday we have only one prayer: in the years to come, may the small group of people that you have gathered around yourself find the way with your help; may we be vouchsafed the outward conditions that will enable us to act as a group; and may you, my dear Herr Buber, be granted the health and the strength to accomplish what we, in love and in anxiety, expect of you.

370. Nelly Braude-Buber to Martin Buber
« Lodz, February 5, 1928 »

My beloved old Cina,251

I never realized how hard it would be to write you. But for years we have known very little about each other, and nothing at first hand—even Papa knows and tells me very little about you—and so I now stand quite shyly in the distance and hardly dare to extend my hand to you in greeting. But if I now fail to write you, as I have so often failed in the past when I wanted to write you and at the last moment found myself unable to do so, you will perhaps believe that I haven’t thought of you at all, and this might hurt you for a moment. But I think of you not just today, when so many friends surround you with their admiration and their beautiful words, and not only when I receive with profound gratitude a new volume by you, grateful for the beautiful things you create and for your remembrance of me. I think of you not just on February 8 of every year; since my childhood your birthday has been more to me than other days, a day of remembrance. But it seems to me that loyalty to you is so deep in my heart that it fills my own home and transfigures my everyday life. And over the years I have resigned myself to something that used to hurt me so much—that frequently my thoughts cannot keep pace with yours and that often I do not understand your words. But it seems to me that this is the experience of many who simply have a much more modest intellect than you, and perhaps there isn’t much harm in it if we just instinctively grasp where all your striving comes from and where it leads. And thus it seems to me that I have understood you very well and have arranged my life in your spirit if I serve the small children in our elementary school every day and do my work patiently and lovingly—work that I feel impelled to do only by a desire to place my modest energies in the service of something higher. And that is why I try to translate your words, words that I read but do not always understand, into everyday work. I am accustomed to having my husband austeretzn252 the weekly Torah portion in his sermons and find in it whatever may guide the life of the community. Somewhere far away you may give a talk before an audience, and a newspaper article may disseminate your ideas; then many a person may sit somewhere and austeretzn, understand and comment on your works in accordance with his own limited intellect and his own heart. I wonder whether the big world, which knows you better than I do, realizes that you are marking a chapter in your life. I am leading such a withdrawn life and am in contact with no one. I know from my childhood that you are having a birthday, and I have figured out that this particular one is a day on which you must be looking back on the distance you have covered and looking into the future, wondering what it will bring to you and yours. All your friends must surely be wishing you that you may tell the world many more things that you feel and think about differently from everybody else. And what I wish for you is that all your written life’s work should fulfill all your own wishes and hopes. But at the same time my wishes accompany all those who are dear to you and whom you care about, who bring joy and sorrow into your life. If I could talk as our grandmother would like to talk to you, I would say this on your birthday: May God protect Paula, the support and protection of your life. May God guide your son and your daughter, who must go their own ways in life, in such a way that their lives remain good in your eyes. May God let your grandchildren grow and give you joy, and may he grant life to your—our—father for many more years. You may not realize with how much love and tenderness he is attached to you. He was never a person able to express this; then, too, life has removed you far from him, and not only in space. Of your daily life, he knows only what little you tell him; it is not his fault if he is in the distance and you perhaps have no idea how close he is to you. Whenever I am in Lemberg, where I go twice a year in order to see the parents—you are his favorite topic of conversation. He253 plows through everything you write; he doesn’t understand [everything] and finds fault, is an expert on what others write about you and rejoices at every word, repeats over and over again the good things someone said about Paula’s new book, keeps showing the old photo of Eva with the boy, and ends up by saying shyly: “I know so little about him; don’t you know anything? He can’t very well come here; why don’t you write him? We know nothing about him.” He makes a sorrowful face, and when his friendly smile disappears so suddenly, one can tell that Papa is an old man. It’s so easy to forget this, and he makes one forget it by the way he bustles about his errands as he did years ago, with eyes and a mind as clear as few young people have. But then one does notice all those wrinkles and occasionally a sad expression, especially when he speaks about you. […] I have been thinking of coming to Germany again to visit you, but it wouldn’t be easy. If I went, I would want to take the children along, especially my daughter, who is already grown and still doesn’t know you. Poland now charges five hundred zloty for every passport, and that makes traveling impossible. I thought of sending my Mirka254 to you by herself, but her feeling of estrangement will prove to be a curse in this as well. You won’t become estranged from me even if I don’t see you or write you for a very long time; it only seemed to me that I could not possibly write you anymore. But our children are no longer bound by our bonds, and this is our fault. Do you regret this as much as I do?

Farewell, my good old Cina. May fine, good years lie ahead of you, good years for your own life and good years for your work.

371. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] February 7, 1928 »

Most esteemed and most dear Herr Doktor,

Unfortunately I shall not be able to see you tomorrow, so please accept this paper and ink as a handshake from me and my wife; it is also meant for your wife.

What you are to “us” you are now hearing from a thousand voices in the entire Jewish world and half the non-Jewish world. I have also tried to bear witness to this in my own way; you will perhaps read my article during a quiet hour after these hectic days.255

As for what you are to me, that can hardly be expressed. All I know is that in no other person, not even Nobel256 of blessed memory, have I ever experienced such a selfless, i.e., noninstinctual, devotion to his fellow men. The first time I experienced this was when you encouraged me to come to Heppenheim after I had submitted my [Simon] Dubnow manuscript to Der Jude257 and, generously giving me of your valuable time, discussed that first little work with me. If I ever become a teacher and learn to practice a teacher’s chief virtue, the giving of love without wielding power and becoming crazed by it, you will have been my teacher in this.

Today, as so often, the blessings of many people are with you; that God may bless you for this is my wish for you.

372. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, February 28, 1928 »

Dear Dr. Simon,

[…] My sincere thanks to you and your wife for your birthday wishes. Your letter touched my heart—first as confirmation, than as admonishment, and finally the latter melted away into the serenity of shared existence. It is beautiful, comforting, and even auspicious that such human knowledge about humanity still exists even among different generations.

Your essay about me,258 one of your “good” ones, gave me all sorts of food for thought, and I should like to discuss it with you sometime. […]

373. Martin Buber to Gershom Scholem
« Heppenheim, March 30, 1928 »

Dear Dr. Scholem,

A stubborn influenza with relapses, and in between attempts to catch up on at least the most urgent work I had missed—that was my situation during the past few weeks, and that is why this is my first chance to thank you. Most of the gifts for which I must give thanks are dear to me in their reference to my person, but there are some that are important and valuable to me in their own right, and all three of yours are among these. The bibliography259 is a delight, equally beautiful in concept and execution, and it is highly instructive for me. […] Your contribution to the “birthday gift”260 is not only a gem but also such a necessary part of the book that without it, its character would not be complete. But the weightiest article is, of course, the “theology essay,”261 in which you give public expression to what you told me some time ago; it is extremely revealing. I would have wished only for some quotations; how, for example, does Cardozo262 manage to let God the Creator, who is actually adored and to whom a worshiper relates not only that maaseh bereshit263 but also his own birth and the constant rebirth of his personal world every morning, be absorbed into the prima causa of the philosophers and into a “rational alphabet”? That has not been made clear to me. Well, we shall talk about it, and I hope it will be soon.

374. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] November 15, 1928 »

Dear Herr Dr. Buber,

I am enclosing a pamphlet which you probably do not have yet. Some of the Bratzlaviana that you would like to have is extremely hard to find, so this pamphlet must serve as a substitute token of my goodwill.

I hope I shall be permitted to say more about Sabbateanism when the time is right. I am endeavoring to get a few drushim264 by Cardozo published. In the memorial volume for Chajes265 (if it ever appears), I have included his critical examination of the Trinity dogma of the Church.

At the present time my work is not going too well; I have strained my eyes a bit, but I hope this will pass. I hope to be able to send you an essay very soon which will surely interest you; it is about the origin of the Kabbalah.266 I sent a copy of a letter about Goldberg’s book267 to Rosenzweig, and I sincerely hope you will get to see this letter.

All of us are very sorry that we no longer hear anything about concrete proposals for you to work here. [Judah] Magnes bemoans the fact that he does not have any kind of material by you. Would you perhaps be prepared to send [Hugo] Bergmann—or me, if you prefer not to do it directly—your plans for an institute for the study of religion? Then we would know what specific points we could pursue with M[agnes]. You know my conviction that we could get Magnes to do any number of things for you—provided that you consider it worth the effort and are not convinced a priori that nothing good will result for the cause. I believe I may say that you have no idea how many good things you could accomplish here. It is too bad that there is no opportunity to have a basic discussion with you about the problems of the university, especially now that conditions have changed. I hope there will be such an opportunity next year.

375. Martin Buber to Chaim Weizmann
« Heppenheim, May 30, 1929 »

Dear Chaim,

With great joy I learned about the chair “for international peace” which has been donated to our university. As you can imagine, it is very much in the spirit of my Zionist beliefs and a great satisfaction to me that the teachings of Isaiah 2:4 are now to emanate from Jerusalem in the form of modern scholarship. For this reason I believe that I may and should make an exception and tell you, directly and at this early date, my opinion about the question of an appointment to that chair.

It is, of course, impossible to implement the donation the way it has been formulated in the press, because there is no such academic discipline as “pacifism.” This position should partake of two disciplines rather than one: international law and international politics, and these should of course be presented in the spirit of international understanding and with particular emphasis on Middle Eastern problems. In accordance with this, a dual appointment is highly advisable—for reasons of methodology and also because otherwise the problem of finding a suitable person would be all but insoluble. Thus my advice is to create a lectureship or professorship of international law and a lectureship in international politics in the spirit detailed above. Moreover, in my opinion it is of the greatest importance that these chairs be localized not in a general European realm but in the area of Palestine, i.e., that experts on Middle Eastern conditions and problems be appointed to them. For international law, Norman Bentwich268 has been recommended to me from various sides; you surely know him better than I do, so I need not tell you anything about him. On the other hand, the candidate for the appointment in politics whom I would like to recommend to you most warmly is well known to you in his capacity as a party leader, but presumably only as a party official and not as an important scholar. I am referring to Dr. Kohn,269 who has shown an extraordinarily favorable development during the period of approximately twenty years in which I have known him. His scholarly magnum opus, a history of the national movement in the East, is a standard work which the critics have received with unanimously favorable approval. After the various smaller works that he has published on problems in international politics, one can look forward with great expectations to the comprehensive book he is preparing about nations and states.270 He is a leading pacifist; at the last conference of opponents of military service, his talk was generally praised as the best. Appointment to a chair designed in accordance with my proposal would certainly allow his scholarly abilities to develop fully. And you surely share my opinion that we should make specific use of the not-very-numerous genuinely scholarly minds that we have in our movement and utilize them where they are able to make the greatest contribution to our cause.

And now, my dear old friend, I have an opportunity to tell you that I had reason to be worried about you for a while but am now happy to know that you are on the mend. May you soon be completely restored!

376. Joseph Wittig to Martin Buber
« Schlegel/Kreis Neurode, June 6, 1929 »

Dear Friend,

More than seven times I heard in Jerusalem,271 when I was introduced to somebody, the words “A friend of Martin Buber!” My name probably was not always understood, but this designation of my status was. For hours I was nothing else, and I acted the part. For this reason you must put up with me if I address you as my friend today, at least this once.

Since the days in Jerusalem, I have constantly been working on a letter to you. After all, your recommendations opened up to us [my wife and myself] entirely secret gates to the new Jerusalem. We were received, taken around, and passed along like guests of honor—with so much love, warmth, and obligingness that it seemed like a dream to me. I should have liked to glow with gratitude, communicativeness, spirit, knowledge, positive action. I should have liked to be one of those who can say: I shall stay with you. But I was quite self-conscious and always able only to listen and see and take, rather than say or give anything.

At the very least, I wanted to tell you soon about my hours with your Jerusalem friends, as well as the other delights of the entire trip, which was so rich and gratifying that it exceeded all our expectations—despite the terrible stormy night on the Adriatic when another boat not far from ours sank and our boat was severely damaged. But we are not able to talk much yet; we returned two days before Pentecost, but we are not home yet. All we are able to do is to thank you for the act of friendship that you have performed for us. We feel as though we have brought most precious things from the East—wisdom and new knowledge of God and men. But everything is lying in a locked treasure chest whose key has not yet arrived, and we do not know in what form we should display it all.

That is why I cannot write anything for Die Kreatur at this time. […]

377. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« Berlin, July 17, 1929 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

I had a long conversation with Sprinzak,272 and he convinced me that your appearance at the Congress273 is absolutely necessary. During the general debate you must make a speech in which you issue a rallying cry for an intellectual shake-up in connection with the formation of the Jewish Agency. Sprinzak believes that at least the next two years must be devoted primarily to the intellectual reconstruction of the Zionist Organization. Above all, at the Congress we must give a response to Revisionism,274 which right now is the only movement actively fighting for the hearts of our youth. Even if you do not polemicize against Revisionism, your very appearance at the Congress and your speech about spiritual regeneration, a cultural program for our youth, etc., will constitute a response to Revisionist aspirations. I must confess that Sprinzak, who is very intelligent, made an impression on me and that I too would like to urge you to come to the Congress—provided that your speech is given a prominent position in the general debate. This is the decisive question. Up to now I had not thought this possible, because there are so many Palestinian aspirants.275

If these requirements are met, I believe you ought to go to Zurich for the opening of the Congress. Then, in order not to lose too much time, you could go home again or continue your work somewhere in Switzerland and return to Zurich for the meeting of the Agency Council or the session on the university. What do you think of this plan?

378. Martin Buber to Franz Rosenzweig
« Zurich, August 15, 1929 »

Dear Friend,

The bombshell has burst! [Judah] Magnes made me a formal offer to come to Jerusalem as “academic head” (translation: president for life) of the university. He himself wants to remain as chancellor—the equivalent of the German Kurator.276 What to do? I see only two possibilities: decline the offer (but how do you do such a thing?) or accept it and then delay the assumption of my duties for as long as possible; I suppose a year’s postponement is feasible, i.e., till October 1930. Magnes agreed to my spending the months of May to October in Europe during the first two years.277

I have informed Magnes that I have to consult two people, Paula and you. You must now consider the matter from the viewpoint of the Bible translation. We shall, I think, be able to manage Ezekiel. Do you think that we will be able to do the “minor ones” by letter once we have got the hang of it? We can do the major work on the Psalms during my first vacation. It would probably be relatively easy to do the Proverbs by correspondence. Job would be reserved for my second vacation. Despite a few backbreaking passages in the Song of Songs, the rest should not give us any trouble.

Now tell me, my dear friend, what you think. And may I ask you to take this last sentence literally: What do you think? […]

379. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« [Undated]278 »

My dear Paulchen,

Yesterday I was at an all-day meeting279 and then had a discussion with Prof. J. Obermann,280 who left again this morning. That is why I was not able to write you. There is no meeting today, and I have had only another discussion with Magnes. His offer did not surprise me; after all, in some respects it means a renunciation in my favor. I was pleased and gratified by the way in which he presented the offer. We will discuss it further today; thus far we have not gone into details, but I believe that Magnes will make acceptable proposals. Yesterday I related to him the question you had asked me over the telephone—whether it is a decorative or a “real” position—and added that only the latter would be acceptable. He said that this really was the one essential question. Incidentally, he spoke about you with astounding understanding. There can be no doubt that the position is a real one, with serious work and responsibility as well as extensive influence, and of course also with rousing opposition. Yesterday I discussed it with Horovitz,281 one of the very few people I have told about it, and in strict secrecy. His response was very prudent and at the same time contained a note of genuine sympathy in it. He said that if I occupied this position, it would develop in such a way as to be tantamount to a ministry of education. He added that in his opinion I was the only person who justified the creation of such an unusual position. I am not certain whether the matter will come up for discussion at the meeting of the board of trustees (on Sunday or Monday), but I suppose this is likely. There is sure to be opposition from certain Zionist circles, but Magnes seems to be confident of pushing it through—mainly, I suppose, because he has the Americans on his side. (Incidentally, I have been invited to give a series of lectures in America. Would you enjoy that? I have an instinctive aversion to this sort of thing, but I don’t know whether it is well founded.)

I thought that we might go to Palestine in the fall of 1930. Magnes assured me that in the first two years (in which I do not need to give any courses; in the third I shall presumably be able to start lecturing) I will be able to get away a month after Passover, which means that we would be free to be in Europe for almost six months. Later, my vacation would be limited to three or three and a half months, but from time to time we will be able to get a longer one.

I understand so well, dear heart, how difficult a decision this means for you, and I know that I can ask it of you only if I made sure—to the extent that it is up to me—that you can live there in a way that is suitable for you and worthy of you. But this means a not-inconsiderable adjustment for me as well. This offer simply is one of those that are very hard to accept—and yet it would be even harder to decline it, because for the first time in my life I am being offered a position that makes great demands and offers great opportunities at the same time.

The trustees’ meeting will not end Sunday evening, as I assumed, but will continue on Monday. I therefore arranged with Schocken282 by telephone for him to come to Zurich on Monday evening, and we will make an excursion on Tuesday. I will then discuss the situation with him and make proposals on the basis of what has transpired or in accordance with your suggestions.

In all this, the thought of you, my Paulchen, is so much part of everything that I need not even imagine how such-and-such a thing may be for you; all that is in the picture from the very beginning. And you should know that I would rather be a vagabond with you than the academic head of this planet without you.

380. Paula Winkler Buber to Martin Buber
« Heppenheim, August 17, 1929 »

Dear Martin,

A query from Lambert Schneider is the only piece of mail I am sending you; everything else can wait.

It seems that things are working out as they must. The connection with Rosenzweig and the Bible has been clearer to me than it has to you. Something surprised me about myself: I felt that this life here is actually too dull, too meager, and not nourishing enough. Even if I truly could not have consciously desired what has emerged, it yet felt as if all doors were being opened. Nevertheless, I am aware of everything that is provincially narrow and stuffy even there, but it is possible to shake things up, and behind it lies the unredeemed land and all the things that are still undone—like what a ball of modeling clay is for [our granddaughter] Bärbel, and perhaps a few finger marks would remain.

I now have a better idea than I got over the telephone of how it all came about. No matter what may happen, one does feel that an outside is waiting, and this heightens one’s energies. Come home safely. […]

I have also received a letter from [our daughter] Eva. She was ill and is well again, but [she and Ludwig] are in miserable financial straits. The Frankenbergs283 have helped them out, but they have to pay the exorbitant rent for their apartment themselves. The teaching appointment has not come through yet.284 Well, things will work out there, too!

It is very late, but I am mailing this letter tonight so that you may get it on Friday morning. […]

381. Franz Rosenzweig to Martin Buber
« [Frankfurt am Main] August 18, 1929 »

Dear Friend, I had hoped that I would be spared this Yes. As you yourself sense, anything but a Yes is out of the question—considering the cause (“for the sake of Zion” [Isaiah 62:1]), but also in view of your “biography.”

Thus there remains only the question of the extent to which the good Lord—in this case, his deputy Magnes—will be open to bargaining.285 What he has already approved means the end of the Bible translation after the tenth (if the lodge takes the bait)286—or eleventh volume. Consider how wrong all your estimates of working time have been up to now. And, more than anything else, you will not really have time for the Bible in the seven or the five months—no time in the seven because Palestine devours people [Numbers 13:32], and none in the five (provided there are that many and that urgent demands, like time off for workers, do not eat into it) because then the European claims, which you cannot, must not, will not shake off, not to mention your personal affairs, will demand their full measure of time, which means that of the five months no more than three at most would remain for the real work. Added to this is the inner adjustment. Even if you read German in Jerusalem and read about the book in question, you will lack there the real motivating sense of mission for such a specific golus287 project. I believe in the sanctity of the force of “circumstances”—e.g., if we, non-Zionists and Zionists, had banded together in the [Jewish] Agency not at the ratio fifty-fifty but at the ratio eighty-twenty, we would nevertheless sail in your wake in all essential matters. And even though in the firm of B & R your investment of working capital amounts to eighty percent and mine to only twenty, the goal and effectiveness of the work are determined by the goal and work contributed by me, the golus Jew.

We must therefore try to get Magnes to agree that, during the next few years (five at the most), you have to be there in person for only two months (possibly three in the later years)—in other words, that he will keep the position open for you until you can fill it on a full-time basis. […]

382. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Zurich, August 20, 1929 »

Dear Paulchen,

Your second letter, the one dated August 18, was particularly important to me, for it helped me to see many things more clearly. We are in full agreement.

Your assumption that there has been talk is incorrect. [Joseph] Horovitz spoke only with Magnes. There was no discussion of personalities at the faculty meeting—not because of any Zionist resistance, but because the natural scientists, who are in the majority on the faculty, demanded that the academic head be chosen by the faculty itself. Since it is a matter of changing the statutes of the university, this task as well as the question of the appointee was turned over to a committee which is to report at next year’s meeting. A majority of this committee favors me, so we shall have to wait and see what happens.

There is no doubt that a considerable number of Zionists fear the preponderance of my “orientation,”288 but thus far this opposition has not made itself felt. That these Zionists did not know anything is evidenced by the fact that they did not oppose the formation of the committee. Also, some people quite unsuspectingly expressed to me entirely different speculations about Magnes’s plans.

For the rest, it is entirely in keeping with the customary pace that this important matter was entrusted to a committee in the first place.

I have a meeting with Magnes tomorrow afternoon. He told me that he was working on another plan. I shall write you tomorrow evening what it is all about.

Rosenzweig wrote me a letter in which he gives me his consent but points out that a vacation of only five months and my duties, especially in the first years, would not leave me enough time to complete the Bible translation. As you can imagine, this letter made a profound impression on me. It makes me feel that I cannot leave until those books of the Bible that cause serious difficulties have been completed, and this means at least three more years’ work.

Today I conferred at length with [Salman] Schocken, and we came to an agreement in principle. By mid-September I am to submit to him a budget as well as my personal requirements, and then he will make a final decision. In drawing up a budget, I shall have to get the help of an expert.

Come what may, I am planning to make a more expansive and more flexible life style possible for us. You must feel more free, be able to work, get out into the world more. This also means that you must be able to relinquish some of your household chores, which in turn means that we shall have to make the necessary alterations on our house. For all this, a financial basis will have to be created, one way or another. […]

383. Hans Kohn to Martin Buber
« En route from Dresden to Berlin, August 26, 1929 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

[…] The events in Palestine are very bad.289 All of us share in the blame, for we should never have let things come to such a pass. Declarations simply do not do the trick. And if we do not act, act “unconditionally,” i.e., without consideration for the self-interest of groups, much more blood will and must flow. (This time there was more bloodshed among Arabs than among Jews; Jews joined the British in suppressing the uprising of colonial peoples!) If in the early summer of 1928, when conditions had improved, we had assumed a basically positive attitude toward the Arab demands for popular representation, which is what Hugo [Bergmann] and I advocated, many things could have been avoided. Now, because of our cowardice and inaction, the Revisionists290 have managed to strike their blow, which was aimed in equal measure against the Arabs on the one hand and the [Zionist] Executive and Va’ad Le’umi,291 with their “feeble” posture, on the other. Great misfortune will flow from this Revisionist victory, even if they achieve their aim (“legion”): years of hatred, military suppression, the moral defeat of Zionism! We ought to do something now, fight further misfortune, hate, and fear. But with us it is as it was with the Germans in the World War. And it will soon be too late.

384. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, October 10, 1929 »

My esteemed Doctor,

It is a long time since I have heard from you, but I nevertheless assume that you welcome my occasional communications and that you received my various letters as well as my Grimm article292 and my essay in the Bavarian paper on the Bible translation.293

Today, a topical subject much on my mind urges me to write. The situation in Palestine and that of Zionism are very serious, because those who see the truth and would do the right thing have no power and no prospect of attaining it. Further, the exertion of influence on the Jewish Agency people who are sympathetic to us—an idea that occurred almost simultaneously to Robert Weltsch294 in Berlin and to me here, and which was approved by you, as I gather from your letter to Weltsch—will probably take too long to be effective. Perhaps there is a shorter way: to enlist Weizmann.295 Such a revolution is necessary for Zionist thinking, politics, propaganda, determination, and education—so that we may save the Zionism of this generation, i.e., put it into practice. It can only arise gradually from below—time is too short for this—yet perhaps it could also be hastened, in its most important political result, from above. Only Weizmann perhaps still has the authority within the movement to bring about a change of thinking. This is alien to his nature, but perhaps no more alien than the peace he made with the “assimilationists” not out of love but out of political expediency.296 Maybe if you were to write to him, Dr. Buber, as an old friend who will still mean to him, as to all of us, a piece of Jewish Zionist conscience, maybe such an appeal will reach him. Perhaps the argument should be: you brought us peace with the people of Europe: the Balfour Declaration [endorsed by] the League of Nations; you brought us peace with the Jewish people: the Jewish Agency; now you must crown your historic work by the third peace: that with our neighbors. I could imagine that Weizmann, if he were to pursue this task with the same energy that he applied to the creation of the Jewish Agency, would succeed and save us. What do you think? And would you like to try? […]
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Members of the Democratic Fraction, 1902: (front, left to right) Berthold Feiwel, Martin Buber; (rear) E. M. Lilien, Chaim Weizmann, Davis Trietsch
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Paula Buber (right) with (right to left) Eva, nurse, and Rafael, circa 1903
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Martin Buber during his student years in Vienna
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Paula Buber (née Winkler) at about thirty
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Martin and Paula Buber with Rafael and Eva in Italy, 1907 (Courtesy of Emmanuel Strauss, Jerusalem)
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Carl Buber in Karlsbad, aged eighty
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Buber (third row from back) with Eva (to his right) at the Lao Tse conference in Switzerland, 1924. Ludwig Strauss is the first man at the far left (Courtesy of Emmanuel Strauss, Jerusalem)
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In 1916 Buber moved from Berlin to the town of Heppenheim near Frankfurt am Main, where he began to edit the monthly journal Der Jude
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In 1923, at the age of forty-five, Buber published his classic, I and Thou, and accepted a lectureship in the study of Jewish religion and ethics at the University of Frankfurt
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With publisher Salman Schocken. Schocken Verlag published Buber and Rosenzweig’s multivolume translation of the Bible into German in the 1930s
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With Nahum N. Glatzer, Buber’s lifelong friend, former student, and successor at the University of Frankfurt. In America, Professor Glatzer taught Jewish studies at Brandeis University
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Buber at seventy-five (Photograph by Tita Binz, Heidelberg)
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At the Hebrew University, May 2, 1960: Buber, Theodor Heuss, president of the Federal Republic of Germany (standing), Samuel Hugo Bergmann, Gershom Scholem, and Ernst Akiba Simon (Photograph by Kurt Meyerowitz, Jerusalem, courtesy of Mrs. Toni Simon)
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Buber and his grandchildren at his home in Jerusalem (Courtesy of the Buber family)
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Hebrew University students lead a torchlight procession in front of Buber’s home in Jerusalem to celebrate his eighty-fifth birthday, February 8, 1963 (Photograph by David Harris, Jerusalem)
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Buber conversing with Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion at a celebration in honor of his eightieth birthday, February 1958
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Buber delivers his address “A Believing Humanism,” upon receiving the Erasmus Prize in Amsterdam, July 3, 1963
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Buber in his study, 1963


385. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« Merano, October 30, 1929 »

My dear Martin, Many thanks for your kind letter. An intervention on our part is not such a simple matter.297 The Arabs interpret every step to mean only that we are insincere and mendacious or that we are afraid. They hardly believe us to be capable of any other sentiments. But I have induced the [Zionist] Executive to get in touch immediately with Palestine and the government. I believe that the moral aspect of this matter outweighs all other considerations.

As regards the large problem of conciliation, at the moment it is aggravated by several factors. The Arabs are confident of victory, and in this they are confirmed by many of the British, by the anti-Semites and Catholics, and possibly by Moscow as well. The Jews for their part—the Revisionists and chauvinists—agitate and have no clear conception of what they really want. I shall, of course, try my best and pursue the matter vigorously, but it is very difficult. I am leaving here on the first of the month and going to London via Paris. I shall be very pleased to hear from you. Prof. Horovitz298 from Frankfurt am Main might help; perhaps you can speak with him. I am feeling better and resuming my work.

386. Martin Buber to Chaim Weizmann
« Heppenheim, November 11, 1929 »

Dear Chaim,

[…] To my great regret, I hear that the Political Committee299 has voted to oppose any action against the execution of the death sentences.300 What is involved here is by no means merely a moral question but an eminently political one: 1) a contribution to the defusing of the situation; 2) a contribution to the solidification of wavering sympathies. Both are all the more important because at the moment we can do little else toward these goals. And the argument that this would be interpreted as weakness on our part does not seem valid to me; if I save my enemy’s life, it is a proof not of weakness but of power and the consciousness of power.

387. Hans Kohn to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, December 10, 1929 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

My book about you301 must be out by now. I clearly feel that it represents a turning point in my development, being a book that was not conceived or written as an avowal and yet became one. A turning point and an avowal in a dual sense: looking backward, it is thanks for and an accounting of twenty years of progress and work, a period that began with your speech about the meaning of Judaism302 and that was shaded and guided by your teachings, a period in the center of which stands a Zion that is only now revealing itself to me in its true form—a form that has nothing in common with the civil war in Palestine, a bad war that has been raging since 1917 and perhaps even longer but that we were not able to see from Prague around 1910. A turning point and an avowal of the future: it is not an accident, even though it was completely unintended and unpremeditated, that in my third chapter, the one devoted to the World War, I conclude your Zionist development with a Zionist creed that most people will no longer regard as Zionist, and that in the fourth chapter, about the period of your maturity, only two great forces dominate the scene: [on the one hand] Judaism—Jewish, human religiosity—and [on the other] its penetration of life, particularly in the area in which according to Jewish tradition religiosity has always had to stand the test: in the area of communal life, of interpersonal relationships and human fellowship, in the policies of religious socialism. When I first drafted the book, many years ago in London, and even when I began writing in the fall of 1927, I had no idea what the book would grow into, where it would take me and where I would take it. And now, in 1929, twenty years after 1909, your teachings—perhaps a practical, doctrinaire, consistent, Landauer-like conception of your teachings—have pointed the way to me that I am preparing to pursue. I believe it still is the Zion of 1909 that I am now following; 1909 was the first year of my becoming a human being, 1917 the second, 1929 the third. 1909: That was you, and you were joined by Rilke and poetry, Bergson and mysticism, and so much else that you, directly or indirectly, made accessible to me. 1917: You were no longer consciously present then, perhaps subliminally. Then came the recognition of our “aesthetic detachment,” of the importance of politics and the social order for the life, the dignity, and the humanity of the individual. In those days I was a passionate participant in strange and great times. 1929—again under your influence—clarified 1909 and 1917 for me. Thus my book about you became a book of avowal, a sorting out of my feelings, an espousal of a living politics of the intellect, a new, serene scholarship that wants to serve the [divine] realm in our time, soberly and modestly.

May this book go forth now and give testimony of you and of me, of the path I took in the past, of my struggles in the present, of my attempts for the future. Thanks be to you for the teachings you gave me in 1909 and the clarity you gave me in 1929. And now, may my thirty-ninth year begin in 1930—with, I hope, many more encounters with you and many a stretch of road traveled together with you. […]

388. Hans Kohn to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, December 12, 1929 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

The news of Franz Rosenzweig’s death303 was completely unexpected and painful for me. I saw him only once, about three months ago: a living memorial of the all-conquering power of the spirit and of love (his wife’s). Now he is no more. I understand how hard this must have hit you. The Bible translation, the “new thinking,”304 all of your last ten years were so intimately bound up with Rosenzweig, in work and in life. I hope that his death will lead you to new activity—in the stewardship of your joint intellectual mission, in the completion of the Bible translation.

I am sending you what I did not want to send to Frau Rosenzweig directly, because I do not know whether she can read Hebrew: the brief obituaries that appeared in the local press in response to the telegram.

I was very surprised not to have heard anything from you in such a long time. But I now surmise that [the anticipation of] Rosenzweig’s death cast its shadow before [you].

389. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, December 17, 1929 »

Dear Dr. Simon,

I have just received your card of the 7th. Soon after you mailed it, Franz Rosenzweig was taken from us. Pneumonia had further weakened his already weakened heart, and it stopped beating between midnight and dawn, without a struggle and apparently without suffering. When Edith came to his bedside, he was already gone.

I am sure that you, my dear friend, can imagine how I feel. […]

390. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, February 27, 1930 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

Under separate cover I sent you today a copy of the talk about Rosenzweig and his book that I gave at the university, and I hope it will reach you safely. My speech was printed exactly as I delivered it.305 Epstein306 was supposed to print it in Tarbiz, but he objected to Hölderlin, who is not yet well known around here.307 But surely it is a step forward that problems which ought to concern all of us could be discussed at the university—for the first time, I believe.

There is more in my heart about Rosenzweig than I was able to say here; the day may come when people will study and discuss this book308 as they do Guide for the Perplexed.309 Ernst Simon always says that Rosenzweig cared so much about a Hebrew translation of his Star of Redemption, its being “saved” by being put into that language. But this was easier with the Guide. To translate the Star takes more doing and is not possible without a critique. There are pages in it that are not translatable, at least not in this generation. The very fact that the philosophy of language is tied to a substantially different language places a great burden on the Hebrew language, and I cannot imagine anyone who could undertake this translation without completely rethinking entire portions—something that cannot be done, of course.310 These are difficulties that are bound to become quite apparent in the translation of your own writings (e.g., I and Thou) as well.

From the last issue of Kirjath Sepher, I am enclosing for you a supplement to “Bratzlav Hasidism”;311 the offprint bears the running pagination of the journal.

It was my intention to travel to Europe this year and I hoped to be able to visit you, but my work does not permit me to get away. Because of the August disturbances we were not able to do any serious work for three months; [contemplating] their meaning did not permit it. And I am very sorry that I cannot even discuss my studies with you. For the first time I have dealt with Lurianic Kabbalah in my seminar. Will you come to see us? Your visit seems to keep getting postponed.

391. Alfred Mombert to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, April 1, 1930 »

Dear Martin Buber,

To begin with, I should like to tell you that it is a joy for me to own Isaiah, this gigantic prophet and mysterious volcano, the greatest “expressionist” the world has ever seen, in your new German version. To know that what was for years regarded as the form of intellectual expression is not the last word after all, that, over and above that, new possibilities are shown in the same language—surmountings, innovations, enhancements—is a rejuvenating experience. It is especially so for me, who seems to have an urge to leave all veilings behind. […]

392. Joseph Wittig to Martin Buber
« Schlegel/Kreis Neurode, April 18, 1930 »

Dear Friend,

[…] But now there still remains the editorial preface to “From Franz Rosenzweig’s Unpublished Writings.”312 I first gave it just a close reading, but now it lies on my soul like a gray, heavy grief that is becoming more and more oppressive. Yesterday we celebrated Maundy Thursday, which became Farewell Thursday when I read those lines in the evening. And today is Good Friday. I need hardly tell you how the memory of the past combines with the surprise of the present for me and becomes one. But I must get something off my chest that probably came from many hearts that night: “What is to become of us now?” I do not mean you and me, but us, the unit this word represents us to be. You will not be able to give me an answer, but I must ask, for this question is the only gratitude that I can express to you for your fellowship during the past four years. The periodical is complete in itself the way a multivolume work is complete in itself. But the author of a book is not complete when he writes Finis or Explicit. “We” remain in our incomplete lives. For this reason I beg you to keep me in mind and let me participate in some fashion in your work and your life. During all these years I have had an insatiable hunger to know everything about you and know your opinion about everything, every event and every matter. To me, you were always a closed chalice that was handed to me only quite rarely, and I did not always want to use the skeleton keys of my questions. I, on the other hand, feel like a chalice that can be drained to the dregs by anyone. On the eve of his Passion, Jesus got together with his friends and gave them to drink from his chalice.

I know that there will be a life for us after the completion of Die Kreatur. Every time we meet again, be it in a project or in a letter or on a visit, will be an Easter day for me.

393. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, May 22, 1930 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

I was delighted with your last letter, and I would certainly be happy to put my advice at your disposal if you feel that it can be of use to you. The fact of the matter is that I know very little about biblical studies,313 and in all these years I have, so to speak, become estranged from the peshat314 with the exception of my few old loves. Added to this is the fact that, in the course of the years here, one easily loses one’s faculty to discriminate among the nuances and finer points of the German language, and thus I sometimes can no longer muster a clear judgment where I probably would have ventured one at an earlier date. […]

I think it is quite likely that I shall write something about Rosenzweig again,315 though not right away, but I could do so only from an entirely different perspective, namely, from that of the third part of his book. Once the hieroglyphics there have been interpreted, they will probably turn out to be exciting enough. I wrote Mrs. Rosenzweig about this a few months ago. To be sure, a historical viewpoint would be required for it—let us say frankly, the viewpoint of Zionism, which has in recent times threatened to become unreal. I do not know whether you share my feeling, but there would be no use in denying that the countenance of the Zionist cause has darkened in catastrophic fashion for us (and by this I mean the people who at bottom are alone in bearing the Brit Shalom).316 After all, the gloomy insights that we have had do not extend to the political question of the Arabs but concern the physiognomy of a cause that in a historic hour is of necessity assuming definite form—and to have devoted a life to this cause threatens to prove to have been a dubious undertaking. The torment of this condition, which Ernst Simon may demonstrate to you more clearly than I am able to do here, is reaching the limits of endurability. After all, we have to realize that our interpretation of Zionism does no good if someday (and there is no mistaking the fact that the decisive hour has come) the face of Zionism, even that which is only turned inward, should prove to be that of a Medusa. To be sure, this is the moment for whose sake many of us, and certainly I myself, are here. We believe that it would be unbearable to have to realize that our cause has failed without our having participated. The frightful inner condition, the complete demoralization that are revealing themselves to us here leave us hardly any hope that something can still be done. After all, historic hours do not return, and there is no making up of anything that has been lost for the regeneration of Judaism during the past six months. But if a definite and fixed image of Zionism becomes historical in our time, where shall we stand and how will it be possible to have discussions that will no longer proceed on the basis of a living power but from the magical double of a stage peopled by ghosts—discussions in which even the saddest of all questions, the question of blame, will assume a fearful but justified and genuine and ineluctable actuality? I believe I have given you a rough idea of the situation in which we live here, and it is certainly not the situation that would justify a critical examination of Rosenzweig, which needs a different atmosphere.

It is already very late and this letter must go out, and thus I hope to write you about other things when another opportunity presents itself. In three weeks I shall also be able to send you my new book about the Kabbalah manuscripts in Jerusalem.317

394. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Berlin, August 16, 1930 »

Dear Herr Buber,

[…] What you wrote me about volume 11318 is quite painful. So it once again took us a whole year for a volume, and there is no predicting when the entire work will be ready. You must not forget that in the future you will surely need a lot of time for your obligations at the university.319 As you know, I fully understand that you cannot work any faster than you are doing now, but publishing only one volume per year really won’t do. The intervals between volumes keep getting longer, and almost every day I hear complaints from book dealers about the slow pace of publication. At this rate, the project will grind to a halt. I am sure the slow pace is deterring a great many buyers and readers; soon people will begin to doubt whether the project is continuing. […]

395. Martin Buber to Robert Weltsch
« October 21, 1930 »

Dear Friend, The news of your wife’s death320 came as a profound shock to me. The irruption of something that is incomprehensible and can never be comprehended, and not only by those most immediately involved; those who feel close to the bereaved share in the experience, their hearts stand still, and time itself, as well as all plans for the future, is thrown out of kilter. It had become such a natural thing to me that you had that quiet, good wife. Every time I thought of you, my knowledge of the care and hominess you enjoyed in your marriage was part of these thoughts. And now it is becoming painfully and confusingly difficult for me to realize that this is gone, that you have become lonely in this harshest of fashions, through the destruction of the central relationship of your life. Your friends, among whom I feel I now belong more than ever, will try to give you as much of a living presence and company as friendship is capable of giving. But healing can come only from the hand that dealt the blow. If we integrate the destroyed attachment to the beloved creature into our connectedness with the mystery itself, we are, no less incomprehensibly, vouchsafed consolation. This has been my experience, and this is what I wish for you with all my wishing strength.

My wife also begs to assure you of her heartfelt sympathy.

396. Martin Buber to Salman Schocken
« Heppenheim, November 11, 1930 »

Dear Herr Schocken,

I have given the subject of our last conversation some thought and come to the following conclusions:


1. The only question of immediate interest is that, after Jeremiah appears in print (which is scheduled for January), I be enabled to do my own work for at least six months without any work on the Bible translation and, if possible, without any lectures. I am convinced that during this period I shall manage to produce a work in the field of general religious studies as well as the first part of my work on the Bible.

2. I have reason to assume that my position as a scholar will be so strengthened after the publication of these works that any university, including the University of Berlin, can be offered a Shocken Institute for Religious Studies under my direction or at least a Schocken Chair in Jewish Religious History (including a seminar [for teachers’ training]), with myself as the incumbent. Incidentally, the dean of humanities at the University of Frankfurt recently gave me some news that is of both intrinsic and practical importance to me—namely, that the field to which I have been appointed adjunct professor is (general) religious studies. Thus, this is something that can rightly be called a stepping stone. […]



397. Max Brod to Martin Buber
« Prague, February 4, 1931 »

My dear Herr Buber,

Please be good enough to sign the enclosed text entitled “Presenting Franz Kafka”321 and return it to me as soon as possible. My invitation to sign this document is going to only the following six authors: Martin Buber, Gerhart Hauptmann, Hermann Hesse, Heinrich Mann, Thomas Mann, and Franz Werfel. If time permits and I can get the addresses, I would like to ask André Gide and Paul Valéry to sign as well.

Despite the unfavorable economic situation, the [publishing] house of Kiepenheuer is undertaking the long-delayed publication of Franz Kafka’s collected works.322 The first two volumes to appear under my direction will contain only hitherto-unpublished writings. Whether additional volumes, which are for the most part to reprint and supplement familiar material, can appear depends on whether the publisher has at least some measure of success with the first two volumes.

For this reason I permit myself to ask for your signature. “Presenting Franz Kafka” is to appear in the form of a prospectus containing the plan for the complete edition as well as in some leading journals. […]

398. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheim, February 14, 1931 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

Today, in between my projects, I want at least to answer your questions.

My health is somewhat restored again, and my load of cares is normal, too. I am already reading the page proofs of the Jeremiah translation; it is supposed to be in press this month. Now I shall interrupt my Bible translation for six months, for otherwise I would not have time for anything else. During this period I shall try to complete the first (self-contained) volume of my studies about biblical faith and probably some smaller works as well.323 Also, I want to reduce [my] lectures and trips as much as possible; the old obligations that I have are more than enough if I am to do some real work. Unless something unusual happens, Berlin is not part of my plans during the next few months; otherwise, I should be quite pleased to see you again and answer your questions as best I can. You are right about the Essenes,324 but the great difficulty of a presentation lies in their problematical relationship to the Hasidim of the Talmud.

399. Simon Dubnow to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Berlin, March 3, 1931 »

My dear Colleague,

I remember that in late 1906 you sent to me in St. Petersburg your first book in the field of hasidic teachings, The Tales of Rabbi Nachman. This meant that in the midst of the Russian Revolution there resounded a voice that pursued the mysteries of the universe and immersed itself in the same religious movement with which I had also concerned myself in my youth. In the course of the years, I also read your other books that reveal a new aspect of the teachings of Hasidism, and I have always highly esteemed your work in this field, even though our views differ regarding the real nature of Hasidism and its future fate—a natural difference between a treatment of history and a treatment of the teachings. Now that I have completed a revised version of the first part of my History of Hasidism, I feel indebted to you, and hence I am sending you the German translation as a gift.325 (The Hebrew original is appearing in individual journals in Palestine, but publication is not yet complete.) We have worked in the same field, each in his own way, and if you look into my book, you are sure to find that our works complement each other. I await your reaction.

400. Martin Buber to Simon Dubnow
« Heppenheim, April 3, 1931 »

Most esteemed Herr Dubnow,

Thank you very much for kindly sending me the first volume of your History of Hasidism. It is very gratifying to me that now there is finally available a comprehensive historical presentation of this movement, which is significant not only for Judaism, and one of virtually exemplary accuracy and authenticity. What you say in your letter—namely, that we supplement each other in our work on Hasidism—I felt again and again, and with profound satisfaction, as I read your volume. Up to now we have had only episodic, monographic, and isolated treatments of Hasidism; now for the first time we are offered the events and developments in context, and every moment in it is vivid, immediate, and graphic. That is a gift of incomparable value.

In the bibliography I miss, under section 1, the important and evidently authentic collection of letters (forty-five letters from Rabbi Menachem Mendel of Vitebsk, Rabbi Abraham Kalisker, and others) that is contained in volume 2 of Likutei Amarim.326

401. Margarete von Bendemann-Susman to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, October 24, 1931 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Yesterday you took leave of me so hastily and without the friendly glance that I am used to; perhaps this was only accidental, but I still feel sad about it. For although we hardly see each other anymore and never get a chance to talk, even though the hard, self-sacrificing work of the last year and a half (on Simmel)327 has taken me into a great solitude, while I would have much preferred to go on in a direction related to yours—even though all this is so, I still need to be certain that nothing has changed in your relationship to me, at least nothing but what is caused by your growing work load, the years, and the concomitant estrangement from everything that remains outside your life. And precisely last night I felt close to you with infinite gratitude, felt so strongly that external things, though they surely are more than that, are merely external as compared to the connectedness that a word from you can revive again at any moment.

If I therefore thank you for last night with all my heart, I do so with the request that you be preserved for me and stay kindly disposed toward me.

402. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« Seefeld (Tyrol), December 30, 1931 »

Dear Herr Professor,

[…] I have gone to the mountains for a few days in an attempt to refresh my nerves a bit—something that cannot be done, to be sure, by a mere “change of air.” But the holiday week in Berlin, with all those uninteresting social events, is too unbearable. Up here, there are the sun, the snow, and the magnificent landscape. I shall be back in Berlin, on the fourth of January.

The year 1932 will probably be a strange one in world history. The complete intellectual isolation of the various nations is interesting. How many Germans have even the faintest idea of the real complexity of the situation or of the way the French, the Americans, etc., see it? Yesterday’s Times was right in stating that Germany is hoping for a definitive solution of the reparations problem, but that all Germans interpret this to mean that no more payments are to be made. The Times contrasts this with the French point of view, which is equally unified and definite. And at the same time there grows everywhere, particularly in Germany, an untrammeled national romanticism that renders any solution impossible and can ultimately end only with the total collapse of Germany, whose citizens are just as misled as they were in 1914. And what is to become of the Jews? It is a fateful hour in the truest sense of the term. […]

I am sure you already know that Quervain328 devotes a chapter to you in his book and sharply attacks you in his most recent pamphlet. Have you also seen Blüher’s new book?329 What is moving up on the horizon is ghastly. People will not be able to be surprised if the stake is ablaze again soon. The religious conflict is increasingly coming to the fore. That was really to be expected ever since “liberalism” has become officially dead.

I am glad that your book about messianism330 is finished and that you are able to work well. I hope you are in good health. Incidentally, I find the Schocken Verlag reader331 really excellent.

403. Martin Buber to Shmuel Yosef Agnon
« Heppenheim, April 12, 1932 »

Dear Friend Agnon,

I have wanted to write you for a long time, but precisely because I desired to do so in great detail, I kept putting it off. But the way things are now, I feel that it is better to write in less detail than to postpone it again.

First of all, I must tell you that I was very pleased with the beautifully printed four volumes of your stories332 and that reading The Bridal Canopy in particular gave me great pleasure. I did not read it at one sitting but stopped repeatedly, left it alone for a while without getting it out of my mind, and then picked it up again at a receptive hour. Again and again it gave me the same quiet, pure pleasure. In short, it was as with a bottle of an old vintage wine. There was something strange about it, too: when I came to a passage that I already knew, I did not read it any faster or more cursorily but quaffed it with as much enjoyment as everything else. I may say, then, that the book stood the test with me.

But now I will also tell you why I have not sent you the order of the contents for the first volume of “Corpus Hasidicum.” The reason is that my own work absorbed all my time and energy. In the first place, I felt a particular obligation to the University of Frankfurt, which had appointed me to a professorship in the history of religion—the first time that this subject has been entrusted to a Jew at a German university—without my having published a really scholarly work in this field. For this reason I prepared my lectures with particular care for three semesters. But at the same time the new professorship stimulated me to complete and publish my scholarly projects of many years. I began with a three-volume work about the origin of Israelite messianism. The first volume has just come off the press and will go out to you next week; the second volume and a few smaller writings will follow shortly.333 Fortunately, Schocken Verlag, which is issuing the books, is providing me with a research assistant beginning May 1st, and he will be able to relieve me of much technical work.334 On the basis of the expected easement, I hope to be able to tackle the “Corpus” again. If all goes well, I will give you details about it in May. In addition to establishing the order of the tales, I want to have the torot335 copied and to put them in systematic order right away. Perhaps it will be possible to prepare a German and an English edition at the same time.

That is all for today, in the interest of finally letting you have a sign of life from me.

404. Emil Brunner to Martin Buber
« Zurich, June 6, 1932 »

Dear Herr Buber,

I have read your book Kingship of God with burning interest. At last! Finally we again have a book about the Old Testament that is based on understanding rather than misunderstanding. I expect that it will have a great effect on our Old Testament theology, but it has also helped me to a new and better understanding. For years I have repeatedly said that we need nothing as urgently as a real understanding of the Old Testament, but the literature we have seen up to now gives little evidence of an awakening. Your book seems to me the first one that has really broken through the dreary schematism of objectivizing history with its flattening evolutionistic steamroller and that has attained to a close view of an Old Testament understanding of history. We cannot thank you enough for this.

405. Martin Buber to Gershom Scholem
« Heppenheim, June 10, 1932 »

Dear Herr Scholem,

Thank you for your Dubnow review.336 I hope that as soon as my pressing Bible work permits it, I shall be able to write a hasidic theology. This, to be sure, is predicated on the availability of your presentation of the Kabbalah on which I can base myself.

Since you never received the copy of my book337 I sent to Rome, I am sending you another under separate cover. If you should receive the first copy, kindly return it to me.

406. Leo Baeck to Martin Buber
« Berlin, June 14, 1932 »

My dear Professor Buber,

For the past two weeks I have been with you during every free hour, and each has been a good one. I am a slow reader who reads many things twice, and thus I am only on the sixth chapter,338 which particularly captivates me. But I already want to send you a word of sincere, cordial thanks—first for your kindness in having the book sent to me with your greetings and then, above all, for what the book has given me.

In addition to the wealth of details that gave me new and valuable information, and pending a more detailed comment when I have completed the book, I should like to emphasize only one point today: the book seems important to me from a methodological aspect as well. The “tendentious historical analysis” of the text is indispensable for an understanding of the Bible, and one could almost say that here peshat and drash339 are one and the same thing. I would wish that your book might point the way in this direction as well. Without an understanding of the historical paradox, no access to the Bible can be provided.

407. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« Parma, June 29, 1932 »

Dear Herr Buber, I have finished my first reading of your book340 and want to give you my large thanks for all the new things I learned from it. If I understand your line correctly, the principles that you apply concretely here result in nothing less than a completely new line of biblical scholarship. And if I understand aright your intimation on your last card about a front forming against you among the Protestants,341 those people evidently know quite well what they are doing, for despite the conciliatory nature of your polemic, no one can have any doubt about the murderous consequences for a hitherto widely held attitude which result from an acceptance or success of the attitude demanded by you. The sixth chapter is bound to become the point of departure for a fundamental discussion. I need hardly tell you how much sense your synoptic view of religious phenomena in their “existential” paradoxicality makes to me, because I am attempting to realize it in my own sphere of work in what seems to me a related fashion. It took your book to show me concretely how revolutionary this view must be for the examination of the basic documents. Never before did I have such a clear view of this, nor did I expect it to lead to what may be called such “conservative” insights. One fundamental point remains unclear to me, if I may say so after only one reading, and can perhaps be clarified by you: it is the question whether your “perspectival” orientation (it seems to me I have heard you use that expression) occasionally (and perhaps intentionally??) changes into a teleological one. Here I see another problem. In a few places, I found a marked teleological note in your arguments. I am not at all certain whether you would acknowledge a fundamental conflict between two such views. I presume that your critics use as their focal point arguments of this nature, which at least include the teleological elements. Or am I mistaken about this?

I cannot possibly agree with some of your individual interpretations, and I am convinced that you will not be able to maintain them (e.g., on p. 153—this is more than daring and more tempting in German than in the original, where the strictly copulative form directly contradicts your interpretation—the text would have to read something like la-ish milhamah).342 Then, too, I still cannot make up my mind about the very important question whether your interpretation of ehye asher ehye343 (which, unless I am mistaken, you have for years presented as the only possible one) should stand. (Incidentally, in my estimation the passage about this in your book is too brief: it would have been well if you had repeated your discussion of such an important point, which I recall having read elsewhere. This is a request for the second edition!)

As for your presentation of, and formulations about, theocracy and anarchy, I have read them with the utmost interest, since I have come to the same conclusion in my own studies (you must have found it expressed in my critique of [Rosenzweig’s] Star of Redemption).344 The significance of this connection for every stratum of Jewish reality is incalculable, and I deem myself fortunate to have found confirmation of your testimony of this in such a prominent place. I assume that these pages will be the focal point of your third volume.

I hope that it will be possible for me to read your book again by the time we meet. As regards the time, I believe, dear Herr Buber, that you should definitely go to Basel.345 I have the definite impression that the affairs of the university are far more critical than the way they are presented. Once this date has been fixed, I would certainly try to visit you beforehand if you could find the time for me. […]

408. Martin Buber to Gershom Scholem
« Heppenheim, July 1, 1932 »

Dear Herr Scholem,

I am very pleased that you have been so receptive to the essence of my intentions. We must have a detailed discussion of the “teleological” aspects. It seems, incidentally, that the most controversial position is destined to be not what you mean but my evaluation of the texts and their historical utilization—in this volume, particularly the seventh chapter.346 (Mowinckel is the rock of the prevailing opinion.)347 On page 153 (and on many others) I have evidently expressed myself too tersely. It is by no means my view that wird [becomes] should be translated; I only want to make the point that ish milhamah [warrior] is not a definition of a nature but an incidental observation—something like “Why, that’s a warrior!” Which means that he can be that, too, if it is required (and it is, for he does have enemies); it is not his profession, but it is the specific—and perfect—capability that in this situation springs from his being present; he “becomes” it where it is necessary.

You are right in saying that ehye [he will be] must be given more thorough treatment; I did not want to burden the context even more; in the decisive points, I thought I could content myself with referring to Rosenzweig,348 the source of the suggestion and what I believe to be the most important interpretation (asher = als der; B. Jacob349 discovered the treasure, but he did not unearth it). More in person about this as well.

I have had no authoritative word about the time of the Basel meeting; a Palestinian source has named August 8. I do not even know Magnes’s European address. But I shall ask the committee of three to which I belong to make an official inquiry about the date. Going there represents a real sacrifice for me this time, but if it is necessary, I must of course do it. In any case, if you wish, we can fix August 3 for your visit; I shall certainly not have to depart before August 6. […]

P.S. I am currently working on the book about the adoptionist problem (Psalms 2:7) which is to be inserted between “The Coming One”350 1 and 2 and which I outlined as early as 1912. If you can give me kabbalistic sources for this, I shall be very grateful. Have you, incidentally, ever really concerned yourself with John 3:1–8? In my book I use it as a point of departure, and I am excited about the possibility of an entirely new interpretation.

409. Joseph Wittig to Martin Buber
« Schlegel/Neusorge, September 6, 1932 »

Dear Friend,

Today was a day with you again. This morning your book Dialogue351 reached us. I had finished all the little tasks that are entrusted to me, had written all the necessary letters, and actually am waiting to be given something to do for the day. I still think I should finally be vouchsafed the beginning of a new little Michael Gottschlich book,352 and today I was going to try to make such a beginning. I have never had an empty day, and I am so afraid of an empty day.

Then your book came, and I read it from the first page to the last. In the meantime, the sun described its great arc, and when it sank behind the mountains, I followed it for a stretch—and prayed, as I usually do when I walk alone. All the while I thought about what my parents and clergymen had told me about prayer in my youth, including “praying without cease”; I recognized it by the substance of your book! Now it is evening and I am deeply moved; the friend whom I love teaches people to pray. And I feel as happy as if I had done it myself. Alas, I could have done it only with the old words by which people feel no longer summoned but repelled.

I therefore thank you for this book with all my heart. […]

410. Jakob Wilhelm Hauer to Martin Buber
« Tübingen, September 30, 1932 »

My dear Professor Buber,

Our Comburg workshop353 will take place from January 2 to 7, and this time in Kassel. The main theme is “The Intellectual and Religious Foundations of a Völkisch [Nationalist-Racial] Movement.” In this connection, we will attempt as well to continue and expand the discussion of the Jewish question that was started during the last workshop. I have just received word from Professor Krieck,354 a National Socialist, that he will attend and, unlike other National Socialists, not refuse to have a discussion with you. Thus, I would like to ask you kindly to attend our conference this year and speak about the Jewish question in connection with the völkisch movement and the building of a state based on its principles.

I thank you very kindly for your book,355 which I have started reading with great interest. Here at last is a work that was written under the inspiration of the spirit of that history. Its graphic quality and inner dynamics move me again and again. Unfortunately, I have been so overburdened that I have had to put it aside in recent days. But I will continue reading it as soon as I can. […]

411. Martin Buber to Jakob Wilhelm Hauer
« October 4, 1932 »

My dear Professor Hauer,

I cannot discuss the Jewish question in accordance with your request to do so “in connection with the völkisch movement and the building of a state based on its principles.” This would mean that I am in basic agreement with the building of such a state and formulate theses and proposals for the treatment of the Jewish question within this framework. However, even though peoplehood is very important to me, I regard the idea of a völkisch state as problematical and its absolutization, which is common today, as the direct road to the coming catastrophe. On the other hand, I would by no means feel entitled to present these general misgivings of mine at a conference such as the one you described. What I agreed to do some time ago was something different: since texts had been “quoted” that are none, I acceded to your request for an authentic discussion of what Judaism teaches and does not teach. As you will remember, my terms were related to this: advance specification of the texts to be used, etc. I stated that on this basis I was prepared to have a discussion even with National Socialists. What you ask me to do now, however, is something else; it includes the acceptance of a different basis, one that is no longer neutral (in the good sense of the word) but tendentiously determined, and this basis cannot be mine.

412. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheint, October 23, 1932 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

What you wrote me about your ailing friends356 touched me greatly, and I understand well what you say about your inner difficulties. To have to doubt God (and yet not to despair of him) seems to be almost part of the genuine privilege of believing, and it is one of the Bible’s greatest teachings that God rejects Job’s friends but affirms Job (42:7).

The Judaica volume, which I have retitled Struggle for Israel,357 has been set in type, with the exception of a few small items which I must still work out (the volume of the Yiddish periodical folk un land, which contains important addresses,358 has still not been located);359 I plan to start correcting the page proofs this month. I wanted to include my response to Rosenzweig,360 and thus a few weeks ago I dug out my correspondence with him on this subject in order to prepare the manuscript, but I was not able to muster the requisite concentration. It would require spending a week or more in seclusion and with exclusive attention to this task, but that is not possible now. Added to this is a feeling that this essay would somehow burst the confines of the book and leap out of it; it will probably be better if it is treated separately. But it is very much on my mind, and I shall get to it as soon as circumstances are favorable. The book, incidentally, has turned out to be a substantial volume of more than four hundred pages.

Last week I translated Hosea, an extraordinarily difficult task; I have discovered a lot of new things in it. (I am now completing the Minor Prophets, because I want to take a rest before the Psalms. Ezekiel will appear in the near future.) On top of that, there is my work on the history of religion (I plan to publish my interpretation of John 3:1–8 in a scholarly journal; it diverges from all earlier ones),361 as well as preparation for my rather difficult course (Mysticism as a Historical Phenomenon). In addition, I am reading all sorts of contemporary writings on the theological-political problem, which I shall have to deal with in one form or another. I am considering applying for a leave during the summer term.

413. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, December 2, 1932 »

Dear Dr. Simon,

Your essay on Dialogue362 is very good. My conception of myself differs from yours in one not-insignificant point: I believe I am not giving an “answer” at all, neither a complete nor a piecemeal one, but rather a pointer in the literal sense of the word—not a theoretical but a practical and factual one—a pointing of the way, as expressly stated in the third section. That is why in my afterword363 I speak of a supplement to (the theoretical) I and Thou. This pointer can, of course, be interpreted as an answer, but in my estimation only in the form of a quite simple reference to something that is actually occurring (the dialogic life). Therefore, even though I do not share your view, I have a high opinion of your essay—because it is based on good premises.

I shall deal at length with fascism and communism in my book on the community.364 It seems to me that these movements cannot be comprehended as “past” and “future”; I would be glad if I could assume that in fascism “only dead things rise again ghostlike,” but I cannot do so. In my view, the relationship between the two is like that of wrong to the false realization of right. But Dialogue is concerned only with the inner How, and in this they are equal in a negative sense. […]

Shestov365 recently sent me the manuscript of a very interesting discussion of Dialogue that he is publishing by invitation in the Blätter für deutsche Philosophie but wants to have printed in French as well.

At present I am concerning myself a great deal with the theological problem of the state. Modern theology has gone to monstrous lengths in its one-sided faith in authority; this needs to be opposed.

Two small points regarding your essay:


1. What I really mean by primal recollection (which, to be sure, is hardly discernable to the reader) is that I am interpreting the dream with which I am dealing as a memory of a primeval world (the cave, the struggle against small predatory animals, and other features that I do not mention).

2. Not “Christian Florens” but Florens Christian [Rang] (he arbitrarily added the name Florens media in vita: “Blossom, frozen Christian”).



414. Albert Schweitzer to Martin Buber
« [Königsfeld] December 3, 1932 »

Dear Martin Buber,

Your books are very dear to me. Alas, fatigue and tremendous work prevent me from writing you as I would like to. But you should know that I have not forgotten you, that I follow all your work with interest and would so much like to have a heart-to-heart talk with you. Will that ever be granted me? How often I envy you your peaceful, quiet creativity! My lot is disquiet and all sorts of things from which I then have to wrest concentration for my work. Frequently I can hardly go on. […]

The Hidden Light is wonderful. How much life there is in rabbinical Judaism! I have such a strong feeling for it. Jeremiah, Isaiah, and Ezekiel are splendidly translated. But what is particularly valuable to me is Dialogue, a book in which you present your own thoughts and in which I find so many things we have in common. […] I thank you particularly for this wonderfully simple and profound book of yours.

[…] In February I shall leave for Africa again. I hope to complete a rough draft of my Reverence for Life Mysticism366 by then.

My fond thoughts and sincere thanks. […] And I am looking forward to a discussion about St. Paul, whom I rescued from Hellenism.367 Harnack368 shared my pleasure. […]

415. Martin Buber to Albert Schweitzer
« Heppenheim, December 5, 1932 »

Dear Albert Schweitzer,

Thank you for your kind words.

Since my letter to you,369 your book on St. Paul has made an even deeper impression on me. It is very important to me to discuss with you the questions raised by it. I shall be very glad to come to Königsfeld for that purpose and ask you only to let me know some time in advance. I am no longer free during the first part of January, but the second part would be all right—with the exception of Thursday, when I teach.

Should you by then have found time to read my book Kingship of God (which has been sent to you, I hope), I would be glad to be able to discuss its basic questions with you as well, for I believe they also belong in the area of our mutual concerns.

416. Gertrud Bäumer to Martin Buber
« Berlin, January 7, 1933 »

My dear Herr Buber,

What must be said by “our” side about your lecture yesterday370—what a long and exciting day!—and about the great historical and current reality of faith you showed us cannot be properly expressed in the small and lightly spoken words of a discussion in a larger circle. Nor do I know whether I could have said these things properly even if a discussion had materialized. But I am oppressed by the feeling that your talk met with insufficient response—even from me, due to these outward inhibitions. And for this reason I wrote you in thought during last night’s train ride and would like to do so in reality in the Saturday calm of the ministry.371

I feel that any comment on your words would have had to be prefaced with an acknowledgment of the greatness and the power of the religious world which you presented in its full and graphic meaning. Just as you say that the memory of Sinai is more than the recalling of a historical fact, the presence of this world among us has also been more than a report given in religion class. And I would actually say that from this vantage point, and only from it, all questions of “reception” can be answered very simply, correctly, and in a manner worthy of both parties. Should we not readily and gratefully accept those who bring this powerful reality, which touches us so directly, to us and give them the outward conditions under which they can maintain and preserve it in peace and purity? That is how I perceived the question, and that is why I found the entire discussion terrible, even the well-meant aspects of it—on account of the wrong course it took because of the initial questions. I should really not burden this letter with this reminder of another of the many painful discussions of a similar nature, for this letter was only intended to thank you once more. I can tell you that I have felt the great directness of your communication in only very few of my own “faith” (I have to use quotation marks!). That, under these conditions and in this circle, you were able to speak so freely and relaxedly of your reality was something absolutely triumphant and compelling for all people whom you could possibly care about.

You will let me know when Nicodemus appears, won’t you?372

It is nice to have here, among the files, a memory that wells up in me warmly and vividly—and I thank you for that.

417. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, February 14, 1933 »

[…] Thus far Hitlerism has not harmed me directly, but I am prepared for anything, especially after what nationalistic writers such as Hans Blüher have written about my alleged attitude during the war;373 although it is not true, I of course left it uncorrected.

Incidentally, I recently gave a very straightforward talk on Israel and the nations which will appear in print. This was at the Kassel workshop of the Freie Dienst374 (under Hauer’s chairmanship), which dealt with “the religious and intellectual foundations of a völkisch movement” and had among its speakers nationalists such as Heilscher375 (whose downright anti-Semitic treatment of the Jewish question in his book The Reich, pp. 329ff., is worth reading) and [Ernst] Krieck376 (whom the National Socialists, characteristically, did not nominate for the post of Prussian Minister of Culture, though he was the only serious candidate among them; he simply has too much of a sense of responsibility for them). Also, a public discussion in Stuttgart with Professor Karl Ludwig Schmidt (a leading Protestant theologian) about state, people, and Judaism is scheduled to be published,377 and a similar discussion with a Catholic theologian is planned for the spring.378

The prognosis depends on the outcome of the imminent fights between the groups in the government. We must assume that no shift in the balance of power in favor of the National Socialists will be permitted, even if their parliamentary base vis-à-vis the German Nationalists is proportionally strengthened. In that case, one of two things will happen: either the Hitlerites will remain in the government anyway; then they will be sent to fight the proletariat, which will split their party and render it harmless for the time being. Or they will leave the government; then a state of emergency will in all probability be declared, and, in view of the enormously increased technical superiority of the army as compared to earlier times of crisis, the government will almost without a doubt prevail over the masses. As long as the present condition holds, there can be no thought of Jew-baiting or anti-Jewish laws, only of administrative oppression. Anti-Semitic legislation would be possible only if the balance of power shifts in favor of the National Socialists, but as I have said above, this is hardly to be expected. Jew-baiting is only possible during the interval between the National Socialists’ leaving the government and the proclamation of a state of emergency. […]

418. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« Berlin, March 22, 1933 »

Dear Professor Buber,

[…] Most of our friends, not to mention the other Jews, have not yet adapted to the new situation and, for example, have not yet comprehended that it will be necessary for us to set up a complete educational and school system of our own. This will be tremendously difficult in view of the fact that German Jewry is at the same time caught up in an abrupt process of impoverishment. It is, in any case, a situation for which no one was prepared, and it will take a lot of doing to keep German Jewry from simply giving up on itself. […]

419. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheim, March 24, 1933 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

[…] On a personal note, my friend, I can tell you that if the core of German Jewry places its trust in me (with the exception of the Orthodox separatists, of course),379 I would be prepared to undertake the direction of the Jewish educational system in Germany. We can accomplish something only with strict centralization.380

420. Jakob Wilhelm Hauer to Martin Buber
« Tübingen, March 27, 1933 »

My dear Martin Buber,

How often I have thought of you during the past weeks! It is not an easy time for you. It seems to me to be all the more necessary to tackle the Jewish question because, in discussions with those who now want to solve this problem, one encounters an almost astonishing confusion. Your essay ought to have a clarifying effect.381 I am of the opinion, and I said so recently in a lecture at a workshop, that for the solution of the Jewish question one ought to have a discussion with people like you. I am well aware that for the time being I am banging my head against a stone wall. But that does not prevent me from expressing this request, just as I say in reference to the Communists that the international and proletarian problem cannot be solved without having a dialogue with the workers, including their most extremist representatives. I fight unceasingly for this idea. Therefore I thought that you might repeat your lecture in such a way that the concrete demands you make are clearly brought out. At the conference you demanded that the Jews be fully accepted as “resident aliens.” This, I believe, should be expanded along more concrete lines. Whether or not the others join you on this basis is not so important. It seems to me that the main thing is that your side state immediately what can and must really be hoped for and demanded from your point of view.

Then we shall see whether or not people will listen. […]

421. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, March 28, 1933 »

Dear Dr. Simon,

[Hugo] Bergmann has already written me of the decision in your case,382 and it distressed him deeply, as it did me. It is a bad symptom of Palestinian national assimilation.

I have had no direct word from [Salman] Schocken in a long time; he returned home only recently and is evidently heavily burdened with business matters. Schneider’s383 letters do not give me a clear picture of the prospects and plans of the publishing house; in a few weeks I will go to Berlin for a few days and speak with both of them. Of your plans, only those concerning Rosenzweig384 and Bialik385 seem likely to be of interest to the firm.

It is impossible to give a responsible answer to your question regarding a year in Germany. It may be assumed that, as a German citizen and apolitical person, you will be able to work unmolested.

The search of our house [by the Gestapo] was handled in quite correct fashion and was bound to produce no results. I am sorry to say that the reports of this event in some foreign newspapers were blown up and distorted. It is a matter of extreme regret that, as people abroad have concerned themselves with such events and reported them, there has been so little respect for truth. In general, the problematic nature of a given situation is often not considered—in such times more than ever—for example, in American circles, by empty public outcries. We in particular will not serve our cause well if we do not at all times regard the word as sacred.

The second edition of Kingship of God386 will be printed by photo-offset, and thus only the necessary corrections and additions are to be made. The material for this must go to the publisher in a few days; if you have anything important to convey to me, please do so without delay.

422. Emil Brunner to Martin Buber
« Bad Wildungen, April 10, 1933 »

My dear Herr Buber,

During the past few weeks, I have thought of you every day. I would probably have written earlier if I had not feared that this might cause you difficulties. You know without many words from me what my attitude is. God has richly blessed your work until now, and he will not forsake you in these bitter times. After all, your people has always had to find God “in the depths” and has thereby become a blessing for all mankind. I know that your interpretation of Isaiah 53 is different from mine, but I firmly believe that this chapter also has the meaning that you see in it. I wonder what is in store for you and what may already have transpired. Does the civil-service law affect you?387 Well, you never were a “professor” and certainly not a “civil servant”; you are and, God willing, will remain a “man with a mission.” The period of desert wandering that has now begun for you could also be a time of great revelations. God grant it!

Profoundly bound to you in loyalty and love,

423. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« [Berlin] April 22, 1933 »

[…] The Rundschau has evoked an unparalleled response during the past four weeks.388 What pleased me most was your letter and your wife’s judgment. Right now it is really very hard to act in accordance with the actual conditions and to satisfy your readers at the same time. I find, incidentally, the attitude of the Frankfurter Zeitung, for example, is quite good.

What you wrote me is of great interest to me. A lot of time has already passed, everyone has lost his head and is unprepared, sometimes wretchedly so, and there is a lack of efficient organizers and energetic people. What we need is a fully developed school system, including traveling teachers, etc., and there is reason to fear that all this will turn out to be rather inferior. I don’t know whether your plan means that you want to head an office that will give central direction to this entire educational system, i.e., cope with the actual tasks of the moment. I would regard this as very necessary. An institute for Jewish studies is undoubtedly very important, but it is something exclusive, and right now we need something that meets the elementary needs of the people who have been thrown off the track and are inwardly shaken. People are thirsting for a word and a message (Amos 8:11); this is more urgent today than any material want, and that is why we need something that will have a broad effect. I presume that you think along the same lines. We must act fast, but there is no one else who feels that way. The responsible [Jewish] groups are sailing along in petty administrative channels. I spoke with Wilfrid [Israel],389 who has all sorts of good intentions but apparently not enough charisma to assume a position of influence. I hope to hear from you when you come to Berlin. I fear the worst if we are ever dependent on the consent of committees and the like. Authoritative leadership must be the watchword here too!

424. Martin Buber to Nahum N. Glatzer
« At present in Zurich, April 24, 1933 »

Dear Herr Glatzer,

I was glad to hear from you. Do write me here in greater detail about everything. I am here temporarily to represent Hebrew University at the centennial celebration of the University of Zurich. I plan to go home in early May. I have had no word whatever from the University of Frankfurt since filling out the questionnaire.390 Everything is still unclear, and I do not even know for certain whether you did the right thing in leaving (unless you had a particular reason for doing so).391 In any case, despite all the difficulties I have already experienced and may still expect, I plan to stay for as long as possible and participate to the best of my ability in the establishment of an emergency Jewish educational system.

425. Nahum N. Glatzer to Martin Buber
« London, April 27, 1933 »

My dear Professor Buber,

I am very grateful to you for your letter. Your name does not appear on yesterday’s list of suspensions; perhaps your position will be preserved. Weil—is that Hans or Gotthold Weil?392 As was to be expected, I have been suspended.393

We came here to my in-laws’ because we had planned to do so for a long time, without reference to the political events. Only recently have I been asking myself whether it would be right for me to return [to Germany]. The minimal amount of confidence that a Jew needs for his existence there is lacking. They do not want us; but since a ghetto is no longer possible today, any form of existence that we may choose is bound to be regarded as an opportunity. We can no longer live as though there were no Christians or Germans; that is why our being deprived of our civil rights will lead not to self-limitation, such as was possible in earlier times, but to our destruction. They are excluding us from their midst, but we are not allowed to exclude them from within ourselves. Will we be able to endure this dilemma? Can we live amid so much hostility? Must not everyone who is at all able to do so emigrate? I would certainly put off such deliberations and stay with the community for as long as possible; but my wife is expecting a child, and thus we either have to stay in Germany or leave now. (We shall have an equally hard time of it financially wherever we may be. Do you think that I shall be able to establish myself again somewhere?)

Not knowing whether I am right torments me.

426. Max Picard to Martin Buber
« Sorengo, May 1, 1933 »

My dear Professor Buber,

[…] Forgive me for not having thanked you for your Struggle for Israel. It is so difficult for me to write now, and for a long time I have wanted to tell you that this book gave me even more than the hasidic legends. It does not happen often that someone becomes more as he grows older. It happens only when what the person has is not from him alone but has been augmented from above. This “from above” in time produces more, and it is strange and the paradox of eternity that precisely this “from above” needs time to become more.

I have seen Wolfskehl394 and told him that it is a shame that Stefan George, who preaches heroism, does not dare to speak out against what is happening today. Wolfskehl replied that George has always concerned himself only with eternal things. I, however, asked him whether it was not a matter of eternity if the Jews, God’s people, are smitten and whether this moment was not the moment of eternity.

I am ashamed that I am sitting here without being smitten also.

427. Martin Buber to Nahum N. Glatzer
« Zurich, May 4, 1933 »

Dear Herr Glatzer,

If your wife is expecting a child, no one can responsibly advise you to return. In general, however, I am of the opinion that we can test the question of endurability only in practical terms. As for me, I will now see whether I can manage to do something for the community. I have not been “suspended,” but in response to a letter from the dean “suggesting” this, I have “refrained from scheduling any lectures and discussions during the summer term of 1933.” For the other side, this has the advantage of avoiding any publicity. We have to wait for further developments, but I do not believe that I shall continue to teach in Frankfurt. “Weil” must be Gotthold W.; Hans W.395 probably was among the politically persecuted at an earlier date, but I cannot find out for certain from here. I shall return to Germany tomorrow and will go to Berlin as soon as possible.

428. Gustav Lindemann to Martin Buber
« Düsseldorf, May 15, 1933 »

I was sorry to hear, dear Martin, that your son-in-law is now among those “suspended” as well.396 What a blow this must have been to him, Eva, your wife, and yourself! Where will there be for us space to live and work? For art and related cultural values have been rendered implausible by the anti-intellectual rhythms that march through our land.

In the meantime, the die has been cast here as well. “For reasons of race,” the nationalist movement has no room for my work, though I have built the foundations of the German theater, together with Louise,397 for almost thirty years. “Germany’s work in Düsseldorf” is what Hanns Johst398 called our theater! This theater cannot be operated without public funds, and a subsidy can be given only to a “person of Germanic stock” who guarantees that he will direct “the theater in the spirit of the times.” I am now barred from singing my song; my throat has been stopped up, and I am waiting for the senseless to acquire some sense.399

Today I can say that God blessed Louise when he called her to him a year ago.

I had to send these words to you and your wife today; my heart impelled me to do so.

429. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, May 30, 1933 »

Dear Dr. Simon,

Your letter arrived here just as I was planning to ask you, on a nonbinding and confidential basis, whether you would care to teach, short or long term, at a Jewish teachers’ college of a special kind which I am planning to establish in this area, perhaps in Mannheim, and also to head it in its early period. The whole project is not even in statu nascendi yet, and the courses should be short in order to accommodate many of our teachers, who need to be given what they lack. If this materializes, work would begin on October 1. The institution is to be part of the Office of Education of German Jewry, whose establishment has just been authorized by the Representative Council in Berlin and which I am to direct.400 […]

Your question regarding lack of personal concern cannot be answered as formulated. We know nothing at all, and on this very basis we live in a new, daring, and provisional way. I have not been suspended, but on the advice of my dean, which was presented in downright respectful form, I have canceled my lectures for this semester. I have just received the usual form for announcing courses for the winter term, and tomorrow I shall consult with friendly colleagues in Frankfurt. […]

430. Joachim Ungnad to Martin Buber
« Strausberg, May 31, 1933 »

We have never met. You are known to me only from several of your publications; you may have read one of my religious articles in the Vossiche Zeitung. If I now write you despite this slight contact, of which you may hardly be aware, there are three reasons for it. For one thing, I would like to thank you for everything that I have read by you thus far. Something spoke to me in all your works, and I felt the kind of closeness that I feel to the psalmists and the prophets. Such a closeness particularly pleases one nowadays. For another, I would like to tell precisely you, “the unknown and yet well known,” as St. Paul says somewhere, how greatly I suffer because of all the terrible injustice that you and your fellow Jews and coreligionists are experiencing in this time of persecution. Everything turns into a blessing in God’s hands! It is my wish that God may let you experience this in these hard times. And the third reason is a modest wish: I would give a great deal to be able to be together with you sometime; could that not be arranged? […]

431. Gerhard Kittel to Martin Buber
« Tübingen, June 13, 1933 »

Most esteemed Herr Colleague,

Under separate cover I am sending you my booklet The Jewish Question.401 I am aware that it contains points of view that are bound to appear hostile to you as a Jew. Perhaps they are, but in a deeper sense they are not. I would ask you to read pages 63 to 68 first. It was my aim to show the “völkisch” movement a way that takes into account what is justified about it but at the same time really does justice to Judaism as such. Only God knows whether I have succeeded, but I would want Jewish readers to perceive something of the probity of my intention. What I say about you in my book shows how seriously I take your life’s work and indicates my belief that you and people like you are at bottom allied with me. […]

432. Martin Buber to Gerhard Kittel402
« [Undated] »

Most esteemed Herr Colleague,

I have read the booklet about the Jewish question, which you were kind enough to send me, with the special attention that a statement by you about this subject deserves, particularly at this time. In accordance with your suggestion, I first read pages 63 to 68 and found there, as well as in some subsequent places, a number of things on which agreement exists or could develop. But when I let the entire book act upon me in context, I no longer found it possible to acknowledge that you really do justice to Judaism as such, as you put it. For example, I cannot regard it as justice to characterize the share of Jews in certain “modern” trends by speaking, as you do on pages 44ff., of the influence of Jewish doctors, Jewish lawyers, and Jewish businessmen. I, too, find Jews’ participation [in these trends] problematical, but, as I can state on the basis of the experience of a lifetime, even in the liberal professions this participation is limited to only a fraction of the Jews active therein. I do not regard it as just to dispose of the actuality of the profound, genuine, and productive linguistic life of several German Jewish authors as you do on pages 44f. Maybe their words constitute a separate group within German literature, but these German-language creations, which have augmented the German linguistic heritage, cannot be classified together with “Swedish and French literature.” I will say nothing about the question of teachers and university professors, which you discuss on pages 46ff. You can surely imagine that I myself would rather have the legitimacy of my academic appointment disputed than be regarded as “an altogether extraordinary case.”

But what is even more important to me is your restriction of the “guest people”—“precisely because it is a guest,” you write on p. 42. Do you perhaps wish to extend this conclusion to the German minorities around the world? For surely the lack of protection by a unified nation living in a neighboring country (p. 11) cannot be a motivation for discriminating against the Jews. Does the status of a resident alien legitimize discrimination? You cite Deuteronomy 24:14 and 27:19 (p. 57) but not Deuteronomy 10:17ff. or Leviticus 19:33f. (“love him as yourself”), not Leviticus 24:22 or Numbers 15:16 (“one standard for stranger and citizen alike” … one law for you and for the resident alien). Are these words supposed to apply only to Israel in relation to the heathens and not also to the Christian nations in regard to Israel?

You write me of your belief that I and people like me are at bottom allied with you, and you interpret the religious regeneration of Judaism that I have in mind as an awakening of the “strength to submit to the status of stranger” (p. 68). So be it, though I see in this strength only one of the elements of a new unity through faith. But is submission to the status of stranger to mean that we must regard our “defamation” not merely as a just act of God but also as a just act of men?

I should like to make a public response to you, but what I can say will not reach your students and readers. You speak in a realm that is barred to my reply; it seems to me that this situation heightens the responsibility of the word in singular fashion.

433. Nahum N. Glatzer to Martin Buber
« Tel Aviv, June 18, 1933 »

My dear Professor Buber,

[…] Your recent essay403 said the right things to me, and I should like to thank you for that. I am very eager to hear or read about your school system. Only your Dialogue becomes problematical for me over and over again; I hope I shall soon be able to write you about it in greater detail.

I remember with gratitude how you always stood by me with great kindness as well as the time when I lived and worked near you. I am at your disposal for anything that I could do for you here. Too bad that I no longer received the galleys from Nahum on (I returned Micah to you on March 24).404

434. Martin Buber to Hans Trüb
« Heppenheim, June 22, 1933 »

Dear Hans,

Thank you for your405 good letter. It was valuable and gratifying for me to receive comments on Kingship of God from your circle—first from a theologian, then from a philologist and a psychologist, all speaking on the basis of their own concerns and in their language.

I have read Brunner’s work on ethics;406 it made a strong impression on me and I wrote him about it. It reflects something rare among theologians today: a clear and healthy perception of political uses and abuse, of the ambivalence of the state.

Things do not look good in Germany. For the first time I am beginning to doubt whether I shall be able to complete my work here. The atmosphere has a destructive effect on the respiratory system of the soul. Yet it is more important than ever for me to be able to continue my work on an even keel, for I have started bringing in the harvest from a large chunk of my life. At present I am struggling with the book on rebirth.407 I have had new insights that have surprised me, in particular on texts of St. John. I hope I shall manage to make a book out of them even in this bad atmosphere.

I have had a copy of the page proofs of the work on the life of dialogue sent to you.408

I don’t know yet whether I shall take a rest. Dr. Frank409 urgently advises me to go to Karlsbad.

435. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, June 29, 1933 »

Dear Dr. Bergmann,

Rabbi Benjamin sent me his essay from Hahed410—at your suggestion, as he writes. I would therefore like to tell you (and ask you to pass on to him) that I was surprised at the certitude with which he believes that my conduct can only be based on selfish motives. Let the information that as an adjunct professor I receive no salary act as a drop of humorous seasoning in his “potato soup.” I have never striven for an academic career; in 1918–19 I declined a full professorship which an intrepid institution411 offered to this outsider, and the only reason I accepted the Frankfurt adjunct professorship in religious studies was that this subject had up to that time been reserved for Christian theologians, which endowed the position with fundamental importance.

I received this greeting from Palestine just when, after a hard struggle with some official representatives of German Jewry, my attempt to establish a worthy Jewish educational system is threatened with failure. This attempt is the reason why I am staying here; an act of resignation would render any public activity impossible for me. There is irony in the fact that at this very moment I should receive from Palestine the manifestation of a type of judgment that is a Jewish version of one well known to me.

436. Ernst Lohmeyer to Martin Buber
« Glasegrund bei Habelschwerdt, August 19, 1933 »

Most esteemed Herr Colleague,

I have just read your “Open Letter to Gerhard Kittel”412 and feel impelled to tell you that your every word expresses my deepest feelings. But what really impels me is not just this sense of spiritual affinity, though I foster it on account of its rarity, but, quite frankly, something like shame that fellow theologians are capable of thinking and writing as they do, and that the Protestant church can keep silent as it does and let itself be driven off its course like a ship without a captain by the political tempest of what is, after all, a fleeting present. This letter shall only be a sign for you that not everyone in the schools of theology, nor all New Testament scholars, share Kittel’s opinions.

I would not like to give the impression, to be sure, that I do not take the question that you write about very seriously. But much would be gained if only people were willing to recognize clearly where and how it should be asked—not from man to man, nor from the viewpoints of the state, the nation, the race, or whatever frightful catchwords are now in use, or rather abuse; there is no possibility of asking or answering because there is no assured premise, and any discussion is bound to lapse into thesis and antithesis, pathos and sentimentality. And all the depressing things that happen in these areas cannot be countered with words, but only by helping. There remains the question of faith—the equally close connectedness with and restriction to the one Book as well as the equally clear divergence. And it seems as though it is particularly difficult for German Christendom to sustain and comprehend this duality of relationships. It would require a far-reaching clarification of all the historical and objective premises on which this dual relationship is based; I cannot give this now and need not tell it to you. I hope you agree with me that the Christian faith is Christian only as long as it has the Jewish faith in its heart; I do not know whether you will agree with the reverse as well: that the Jewish faith is Christian only for as long as it is able to harbor the Christian faith within it. All I mean to indicate by this is that this question of Judaism and Christianity cannot be tossed back and forth as if by two opposing players, but that it is an inner question of faith which profoundly agitates a person’s own seriousness and his own truth. I know almost nothing that ought to captivate a Christian theologian in the sense of tua res agitur413 as this question of Judaism. And for me it is a bitter experience that people in our Christian and theological circles so casually embrace political or otherwise biased catchwords, such as Kittel’s idea of “submission to the status of stranger,” which drapes a religious cloak, threadbare and full of holes, over a political measure. And it is even more bitter that, as the “defamation” is implemented politically and socially, no theologians and no churches follow the example of their master and say to the outlaw, “You are my brother,” but make demands on him instead of helping him. But everything that has happened can be comprehended only if we keep telling ourselves that we have hardly ever been as distant from the Christian faith as we are now, and there remains for us only the faint hope of a regeneration of Christianity, just as you hope for a regeneration of Judaism. Only then, it seems to me, will the ground be properly prepared for a fruitful solution of the problem that each part poses to the other. I thank you kindly for your open letter, and, with sincere greetings from one colleague to another, I remain, even though we are not personally acquainted, someone who feels an old and now also a new attachment to you.

437. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] August 24, 1933 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Today I received your letter and the issue of the Th[eologische] Bl[ätter],414 and I sincerely thank you for both. I have not seen Magnes yet; for the time being, he seems to keep himself concealed here. I hope the Guttmann matter415 will go well and I shall be spared the necessity of undertaking a task that would, I feel, greatly interfere with my work.

Your indication that there is a chance of seeing you here pleases me particularly; it would be an immense benefit if you were here now. Truth to tell, no matter what the basis for your intimation may be, and despite the fact that in concreto it may refer only to a temporary sojourn, it seems to me that if the university is now really to be expanded substantially by the appointment of colleagues from Germany, it would be of the greatest importance if someone of your moral authority worked here. The very addition of a considerable number of scholars to whom this university and its problems have hitherto meant nothing will very quickly create many serious problems, and then a man of your authority would be all the more valuable. This is my personal conviction.

Last week Fritz Baer416 brought us Gerhard Kittel’s pamphlet from Germany, and during the past few days I read it with a disgust and an outrage that I also perceived in your open letter. It seems to me that of all the shameful documents of a zealous professoriat, which surprise us again and again, this surely is one of the most shameful. What mendacity, what cynical playing with God and religion! And he was one of the gentlemen who have been exalted by our side. To think that under the present circumstances you were not even allowed to express directly what you would have liked to say about this new piety! And just two days ago Bergmann, Baer, and I talked about this booklet and considered whether an answer […] would be desirable. I voiced doubt as to whether it would be possible to reach the public of this stratum; the other two thought that we really ought to publish an analysis of this attitude. But how can that be possible when more than what you were permitted to say will probably find no forum willing to print it?! And some people presumably believed that the days of the professorial literature of 1914 were past.417 They really seem to be only beginning now.

438. Ernst Lohmeyer to Martin Buber
« At present Glasegrund bei Habelschwerdt, September 11, 1933 »

My dear Colleague,

Only today can I give you my thanks for your letter and your book,418 and it is almost too early even today. I read not only the address to which you drew my attention419 with a deep feeling of affirmation, but the entire rich and precious book, and not only this one, but I also reread most of your recent writings, which I had earlier read only cursorily and which now spoke to me with a new tone and a new meaning. And I felt and comprehended precisely what you were kind enough to tell me about my book on John the Baptist420—that I sensed a conception closely related to mine of those things we have in common—I would almost say, a related life. And I need hardly tell you how much this means to a man like me who has striven for years not to fall prey to the distortions of traditional theology and the violations of present-day Christian theology. Nor do I need to tell you how many new questions it posed for me and how many old ones it showed me. I have the feeling—and forgive me if this sounds too forward—that there could be a fruitful conversation between you and me, perhaps more fruitful for me than for you. And when I read your reply to K. L. Schmidt’s remarks in the Theologische Blätter,421 this feeling grew even stronger. May I today expand a bit only on one seemingly isolated point which, however, seems to me to extend to the very foundations of the two worlds of faith? It is the antithesis of prophetic and apocalyptic, which you posit in your address. I can subscribe to almost every word that you use to characterize the differences, and yet both of them seem to me to point to a deeper common ground. First, something external: were there not prophets who were apocalyptists and apocalyptists who were prophets? I am thinking of Ezekiel and, even more distinctly for me, of the seer of IV Ezra. And both are concerned with sanctification—if not of the earth, then of this one people. Both know of the unredeemed nature of this world and of the redemption that is to fulfill the creative will of God. I would almost say that this fundamental attitude alone closely connects the two. But of course they part company precisely where they are closely connected. If I understand you correctly, part of the prophetic is “man’s partnership in the great dialogue” of God with his world and his people, the idea that “God needs man for his work, because he wants to need him.” But is an apocalyptist unacquainted with the reality of this dialogue? Is not his vista of his own realm opened for him by the fact that these words of God and this response of man resound for him from the whole of the past? Perhaps the confrontation [Gegenüber] between God and man grows into an opposition [Entgegen] for him, but when and where has that been alien to a prophet? To be sure, there is a sharp distinction between the two on one point: it is prophetic never to release man from this dialogue; he only exists because he is a partner. And it is apocalyptic to know that this dialogue will soon be at an end and that the partner has appointed himself an adversary in it. I am not quite able to see whether this difference is really irreconcilable, whether the prophetic attitude (I am continuing in figurative terms) is not all too certain that its voice is heard in this dialogue and the apocalyptic one is not all too certain that man’s voice will falter and deny itself to the dialogue—this awareness of both being understood not as a human opinion but as knowledge coming from God. But I believe I see one thing: that this dialogue is a dialogue between God and man only if it always includes the possibility and actuality of both ways. And this unity of the prophetic and the apocalyptic—to return to tradition—enables me to comprehend the figure of Jesus; there it seems to me to be paradigmatically connected (if I may for once speak as a “historian”). I need hardly tell you that unfortunately I have indicated all this only in very broad terms, and I also know that cogent arguments can be adduced against every word. But I also believe that if a difference arises here, it is not an expression of that “common level” on which the interlocutors understand each other. It would give me keen pleasure if you permitted me to present you with the first part of my study of early Christianity.422 But, from a remark of yours, I am almost certain that you already have it and that it would tell you nothing new. I would be grateful if you could be frank with me, and I know that even then I would be the recipient of a gift.

439. Martin Buber to Otto Hirsch
« Heppenheim, December 5, 1933 »

Most esteemed Herr Dr. Hirsch,

In yesterday’s conversation I promised to send you a brief written presentation of what I have in mind for the teachers’ college that I proposed and that I would like to see named the “School for Jewish Studies.”423

This institution is intended to give additional training in Jewish history, past and present, to those who are or will be teaching in Jewish schools in Germany. I am proceeding from the assumption that every teacher working in a Jewish school needs to be familiar with the great subjects of Judaism, even if his field of instruction has little or no connection with Judaism. In our schools, more than in any others, and in our time more than in earlier times, contact between teachers and pupils apart from the specific instructional obligations is important. What matters is the way a teacher answers a pupil’s occasional question about things Jewish, the way he spontaneously directs a pupil to Jewish connections wherever that may seem desirable. What matters beyond that is the Jewish personality of the teacher that is rooted in a genuine knowledge of Judaism, a personality that is effective as such and inspires and fosters in the pupil a positive relationship to Judaism. In order to develop such Jewish personalities, it is, of course, not enough to impart Jewish knowledge to the teacher; it must, rather, be done in such a way that the elements of Jewish knowledge combine into a great organic intellectual context. Moreover, the training must be accomplished in an atmosphere of a vibrant Jewish mentality, Jewish life, and Jewish objectives. Such an atmosphere must pervade the School for Jewish Studies if it is to do its work. It is by no means necessary or even appropriate for a definite orientation or conception of Judaism to predominate at this institution. It is precisely the divergence of views that can produce a vital impression of the totality of Judaism—unity within multiplicity—provided that this divergence rests on the firm foundation or our belief in our real nature and our destiny.

Under normal circumstances, the teachers in training would be required to spend two years at the institution. The present circumstances mandate shortening this to one year until such time as conditions become relatively normal.

I conceive of instruction at the school as divided into five major sections: language study, Bible study, social studies, history, and religion. Language study encompasses, on the one hand, grammar and, on the other, the typology and history of the Hebrew language. (An elementary course is to be given outside the regular schedule.) Bible study should aim at an independent understanding of the form and substance of the texts, and here intensive use should be made of the Jewish exegetes, with their method of taking the traditional texts seriously. Social studies comprise a sociology of Jewish communal forms, a presentation of the social norms and social life of the Jews, and an analytical treatment of the current problems of the Jewish community. History should not be taught by compressing all the material into one year; rather, during this timespan students should be taught to develop a substantial and fruitful relationship to the nature and the meaning of Jewish history, to its leading figures and its decisive events and developments. In religion, finally, our faith should be treated as historical and contemporary living, as a reality in which a person and the community participate, and as an entity that supports our existence.

In all departments, nothing historical shall be taught as only historical and nothing contemporary as only contemporary. The teaching method must be based on the closest fusion of past and present and on a constant relating of one to the other.

The lectures in every department must be supported and supplemented by seminar discussions, just as in general the active participation of students in the acquisition of knowledge is to be stimulated and promoted to the greatest possible extent.

It seems desirable to me that, in addition to instruction in the above-mentioned subjects, general education courses (individual and social pedagogy) be given at the institution—with special consideration of the situation and tasks of the Jews, of course.

I am thinking of twenty-five hours of regular instruction per week, all of them obligatory; only the courses in pedagogy might be regarded as electives.

As you know, and for reasons you are acquainted with, I have had Mannheim in mind as the seat of the school.

If this institution is to materialize as planned and to develop in a fruitful fashion, I regard it as highly important that there prevail in all circles from which the students are to be recruited the well-founded conviction that the graduates will receive preferential treatment in the filling of vacancies.

In my opinion, in order to fulfill its mission, the school must come into being not as a private enterprise but as a concern and work of German Jewry.

As to your question about whether I would be prepared to assume the directorship of such an institution, I can no longer answer it with a simple Yes, as I was able to do when I first proposed it. There have been many changes, both objectively and subjectively. I can assure you, however, that if I were asked this concrete question in connection with an assured realization of my plan, I would give serious consideration to the possibility of making myself available.

440. Leo Baeck to Martin Buber
« Representative Council of German Jewry,424 Berlin, December 14, 1933 »

My dear Professor Buber,

On behalf of a committee of the Representative Council of German Jewry, I am pleased to address to you herewith a request to undertake the establishment and direction of a School for Jewish Studies whose task it will be to give further training to those teachers working in Jewish schools in Germany, now or in the future, whose knowledge of Jewish history and contemporary Jewish life is inadequate. For this purpose, funds up to 40,000 marks will be at your disposal, and it is our assumption that this sum will be sufficient for at least one year. In view of the uncertainty of the Council’s own financial basis, we are unfortunately unable to incur any financial obligation beyond that.

The Jewish community of Mannheim, through Rabbi Dr. Grünewald,425 has signified its willingness to make available six rooms for this purpose at no cost and to provide administrative services.

We hope that it will be possible to work toward giving preferential treatment in the filling of vacancies to those teachers who have successfully attended the institution to be founded. We cannot disregard the fact, however, that a considerable number of new Jewish schools will be established as early as spring 1934 and that it will be necessary to set up training courses in other places as well, namely, in large cities in which a considerable number of young secondary-school teachers can be employed. […]

In the happy expectation that your leading participation in the fundamental task of a Jewish training for teachers will prove to be a blessing for German Jews struggling for their preservation and development, I remain, with kind regards,

441. Leo Baeck to Martin Buber
« Berlin, December 31, 1933 »

Dear Professor Buber,

In the past few months my thoughts have often been with you in loyalty and cordiality. But there are hours of writing and hours of silence. The turn of the year now reminds me that it is time for a few lines.

I should like to tell you above all how grateful and happy I shall be when I can speak with you once again. Perhaps I will be in Frankfurt at the end of January.

I want to follow my official letter about the question of an office of culture with a personal word about it. It is a genuine and great satisfaction to me that, post tot discrimina rerum,426 the position you requested has been created for you. It is now assured as your position. You will have a completely free hand in developing it and building on it. May God give you strength!

The Schocken Library books are a joy.427 The first four could not be better.

442. Chaim Weizmann to Martin Buber
« Central Bureau for the Settlement of German Jews, London, January 4, 1934 »

Dear Martin,

My present work, especially in behalf of the German Jews, makes such demands on me that this is my first chance to express my profound thanks to you for your good wishes on my birthday.428 I do so somewhat belatedly but no less cordially.

I realize that your present productivity and activity in Germany are also of the greatest importance for this task, because, in the case of many German Jews who are desirous of going to Palestine, it is of decisive importance to prepare them for this intellectually and spiritually, and there is hardly another person who can contribute as much to the solution of this equally difficult and important problem as you can. Hence I am especially happy to be certain of your confidence and your friendship, and this fact gives me particular strength and encourages me to continue this very difficult work with increased energy.

443. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] February 2, 1934 »

Dear Herr Buber,

I hope you have received my last letter and the little volume Conversations and Stories.429 I am writing you today to describe to you the situation relative to your coming here, so you may know where we stand. As a professionally interested party, I submitted a formal proposal to the faculty council430 that a professorship of general religious studies (madda ha-dat ha-kelali) be created and that you be appointed to it. I did this after Magnes had indicated that he preferred such a proposal from me to direct action by him. All of us—especially Magnes, Bergmann, and myself—fully realized that bringing this matter up for serious discussion (and I substantiated my proposal in a memorandum) would cause lively debate. I made it clear to Magnes from the outset that on this occasion a fundamental discussion about the orientation of a university of the Jewish people could not be evaded. I certainly need not reiterate this for you. In the meantime, the matter has been discussed, and in all its aspects—that is, both the general question of religious studies and your appointment in particular. I regard your coming as a cause that is worth fighting for with the utmost vigor, and I believe you are sufficiently acquainted with conditions of a personal nature to know that a clear and resolute fight is necessary. This is how things stand: after the angriest discussions in the faculty council (as a young sheigetz,431 I was determined not to concede anything to the other side), a committee was appointed under my chairmanship to make proposals to the council. Thus there will be another discussion. I am convinced that if we conduct ourselves carefully and vigorously, your appointment will go through. Magnes has acted with great restraint thus far, though without leaving any doubt about where he stands, but, as he told me in a written response to my letter, he would be prepared to fight to the finish if he were certain that you would really accept an appointment. And it is this very point that greatly concerns Bergmann and me: to have moral certainty that you would really accept an appointment if it is pushed through—which, as I have said, is entirely possible—would be very valuable to those who regard your activity at the university as more than one teaching appointment among many. I deeply regret not being able to speak with you personally at this time, but I hope that I can make the situation clear in this fashion as well. We believe that the need to install your person and your personality here, provided that it is possible to do so, reduces everything else to secondary importance. On the other hand, we fear that under the present circumstances it may be particularly difficult for you to decide to take the definitive step that we consider especially important and fruitful, and therefore necessary, in the higher interest of the Jewish cause. I am told by Schocken and Bergmann that you have accepted an assignment in Germany from which you may not be able to disengage yourself in a short time. Thus, if I understand the situation correctly, it may be that the offer of an appointment may plunge you into a conflict of duties. You will realize that your friends in Palestine are convinced that—in this country and in the education of the young generation in Jerusalem—even more decisive things are at stake than in Mannheim.432 You must be here if you do not wish to forgo having an influence on the development of the country; anything else would be an illusion. If you remain remote from what is here, nothing of you will become part of it. I believe I can also speak in Bergmann’s name when I say this. If you accept, but under the condition of a year’s postponement, that would come all too close to a rejection. On the other hand, it would be pointless to engage in a serious struggle for the clearing of the local atmosphere if you decline after it is over. […]

444. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] February 15, 1934 »

Dear Herr Buber,

I hasten to inform you that the matter of your appointment has been discussed and, as far as we are concerned, resolved. Yesterday it was decided, and with a very significant majority, to appoint you to a full professorship of religious studies.433 I do not know whether Magnes will immediately approach you in an official capacity or whether that will not be done until after the meeting of the board of trustees. Your decision does not depend on that, and I am writing you without delay to show you that matters here have been expedited and resolved with all the energy at our disposal. This will, in any case, facilitate your judgment of the now completely clarified situation and prove to you that it is entirely up to you whether you come during the winter. The appointment is valid as of the coming academic year.

I need not tell you how happy I am about the prospect of perhaps seeing you here among us in an effective capacity. I hope there will be more than a prospect.

445. Martin Buber to Otto Hirsch
« Heppenheim, March 1, 1934 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor,

In the course of my correspondence and discussions of recent weeks, it unfortunately turned out that the School for Jewish Studies cannot be established at present with the prospect of real success in the form planned by me and approved by the Representative Council. By real success, I mean sufficient enrollment of candidates for the teaching profession rather than the participation of noncredit students, who may undoubtedly be expected to enroll in substantial numbers. As regards the former, it turned out that southwestern Germany would supply almost no likely candidates, which means that we must think primarily of more distant parts of the country. To enable a substantial number of students living there to enroll, two preconditions would have to be met: 1) assurances would have to be given that the graduates of the new institution would receive preferential treatment in the filling of positions in Jewish schools, and 2) a scholarship fund would have to be created that would guarantee at least fifteen regular students an annual stipend of at least 1,000 marks each. These two conditions have not been met, and it appears that they cannot be met at the present time. I must therefore, to my great regret, decide to refrain from the establishment of the projected institution at this time.

However, I still consider it possible to do something for the specialized training of prospective teachers at our schools who are not sufficiently conversant with Jewish subjects. This is in line with my earlier letter, and it may be achieved in connection with a different plan which I discussed with you some time ago and for whose realization I should like to request the assistance of the Council.

I am planning to establish a Jewish adult education program in Germany on the basis of a unified and logical concept of national education. This idea is to be given organizational expression in a center with the tasks of coordinating the existing institutes and institutions in this field—adult education courses, houses of learning [Lehrhäuser], schools for young people, courses of different kinds—organizing a permanent exchange of experiences and suggestions, supplying all places with suggestions, advice, material of all kinds, and perhaps even teachers, seeing to it that incompletely developed and otherwise inadequate institutions are improved and that new ones are established wherever necessary, and finally, issuing a bulletin and other useful publications. In this connection, the idea whose realization was to be the School for Jewish Studies should be further pursued. Accordingly, I regard it as one of the most important tasks of the Center,434 which I envisage as being located in Frankfurt am Main (in conjunction with the Lehrhaus there), to set up refresher courses in Judaic studies for teachers, and in dual fashion: 1) in the most important communities, either independently or in conjunction with the continuing-education program of some institution; 2) as summer courses in appropriate locations. The Center would have to prepare and direct both kinds, supplying both programs and personnel.

The implementation of this plan would not exceed the amount budgeted for the original one.

If the necessary decisions are made without delay, the Center could begin its work at the beginning of April.435

446. Martin Buber to Judah L. Magnes
« Heppenheim, March 8, 1934 »

Dear Dr. Magnes,

Due to a stubborn case of influenza with a relapse, I have not been able to answer your letter until today.

I feel honored and gratified by the appointment mentioned in your letter, and I plan to accept it.

As you know from our conversation last summer, some financial factors still have to be clarified, and I hope this will be done soon.

You write that the special funds at your disposal for such purposes permit you to issue an invitation for only two years at this time and that this is in keeping with my own letter on the subject. I am not sure what letter you are referring to; to my knowledge, I have not expressed myself on this point.

As regards the general alternative that you are planning to present to the board of trustees—a larger number of professors for two years or a smaller number for five—I am as a matter of principle of the firm opinion that it would be far more in the interest of the university and its organizational development if it were assured of even a small number of teachers for a longer period of time.

447. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheim, April 27, 1934 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

[…] The good wishes of our hearts accompany both of you on your new path.436 I know that you will do fine things, and I hope that, in the midst of all the grave problems of the country, you will yet experience, over and over again, that genuine, imperishable enjoyment of human beings that of all earthly strengths most helps us to live.

For the rest, I remain bound to you across the space, and I hope we shall soon encounter each other again in space.

448. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, April 27, 1934 »

Dear Herr Bergmann,

Hermann Gerson, the leader of Werkleute and bearer of this letter, will serve as an introduction to the youngest generation of my students. As you know, I have always had a small number of students, but they were almost always the right ones, and this one is among them. From the Bar Kochbaites in 1909 to the Werkleute there is a genuine, visible path, and I have taken this path just as you have.

Despite everything, we may also rejoice.

449. Otto Hirsch to Martin Buber
« Berlin, May 16, 1934 »

My dear Professor Buber,

I am sorry I was not able to say a personal goodbye to you in Herrlingen437 and thank you—in my own name and in that of the Council—for all you accomplished in those days. It was, all in all, a good start for the Center. Now everything depends on the implementation of the varied initiatives, and I hope that in this difficult but fruitful task your associates can and will help you with all the strength at their disposal.

I would not want to go into detail at the moment, but there is one thing that is on my mind and that I would beg you to consider: would it not be possible to make available to a wider public, and in an objectified form, the substance of what you expressed on the Sabbath in such moving fashion as your personal creed?438 I expect it would make an immense contribution to our inner comfort.

450. Martin Buber to Salman Schocken
« Heppenheim, May 19, 1934 »

Dear Herr Schocken,

Thank you for your letter. What was of particular importance to me was your statement that our collaboration on German publishing projects would not seem assured to you if I were in Palestine. On that basis, I can, for the time being, give only a negative response to the offers from there. I am and shall remain a German-Jewish author; what I am planning to do in this area and what I believe it is incumbent upon me to do cannot be deferred in favor of other tasks, no matter how important these may be. As an author, your publishing firm has offered me, in every respect, the best home I could possibly desire, and thus I would be acting against my aims in life if I jeopardized my connection with it. On the contrary, in the near future, and to the extent that I can contribute to it with my productivity, I hope to work toward a solidification of this connection. Should you at a later date propose other joint projects to me—which in my view would only supplement and not impair the past and present ones—I would have to make new decisions on the basis of a changed situation. […]

451. Hermann Gerson to Martin Buber
« Hedera, July 24, 1934 »

Dear Herr Buber,

[…] Today I will not tell you anything about us (an extensive report for our association will appear soon), but write you only about one question, that of your coming here. And on this I shall write you as openly and directly as my relationship to you requires and, I hope, permits.

I will once more attempt to highlight the uncertainties that seem to me to exist for your work here. I am not speaking of the university, though I would not consider it adequate as your only activity, but I am presenting the problems that would arise if you attempted to reach wider circles, perhaps through continuing education.

After our conversations about this point, I need not say anything about the problem of language.

But on other matters: it has become crystal clear to me here what profound consequences different points of origin (East and West European Jews) have, how very different the situation is. It is most palpable in a person’s attitude toward Judaism: a rejection of any historical connection that sometimes assumes grotesque and crude forms, the complete formalization and profanation of nationalism. But speaking more generally: the very widespread rationalism mixed with sociologism. People are emotionally prejudiced against anything that cannot be proved rationally; they are not prepared to take a look at such realities. Among the working classes, where your activity should be centered, there is an enormous, constantly noticeable prejudice against you in particular. On the whole, people here simply feel “secure” and are not in the critical situation that was our intellectual point of departure.

In light of all this, I must ask myself: If someone takes situations as seriously and tends to accept them as you do, is it really important to work against all that—for example, in the sense of shaking this security? But even if one answers this question in the affirmative, as I do, is it possible for you to be effective here? I see three major questions:

1. Effective activity has the greatest chance where a foundation is created by the same living conditions and the same framework. But for the “professor,” the “deracinated intellectual”?

2. I can imagine effective activity as being only quite gradual, affecting individuals and small groups, rather than on a large scale or on an official assignment. This arduous, long road, without a real position—why, you would almost be expected to start all over again (as far as outward effectiveness is concerned). Is that still possible at your age, in your position? Must not this difficult situation almost of necessity lead to all kinds of human tensions that would impede your work?

3. Let me remind you of our many conversations about the direct religious language of your speeches. I am virtually certain that everything here would be bound to preclude it—and you have never been ready to renounce it. In Germany I always told you that in speaking of God you always presuppose a reality that does not exist among your audience, and therefore do not fully capture it. Here, however, where R[abbi] Kook issues appeals in behalf of Stavsky,439 the reaction to such an undertaking on your part would be not incomprehension but militant resistance. And on top of all this, again: the prejudice against “the mystic and dubious Zionist Buber, who has constructed an unreal, romantically transfigured Judaism,” is very great.

All this is different and far more difficult than in Germany, where a word from you would open up even more doors. And yet: when I constantly read about your activities and efforts [in Germany], I often ask myself whether all this is happening on a concrete foundation. Certainly, you are the recognized intellectual spokesman, and many are enthusiastic about the “linguistic power” of a lecture—but who takes it really seriously or finds it truly compelling? How many feel truly and fully guided by it? When I think of the nonparticipation of young people in the Lehrhaus, when I imagine the managers of the various organizations, when I think of the average Jewish teacher in Berlin, to the extent of my knowledge of him, then I feel doubtful about all this.

Precisely all this is different here. One can say many critical things about Palestine, but one thing is certain: the intellectual impulses here operate in a concrete sphere. Jewishness is a matter of living, but in Germany it easily becomes an intellectual construct of a class of officials.

Even though I view the above-mentioned problems as infinitely difficult, in the final analysis this greater possibility of reality seems the decisive thing to me. Then, too, I increasingly feel that the German aliyah440 will have to manage its own affairs if it wishes to build something good. If this insight prevails, many things would also look different for you and your work, for then the question of the intellectual strength of the German aliyah would assume decisive importance.

Thus, it seems to me as though, despite everything, the risky attempt of work in this country would be the most appropriate thing. […]

452. Martin Plessner to Martin Buber
« Haifa, July 29, 1934 »

My dear Professor Buber,

I have long been oppressed by the fact that I never wrote you after my aliyah, but in my early period here I had no desire to keep up connections with Europe and afterward I lacked an occasion. Now I have—very belatedly—seen your Lehrhaus speech441 in the Jüdische Rundschau of May 18, and I feel impelled to tell you what this speech has given me and what it must have given to the people in Frankfurt who are not in Palestine and still need to find their way back to Judaism intellectually.

As a matter of fact, I have never read or heard a speech by you—and this includes the Three Addresses—that I felt addressed to me personally as much as this one. I shall say nothing about the way in which you managed to put the idea of the propagation of values to good use for our cause. What I consider the really moving words are in the portion that is addressed to Palestine; almost every day we have occasion (and not always the positive kind) to put its truth to the test. Only when one is here does one truly realize in what sense it is important to use our tradition as a guidepost for our life again and does one understand why general modern ethics cannot suffice us. The contact of our people with our ancient soil really awakens to new life those things in which our ethnic genius has manifested itself for all times. Only here does one fully understand the wrong track of the nineteenth century—unless one was one of the few spirits that already understood it in Europe. In these questions, it is not even enough to be a Zionist; only now does “becoming a human being and doing so Jewishly”442 acquire meaning for me. You are sufficiently familiar, from our Zionist work, with the obstacles in the path of that process. And I am happy to be privileged not only to experience here my own unexpected turn to Judaism but also to be able to make a small contribution to the dissemination of this spirit, which the Land [of Israel] needs as much as the golah443 does, through the Bible courses I give at the local secondary school in addition to teaching Arabic. For this reason, the last part of your speech is especially meaningful to me, and I regard it as very symptomatic that the Zionists are said to have been the very ones who took umbrage at certain passages that could once again harm their propaganda. What we need, rather, is education in the spirit of your speech and—I assume that you, too, will perceive the affinity—in the spirit of those sections of Scholem’s essay on Breuer444 that deal with us. To tell you this was a real necessity for me.

I am pleased that, in addition to all your outside tasks, you are again finding the time and energy to write, as evidenced by your continuation of your Bible translation. I hear that the volume of the Minor Prophets has appeared and that you are already working on the Psalms. I would very much like to offer you my assistance again, provided that the process of correction will not be impeded if the proofs are sent back and forth. But I assume that [Nahum] Glatzer, who is currently out of the country, is participating, and I believe that my participation would not cause any delays. I think that my Bible studies of recent years will make me more useful in helping with the proofreading than I was earlier. If you care to call upon me, you will find me ready at any time. I am particularly anxious to work on the Book of Job, but I am always available for the Psalms as well.

453. Carl Buber to Martin Buber
« August 8, 1934 »

Dear Martin,

The day before yesterday I received a letter from Raffi.445 He is working at the Kvuzat Geva, Post Office Ein Harod, twelve hours a day in the great heat, but he is very content and absolutely delighted. I am sure you already have direct news from him. This seems to be a transition period, but he will make his way and then send for his wife and children. It probably is a great sacrifice for you, but it has to be.

I wish [Ludwig] Strauss would finally tackle something too; only then can there be settled conditions for you. Such an in-between state cannot be permitted to last any longer.

I suppose you will have no other choice but to go to Palestine. The present uncertain situation must surely come to an end.

As regards me, I have gotten very old, and there is no escaping the complaints of old age, but I realize that it can’t be otherwise and I avoid all lamentations.

To take any trip involves great difficulties here446 now; one simply can’t get a passport, and if one is issued, it is for only three or four weeks. No connections do any good. […] They say that a big biographical article about you appeared in a Hamburg newspaper, but unfortunately that paper isn’t obtainable here. […]

454. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« At present San Vigilio di Marebbe (Dolomites), August 14, 1934 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

This is my first chance to answer your letter of July 24. Right after our arrival here, my wife fell ill (she is well again), then I myself was under the weather. But now I want to write you before my departure.

In your letter you give a detailed discussion, with conscientious pros and cons, of the question of my ability to do effective work in Palestine. It seems to me that the question has not been posed properly; it is, in any event, not my question. I cannot even concern myself with whether I can be “effective” anywhere; that sort of thing would almost compromise my modesty. When I think of a life in Palestine, I simply consider whether I can live and work there, not whether I can have an effect on it (I have never been under any illusions in this regard). Any effectiveness that might result in time may be considered an epiphainomenon,447 but it can never be an object of concern to me or the motive for planning on my part.

I have accepted the appointment.448 I hope to be able to overcome some existing serious personal difficulties (essentially financial in nature), but, in addition to the projects I have started in Germany (and in the course of which I have also had some gratifying experiences of entirely concrete effectiveness), these difficulties do influence the timing of my going to Palestine. We intend to come over at the beginning of March and then try to prepare our definitive move there.

This is just a brief report to keep you informed. I have some lectures on theology to give in Switzerland during the second half of August, but, from early September on, I shall be at work in Germany again. (I asked some time ago that the Herrlingen report449 be sent to you; I will make an inquiry.) I have accepted a guest lecture at the Lehranstalt450 for January–February, but there are all sorts of things before that, among others (in late October) an inter-organizational leadership training camp. [The conference at] Lehnitz was solid and gratifying; even more intensive efforts of this kind are to be made.451

455. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheim, September 7, 1934 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

I will try to explain to you quickly and in the midst of my work what I recently meant by being “effective,” etc. This has nothing to do with any “reluctance on my part to let you interfere in my affairs,” as you put it; I am not like that at all. It is simply that I am convinced that one can only produce the “scaffolding” of life; the actual edifice will “fall into place.” When am I really “effective”? When I am not concerned with being that. When I said that in regard to Palestine the decisive thing for me was whether I could “live and work” there, I simply meant whether I could get a scaffolding there—the orderly, well-regulated, ordained kernel of a day’s activities, an “economic enterprise,” a “profession” that would produce the other things, the unforeseeable, the unclassifiable, the irregular, the “effective activity.” And it would seem unnatural to me to go over there as a German writer (and I am a German writer—not incidentally but in actuality) without a profession tied to the people living there, the country’s normal life, its requirements, and its economy. Don’t you understand this? Surely you know what it can mean to a person to have things happen to him “naturally.” If I thought otherwise, I would be a gypsy; I am, however, in an eternal sense a “solid citizen,” a son and father of the law—free to determine and to be determined by the law. As an immigrant, without the connectedness of a properly domiciled “citizen,” I would deny my true nature.

Perhaps it will be possible for us to come over for a few weeks in the spring. I wish this for myself for a variety of reasons.

I was quite pleased to hear from you that you are making substantial progress. Keep me posted.

456. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] September 12, 1934 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Your two letters moved me greatly. I did not expect matters to be settled in this fashion,452 and if now all the concerns and considerations of your first letter from Italy are invalidated in this way, we have no reason to congratulate one another on such an administration of our intellectual resources. I did not write you immediately because I assumed that we would soon learn details of the course of events, perhaps especially of their background. But, except for a brief telegram, we have received no particulars whatsoever, and Magnes is still keeping out of sight. His position is not clear to me, especially after what you wrote me in your first letter. Did he put up a fight or did he perhaps not mind being outvoted? I do hope to bring the facts of the case to light. After everything that you know, I need not tell you how hard hit we were by the loss of the chance to have you as an associate. Was it only the dark sides of the scholarly personality whose manifestness in those of us who were deemed “kosher” that constituted a recommendation for Jerusalem? It almost seems that way. And even if for once a fight is fought to the finish, it turns out later that in such serious matters this is not enough. All the other decisions, which are largely directed against Magnes, offer no assurance whatever of a new spirit. We fear that at bottom nothing is changing.

After all this, can we still hope somehow to see you here? Or must I fear that you will now let things take their course, whether good or bad? Is there any prospect of your coming here on a fact-finding trip in the spring?

My work is going forward; in lengthy research that was as time-consuming as it was stimulating, I have verified and codified my views of the Zohar. I now see before me an unending procession of projects of all kinds to give shape to all these findings. The way things are, however, I shall probably write primarily in Hebrew. […]

457. Karl Wolfskehl to Martin Buber
« Meilen, September 26, 1934 »

Dear Martin Buber, dear Frau Paula, My thanks for your kind letter453 have long been alive in my heart. By now I too am almost incapable of putting pen to paper, on account of the situation—but you must have sensed that I am pleased with that letter. How I need it, how it stirs memories, how it points the way! And how I wish I were able to reply in person! It is cold around me, and I crave closeness. But perhaps the course of this new road of mine requires me to be alone at first, until I have said and done everything that has been imposed upon me in my late years.

What is certain is the knowledge of loving, friendly understanding, and partaking in it is beneficial like nothing else.

458. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Berlin, October 2, 1934 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Thank you again for staying last night. And now I must tell you about the conversation I had with Schocken.454

There have been a number of misunderstandings, all basically trivial, which finally led to a situation that all concerned must have found hard to comprehend as well as oppressive.

I think that when a situation has become so messed up, it is best to describe things as frankly as possible in an effort to extricate oneself from it.

Let us begin with the matter of the contract.455 I was under the impression that Herr Schocken was familiar with the letter and the contracts because I had presented them to him on several occasions on Friday. He had not read them, however, and was acquainted only with the letter that his firm was supposed to send you. When I put that letter before him on Sunday, he did recognize this as a signal that he should discuss it with you and hand it to you, but he did not want to give it to you without being acquainted with the other two documents.

It would certainly have been simplest for him to tell me that in Zehlendorf and to discuss with me the three documents I had with me. That would have taken care of everything. Schocken, however, displayed a certain reluctance to do so; I think it was because he finds it unpleasant to negotiate financial matters directly with you.

Today we examined the documents and found a few small points that will have to be given a different legal formulation. Thus, you will be sent those things at the end of the week.

These, however, are only the external reasons why this entire question has not been discussed and why this whole difficult situation arose.

There are two things that Herr Schocken was not able to cope with, and I feel I am doing the right thing if I write you about them frankly, for I believe that they do not warrant any ill feeling.

First, the Palestine book, with whose proceeds you wish to finance a trip to Palestine. This proposal annoyed Schocken, and he wonders why you did not say something like this to him: I want to go to Palestine in the spring but cannot finance this out of my monthly income; will you help me?

Schocken believes that your relationship with him should be such that this would have been the natural attitude. If a Palestine book is the intellectual harvest of this trip, fine; if not, that is all right too.

I know you well enough to believe that you will be pleased with this attitude and regard it as natural. That you did not say these things to him is due to the fact that you do not have the right relationship with him. In my opinion, this lack of rapport is Schocken’s fault, for I know how available you have kept yourself for him, and I also know how difficult it is for you, for me, and therefore for the publishing house that this natural human association between you two simply does not exist as yet.

I am convinced that Schocken himself would be very pleased if it did exist. But I also know how hard it is for Schocken the man to come out of his shell and face you the way he actually already feels about you.

Then, you have shocked him with a remark about his office of treasurer.456 You told him that “people” are of the opinion that, now that he has assumed this office, he, the rich man, will pay. It is the bitter experience of a rich man that the people who come to him almost invariably ask for money. I know from many conversations how hard this hits him and how difficult it is for him.

Schocken believes that you spoke as you did because you wanted to warn him. It would have been well if you had expressed yourself more clearly on this sensitive point, explained to him who had said this, and discussed with him the ways in which a person can behave in such a situation.

Schocken hears such things, but he does not immediately challenge his interlocutor; rather, they rankle him and preoccupy him when he is alone.

As I write this letter, I realize that you and Schocken must meet and speak with each other more frequently. I know exactly what purely practical difficulties impede this, and yet it is of urgent importance for the publishing house—that is, the intellectual and human things that happen in it—that this be done. As a third party, I can see that you and Schocken could clear these matters up in a five-minute conversation, provided they came up in the first place. They can come up only if a closer relationship exists.

The grotesque thing about it is that we all know this to be so and yet cannot manage to change the situation. I am sure that Schocken’s character is principally to blame for this, but perhaps we—that is, you and I—have not really made an effort to bring about a relationship that is, after all, predestined. Only when there is an entirely natural rapport between you and Schocken can this publishing firm work well and productively on its tasks, and my role as a mediator between you must at last be replaced by direct contact.

I am sending Schocken a copy of this letter. I wish with all my heart that he will work toward the above ends. […]

459. Martin Buber to Salman Schocken
« Heppenheim, October 3, 1934 »

Dear Herr Schocken,

I just received a letter from [Lambert] Schneider, of which he has sent you a copy. The contents of this letter affected me so much that I must write you about it right away. There are so many insurmountable conflicts in this short life that we must do our part to surmount what is surmountable, and we must do so quickly lest it become “moldy.” Especially at a time like this, genuine relationships with people are our most precious possession, and it is up to us to clear up any misunderstandings that threaten to impede their directness. This is what I shall attempt to do, to the best of my ability, in our case.

One of the two things that, as Schneider writes, had a dispiriting effect on you is the way I have handled my Palestine trip. This is the situation: when your relationship to me was only that of a friend (if I may use that word), you know that I did not hesitate to turn to you when I needed help, even when money was involved. That I could find it in my heart to do so is due to the fact that, since I have known you (since reading your Maccabee speech457 way back when), you have never been “the rich man” to me, but always a man who concerns me, whose existence is important to me, who is part of the edifice of my life. Of course this did not change when you became my publisher—on the contrary, because that gave me more opportunities to associate with you, which means more chances to experience you and understand you. But since you became my publisher, quite independently of all this and in no way curtailing my inner relationship to you, I have developed toward you a natural, legitimate feeling of an obligation to produce. Thus, where money is involved, I have felt obligated to offer a quid pro quo. Can you not understand this? In fact, if you could put yourself in my place, would you not feel the same way? I am well cared for “in your house”; I feel appreciated and encouraged in every respect. In a case such as this, then, am I not bound to reflect what I have to do for the publishing house in return? To learn that you feel I should have turned to the friend and not to the publisher touched my heart; if you have read this letter up to this point, you will surely comprehend that I could not bring myself, as your “author,” to do so.

Regarding the university, you misunderstood me in two points, evidently because of the brevity and casual nature of my remark:


1. The people whose view I mentioned have no connection with the university. Thus, they are certainly not “the people who come to you.”

2. The people certainly were not of the opinion that “now that he has assumed this office, he, the rich man, will pay.” They were merely of the opinion that your name would so increase confidence in the university in the likely circles of financiers that its future would soon be assured.



Since we were discussing the university, I thought I could not suppress this detail concerning you. I was taken aback when you obviously attached greater importance to it than it deserved. But I did not feel entitled—wrongly, as I now realize—to give you, without having been asked, the advice that I would now like to express to you: do not let the false perspective of people distract you in the least from what you have resolved to do, but do include it in the knowledge that must serve as the basis for such an office. If you wish, I shall be very glad to give you a more detailed explanation of what I mean at our next meeting, which I hope will be soon. But I must emphasize that I really do not include what I mentioned above among the false perspective, but rather among the incomplete and to that extent incorrect (and corrected by me) perspective, for it is—among other things!—also true that your name is designed to increase confidence in the university.

460. Martin Buber to Albert Schweitzer
« [Undated]458 »

Dear Albert Schweitzer,

Since my early years the knowledge that you exist has strengthened me, and in later years it has comforted me. I have always been concerned with helpers, and all these years and in many ways you have been a great helper. Help genuinely given, so say the Hasidim, gives birth to angels. May it be granted to you, dear Albert Schweitzer, again and again to feel the air all around you stirred by a gentle beating of wings.

461. Albert Schweitzer to Martin Buber
« January 15, 1935 »

Dear Martin Buber,

How often I have thought of you since our meeting in Königsfeld,459 and you know with how much love! Oh, I had so much to do and was so terribly tired (you can tell from my handwriting) that I did not exist for my acquaintances and friends. I had to sit still. Then, in the fall, I had to give lectures at Oxford and Edinburgh. And now you send me kind regards for my sixtieth birthday! I thank you with all my heart. Your greetings pleased me very particularly. In the near future, my publisher, Beck, will send you my new work about the world view of the Indian thinkers.460 I am trying to comprehend the evolution of Indian thought and to determine the role that ethics played in it. I hope I shall have the joy of seeing you during my next stay in Europe. I will embark for Africa again on February 5. Kind regards to you and your wife. My wife also sends her best. And be assured that I think of you often with love and admiration.

462. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, January 20, 1935 »

My dear Herr Buber,

[…] I really wanted to thank you once more in writing for everything that working under you and with you has given me during the past six months.461 I believe it has been a decisive period in my life. The most important thing is the human element, about which not much can be said, and the next thing is something that can be expressed: I now know my attitude toward the Bible, and I would be able to teach the Bible. For this, and for everything, my thanks always. […]

463. Ernst Michel to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, March 26, 1935 »

Dear Martin Buber,

First, my sincere thanks for the two offprints, of which “Symbolic and Sacramental Existence”462 in particular was a great help to me at the present time. I am now on chapter 20 with my study group on Genesis, and in verse 7 I have to speak about the comprehensive significance of the Israelite “Künder”;463 you are now helping me with this. In the course of the summer I am supposed to write a brief monograph entitled The Image of the Prophet for the Catholic series The Religious Decision. My particular points of departure will be Amos, Hosea, and Jonah, but I shall supplement these with the other prophets. Could you name some other books for me from which I could learn important things about this subject? (I already have Cramer’s Amos.)464 All of us here were very sorry that you had to cancel your March lectures. I learned the reason from [Alfons] Paquet.465 I was concerned but not surprised. You will not cease to use the “gaps” for your activity among us, will you? Some time ago I edited the copies I made of your three lectures on “Judaism and Christianity”; I checked and completed all the quotations, incorporated digressions, and gave the whole thing to a lady for copying. The fair copies must now be ready, and I shall send you one.466 How long will you be in Heppenheim?

I recently sent you a copy of a double lecture entitled “Genuine Overcoming of Liberalism,”467 which no one dares to publish. My students asked for it, and now I am sending copies everywhere for sixty pfennigs each. If you know anyone interested, please call his attention to it. At the moment, I need to sell these to recoup my expenses.

The sphere of activity in Catholic circles is growing smaller and smaller. The possibilities of contact disintegrate or are abolished. Added to this is the intolerance within the church, which I again feel strongly. But it is justified inasmuch as I remove myself further and further from Christology and sacramentalism, and make no secret of it. I feel more and more like a sectarian, without wishing to abandon the matrix.

External living conditions, too, are now so restricted that we cannot move from the spot and every new month becomes a problem. Will you not come to Frankfurt again so that we may speak with each other?

464. Max Brod to Martin Buber
« May 3, 1935 »

My dear Herr Buber,

I just read the news of your father’s passing.468 Please accept this expression of my sympathy as a sign of my deep feeling of attachment to you and your fruitful work. A father who has such a son lives for all times.

465. Martin Buber to Max Brod
« [Undated; 1935] »

Thank you, dear Dr. Brod, for your good words! They came at a time when I needed a word of encouragement for a variety of reasons, and they have contributed to a renewed feeling of attachment despite everything, which can have particular importance at this time.

The complete edition of Kafka is a great possession.469 It shows how one can live marginally with complete integrity and without loss of background. It contains the real refutation of Ivan Karamazov.470

466. Leo Baeck to Martin Buber
« Berlin, May 21, 1935 »

Dear Herr Professor,

My cordial, sympathetic thoughts have often been with you during the past weeks, and now that I know you are back in Heppenheim, a few lines can also speak to you. I sincerely sympathize with you in your mourning of your father. The fluid line between past and present does become a more definite dividing line when one loses one’s father—only then, and even if he passes away at an age when even the son is already looking at grandchildren.

Dr. [Otto] Hirsch told me about the concerns that you brought back from Palestine.471 I had the same concerns there, and now I have an even greater desire to get together with you. I shall probably be in southern Germany right after Pentecost. Would I find you in Heppenheim then?

I am now more confident that by that time your distressing confinement472 will have been removed.

467. Bertha Pappenheim to Martin Buber
« Isenburg, June 12, 1935 »

Most esteemed Professor Buber,

When a common soldier was released from the detention barracks in old Austria, he had to go before his superior and say: “Thanks for the kind punishment.” That’s what I say too. The rebuke that you gave me was kind, and I thank you for it and for the book, which I shall try to read with the appropriate timidity. Perhaps I shall then get closer to your somewhat patriarchal, easygoing view of “thy neighbor as thyself.”

To an observing resident alien—but to no one else—it may seem strange that a man should proclaim leniency and a woman demand severity. And yet it is quite simple: a woman’s love is far more all-embracing. She is to be the creator, or at least shaper, of life, transcending pain and woe. She has to bring forth the re’a,473 or at least shape him in inexhaustible love; she has to guide him, admonish him, purposefully develop divine seeds—hard, rigorous work. Destiny.

A man loves painlessly, occasionally; he is not bound to Creation by any pain; his generational responsibility is not a heavy burden on him. He talks, the woman is supposed to act. For this, she has received her two hands from her Creator—one firm and one gentle.

The fleeting resident alien cannot even notice which one she is using; the simple neighbor feels it.

468. Otto Hirsch to Martin Buber
« Berlin, August 1, 1935 »

My dear Professor Buber,

I would just like to express my heartfelt joy at the fact that, according to information just received, you have again been permitted474 to teach within the framework of the Center for Jewish Adult Education.

469. Martin Buber to Hans Trüb
« August 2, 1935 »

Dear Hans,

[…] According to a communication received today, I am able to resume my teaching activities. However, I shall not be able to give speeches and lectures. […]

470. Martin Buber to Paula Winkler Buber
« Lucerne, September 10, 1935 »

My dear Paula,

[…] The meeting475 is over. Yesterday afternoon the chair in the theory of education as such was rejected, after a brief debate at which the most important people were not present because they were participating in a committee meeting about administrative reorganization. At the evening session, the fight was resumed by Magnes, Schocken, Warburg,476 and others—for the person rather than the position. As I was told, the discussion lasted two hours and a half, and was on an exceptionally high plane. Schocken in particular is said to have made an important address on a personal note which made a great impression. There was vigorous opposition, but it was directed more against the connection with this particular chair (which the “Anglo-Saxons” do not desire) than against the person as such—i.e., as far as the remarks were concerned. Surprisingly, in the end the personal appointment was accepted unanimously; the subject is to be formulated this evening by a committee appointed for this purpose together with Schocken and me (so it is just the field and not the appointment). Then it will have to be confirmed by the executive council in Jerusalem—but, given its composition, there is no doubt that this will be done, provided the right field is chosen. There are various proposals regarding the formulation. Magnes thinks of going back to “religious studies,” but that is the very subject that could delay a definitive agreement. Two formulations in this vein are possible: (1) “Ethics and Social Philosophy,” (2) “Social and Cultural Philosophy.” This evening I shall write you what has been decided. The other details are favorable; there, too, some things still have to be discussed, and this will be done in a conversation with Sch[ocken] prior to today’s committee meeting.

The day before yesterday there was a fight between Weizmann and Magnes which in some respects was rather unedifying. It ended with the appointment of the above-mentioned committee on reorganization, and yesterday the following decisions were made at its suggestion: (1) The position of chancellor is abolished, (2) Weizmann resigns as president of the university but remains as chairman of the board of trustees, (3) Magnes becomes president of the university, (4) Schocken becomes chairman of the executive council and takes charge of administrative matters, (5) every two years a rector and deans are elected by the university itself. Weizmann, by the way, is now all politician again, as I had foreseen.

Naturally, I am a bit tired today. The discussions will end this evening. Trüb wants to come here tomorrow; if the weather is good, we will make a little excursion and then go to Zurich. I am planning to come home on Friday. I shall let you know exactly. […]

There are all sorts of things to tell about the meeting of the board of trustees, but in the portrait of my memory the trivial or repugnant goings-on are brightened by a few people who stood the test and put themselves out—Magnes, by even assuming a budgetary obligation, since the item was not covered in the regular budget. I can take delight in this on a suprapersonal plane.

471. Hermann Gerson to Martin Buber
« Hedera, October 25, 1935 »

Dear Herr Buber,

During the whole time since we have seen each other, things have been very hard for me here, and they inwardly kept me from writing you. But now that another bad thing has happened, I cannot help doing so.

Again a chaver477 of the kibbutz has died. […]

And things are so difficult as it is. I cannot begin to describe this to you. The resistance to the intended reconstruction is composed of an infinite number of little elements in the reality-burdened life of the kibbutz.

There is the great fear among our people of things religious. There is the whole oppressive tension that is a necessary concomitant of our attempt deliberately to reattach ourselves to the Jewish spiritual heritage. People notice that will is necessary, that it is not immediately and spontaneously present and a given—and they become suspicious and do not want to force themselves. Their energy flags, the current questions of the country interest them more—and yet in reality, when these become more complex, they interest only a small minority. There are all sorts of great human tensions; our backgrounds are different, their expression in opinions and attitudes is correspondingly different too—and how often people react only to the superficial aspects of a perceived action without being able to visualize the whole person! There is the danger that “factions” will come into being where direct speech becomes difficult. Again and again there are all sorts of tensions around me personally. There are tendencies toward an excessive inclination to criticize as well as innumerable instances of a certain intractable libertinism in attitude etc., etc.

I am not saying anything about the “objective” problems: the constant problem of Jewish development (you proved to be right about the style; we have now eliminated it); the difficult orientation in the problems of the country; the great unemployment and the difficult economic sitution; the philosophical-religious debates (which went on especially during the holidays).

There are other things, of course: many kinds of success in practical matters, for me especially in recent times a particular measure of success in the area of personal counseling and relationships. The more sorely one is tried and the more one has to learn to look beyond oneself, the greater one’s strength becomes.

But nevertheless, it is an enormously difficult task. If one compares it with other forms of self-realization (politics, teaching), it is like being in the front lines of the trenches, and one knows that one can no longer return to other forms.

I have never described this to you in these terms. There were and are for me occasional hours of deep despair (perhaps as an aftereffect of those experiences about which I showed you those “memoirs” in Jerusalem), hours in which all reality fades away from me and I feel as though I am cut off and thrust into all this oppressiveness. It often is not easy to emerge from it unscathed—precisely because it is not simply a personal matter but involves that perilous doubt about the sense of any efforts toward self-realization.

It would be dreadful if the only counterpoise to all this were a demanding “thou shalt,” as used to be the case with me. But entirely different supporting energies reveal themselves to me in increasing depth and scope—energies of being that are “light for the seeing eye, strength for the active hand.”478 By far the profoundest among these is, of course, my relationship with Lo,479 which encompasses all areas of life. But there are also other friendships and individual encounters that become part of the picture. And since I am here in Palestine, nature has increasingly opened up to me as a messenger. Throughout it all, and despite everything, there is a growing calmer, a being more firmly founded.

Something impelled me to write you all this—and I did not think it necessary to give more thought to whether that was the “right thing to do.” […]

472. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Heppenheim, November 13, 1935 »

Dear Herr Bergmann,

The news I just read in the [Jüdische] Rundschau that you have been elected rector480 is a heartfelt joy to my wife and me. In this turn of events, which is surprising in view of what happened before, and beyond my amicable interest in the personal aspects, there is something almost symbolically comforting and encouraging for me. Again and again, and despite everything, there comes a point at which two lines apparently condemned to diverge forever do intersect!

In my own matter, I have not heard anything for a while, and I should like to know how things stand. Only in recent weeks, when, after finishing the laborious proofreading of [the translation of] the Psalms, I set out to complete some works on the history and philosophy of religion, did I fully realize what a sacrifice I am making by changing to a discipline481 that has always been very important to me but is not, in the final analysis, “mine.” A real sacrifice, because the elaboration of independent viewpoints and methods (without which I could not undertake it), as well as work on the linguistic aspect, will keep me so busy for a long time that I shall not be able to do any additional scholarly work in other areas—and also because I am no longer young. Yet I have the feeling that, with two or three exceptions, no one there knows how hard my decision has been. All my life such feelings did not disturb me; for the first time I now feel that my heart is heavy.

473. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheim, November 14, 1935 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

Just as my heart participates in your experiences, and of course even more intensively in the bad ones than in the good ones, your new sorrow has touched me quite deeply. I know how it is when one young life is wrested from another. But one has to transmute this strength of mourning into strength of work and productivity; it must be done, there is no other choice.

Everything that you wrote me about the problems of community I reflected upon and experienced as I was reading your letter and later in recollection—which really seemed like a recollection of events rather than of something read. I suppose that is how this road must look, only like that, and here every Yes must be owed to a No if it is to be valid. I learn something from your letters—not a new body of knowledge but a new enhancement of concrete clarity, the way one learns from one’s own fate. At times, in fact, I feel a “collective” ego in my heart.

I have nothing to report about myself right now. I have had no news from Jerusalem. The Psalms are finally on press; the fourfold proofreading with its repeated obligation to recheck was a singular drudgery. Now I have set out to complete books again after three years, and I hope I shall be able to publish several in succession in 1936, as I did in 1932.

474. Hermann Gerson to Martin Buber
« Hedera, December 10, 1935 »

Dear Herr Buber,

[…] The situation of our movement482 here is rather difficult, and this may be seen most clearly among the younger people scattered throughout the country and in the frequently difficult relationship with the youth association in Germany. The main reason for this is not that we have not yet decided on any of the existing kibbutz and political orientations. That, too, is a difficulty, for it deprives our movement in many important points of a clear image of its own. But the basic problem probably lies in the problem of East and West European Jews. The country today is eastern Jewish as a matter of course, based on the achievements of those who have built it. And the unexpressed but all the more self-evident demand is made upon the German aliyah483 that it adapt itself to the predominant type. And this German aliyah is, by and large, not very valuable, particularly in the cities. Even in such an important man as Bialik—in his essays, especially “On Jewish Studies”484—one finds utter incomprehension of the special situation and the special strength of West European Jews, an unbroken identification of Judaism with East European Jews; and how much truer this is of average people! And since I regard this attitude as quite unfruitful and even as an abridgment of life, I cannot accept it. I believe we ought to start by explaining to the public that there are differences in conditions that result in different views and cannot be disposed of through primitive value judgments. The important thing to do, then, would be to prepare the ground for a serious discussion by adding the thorn of reflection to today’s matter-of-fact judgments. Only, if it is difficult to describe the situation of both factions in simple terms, it is far more difficult to show what special values the West European Jews contribute (except for academic and technical training). What do you think of all this? Could you help me in some way? […]

475. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, January 9, 1936 »

Dear esteemed Herr Buber,

I hasten to inform you that the executive council today ratified the decision of Lucerne,485 that is, the decision of the senate which Scholem wrote you about. Thus your appointment has become an actuality—for us a great, long-desired actuality. There was no discussion, though Ussishkin486 thought that paragraph 8 of your sample lectures (“Fundamentals of the Philosophy of Religion”) would again raise objections. My response to this was that, in accordance with local custom, you will submit a syllabus to the faculty as soon as you get here and that there will then be time enough to discuss it with you.

The official notification of the administration will probably arrive in a few days.

When shall we see each other again? Will you be here in the spring?

476. David Baumgardt to Martin Buber
« Birmingham, January 29, 1936 »

Most esteemed Herr Buber,

With your Book of Psalms, you have again given me rare pleasure. It is, of course, a book that one can never finish reading in your German version, too. And I am particularly pleased to see how, in the increasingly closing chain of your Bible volumes, the transparency of one to the other, paradoxically speaking, becomes more and more dense. Ernst Simon rightly keeps saying that you were the first to demonstrate the unity of the Tenakh.487 In your new little essay “On Rendering the Psalms into German,”488 you have defined the nature of this unity in particularly classic and concise formulations. Will you also fulfill my old wish and produce in explicit terms as well the long running commentary on the Bible that is implicitly contained in your German rendition? But for today, please accept above all my most heartfelt thanks.

I hope you realize how painful it continues to be for me that I shall probably not be able to continue all those conversations I started with you for a very long time. A very decisive part of my pain is the fact that, after my detachment from German work, I have not been able to find full-time Jewish work.

A leading Quaker here told me of a conversation about Jews and Arabs that you had with Quakers in Palestine last year, and I have also seen notes about the discussion on both sides.489 I am in complete agreement with your statements, and I hope that I have made it clear to the Englishmen here that these are justified.

477. Martin Buber to Eduard Strauss
« Heppenheim, February 13, 1936 »

My dear Friend,

Since I hear that you will not be available for a talk tomorrow,490 I have to resort to writing despite its notorious inadequacy in such matters. To be sure, even in person I could not say considerably more than what the heading of this letter says. Friendship has become almost obsolete, but where it still exists, it is among the few remaining clamps and supports of the human earth that has so alarmingly started “breaking” and “crumbling” [Isaiah 24:19]. Let me, then, friend, tell you once more that you are a friend. And then my wishes—no, a wish, not a wish for this or that, but a whole wish for a whole man, and with my whole undivided wishing strength—a wish that is whole and thus can make this wish: be whole.

I hope that an old book I am sending you under separate cover will give you some pleasure. In the years and decades of my courtship of Scripture—first receptive (there is such a thing!), then also active—I have often used it as a reference and almost always with profit, and most of the time with greater enjoyment than newer and “more reliable” works of this kind can give. I presume this will be your experience as well.

478. Emil Brunner to Martin Buber
« Zurich, February 14, 1936 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Since I do not know whether a letter would still reach you at your old address, I am writing you in care of your publisher.

I would like to thank you kindly for sending me your magnificent translation of the Psalms. You are performing a great service for us, who have either the Vulgate or Luther in our ears, especially with your exotic German, which is culled from the language of the Psalms like nothing else. I often think with great gratitude of everything you have given us. May God bless and keep you wherever he may lead you.

479. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« Heppenheim, March 9, 1936 »

Dear Ludwig,

[…] I see from Eva’s letter that you regard my failure to write you about your decision as something negative.491 I am very sorry about that, and I would like you to understand me. Try to imagine that I have a strong resistance that seems to be connected with some primal feeling in me that is a mystery even to me. Should I translate that into arguments that cannot begin to express what I mean? And to spring them on you—what point would there be in presenting one argument or another when I cannot say, “You are right”? What else can I rightfully do but simply let you attempt what you want to attempt, and with a heart that, as you know, is lovingly turned to you but that fate has caused to be silent.

But there is one thing, dear friend, that I would like to say to you personally—not to counsel you against it (as I have said, that sort of thing is far from my mind), but in order to call your particular attention to a reality that concerns you and with which you may not be acquainted in all its gravity, though you mention it in your letter. I really take you seriously enough as an intellectual, but if you want to strike root in a kibbutz, you must, so to speak, forget who you were and subject yourself to the law of this community—the full participation of everyone in physical labor. That will be something very difficult, and even if you now imagine it as hard, it will be hard beyond your imagining. Of course, Hermann Gerson and those close to him know who you are and what you can mean to them as an intellectual, and they will strive to make things easier for you—but the law says that one must not allow things to be made easier—not during the first years; later, requirements change. This certainly is not a matter of the goodwill of your comrades, but an almost objective actuality, and one is bound to suffer if one does not pay sufficient attention to it. You cannot even calculate what you, the poet, need in the way of leisure, rhythm of activities, etc. If you want to obey the law, you will have to let yourself be swallowed up, body and soul, by the equal and universal, by the demands of the soil, and permit yourself poetic breath only if and when the soil releases you. Only in this way and in no other will the spirit L.S. gain his citizenship, no matter what surefire guarantees he may be given in advance.

That is all for today. It is the middle of the night between two overburdened days. All the best to you, dear people!

480. Leo Baeck to Martin Buber
« Berlin, April 16, 1936 »

Dear Herr Professor,

There is no particular reason for my writing; I do so only to tell you once more that I am thinking of you. Right now, when I read almost daily in your Book of Psalms, my gratitude goes out to you again and again. With this book, you have again given so much to all of us—with its totality as well as with numerous details that some people will perhaps not even notice.

Will your way take you to Berlin again sometime? Then we shall surely be able to see each other again.

481. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« At present Berlin, April 16, 1936 »

Dear Herr Bergmann,

Even though I am grateful to you for giving me your candid opinion regarding the beginning of my courses, as well as your amicable advice,492 I still must tell you that this has taken me aback and even made my plans uncertain.

In all my earlier written and oral communications with Magnes about the possibility of renewed academic activity for me, we proceeded from the repeatedly expressed premise that after my arrival I would have a considerable period of time to get acclimated and settle down to work. This was also the tenor of my conversations with Schocken and, if you remember, on one occasion even with you. These conversations took place on deep grounds—the grounds of life itself.

First of all, you must consider that I am not an academic person. As a young man, I put my almost-finished Habilitation thesis aside,493 and at the age of forty I declined a prestigious full professorship.494 That I later accepted an appointment at Frankfurt was bound up with my relationship with Franz Rosenzweig in a way that I must perceive as tragic;495 it was in the nature of a sacrifice, and hence my dismissal was like a solution. As you know, from its founding the university in Jerusalem has not represented an absolute value to me; in my view, in some respects there is something artificial and fiction-fed about it to this day. That my reply to Magnes’s first inquiry, in 1927, was basically positive was simply due to the fact that the feeling “I am being offered a position in Palestine” was predominant in me—and it has remained so. But to turn it into something real, organic, and enduring, it would be imperative—under such circumstances!—that I first familiarize myself with the country, the people, the language, and the atmosphere in a relaxed fashion and without any need to squeeze anything out of me that does not flow easily. Otherwise, there would remain between me and the institution at which I am to work a strangeness that would in all probability render any fruitful mutual relationship impossible.

There is something else that I would commend to your kind attention. You write: “A two months’ period for the preparation of the lectures will be deemed appropriate by everyone.…” This sounds to my ear as though I would place myself under public control upon my arrival in the country, and, at this relatively late stage in my life, that would be unbearable for me. As you know, I am not an “individualist,” in practical terms even a bit less so than theoretically, but I would not be able to subject myself to such a judgment of what is appropriate by the public or even by my colleagues. I would rather change direction at the eleventh hour if that is the only way!

Finally, the wholly personal. In your reply to my letter you say: “Of course, I fully understand your need for quiet and relaxation.…” This is not what I meant; once again, as so often, I evidently expressed a difficulty of a personal nature too facilely. What is involved in this: it is probably because for three years I devoted myself to a situation with the utmost intensity (of which you cannot know much, to be sure) that I find myself in a severe intellectual (and presumably also physical) crisis, which I must permit to run its course with all the composure that is required in such a case before I undertake a new assignment and its responsible daily work. If I acted otherwise, it would undermine my well-being and probably cause even worse things. During the years to come, I must devote my thought to the completion and elaboration of some things of great importance to me, and I have no right to jeopardize this.

Things being as they are, I see, on the basis of your letter, only the following possibilities:

Either the university decides to give me a leave (of a duration still to be determined) before the beginning of my teaching activities—for the purpose of developing a scheme for a national adult education program on the basis of studies and experiments to be conducted in the country and without any obligation to be incurred by the university. I would have no inner compunctions about such a freelance activity; it might, on the contrary, constitute a desirable transition. Or I am permitted not to assume my duties until some time after my arrival, under the condition that I draw no salary during this period (which would certainly not be easy for me, because a transfer of income is altogether impracticable, though it may be possible to accomplish it somehow after all). Or the entire university scheme proves unfeasible and I have to think of something else. In no case shall I give up Palestine; during my last sojourn there, I realized that I can ascertain whether I am able to be of use to the cause of the country, our cause, only by means of experimentation.

I have now told you, dear friend, everything I can say about this matter which is oppressing me so. I know that you will take it as seriously as it is, and, with this in mind, I await your response.

482. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, April 23, 1936 »

Dear esteemed Herr Buber,

I am extremely sorry that my letter caused you so many misgivings, when it was designed only to make you a private proposal which, of course, one-sidedly used local customs as a point of reference and could not take your personal situation into consideration. It goes without saying that the circumstances of your personal life must decide. There is, of course, no mistaking the fact that when you arrive here as a professor at the university, you will “place yourself under public control,” to use your own expression (which is much too harsh). The university is an institution like any other; it has its statutes and authorities, regulations governing leaves, teaching load, etc. Leaves are subject to the approval of the academic and nonacademic authorities.

My advice would be as follows: inform Herr Schocken496 by way of a response to the letter from the administration that you will come to the country in the fall but that you will give no courses in the winter semester.497 Request the approval of the administration for six months’ salary without any teaching duties, for the purpose of becoming closely acquainted with the conditions for your future courses and to prepare the language of your lectures. You would then start teaching in the summer term (after Passover).

I would not advise you to mention the adult education program, because it is not directly related to your teaching activity and would needlessly complicate the matter. Apart from that, I would not recommend that you pursue projects that require much effort and energy in the first semester. I would, rather, advise you, if I may, to devote your major energies to the linguistic preparation of your lectures.

I probably need not tell you that my most heartfelt wishes are with you these days and that we have no more ardent wish than to see you here again with the zeal for work and the tenacity that I admired so much when you were here. […]

P.S. I am not writing you about the unrest,498 which does not mean that I rest easy about it.

483. Ernst Michel to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, May 2, 1936 »

Dear Herr Buber,

[…] Your card came just as I was about to write you a special word of thanks for your essay “Spinoza, Sabbatai Zevi, and the Baal-Shem,”499 which I reread last night for the first time in years and which this time stirred me especially. I had preceded it with a reading of the Gospel according to St. John, which made me particularly conscious of my separation from the Christology of the [Catholic] church, but also from that of Protestantism. I do not know whether your view of Jesus’ automessianism with its religious conclusions is correct, but I know that my experience of faith has really nothing to do with a belief in Christ as an incarnation of a pre-existent divine logos, to say nothing of the later dogmatic version. If to be a Christian means to believe in the spirit of St. John’s Gospel, then I am not a Christian. What still remains is that I give my allegiance to Jesus in taking seriously the words “You are my son, today I have fathered you.” I am then wholly based on early Judeo-Christianity and do not participate in the Johannine and Pauline turn. From the writings of the New Testament I have received illumination for the opening up of the Old Testament, and conversely, I can grasp the teachings and the activity of Jesus, who to me is exemplary, in living fashion only in connection with the OT. Here there is a unity for my faith that remains central and indissoluble even if it is demonstrated to me that the teachings of Jesus had their counterpart in rabbinic sayings. There is a figure that has for me in unique fashion the plausibility of “I have given you an example.” From there, to be sure, my membership in the church has only the significance of a destiny, not of a creed. I keep asking myself whether my work is still legitimate in the realm of the church, whether I am still permitted to raise my voice in it. Certainly, a legitimate connection still exists insofar as in the church there is for me, too, handed down a substance that keeps me bound to Catholics. For this reason I have hitherto regarded it as permissible to be active in Catholic circles and base even my contacts on premises by which I no longer feel personally bound. But I keep struggling with the question whether such a “pedagogical” practice is adequate, or whether I can answer for it. Since I was born and raised as a Catholic, I feel obligated to remain open to the church, to learn from it what there is to be learned, to live together with Catholics—things for which I can still somehow assume responsibility. The reason why I have decided on this loyalty is that life in the church was given to me by God as a destiny that I must accept. But I am no longer a member of the church in the sense of its conception of itself and its demands on its members. I know that I am connected in faith with you and the Judaism that you, Rosenzweig, and others teach and live, though the Law and the Talmud do not and cannot have binding significance for me because I simply am not a Jew in the religious-ethnic sense and must live on the basis of other premises.

I have told you all this in confidence so that you may help me with clarifying words. I would like to ask you to reserve an hour for me sometime when you are there. What I would like best is to come to Heppenheim, though that would not be possible before the end of May. But we could fix a date well in advance.

484. Hermann Gerson to Martin Buber
« Yoknam, June 4, 1936 »

Dear Herr Buber,

We are facing a fundamental discussion with Kibbutz Artzi; considering the present weakness of our kibbutz, there is danger that we shall be absorbed.500 Will this be the end of our movement? […]

What did I aim for in this Werkleute movement? To create a collective orientation toward a new life, dialogic life (please do not weigh these formulalike words!) where there are usually only the will and the orientation of individuals. Therefore, to safeguard something shaky to the best of my ability. […]

485. Gershom Scholem to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] July 16, 1936 »

Dear Herr Buber,

I recently received your new book501 and would like to thank you kindly for this new gift. It probably is something like a farewell gift for German Jewry!

We here are very hopeful of seeing you among us soon. You will come at a difficult time, when many things will probably come up for discussion, and your voice is bound to carry weight. All of us have, nolens volens, practiced soothsaying in recent weeks, though this is strictly forbidden. But it is in the Jerusalem air. Too bad that we did not have a chance to speak with you during the summer.

I personally am doubly looking forward to being able to shake your and your wife’s hands soon, and please count on me if I can ever give you any advice or help.

486. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheim, July 29, 1936 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

Your letter dismayed me.502 I am with you with all my heart, but I do not just worry about you, I am also angry at you. That is not the way, not for you! You have pledged yourself to a group of people; in your existential oath, all kinds of personal disappointments and defeats had to be included and anticipated; and nothing that happened could make you a free agent like a private individual. I know what it means when dying becomes easier for one than living, but responsibility is greater than death and life, and you have one that you know about, though you are not yet able to see it clearly. If you had simply upped and left, you would have devalued everything you have ever said about leadership and destroyed the heart of the community that has, after all, accepted your leadership. It seems that you have not kept either Lo or the group, to which you are also bound by a vow, sufficiently in mind.

As regards what is happening between you and Lo, you say the harshest things—almost too harsh, I feel. You have simply been too egocentric (I have not forgotten the reason, but that does not change anything), and precisely in your case it was especially important to get rid of that. […] You now have a clear picture of this, and I note that you really are on your way. But do not simply go; let yourself go more, open yourself to the world, take the world with which you associate really as the world, just as you take Lo as Lo and not as an emotional object. Surrender to grace!

I embrace you, dear friend. I am well disposed toward you and angry with you as never before.

487. Rafael Buber to Martin and Paula Buber
« Geva, August 8, 1936 »

Dear Parents,

First of all, I thank you very kindly for Mother’s fine letter and the package of books, and I thank the children for their letters, which pleased me so much! I shall soon answer in Hebrew, too! It has again been such a long time since you had word from us. Time and again one cannot muster what little energy it takes.

We are having quite a hot summer, and in the evening we flop down and try to sleep in our clothes as best we can, always with this feeling: “Let’s quickly catch some sleep before their shooting gets us up again.” When that does not happen, we are astonished when we wake up in the morning, because we have been able to sleep through.

In recent days, things were quite lively here again. Very violent Arab attacks on Chugim and Beth Alpha, also on Kfar Yehezkel.503 The soldiers go out in armored cars and with machine guns, but at night they cannot accomplish much against the gangs that take cover behind rocks on the mountains. On the other hand, under such conditions the Arabs cannot do much to us either. Thus far only one chaver504 from Kfar Yehezkel has been injured in the many attacks between Kfar Yehezkel and Beth Alpha. He is well again and recently returned home; he is the driver who was shot in the arm and leg.

About six weeks ago the government substantially improved the state of our defense by engaging men who were in the army or have some other training as special policemen in all settlements (1,800 men in all) and providing them with British military guns and ample ammunition. In this way I, too, have become a Palestinian policeman. In practical terms, not much has changed. During the day I continue to work with a tractor, and only when we work in remote fields do I ride out as a shoter505 with one chaver from Ein Harod and one from Tel Josef in order to protect the six tractors that work the fields of the individual settlements jointly and consecutively. At night some of our eight shotrim have guard duty in Geva, some are on alert, and the others are allowed to sleep in their clothes in their rooms. As you can see, we are in good spirits!

Today the situation in the country became much more critical. The Arabs have decided to extend their strike to the railroads, the post offices, Haifa harbor, and the oil pipeline. There was no train service today between Haifa and Tel Aviv. The trains from Haifa to our place are being serviced by British sailors. But this is the Arabs’ last attempt, and we do not think they will be successful, for they have given the government months in which to prepare Jewish and British forces to fill the gap. The tension is, of course, greatly increased. Don’t worry about us if, for the above reasons, you don’t hear from us!

Ruth506 has borne up very well! In general, it is a joy to behold how well our women and girls stand up, including our “German youth.”

It is gratifying, too, that here in the country, where we can cultivate our fields only with weapon in hand and have to fight the Arabs almost every night, there is no hatred of the Arab people. May there really be a few human beings on hand when peace is made! I believe there would be quite a few on both sides who could be roused!

We hear from Ludwig [Strauss] and his family that they are fortunately in good health. They are said to have a terribly hard time of it financially. We feel so sorry for Eva, but we cannot help her. When things quiet down again, she should come with her children and stay with us for some time, but right now we could not take the responsibility.

Ludwig is now said to be ready to accept any kind of work, but none is to be found. If we could only tide them over until such time as … I am convinced that something suitable can be found then.

488. Martin Buber to Rafael Buber
« Flims-Waldhaus, August 20, 1936 »

Dear Raffi,

I am on a brief pleasure trip in connection with the [Hebrew] University meeting in Zurich, and Mother forwarded your letter of August 8 to me.

Your letters are very beneficial to both your mother and me, especially because they always let us note with pleasure what we already know: what a capable fellow you have become. Beyond your personal fate, this is a comforting sign to me regarding your entire generation; it has had a hard time of it and then also committed grievous errors, but it still has been privileged to find its way.

Your description of the situation there is quite graphic. Unfortunately, I see no just way of overcoming the severe conflict in the near future. Probably neither of the two parties507 would listen to any proposals that one might make in this direction.

I have induced Schocken, who was here until yesterday (he is now in Zurich, where I shall be going tomorrow) to give Ludwig [Strauss] an advance on his epic,508 and he will receive it in three monthly installments. This will take care of them for some time at least. In this respect, things are very difficult for us, because one cannot send anything [to Palestine] from Germany and, in accordance with the new regulations, very little from Poland and only with all sorts of complications. We intend to go to Poland in the middle of September in order to ascertain there what can be done; this is also of particular importance for the question of our moving to Palestine.509 […]


489. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, October 13, 1936 »

Dear Dr. Simon,

Let me first of all cordially reciprocate your good wishes. It is as you say: one feels increasingly obligated to get as much work done as is humanly possible. The effect this has had on me in the literary realm is that I am now completing one book after another. The new edition of Kingship of God, which is augmented by one-fourth, and The Question of the Single One510—a little theological-political treatise, as it were—are in press and will go out to you in November. With the latter volume, I have merely completed the supplements to I and Thou, and I am now intensively working on the actual continuation. In addition, I have made rather substantial progress on “The Anointed One,”511 on which I was able to resume work six months ago. I am having a lot of trouble with the problems of the period of Samuel, which, after all, neither exegetes nor historiographers have been able to tackle properly up to now, but it seems to me that I have finally attained to a clear view of it.

I am very glad that you now feel you are in the right place and are allowed to taste the joys of your toil. I would be pleased to hear about your activity in greater detail whether in writing or in person. I cannot tell you at the moment when the latter will be possible, for reasons that [Hugo] Bergmann must have intimated to you and that have since become more complex. But I hope to get to the point soon where I can envisage a definite time.

It is true that I have urgent need for a Judaic scholar for the Center [for Jewish Adult Education],512 but if I am permitted to bring someone here from Palestine, it can only be a person whose teaching ability is beyond doubt. Everything else in this field could be acquired later, but teaching talent must be assured from the outset. A test, however—i.e., a short-term trial—can be made only with someone who is already in Germany and who, moreover, does not have to give up another position. […]

490. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, October 30, 1936 »

Esteemed and dear Herr Buber,

Before the “definitive” start of the new year, I must wish you all good things … or, as we say, “a good finish.” All of us have great need of this, and the best among us need it most of all. In these times, only the bad people fare really well; all others probably have a bad conscience. No matter what one does, it is always too little.

Hugo B.[ergmann] told me about how much you are doing, and he also gave us your especially cordial regards, which did us good. You are going to come here next year, and I hope it will be for long, fruitful work.

As for me, I believe I have now found my place in the development of the country: I was recently appointed as an administrator of the Hebrew Teachers’ College, thanks to the very vigorous initiative of Yellin513 and Dinaburg.514 This has enabled my second university wound,515 which Hugo told you about, to heal a bit faster. To be sure, my present position entails a great deal of administrative work, and I really do not find it very congenial, but I hope I shall prove equal to it. And the prospect of intensifying my educational activity by exerting an influence on entire generations of teachers within the yishuv516 justifies many a sacrifice.

No intellectual sacrifice, to be sure, and thus I spent the summer working primarily on a political pamphlet which I have now completed, though I have to look it over once more and submit it to some experts for their critical opinion. If I understood Hugo correctly, our political ideas are converging again at many points, which is not surprising. True, the practical futility is virtually guaranteed, but we have to keep trying, despite all political horoscopes.

Hugo told me of your concern about adult education. As you know, I appreciate that very much, but there can be no thought of my returning. I now belong to Palestine, and, it seems to me, for long, uninterrupted years of continual work. […]

491. Wilhelm Michel to Martin Buber
« Darmstadt, November 15, 1936 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Today I should like to thank you kindly for the two books sent me by Schocken, of which I promptly read The Question of the Single One. As I did so, I thought of Carl Theil’s517 opinion that this is a difficult book, more difficult than all others, but I was able to read it easily and directly; i.e., in every sentence I saw the guidance and had a clear view of the intended substance, the orientation, and the context. I was very pleased with the book because it is beautifully conceived and because the truth of its basic thesis—the insistence on a person’s responsibility to be truthful—is absolutely binding on all of us. If I sometimes disagreed with individual points, it was a vibrant disagreement, even where it pointed to fundamental differences, namely, our divergent appraisals of human dependence on history. Your dissociation from Kierkegaard thus seems overwrought to me when you claim that he taught an acosmistic relationship to God merely because he was defeated by part of the reality apportioned to him. Also, his distinction between a dialogue with God and a dialogue with one’s fellow man, and his opinion of the necessity of the individuation of the age seem to me to be couched in pedagogical and methodological terms, as a guidepost rather than a teaching, valid for the moment or for a type of person, for the initiation of a continuing process. After all, with a man like Kierkegaard, the astonishing achievement is that he was finally able to grasp redeemed man in the well-known, magnificent way as the man with the walk of a good-humored mailman—that is, the person who has wandered into reality soberly and cheerfully—while his nature with its hundred weaknesses seemed to lure him to an eccentric gnostic solitude. What is left of his Marcionism is a vestige, not a goal or an opinion. It is surely correct that the Regine Olsen518 case points to a gaping hole in Kierkegaard’s “faith,” i.e., in the continual exertion and defining power of his faith. I think, however, that the acknowledgment of this failure is an overcoming and not a self-refutation on his part—just as a forty-year-old does not refute the twenty-year-old he once was or the fruit of a tree does not refute the blossom.

But—there remains the good “but” that I have nothing but agreement with everything your work presents positively as your opinion: the individual as the place where truth and the responsibility for it happen, the individual whose metaphysical character virtually resides in his being “the place of response within Creation” and who can refuse to answer and be answerable only at the cost of self-extinction—“the individual” being precisely the one in whom knowledge of inextricable connectedness is predominant. Refusal of personal responsibility is the direct and sharpest ax blow against the community—not against its higher nature but against the roots of its existence. This insight, to be sure, is initially “binding” only on the person who has been vouchsafed it. But the person who does not share in it remains beneath the law of his life and enrages against him all the forces of Creation, which want only to be helpful to actualized persons. And, of course, they still help him as enemies by waking him up through wounds.

I shall contact you again after the 10th or 15th of December. […]

492. Albert Schweitzer to Martin Buber
« Günsbach, November 27, 1936 »

Dear Martin Buber,

Many, many thanks for sending me The Question of the Single One. I immediately read the book, and with great interest. How true what you say at the end is! Only one thing: why do you discuss this poor psychopath Kierkegaard at such great length? He is certainly not a thinker. I cannot read him without repugnance. What does he really want? I never bother with him, and I doubt whether Jaspers519 ascribes such importance to him. Kierkegaard has been made a thinker only by all the things that have been written about him.

In January I shall go to Africa again, but my mailing address will remain Günsbach.

My book on Indian thinkers has appeared in English,520 and French and Japanese editions are being prepared. This book really gives me pleasure. The new edition is greatly expanded. But people in India are miffed! They feel that I am treating them too critically. They simply don’t know what critical is.

493. Martin Buber to Hermann Hesse
« At present Lvov [Lemberg], December 1, 1936 »

Dear Herr Hesse,

Today we have a special request to make. About a year ago my wife was expelled from the National Writers’ Association because of her “Jewish kin” and hence can no longer have her writings published in Germany.521 Since she has finished a new novel, we are thinking of a publisher abroad. Could you give us some advice or a tip? We shall stay here for a week and then go to Vienna before returning to Germany. If you recommend a Viennese publisher to us, we could probably have a conference with him there. We would be very grateful to you if you could briefly inform whatever publisher you may deem appropriate about my wife’s writings thus far.

We have read your latest works with much feeling. We have not been to the Ticino since our visit to you and thus have not been able to see you two again, but I hope that we shall soon have an opportunity to do so. During this period we have thought about both of you a great deal. There is also much to tell about. Some time ago I accepted an appointment at the university in Jerusalem, and from April on I shall spend eight months a year there and the rest of the year primarily in Germany.

494. Emil Brunner to Martin Buber
« Zurich, December 10, 1936 »

My dear Herr Buber,

I must not wait any longer to thank you for the two books that you were kind enough to have sent to me. I wanted to wait until I had read both of them carefully, but I see that for the time being I am not up to it. I have almost finished the Kierkegaard book.522 I find it excellent and highly instructive. You know where my questions lie. They concern, on the one hand, the ultimate premise—what is God’s word?—and your conception of living creatures as Thou. I do not believe that the Bible instructs us to acknowledge subhuman creatures as a Thou that encounters us. Here, it seems to me, you come close to pantheistic trains of thought, and this in turn is connected with the first question. But it would be better to discuss this in person than to do so in writing. Of your [translation of] Judges, I have read only the introduction, and, to the extent that I may express a judgment here, I completely agree with your response to Köhler.523 In this work, I feel indebted to you as I feel to few others, despite everything that separates us. It would give me great pleasure if you were to call on me on your next visit to Zurich.

495. Martin Buber to Ronald Gregor Smith
« Heppenheim, December 28, 1936 »

Dear Mr. Smith,

This is my first chance to answer your last letter in some detail. In the meantime, you must have received Hans Kohn’s book about me,524 which I asked the publisher to send you and in which you will find some biographical information. Of the general assessment [of my work], I should mention Wilhelm Michel’s essay in his book Suffering of the Ego, which earlier appeared separately.525

The influence of I and Thou on Protestant theology is most marked, as is observed in Heim’s Faith and Thought.526 The influence of I and Thou on Gogarten is especially noteworthy, and it is primarily evident in “Creation,” the first part of his book I Believe in a Triune God527 (1926). In the foreword to his collection of essays Faith and Reality528 (1928), Gogarten himself calls I and Thou a book to which he is especially indebted. The essay “The New Thinking,” by my deceased friend Franz Rosenzweig, which you will find in his book Land of Two Rivers529 (1926, p. 240ff.), places I and Thou in the context of related thought. I should also mention Theodor Steinbüchel’s book The Upheaval of Thought530 (1936), which uses as its point of departure Ferdinand Ebner’s Word and the Spiritual Realities. Ebner’s book has many points of contact with my ideas, but it appeared before my book and is as independent of it as mine is of Ebner’s. What we have here is really an entirely new intellectual orientation or, rather, a new mode of thinking. John Cullberg’s book The “Thou” and Reality531 (Uppsala, 1933) attempts to give a synthetic presentation of this and other points. Simon Maringer’s Zurich dissertation “Martin Buber’s Metaphysics of Dialogue in the Context of the Latest Philosophical and Theological Currents”532 (1936) fastens particularly on the philosophical connections. This work discusses my ideas on the basis of Grisebach’s533 philosophy and also contains much bibliographical information. Some applications to psychological problems may be found in two works by Hans Trüb, “Individuation, Guilt, and Decision: On the Boundaries of Psychology”534 (in the Festschrift for C. G. Jung that appeared in 1935 under the title The Cultural Significance of Analytical Psychology)535 and Psychosynthesis536 (1936). […]

496. Martin Buber to Rudolf Pannwitz
« Heppenheim, January 1, 1937 »

Dear Friend,

The difficulties that greeted me there537 were so varied and time-consuming that I have not been able to write you until now. I will start the year with this letter.

Above all, I must thank you for the copious package of books. I used what little leisure I had in recent days to read your “self-portrait,”538 and with a profit such as I very seldom experience at my present age. This is a masterful, sovereign, unaffected clarification of yourself and your world, and at its heart there are characterizations, such as those of George and Wolfskehl, that must be called classic in the exact sense of the word. On the subject of education, it contains such a comprehensive and strong outline that one must be even more astonished than usual at the obtuseness of our time. After a trip that I must start in a week (to Bavaria, Czechoslovakia, Silesia, Berlin), another reading of your Dionysian Tragedies539 shall be my next project.

I have seriously absorbed what you say about Nietzsche in your letter of December 2.540 Since I am rarely able to put that sort of thing in writing, I shall probably express myself on that point orally sometime, but I perceive your meaning, with its origin and its aim.

You are surely right in what you say about Trüb,541 but he now seems to be overcoming his dependence on Jung after all. What seems to me the important thing about him, which always goes beyond the defects of his conceptualization, is the fact that, as far as his life is concerned, he has already achieved more than he promises after the fact. This places an aura around the idea that is in itself inadequate. Your review is very revealing.542

In addition to my books, you have, in any case, already been sent Rosenzweig’s Letters and perhaps also The Star of Redemption and Land of Two Rivers. I have asked that these be sent to you. Rosenzweig’s two-volume work on Hegel,543 an early work from Meinecke’s school and surely the most important work on Hegel’s political doctrines, is anything but a polemic.

Of your poems, the short ones touched me most this time. I find it strange that I usually cannot manage to relate to your poetry as strongly as I do to your thought, but I am receptive to it and integrate it into the totality; for this reason, please do not hesitate to continue to make me a gift of it.

My special thanks also for your drawings, which in their way help to facilitate a proper perspective.

497. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Heppenheim, January 5, 1937 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

Your last letter was sent on to me while I was on an outwardly and inwardly very strenuous trip to Poland, and upon my return home I had to catch up on so many things that I was not able to write you until today. I can well imagine that now, at this difficult period in your life, you might have expected more presence from me, and rightly so. The bad thing is that I went through a difficult period at the same time, perhaps the most difficult (albeit not the most violent) of my life, a time of grave threats to my soul, my mind, and my coherence; as a result, even though I was not in need of any earthly help (because there is none for this), I have been less capable of giving help or being there for others than I have been in two decades. In any case, things seem to be looking up again and there appears to be a freer atmosphere. If I am ever able to write down the results (though surely not in the near future), you will understand me; naturally, you cannot do so today and I cannot explain anything, but I did want to tell you this much. It is meant for you alone—for you, because you had to go through all that now. But now I notice that having said this, I cannot go on, so please settle for this communication from my heart to yours. More soon.

P.S. We have had no news from Eva and Ludwig [Strauss] in four weeks, and we have no idea how they are doing in Y[oknam].544 Please write me about it and about Y. in general.

498. Martin Buber to Hans Kosmala
« Heppenheim, January 27, 1937 »

My dear Herr Kosmala,

Unfortunately, I have no time at present to write you about the passage in Leviticus545 in as much detail as I would want to. But for the sake of understanding each other, I would like to tell you that I view what is offered there by no means as a mere action but as a turning to another, a bestowal of oneself, with everything that results from this. This seems to me to be the special meaning of the construction.

The [phrase] should certainly not be interpreted as “as yourself” but as “like yourself,” “as like yourself.” What is touched upon here is the likeness, but also a basic fact of human feeling that is repeatedly referred to when, in the precepts dealing with the treatment of the stranger and the servant, it is said, “You know his soul, for you were one yourself once.”

You will find a further reference to this in my short preface to Hermann Cohen’s Neighbor546 in the Schocken Library.

I should like to have a more detailed discussion with you about the grammatical aspects as well. Since I now have your current address, I have asked the publisher to send you my books that have appeared during the past year, among them the expanded second edition of Kingship of God.

499. Rudolf Pannwitz to Martin Buber
« Kolocep, January 29, 1937 »

Dear Friend,

I have now received—and with what joy and what gratitude!—The Star of Redemption and Land of Two Rivers. The former is now being read first by my wife, though she may not finish it, and I shall start reading it in earnest after her departure a week from now. But I have already looked into it and noticed that I did not have the right idea about it and what origins and futures are contained in it. But there would be no point in discussing it now. Land of Two Rivers brought me two singular surprises. I had always been looking for the program of German idealism of 1797 and had never found it.547 Suddenly it came into my house, complete with a philological-historical apparatus and such significant interpretations! After what I have heard, it has now been established that it is by Hölderlin. I have tried to listen to the language, and on that basis I see no other possibility; a comparison of the plans, ideas, and concepts takes us into the world of the very late Hölderlin. But this does not detract from the importance of pointing out the connections with Schelling; the tip of the arrow only has to be turned around. The other thing is the late work of Cohen.548 I have always only seen it mentioned, but now it has been realized for me in its human power, like the man himself.549 I have an incredible mishap behind me. I spent my first semesters, 1901–2, at the University of Marburg.550 I attended Kühnemanns551 course on philosophy and immediately made his acquaintance. Then I learned that he felt oppressed by Cohen; I do not know the details, but he did regard his teachings as abstract formal logic. In my innocence and out of a kind of fanatical loyalty, I stayed with Kühnemann and did not attend even a single one of Cohen’s or [Paul] Natorps lectures! At a much later date, I finally became acquainted with Cohen’s system and early major work. I regard as important what I said about him in my essay in Logos, Eidos, Bios,552 and that also applies to my essay on Husserl553 and the first two essays about the pre-Socratics and Plato’s Parmenides in that volume.

These preliminary remarks are intended only to give you my very joyful thanks.

How are you? Unfortunately, I cannot even picture what you are planning and when; that, of course, is the main thing. But I constantly think of the prospects of our speaking with each other. This is becoming more and more urgent for me, and my wife confirms my own feeling.

May you be well, and may there finally be a smooth path for you!

500. Martin Buber to Erwin Reisner
« Heppenheim, February 1, 1937 »

Most esteemed Herr Doktor,

I do not believe that a “dialogic business”554 is possible either, but I do believe that a dialogic element can enter the business world from time to time. I mean this not on principle but, if you wish, in melioristic terms. I am trying to combat the prevalent view that, by its nature and law, there are realms that are inaccessible to it. I feel that all doors behind which the major portion of communal human living takes place, and in keeping with it this separation into a theologically relevant and a theologically indifferent human realm, are intolerable. Neither one side nor the other should be permitted to restrict life “face to face” to what today’s man has in general learned to perceive as the pauses in his existence.

501. Martin Buber to Rudolf Pannwitz
« Heppenheim, February 4, 1937 »

Dear Friend,

I want to answer your personal question right away. I have now received the work permit that I applied for,555 and henceforth I shall spend the eight academic months (November to June) in Jerusalem and the rest of the year in Germany. We are planning to start by going to Palestine for a few months in early April in order to prepare everything. On my way there or back, a meeting with you must finally become a reality. Regarding the question of the authorship of the “Systemprogramm,”556 I am sending you (as registered printed matter) two essays by my son-in-law, whose arguments seem weighty to me.557 For the rest, I believe that Hölderlin had an elemental influence on Hegel and Schelling, one that touched the roots of language, and that there was a virtually physical “symphilosophizing.”

I am enclosing with the printed matter a small text by me (read over the radio some time ago), because in the second part I report about an experience I had with [Paul] Natorp.558 Please return it with the other items, for it is my only copy. That is all for today; I have to leave for Frankfurt soon, where I am starting a course at the Lehrhaus again today.

502. Martin Buber to Gershom Scholem
« Heppenheim, April 19, 1937 »

Dear Herr Scholem,

Now the series of obstacles has finally been overcome; we shall embark on May 8th and be in Haifa on the 13th and Jerusalem on the 14th. Since we are not coming “in earnest” until this fall and will be there now only eight weeks to find housing and the like, and since I shall have to finish a work there in addition to having all sorts of things to learn, it would please me greatly if at first I did not exist, so to speak, and met only with a few friends. I shall be very grateful to you if you can help me to manage things in such a way that we will have no social obligations as yet. For the rest, as you can imagine, I have a great deal to tell you and also to ask you about. My course outline did not reach a really productive stage until this year; I now have an intellectual and scholarly view of what is in every sense a new task and am working it out. The terminology and the linguistic expression in general are still giving me a lot of trouble, but I hope to learn something in this respect over there. I would like to read to you and a few other friends from “The Anointed One,” and I will bring along the manuscript, on which I have made quite a bit of progress. The text treated in this book has obliged me to use an unaccustomed method, and thus there are many things to discuss in it.

503. Martin Buber to Hermann Hesse
« At present Jerusalem, June 27, 1937 »

Dear Hermann Hesse,

If we contact you today,559 we do not wish to speak of what your life’s work means to us, a work that has given us joy and comfort, that served our children as a model and educator, and that we now leaf through in order to make the right selections for our granddaughters. We would, rather, like to tell you something that is hard to communicate—namely, how well disposed both of us are toward you, how often we visit you in thought and conversation, how glad we are to share these times—despite everything—with you, and how we could not do without you in our world.

Thus, our greetings and our wishes wander from this city, which is forever convulsed by mystery, to you and your dear wife.

504. Hermann Hesse to Martin Buber
« August 2, 1937 »

Dear Friend,

How pleased I was with your dear birthday letter, which arrived on July 2, though it was not read until later! We celebrated this day elsewhere in order to escape a threatened invasion of visitors, meeting three friends and my three sons at a pretty place in the Aargau.

I am very happy about your letter, and I hope that two things I am sending you, a poem and a new book,560 will reach you in Heppenheim. From time to time, visitors have told me about your fortunes and your plans; my thoughts are often with you, often with sympathy and concern, often almost with something like envy, because you are able to belong to and serve a community, albeit surely often with sorrow.

My wife joins me in sending regards. And sometime I would like to learn whether the books by G. Munk561 still exist, or whether they have a new publisher. I love them and on occasion recommend them to those who seem to me worthy of them.

I have great trouble with my eyes, otherwise I would write you a long letter.

505. Martin Buber to Ludwig Strauss
« H[eppenheim], September 8, 1937 »

Dear Ludwig,

Since I had already gained a certain sense of your difficulties when I was over there, I discussed other possibilities there and afterward in Zurich with a few people, including Landau,562 and he was quite prepared to suggest something that might be suitable for you. When I am there again, he will discuss the matter with me in detail, and I hope to start something then. I am well aware that because of the limited funds it can only be something temporary, yet I feel it will be necessary to find something permanent. But I am convinced that if you were all set for a year, it would not be hard for you to prepare something permanent during that time, especially since by then you will surely be ready linguistically to fill a suitable position. I am sure you share my opinion that if you are to leave there, something permanent will have to be found—both to assure the education of your children (considering the uncertainty of everything connected with it) and to get a solid and reliable foundation for Eva and yourself. Your productivity will then undoubtedly thrive more than under other conditions. I fully know and understand your reservations about “two kinds of intellectual work,” but I know from my very own experience that willpower here can virtually produce a breakthrough to new intellectual orders. It goes without saying that I shall give you my support and encouragement in every step you take, provided you desire it. In doing so, the urgency of your situation will surely inspire in me the right ideas and counsel.

The Short Night-Vigils563 reads very well as a book, pleasingly and thoughtfully, evidently one of those books that again and again invite a rereading and a deepening of impressions.

I am now working on my lectures for the first weeks.564 Since I draft everything in German and then recast it (I am tempted to say “roll it out”) in Hebrew for students’ ears unaccustomed to compressed thought, it is a whale of a job. But if things go on like this over there, the German draft will yield a fantastically weighty tome. […]

506. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, November 11, 1937 »

Dear Dr. Simon,

I am still waiting for the certificates,565 which were first promised me for early October, then for early November (by Senator;566 according to another source, no certificates will be issued until the 21st). Only after their arrival will I be able to take the formal steps that are still necessary and make the technical preparations that will again take some time. But I am already so much attuned to the Palestinian “wavelength” that I cannot delay any longer discussing a Palestinian problem that greatly concerns me. It is the “Hebraicity” of my courses. When I was over there, I arranged with Woislavsky567 that I would draft my lectures here in German and then prepare a Hebrew version, whereupon he would put them into good Hebrew. But as I was working, I began to have doubts. When I compared my Hebrew version with the notes I had made of my discussions with W., I became increasingly convinced that I shall never be able to write like W.—in fact, that there is an unbridgeable gap between my crude mode of expression (to say nothing of its faultiness) and this specifically cultivated one. Thus, I would either be constantly dependent on W. for the refinement of my semiproducts or I would have to “change my style” one fine day. Neither is feasible, and so I realized that I can use a man like W. for an occasional discussion of terminology but not for the daily need to straighten out my badly constructed sentences, to rectify my wrong choice of words, etc. The idea is to lend assistance to the gropings of someone whose home is in other linguistic dimensions, not to manufacture a stylistic product for which the natural basis is lacking. (Should I ever get to the point where I write and speak a halfway decent Hebrew, it will of necessity be a relatively untalmudic one.) What I need, therefore, is a secretary or an assistant or whatever you want to call someone who can do such work, who knows the language but is not a stylist—if there is such a thing—or who is capable of scaling his style down, so to speak, in this work. Do you know such a person, or does Scholem, with whom you will please discuss this? Is Jernensky568 perhaps a possibility? It would probably involve daily work, and of course there has to be appropriate remuneration. Perhaps you could also speak with W., who is probably waiting for my Hebrew text. I would be grateful to you for letting me know soon.

P.S. My course took me to the fundamentals of an anthropological system (the I-Thou anthropology, as it were) that I had evaded for such a long time.

507. Leo Baeck to Martin Buber
« Berlin, January 22, 1938 »

Dear Herr Professor,

For weeks I have been reading your translation of Proverbs in my free time, and I feel impelled to send you a word of cordial gratitude. I have read it aloud to myself and repeatedly enjoyed the way the Hebrew mashal569 is now reproduced by you in German, too. I have read it silently and studied the commentary that follows your translation and supports it. I thank you sincerely; you have given a gift to all of us.

508. Martin Buber to David Werner Senator
« At present Berlin, January 28, 1938 »

Dear Dr. Senator,

Yesterday I received a telephoned summons from the appropriate authority, took the night train, and this morning went to the office regarding my affairs.570 It turned out that, despite all petitions and presentations from our side, there were certain confusions and misunderstandings that could then be cleared up in a direct oral discussion. I was promised that the necessary directives would be issued very soon. On the basis of my experience with the authorities, I can assume that I shall receive the papers in about ten days. Then I shall immediately notify the customs office (this cannot be done until then); three days later, we can start packing, and, as stipulated in our agreement with the shipping agent, this has to be finished in a week; then the house with the remaining furniture must be put in order, for, in accordance with the work permit,571 it must for the time being be kept in habitable condition until we move into it again in the summer and then liquidate it. Thus we shall, in all probability, be able to leave in February. I beg to assure you, Bergmann, Magnes, and anyone else who may be interested that I shall not delay by a single day on this end. I have now been spending all my time on this matter for more than seven weeks. […]

509. David Werner Senator to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, January 29, 1938 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

It is with very varied feelings that I write you today on the occasion of your birthday. There is the memory of my youth, which you influenced greatly, perhaps decisively, in its orientation. And then, after the war, a conversation in Freiburg that you may have forgotten, after a very hard experience, the loss of a very close friend.

Now, in the past few years and in the year just past, we have been collaborating on a task that will bring about a close professional relationship.

You do not know and perhaps cannot estimate how eagerly some people here are awaiting you. For there are people here who believe that a person of your cohesive ability can bring together and thereby activate energies that exist today in invisible and inert form, and thus cannot be conspicuous and effective.

We find ourselves in the tragic situation of realizing our aims in a transformed world that is no longer ours. Perhaps your wisdom and goodness can help us to find a way out of this confusion which has made a person like me, for example, profoundly pessimistic.

Come very soon!

510. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, February 4, 1938 »

Dear and esteemed Herr Buber,

Since I have received requests from various sides to write about you and your work, I have done a lot of reading in your books during recent weeks, and many words brought back to me the warmth and enthusiasm of those days that were a decisive experience for us. I also felt, to be sure, that we—your circle—promised more than we have kept to date. We have not shaped Jewish reality as we could and should have done; we have not placed ourselves into the Jewish and Palestinian reality unmistakably and resolutely enough; for us, action and actualization turned into “action” and “actualization,” words we played with; and thus the accomplishments of our circle are, in my eyes, incomparably smaller than A. D. Gordon’s572 or Brenner’s573 influence on the future shape of our people. Your sixtieth birthday probably is not the right time for me to write you this, but you already know that I am loyally devoted to you. It seems to me that your real work still lies ahead of you. You should begin by definitively renouncing the German language (you know that I do not say this out of any malice against German, God forbid) and by expressing what you have to say to the Jewish people in the plain form of a simple Hebrew. As it is, the richness of your German has often led you astray, if I may say so, and enormously impeded your effectiveness, especially in these hard times.574 It seems to me—if I may use your own words—that the time has come for you “to close the door of possibilities behind you” and to set out now to bring the full wealth of your life and thought home. Perhaps you will write a commentary on the Pentateuch here that will someday be printed alongside the other Commentary and Notes. For your work cannot be translated into Hebrew by someone else. […]

511. Hans Trüb to Martin Buber
« Zurich, February 6, 1938 »

Dear Martin, Your sixtieth birthday is approaching. I was present in Frankfurt ten years ago when an overjoyed Franz Rosenzweig presented you with the “Book of Friends.”575 This time your friends were not allowed to get together, though there are now more of them. Is it because many people do not dare to acknowledge you today? No! Today we cannot see even ten steps ahead of us; no stir must be created around you today. The only way each of us can approach you and make himself known to you is by opening himself to the experience of expulsion and solitude as the basis of his own profoundest human existence and by affirming it for himself. Only from this vantage point can I approach you today, in the midst of circumstances that make me feel ashamed, and give you a firm and hopeful handshake.

I shall think of you when reading, on Tuesday morning, Psalms 12, 23, 93, 121, 124, 126, and 131, the manuscript of which you presented to my wife Susi and me for Christmas 1934.

This is how I shall celebrate your sixtieth birthday with you as your friend and comrade.

And, from my family to yours, I convey to you my most heartfelt congratulations and good wishes.

512. Salman Schocken to Martin Buber
« Amsterdam, February 6, 1938 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

In the hundred days between your sixtieth birthday and mine, six lines by Goethe have occupied me time and time again.

During this period I was at home only a quarter of the time. The rest of the time I was in Europe, with my efforts aimed at Germany.

I don’t know whether the three couplets belong together and form a totality. To understand them this way is probably already an interpretation, a supplementation, a continuation.

I found, however, that letting oneself be guided by them in one’s view of things is probably a good occupation for sexagenarians in our situation.

I shall copy them for you, though I cannot expect you to be unfamiliar with them.

But I hope that I am presenting them to you at a suitable moment.


Und so im Wandlen eigentlich belehrt,

Unschätzbar ist, was niemals wiederkehrt.




Und hätt ers auch gesehn, der höchste Blick

Kehrt nur ins Herz zur Herrlichkeit zurück.




Und wie der Mensch dem Menschen Weg bereitet,

Dem Menschen ists der Mensch, der sie bestreitet.




[And thus, passing through life,

Man learns to treasure what never returns.




And even if he had seen the sublime view

It rises to magnificence only in the heart.




And just as man paves the way for man,

So too is it man who obstructs it for man.]



(Goethe, Faust, part 2, act 5, Paralipomena)576

513. Ernst Kantorowicz to Martin Buber
« Berlin, February 7, 1938 »

Dear Herr Buber,

It is very painful to me that a necessary business trip prevents me from bringing you my good wishes in person tomorrow. If I now set out to convey them to you in writing, permit me to use the occasion of this birthday and the form of this letter to give expression to the otherwise bottled-up feeling of admiration and gratitude that is meant for the guide and protector of my work in the last few years.

When you asked me to be your associate,577 I did not know what difficulties we would encounter and in what way the very fact of my collaboration would cause difficulties. The objectivity and the human confidence that you display toward me and that I cordially reciprocate enable me to work, and for this I would like to thank you at this hour. Such a professional and human attachment seems to me to be the comfort of life, and I can only wish for myself that it may endure across space and time.

Along with many who are attached to you in friendship, I perceive the turn that your life is now taking as something tragic. However this may be, with all my heart I wish you luck and the blessing of a full life in the future as well. […]

514. Isaak Heinemann to Martin Buber
« Breslau, February 7, 1938 »

My dear Herr Buber,

The profusion of the good wishes that will come your way on your birthday compels an individual to moderation. The last decade of your life has shown that you have derived singular scholarly objectives from the ideological foundations yielded by your primary experience. Not only the community at large is grateful to you for this; it brought you even closer than before to the circle of the scholarly toilers, as people are wont to call us, and enabled you to have a stronger influence on them. Your scholarly work gives clearer form to the primary experience but never stifles it, and in this you have become an example for all of us. No matter what demands and impulses the next decade may bring you, I wish you in any case a prolonged preservation of the astonishing capacity for work and vigor with which you have been able to accomplish the “combination of scholarship and life,” as Karl Reinhardt578 once put it, that we all desire.

515. Hermann Hesse to Martin Buber
« February 11, 1938 »

Dear Herr Buber,

I have been told that you probably are already in Jerusalem, and thus I shall send my good wishes for your sixtieth birthday there. My first wish is that you as well as your wife may have preserved the resilience and energy I have often admired in you. My second wish is that you may thrive in the work there and that a new source of joie de vivre and zest for working may open up to you. I imagine that, despite all you have suffered, the fact that you have a community and direct, constructive work ought to strengthen and sustain you. In contrast to this, I often feel the lack of a community and any object of my efforts, concerns, and affection other than an indefinite, intimidated diaspora of people who, like me, have in today’s transformations no firm place and only the somewhat indistinct feeling that they exist for the sake of passing on some traditional values to a future not yet in sight.

Even though I can picture your present surroundings and work only very imperfectly, my cordial thoughts and wishes are with you; not infrequently my wife joins me in thinking of you. My letter is late; I have been indisposed for weeks and cannot quite recover, but now I did not want to wait any longer.

516. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Heppenheim, March 2, 1938 »

Dear Dr. Simon,

I have just shaken off a serious and stubborn influenza, and thus this is my first chance to write you, and only briefly. Above all, thanks for all your good words for my birthday, the private and the public ones—of the latter, the address to the children579 is a model of its kind and is correspondingly effective. (In this connection: I feel understood by you as by very few others, for you see clearly the social-theological paradox that is at the center of my work.)

When the difficulties and obstacles had finally been overcome after the most toilsome months of my life, our moving project was disrupted by the facts that my wife fell on the cellar steps and could not move her foot for a week, and that I subsequently came down with the flu. But now packing is really going on, and the people will finish this week. Next week the house will be fixed up, etc., and we shall leave on the 13th. On the way, we have some business in Zurich and Italy; we shall board the Esperia on the 19th of the month and will be in Haifa on the 24th. The whole thing has been a fantastic project.

Please make firm arrangements for everything with Jernensky (on the terms you proposed),580 so that we can start working right after my arrival or, if he cannot make it earlier, on April 1. I must first go over with him my notes for my inaugural lecture and the first lectures.

517. Martin Buber to Rudolf Pannwitz
« Heppenheim, March 17, 1938 »

Dear Friend,

On top of everything else, I took sick a few weeks ago and then had a relapse, but I am now well enough for us to travel at last. This is just to inform you of this and thank you for your kind words on my birthday. This relationship of ours, which is so unprogrammed, seems so inactive, and yet is in the nature of an alliance, is exceedingly important to me. I hope that this summer, under more favorable travel conditions, we shall really get to speak with each other, something that we still lack and must not lack.

518. Martin Buber to Salman Schocken
« Heppenheim, March 19, 1938 »

Dear Herr Schocken,

I was ill (a severe influenza with a relapse, whose aftereffects I still feel), and hence I can thank you only today, directly before my departure, which has finally become possible, for your good words on my birthday and the series of mysterious sayings.581 I really feel that I am at a turning point; I have no self-assurance, and yet I have confidence, which is surely promoted by the fact that there are friends. I am glad to be able to number you among them. To a good reunion and—again and again—a common cause.
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9 Friedrich Meinecke (1862–1954), a historian who taught at the University of Berlin at the time. Rosenzweig wrote his doctoral dissertation under Meinecke’s supervision.

10 Meinecke encouraged Rosenzweig to write a Habilitation thesis qualifying him for a university teaching position, which Meinecke would endeavor to secure for him. Rosenzweig, however, declined; see his letter to Meinecke dated August 30, 1920, in Nahum N. Glatzer, Franz Rosenzweig: His Life and Thought, 2d rev. ed. (New York: Schocken Books, 1961), 94–98.
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18 Yiddish: remorse, regret; derived from the Hebrew haratah, repentence.

19 Buber was trying to find a publisher for Rosenzweig’s translation of the hymns of the Spanish Jewish poet Judah Halevi (1080–1145), Hymnen und Gedichte des Jehuda Halevi (Hymns and Poems of Judah Halevi). The translation was first issued by the publishing house of G. Wohrle of Konstanz in 1924; an expanded edition was published by Lambert Schneider of Berlin in 1927.
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22 See letter 276, n. 2.

23 “Corpus Hasidicum,” a comprehensive edition of hasidic sources which Buber undertook with S. Y. Agnon but which remained uncompleted.

24 Barbara Buber was born December 27, 1921.

25 Heinrich Vogeler (1872–1947), painter and graphic artist; a communist, he emigrated to the U.S.S.R. in 1927.

26 Gog und Magog, a work that Buber only completed during World War II. The Hebrew version appeared in 1943, the German in 1949. In English it was published under the title For the Sake of Heaven, trans. Ludwig Lewisohn (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1945). See also letter 533, n. 3. The Hebrew and German title is an allusion to the apocalyptic drama related in Ezekiel 38–39. Buber associated this allegory with the tale of Rabbi Yaakov Yitzhak, “the Seer of Lublin” (d. 1815), a hasidic master who sought to hasten the advent of the Messiah by incanting theurgic prayers, of kabbalistic origin, to influence God to employ Napoleon, who was about to enter Poland with his armies, as His messianic agent.

27 French: the name of the Eternal (i.e., God).

28 In his book, Buber applied the biblical image of three men in the fiery furnace from Daniel 3 to the three hasidic leaders, particularly the Seer of Lublin. The three hasidic masters, who were all ready to employ theurgical prayer and practices to hasten the Messiah, Buber observed, did not stand the “test of the fire.” Theurgy—magical prayer—Buber argued, is the polar opposite of humble trust in God promoted by the Bible.
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32 In a letter dated February 14, 1931 (letter 398), Buber refers to the “first Hasidim” as the Hasidim of the Talmud.
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35 Karl Barth (1886–1969), Swiss Protestant theologian, religious socialist, and founder of “dialectical theology”; at the time he taught at the University of Göttingen.

36 Friedrich Gogarten (1887–1967), Protestant theologian who at the time taught systematic theology at the University of Breslau.

37 See Buber’s review of Ragaz, Weltreich, Religion, und Gottesherrschaft (World Empire, Religion, and God’s Rule) (Erlenbach and Zurich, 1923), “Religion und Gottesherrschaft,” Frankfurter Zeitung, April 27, 1923 (Literaturblatt); “Religion and God’s Rule,” in Buber, A Believing Humanism: My Testament, 1902–1965, trans. Maurice Friedman (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1976), 109–12.

38 “Above all I remind you of men such as Gustav Landauer and Martin Buber, who called for a socialism—free of a state structure and violence—that would build on the basis of love a true community of human beings” (Ragaz, Judentum und Christentum [Judaism and Christianitv] [Zurich, 1922], 41).

39 See letter 287, n. 1.

40 When Buber finally completed this work some twenty years later, it was a full-blown book of 182 pages in Hebrew and 316 pages in English.

41 In this contemplated sequel to I and Thou, Buber intended to deal with the transition from magic, “paganism among all peoples,” to prayer as the I-Thou relation between man and God. In For the Sake of Heaven, magic and prayer are presented as “the basic forms of religious life”; See letter 287, nn. 1 and 3.

42 Alfons Paquet; see letter 125, n. 1.

43 Leo Strauss; see List of Correspondents.

44 See Buber’s preface to Reden über das Judentum, i–xix; “Preface to the 1923 Edition,” in Buber, On Judaism, 3–10.

45 The projected sequels to I and Thou; see letter 269.

46 On Buber’s efforts to find a publisher for Rosenzweig’s translation of the poetry of Judah Halevi, see letter 285, n. 5.

47 The meaning of Rosenzweig’s dedication to Buber is made particularly clear in an unpublished letter dated December 5, 1923, to Buber: “The book now dwells at the center of my life—which speaks not only for the book but against my present life. But, contrary to everything else I have been doing now, it is not something like an obligation, viz., something to be tackled as well as may be, nothing still to be finished, such as, e.g., the Cohen piece [Rosenzweig’s introduction to Hermann Cohen’s Jüdische Schriften (Jewish Writings) (Berlin, 1924)], but purely a gift of this and only of this time. This is why it really has to be dedicated to you, since you are yourself such a gift to me.”

48 See letter 289, n. 6.

49 Rütten & Loening of Frankfurt am Main published the 1923 edition of On Judaism.

50 Written in Hebrew; Buber is referring to the blessings recited before and after meals.

51 Written in Hebrew; the blessing recited by a father at his son’s bar mitzvah.

52 During the summer of 1922, Buber had requested an article for Der Jude on the Lehrhaus. Rosenzweig replied on August 10, referring to the proposed article as his “political testament”: “Therein I will expand upon the arcana imperii [the secrets of my kingdom], remaining utterly objective and dealing also with practical questions.” The article was published only posthumously; see Rosenzweig, “Das Freie Jüdische Lehrhaus” (The Free Jewish House of Learning), Shorter Writings, 100–102.

53 Viscount Cecil of Chelwood (1864–1958), English statesman; he received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1937.

54 The German second-person address, Du, is reserved for the most intimate relationships.

55 Buber described this meeting in “Bericht von zwei Gesprächen,” preface to Gottesfinsternis (Zurich, 1953), 1:7–15. “Prelude: Report of Two Conversations,” in Buber, Eclipse of God: Studies in the Relation between Religion and Philosophy, trans. Maurice Friedman et al. (New York: Harper, 1952), 3–9; reprinted in “Autobiographical Fragments,” 26–31.

56 At the University of Frankfurt.

57 “So I always take pains to have a clean conscience toward God and toward men” (Acts 24:16). Buber cites only part of this verse, which he wrote in Greek script.

58 Rosenzweig is suggesting that, due to his rapidly deteriorating condition, he might no longer be alive.

59 Eduard Strauss (see List of Correspondents), a staunchly Reform Jew, did not regard Buber as a suitable candidate for the lectureship.

60 I.e., having the appointment approved.

61 Rosenzweig sent Buber thirty-six poems from his translation of Judah Halevi. The Enneads is the title given to the works of the Neoplatonist Plotinus (205–70 C.E.), published by his disciple Porphyry.

62 At the end of the summer semester 1923, Rudolf Hallo resigned as the director of the Lehrhaus. In a letter dated July 17, 1923, to Eduard Strauss, Richard Koch, and Ernst Simon, Rosenzweig requested that they serve as the collective administrators of the Lehrhaus; see Letters, 483–86. Simon declined; the others accepted. Hence, from the fall of 1923 the Lehrhaus was headed by Buber, Koch, Strauss, and Rosenzweig.

63 At the time, Simon served as an editor of Der Jude.

64 See letter 281, n. 1.

65 To the 1923 edition of On Judaism.

66 Buber never did reply. Years later he attributed it to “timidity which had as its object not myself but the life of the Jewish community at this hour of the world.” See Buber’s preface to a selection of his correspondence with Rosenzweig regarding the commandments, “Offenbarung und Gesetz,” 147f. Most of the letters were published (with deletions) as an appendix, “Revelation and Law: Martin Buber and Franz Rosenzweig,” in Rosenzweig, On Jewish Learning, 109–18.

67 From Goethe, alluding to Luke 2:51.

68 Apparently Buber’s letter dated September 28, 1922 (letter 281); see also letter 283.

69 Der Jude was in financial difficulty.

70 At the Lehrhaus.

71 Hebrew: commandment.

72 See letter 274, n. 13. The first German edition of Cohen’s work was published in 1919.

73 Hebrew: religious law.

74 Simon gives this phrase in Hebrew: bazeman ha-zeh.

75 A reference to the traditional rabbinic caveat against messianic impatience and attempts to hasten the redemption.

76 Rosenzweig, “Ein Rabbinerbuch,” Der Jude 7, no. 4 (April 1923): 237–40, a review of Rabbi Emil B. Cohn, Judentum: Ein Aufruf an die Ziet (Judaism: An Appeal to the Contemporary World) (Munich, 1923). Reprinted in Shorter Writings, 43–49, and, under the title “Sermonic Judaism,” in Glatzer, Franz Rosenzweig, 247–50.

77 The quorum of ten worshipers required for prayer.

78 Buber did not reply to Simon, at least in writing. In a letter to Rosenzweig, however, he refers to Simon’s rebuke. “Simon was upset by what he regarded as the shameless questions of the last lessons and my connivance thereto. He is right, but only on the other side of love” (Buber to Rosenzweig, November 14, 1923). On November 20, Rosenzweig replied: “[Simon] first showed it [the letter] to me. Of course, he is ‘right.’ As right as somebody who does not believe in the transformation of the merchants into worshipers through the minyan—the transformation of the sensation seekers into people in [genuine] need, though it is not demonstrable. Nevertheless, one must believe in the possibility, and Ernst Simon will also believe in it one day, once he gets over the great hangover from [his dreamy faith] in the power of form to save a person. Then he too will remember the healing power of freedom, which he now wants to regard merely as a poisonous flower (which it surely is also)” (Rosenzweig, Letters, 492f.).

79 The reference is to Kohn’s initial, later revised, proposal for a biography of Buber: Martin Buber: Sein Werk und seine Zeit: Ein Versuch über Religion und Politik (Martin Buber: His Work and His Time: An Essay on Religion and Politics) (Hellerau, 1930).

80 Gustav Landauer, “Martin Buber”; see letter 109, n. 1. Reprinted in Landauer, Der weredende Mensch: Aufsätze über Leben und Schriftum (Becoming Human: Essays on Life and Literature), ed. Martin Buber (Potsdam, 1921), 244–58.

81 “Martin Buber,” in Alfons Paquet, Juden in der deutschen Literatur (Jews in German Literature) (Berlin, 1922), 165–78.

82 Felix Weltsch, “Daniel und die Wissenschaft” (Daniel and Scholarship), Die Weissen Blätter 1, no. 4 (December 1913): 383–92.

83 Hans Kohn, “Henri Franck,” Der Jude 6, no. 6. (March 1922): 359–67; Hans Kohn, “André Spire,” Der Jude 6, no. 8 (May 1922): 506–9, and 6, no. 9 (June 1922): 559–72.

84 Buber studied art history during his freshman year at the University of Vienna. He later devoted the year he spent in Florence (1905–6) to writing a never-completed Habilitation thesis that was primarily in the field of art history. No record of this work or its exact theme is extant.

85 Buber, “Zur Geschichte des Individuationsproblems (Nikolaus von Cues und Jakob Böhme)” (On the History of the Problem of Individuation [Nicholas of Cusa and Jakob Böhme])—unpublished Ph.D. dissertation submitted to the University of Vienna, 1904.

86 Robert Arnold Fritzsche, Hermann Cohen aus persönlicher Erinnerung (Hermann Cohen: A Memoir) (Berlin, 1922).

87 Rosenzweig gives this rabbinic phrase in Hebrew.

88 Gerhard Scholem changed his name to Gershom after emigrating to Palestine in 1924.

89 A Hebrew bibliographical periodical founded in 1924 as a publication of the Jewish National and University Library, Jerusalem. Scholem, who settled in Palestine in 1923, initially worked at the library and served as an associate editor of Kirjath Sepher.

90 At the National and University Library.

91 Hugo Bergmann was the first director of the Jewish National and University Library established in Jerusalem in 1920.

92 Both of these scholars wrote extensively on Jewish mysticism, especially Hasidism.

93 Isaac Judah Yehiel of Komarno (1806–74), hasidic master of the Zhidachov dynasty.

94 Hekhal ha-Berakhah, a commentary on the Torah by Rabbi Yehiel of Komarno.

95 Zohar Chai, a commentary on the Zohar by Rabbi Yehiel of Komarno, published in 1875 and 1881.

96 Megillat Setarim, a mystical diary of Rabbi Yehiel of Komarno. It was first published in 1944.

97 In his last will and testament, Buber left his extensive collection of hasidic writings to the Jewish National and University Library.

98 The “Corpus Hasidicum” Buber and Agnon were then working on.

99 Agnon’s home in Bad Homburg, a suburb of Frankfurt am Main, was destroyed by fire. His library, including the manuscript and notes of the “Corpus Hasidicum,” was lost.

100 An epic novel with an autobiographical background, whose title was to be drawn from 1 Samuel 25:29 (“Bundle of Life”).

101 The “Corpus Hasidicum” was to be in Hebrew. Buber’s collaboration with Agnon on Hasidism continued throughout their lives. On a less formal basis, they often exchanged hasidic anecdotes, stories, and books; see, e.g., letters 348, 349, and 403.

102 Written in Hebrew.

103 Written in Hebrew.

104 Histoire de la guerre de sept ans (1763).

105 Thomas Carlyle, The French Revolution: A History (London, 1837).

106 The Law and the word of God.

107 Buber uses the Hebrew term mikveh.

108 Written in Greek: monogenes.

109 Written in Hebrew: l’havdil.

110 Buber is referring to the planned sequels to I and Thou.

111 Hebrew: Go (Genesis 12:1).

112 Leviticus 19:18.

113 Hebrew: commandment.

114 Internal evidence suggests that the letter was written on July 11, 1924; see Edith Rosenzweig-Scheinmann, “Franz Rosenzweig–Martin Buber: Ein Briefwechsel über Tradition in Judentum” (Franz Rosenzweig and Martin Buber: A Correspondence on Tradition in Judaism), Emmuna: Horizonte 5, no. 2 (March 1970): 91.

115 “The Builders” was first published, however, without a reply from Buber; see Buber’s preface to the German edition of “Revelation and Law,” 147. See also letter 297, n. 3.

116 Martin Goldner (1902–87), at the time a medical student in Frankfurt and a leader of the liberal, non-Zionist Jewish youth movement Kameraden. He served as secretary of the Lehrhaus from 1924 to 1927.

117 The reference is to the theology of Karl Barth, who distinguished sharply between the revealed word of God and “culture,” that is, the work of man that perforce courts the danger of becoming idolatrous.

118 Commentaries on biblical texts, interpreting and expounding moral and theological principles.

119 This phrase, written in Hebrew, is an allusion to the talmudic adage: “Greater is he who acts upon being commanded than he who acts not being commanded” (Kiddushim 31a).

120 Florens Christian Rang, Deutsche Bauhütte: Philosophische Politik Frankreich gegenüber (German Construction Huts: Philosophical Politics toward France) (Leipzig, 1924).

121 Greek: “It is not God’s fault.”

122 The compendium of Jewish ritual law edited by Joseph Karo in the sixteenth century.

123 Buber went to London in order to attend a session of the board of trustees of Hebrew University at which he presented his plan for a Volkshochschule, a school for adult education in Palestine; see letter 243, nn. 5 and 6, and letter 315.

124 Of the Hebrew University.

125 See also Buber, “Universität und Volkshochschule” (University and Courses for Adult Education) (1926) in Buber, Kampf um Israel: Reden und Schriften, 1921–1932 (Struggle for Israel: Speeches and Writings, 1921–1932) (Berlin, 1933), 303–8.

126 The charred remains of the manuscript of the “Corpus Hasidicum” are preserved in the Martin Buber Archives, Jerusalem.

127 The Jewish community of Palestine.

128 Albrecht Schaeffer (1885–1950), writer, poet, and translator. Buber, together with Schaeffer and the art historian Wilhelm Worringer (1881–1965), formed an “intellectual advisory board” to the Düsseldorf Schauspielhaus, which advised the theater what plays to undertake.

129 Louise Dumont-Lindemann; see List of Correspondents. Buber gave Strauss a letter of introduction to her, recommending that she engage him as an adviser to the Düsseldorf Schauspielhaus.

130 Florens Christian Rang, Emma Rang’s husband, died in October 1924.

131 Eva told her mother of her engagement to Ludwig Strauss.

132 See letter 316, n. 2.

133 Buber promised to compile suggestions for the Bibliographia Kabbalistica, a comprehensive index of writings in Jewish mysticism edited by Scholem and published in Leipzig in 1927.

134 Shaarei Tzedek, a kabbalistic work written by an anonymous author in 1295, apparently in Palestine. Scholem published the manuscript of this relative short document in Kirjath Sepher 1 (1924): 130–38. For a translation, see Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, 3d rev. ed. (New York: Schocken Books, 1961), 147–55.

135 The Hidden Light; see letter 251, n. 2.

136 Ginzei nistarot, a compilation of letters from the time of the Baal Shem Tov, the founder of Hasidism. It was edited by Chaim Eliezer Bichovsky and published in Jerusalem in 1924.

137 See letter 305.

138 In December 1924, the League of Nations held a conference in Rome which adopted a report from the Permanent Commission on Palestine that was unfavorable to Zionism. This prompted the World Zionist Organization to seek to win the Vatican’s support for the Zionist cause. On Schocken, see the List of Correspondents.

139 Latin: about everything and more besides.

140 April 1, 1925; Buber was not present.

141 Buber’s mission to Rome did not come to pass.

142 Strauss had promised to assist Buber in editing the correspondence of Gustav Landauer (see letter 154, n. 1).

143 Strauss had received a position as an adviser to the Düsseldorf Schauspielhaus.

144 Gas (Berlin, 1918), a play by the expressionist playwright Georg Kaiser (1878–1945); English translation by Hermann Scheuffaner (Boston: Small, Maynard, 1924).

145 Presumably Albrecht Schaeffer’s play Der verlorene Sohn (The Lost Son).

146 The first version of the tragedy Der Turm by Hugo von Hofmannsthal (see List of Correspondents) appeared in two parts in the Berlin journal Neue Deutsche Beiträge, February 1923 and January 1925. The second version appeared in 1927.

147 Pedro Calderón de la Barca (1600–1681), a Spanish playwright. In 1906, in no small measure due to Hofmannsthal’s efforts, a Calderón Society was founded in Munich.

148 See letter 322, n. 4.

149 Rosenzweig received a request to write an encyclopedia article on Buber, which he eventually undertook: “Martin Buber,” in Jüdisches Lexikon, (Jewish Encyclopedia), 4 vols. (Berlin, 1927), 1:1189–91.

150 In Buber’s copy of the second edition of Rosenzweig’s Hymns and Poems of Judah Halevi, below the printed dedication to Buber is the handwritten inscription: “Dem neuen Gesicht des Siebenten Tags” (To the new face of the seven days). The expression comes from the custom of inviting “new faces” to the festive meals (Shev’a Berakhot) that take place each evening to honor newlyweds during the first week of their marriage.

151 Die Kreatur was an ecumenical quarterly edited jointly by a Jew (Buber), a Catholic (Joseph Wittig), and a Protestant (Viktor von Weizsäcker). Three volumes appeared: 1 (1926–27), 2 (1927–28), 3 (1929–30).

152 Athenäum (see letter 178, n. 1) encompassed 3 volumes; Quarterly Review, a London periodical published from 1809 to 1967, totaled 305 volumes.

153 Apparently Rosenzweig’s associates at the Lehrhaus and his friends from the so-called Patmos Circle, especially Hans Ehrenberg, Rudolf Ehrenberg, and Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy.

154 The first volume of Die Kreatur included four of Rang’s posthumous writings: “Das Reich” (The Empire) (1, no. 1); “Freundschaft” (Friendship) (1, no. 2); “Vom Weltbuch der Person” (From the World Book of the Person) (1, no. 3); “Intuition” (1, no. 4). The first issue was dedicated to “Florens Christian Rang, [who] was the one who conceived the plan [of this journal].” The last issue, published in 1930, was dedicated to the memory of Franz Rosenzweig, who died in December 1929. See letter 392, n. 1.

155 This essay remained unpublished.

156 To be coeditor of Die Kreatur.

157 Hans Ehrenberg (1883–1955), Lutheran minister in Dortmund and professor of philosophy at the University of Heidelberg. A cousin of Franz Rosenzweig and a member of the Patmos Circle; see letter 329, n. 3.

158 To serve as Catholic coeditor of Die Kreatur.

159 See previous letter.

160 Hugo von Hofmannsthal, Der Tor und der Tod (Berlin, 1893; trans. 1913). The Falun fragment is presumably Hofmannsthal, Das Bergwerk zu Falun (The Mine at Falun) (Berlin and Leipzig, 1900). See letter 323, where Buber first recommended to Strauss that the Düsseldorf Schauspielhaus consider performing Hofmannsthal’s plays.

161 This letter is translated from the version published by Buber at the end of his report “Aus den Anfangen unserer Schriftübertragung” ([Reminiscences] from the Beginning of our Bible Translation), in Buber and Rosenzweig, Die Schrift und ihre Verdeutschung (Scripture and Its Rendering into German) (Berlin, 1936), 328.

162 In September 1925 Buber and Rosenzweig completed the correction of the page proofs of the translation of Genesis. Rosenzweig marked the occasion by sending to Buber on September 21, 1925, a poem in which he used the intimate Du, whereupon Buber offered him that form of address.

163 The poem reads: “Nach knapp zwei Jahren, ward lahm die tatgewillte Hand” (After hardly two years, the hand eager to act became paralyzed).

164 The concluding words of Rosenzweig’s Star of Redemption are “ins Leben”—Into Life.

165 Edith Hahn (1895–1979) and Rosenzweig married in March 1920.

166 The directorship of the Lehrhaus.

167 Buber’s note on this point: “The epigraph of the Star should be read in the context of Psalm 45.” The epigraph of the Star is “Ride on in the cause of truth” (Psalms, 45:5).

168 The Book of Genesis, the first volume of the Buber-Rosenzweig translation of the Bible into German, was published in 1925.

169 The nickname of Barbara, Rafael’s youngest daughter, born December 22, 1921.

170 Judith, born June 17, 1924, and Barbara, Rafael’s daughters from his first marriage to the writer Margarete Buber-Neumann.

171 Probably Das Antlitz im Gestirn (Face Toward the Firmament) (Chemnitz, 1925).

172 “Wort und Gebärde auf der Bühne” and “Wort und Spiel auf der Bühne,” the subjects of two lectures (unpublished) Buber delivered before the Düsseldorf Schauspielhaus.

173 “Die Haus”; the reference is to poems in Moritz Heimann, Die Spindel (The Spindle) (Vienna, 1937).

174 London was the seat of the Zionist Executive. At issue were the financing of Buber’s trip to Palestine and plans to establish and organize an adult education program there.

175 Italian: and all that.

176 Buber’s plans to establish an adult education program in Palestine dated from 1920 (see letter 243) and came in for particular discussion in 1924 (see letter 315).

177 Buber delivered an address with the title “Volkserziehung als unsere Aufgabe” (National Education as Our Task) at the Twenty-first German Zionist Congress in 1926; in Der Jude und sein Judentum: Gesammelte Aufsätze und Reden (The Jew and His Judaism: Collected Essays and Addresses) (Cologne, 1963), 684.

178 Because of his “modernist” views, Wittig—a Catholic priest—was reproached by his superiors and his writings were placed on the Index. In May 1926 he finally received a letter from the Cardinal of Breslau directing him to renew his professio fidei (declaration of faith) within ten days, to take an antimodernist oath, and to recant all objectionable portions of his writings. Wittig’s refusal to comply led to his excommunication, which was not rescinded until 1946.

179 Paula had gone to Düsseldorf to be with her daughter, who had just given birth; see following note.

180 Ludwig Strauss married Eva Buber in June 1924; their first child, Martin Emanuel, was born on March 23, 1926.

181 Circumcision.

182 Hebrew: melody.

183 The Latin word denotes the hearing of a voice psychically rather than with one’s ears—an experience thus analogous to a vision.

184 In the summer of 1925 Scholem had received an appointment as lecturer in Jewish mysticism at the new Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

185 Paul Helwig (1893–1963), writer.

186 Among his writings on Hölderlin, see, e.g., “Natur und Gemeinschaft: Stück einer Hölderlinbiographie” (Nature and Community: Fragments of a Biography of Hölderlin) Die Kreatur 2 (1927/28): 295–310.

187 Strauss’s remarks on the “Kracauer affair” are not extant. See letter 347, n. 1; on Siegfried Kracauer, see letter 250, n. 4.

188 Albrecht Schaeffer’s review of the Buber-Rosenzweig Bible translation appeared in the Preussiche jahrbücher of July–October 1926.

189 By the “two genuine documents,” Buber means the appearance of God and the building of the Tabernacle (chapters 38–40), which Buber connects with the story of Creation; see Buber, “The Man of Today and the Jewish Bible,” in Buber, On the Bible: Eighteen Studies, ed. Nahum N. Glatzer (New York: Schocken Books, 1968), 6ff.

190 Martin Buber and Franz Rosenzweig, “Die Bibel auf Deutsch” (The Bible in German), Frankfurter Zeitung, May 18, 1926. This response in Siegfried Kracauer’s article, which had appeared under the same title in the Frankfurter Zeitung of April 27 and 28, 1926, was published by the paper in abridged form; it was printed in its entirety in Buber and Rosenzweig, Scripture and Its Rendering into German, 276ff.

191 At the Hebrew University.

192 S. Y. Agnon, “Shneh Zvgot,” Hashiloach, 1926.

193 Adalbert Stifter (1805–68), Austrian writer known for his vivid sketches of rural landscapes and life, which are considered among the best and purest examples of German prose.

194 The “Corpus Hasidicum.”

195 The Baal Shem Tov.

196 Eliezer Meir Lipschütz (1879–1946), active as a teacher in Palestine as early as 1909. In 1921 he founded the Teachers’ Seminary of Mizrachi in Jerusalem and became its director.

197 A monograph about the Bible and Talmud commentator Rashi (Rabbi Solomon ben Isaac, 1040–1105), published in Warsaw in 1914.

198 Essays on living Hebrew, a Hebrew institute, and education in the heder (traditional Jewish primary school), published in Der Jude, vols. 3 and 4.

199 At the Hebrew University.

200 Joseph Klausner (1874–1958). In 1926 he was appointed professor of modern Hebrew literature at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem; it was only in 1944 that he relinquished the chair in modern Hebrew literature to accept one in the history of the Second Temple period.

201 Nahum N. Glatzer; see List of Correspondents.

202 Zalman Baruch Rabinkow (1882–1941), talmudic scholar and rabbi; after 1907, he lived in Heidelberg, where he founded the Heidelberg Schule für Talmudwissenschaft (Heidelberg School for the Academic Study of Talmud).

203 Adolf Büchler (1867–1939), historian; he taught at Jews’ College in London.

204 “Das neue Denken: Einige nachträgliche Bermerkungen zum Stern der Erlösung,” Der Morgen 1, no. 4 (October 1925); “The New Thinking,” in Glatzer, Franz Rosenzweig, 190–208.

205 The liberal Hochschule für die Wissenschaft des Judentums.

206 A non-Zionist Jewish youth movement founded in Breslau in 1916.

207 Gustav Wyneken (1875–1964), leading educator in the German youth movement, and from 1906 to 1929 director of the Freie Schulgemeinde Wickersdorf (Free School Community of Wickersdorf), which he cofounded with Paul Geheeb (1870–1960).

208 The primal meaning of torah, Buber emphasized, is “guidance,” “direction.”

209 1919.

210 Franz Kafka (1883–1924), Das Schloss (Munich, 1926); The Castle, definitive ed., trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New York: Schocken Books, 1974).

211 Der Prozess (Berlin, 1925); The Trial, rev. ed., trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New York: Schocken Books, 1968).

212 Alexander von Villers, Briefe eines Unbekannten (Vienna, 1881).

213 Though Strauss never completed his biography of Hölderlin, he published many biographical essays; see, e.g., letter 344, no. 2.

214 Norbert von Hellingrath (1880–1916), literary historian, editor of the critical edition of Hölderlin’s collected works (Berlin, 1913ff.). Franz Zinkernagel (1878–1935), professor of German philology in Basel, author of Die Entwicklungsgeschichte von Hölderlins Hyperion (The Historical Develoment of Hölderlin’s “Hyperion”) (Strassburg, 1907); his edition of Hölderlin appeared from 1921 to 1926.

215 Strauss contributed a poem, “Morgenhymne” (Morning Hymn) to “Die Gabe” (The Gift), presented to Rosenzweig on his fortieth birthday (December 25, 1926). Conceived by Buber and a small group of friends in consultation with Edith Rosenzweig, “The Gift” was a portfolio with forty-six handwritten contributions (essays, poems, reminiscences, even a drawing) by Rosenzweig’s closest friends and associates. It was prepared by Martin Goldner, then secretary of the Lehrhaus.

216 Buber replied in an undated postcard that “invitations [to contribute to “The Gift”] were issued only to personal acquaintances; otherwise, Schaeffer would have been invited.”

217 The date on the letter is illegible, but apparently it was written in 1926.

218 “Ruf aus der Zeit” (Call Out of the Time), in a special supplement to Die Kreatur (1927), 1–6.

219 Buber commissioned Benjamin to write an essay for Die Kreatur about Moscow. Indeed, Benjamin’s trip in December 1926–February 1927 was in part financed by an advance Buber had given him.

220 Benjamin, “Moskau,” Die Kreatur 2 (1927–28): 71ff.; “Moscow,” in Benjamin, Reflections, ed. Peter Demetz (New York: Schocken Books, 1986), 97–130.

221 For a visit to Palestine.

222 I.e., the Bible.

223 The Bible translation.

224 This essay never appeared.

225 The plan was not realized in this form. In the preface to the first edition of Königtum Gottes (Berlin, 1932), Buber writes:

I wanted originally to combine the results of many years of Bible studies in a theological commentary which would have to treat Old Testament problems in the exact order of succession in which the text presents them; since these were entirely, directly or indirectly, problems of faith, it was to be called “The Biblical Faith.” Thus I had arranged it with Franz Rosenzweig when, together, we translated into German the first ten books of the Scriptures. I continued to work on this plan for a year after his death, until I realized that my strength was not sufficient for an adequate discussion of all the questions, but that in a discussion of a different kind precisely those questions that to me are the most important would not be done justice. Thus it proved to be my duty to abandon the all too wide-ranging work and to dedicate an independent presentation to those subjects that seemed of special consequence to me and on which I would soonest have something to say that would advance knowledge (Kingship of God, 3d newly enlarged ed., trans. Richard Scheimann [New York; Harper & Row, 1967], 13).

226 Florens Christian Rang, “Glaube, Liebe und Arbeitsamkeit: Ein Brief an Walther Rathenau” (Faith, Love, and Industriousness: A Letter to Walter Rathenau), Die Kreatur 2 (1927–28): 34ff.

227 Joseph Wittig, “Aus meiner letzen Schulklasse” (From My Last Class at School), Die Kreatur 2 (1927–28): 7–33.

228 The severe earthquake of July 1927 in Palestine, which claimed several hundred lives.

229 Then a new neighborhood in Jerusalem.

230 Of his former Arab house.

231 Judah L. Magnes was the first chancellor of the Hebrew University; see List of Correspondents.

232 The reference is to a proposal to establish an institute of religious studies at the Hebrew University under Buber’s direction. The institute was to be financed by Salman Schocken (see letter 382).

233 From the Bible translation; see letters 343 and 347.

234 See letter 361, n. 2.

235 Kingship of God (1932). The volume is dedicated “To the friends who have helped me to read the Scriptures: Florens Christian Rang (1864–1924) and Franz Rosenzweig (1886–1929).” Indeed, Buber’s hermeneutics of religious texts in general was greatly indebted to both Rang and Rosenzweig.

236 See Zechariah 4:12, which speaks of golden spouts through which oil flows into the seven-branched candelabrum.

237 Volume 6 of the Buber-Rosenzweig translation of the Bible.

238 Buber, ed., Des Rabbi Israel Ben-Elieser, genannt Baal-Schem-Tow, das ist Meister von guten Namen, Unterweisung im Umgang mit Gott (The Instructions of Rabbi Israel ben Eliezer, known as the Baal Shem Tov, in Intercourse with God) (Hellerau, 1927). This volume consists of fragments adapted and translated by Buber.

239 The card Simon received from Friedrich Meinecke (see letter 284, n. 9) expressed approval of Simon’s Ranke und Hegel, which appeared in 1928 as supplement 25 to the Historische Zeitschrift (edited by Meinecke).

240 Konrad Burdach (1859–1936), professor of German literature in Berlin who applied the methods of intellectual history to the study of language and literature.

241 Simon, Ranke und Hegel (Munich and Berlin, 1928).

242 At the Hebrew University. Simon emigrated to Palestine in 1928. Simon did not get the position; he was appointed to the faculty of the Hebrew University only in 1939 as a lecturer in the philosophy and history of education.

243 Die Chassidischen Bücher (Hellerau, 1928). Selections from it are published in Jewish Mysticism and the Legends of Baalshem, trans. Lucy Cohen (London and Toronto, 1931).

244 Walter Rathenau; see letter 139, n. 4.

245 This letter appears without an addressee in Harry Graf Kessler, Walther Rathenau: Sein Leben und sein Werk (Walther Rathenau: His Life and Work) (Berlin, 1928), 89f., n. 1.

246 Actually, 1916.

247 The Tales of Rabbi Nachman and The Legend of the Baal-Shem.

248 The Spirit of Judaism.

249 See letter 243, n. 7.

250 Buber celebrated his fiftieth birthday on February 8, 1928.

251 Cina, short form of Marcina, the Polish for Martin.

252 Yiddish: interpret—from the Hebrew terutz, the answer to a difficult question in Scripture or Talmud. Her husband was a rabbi.

253 Carl Buber, Nelly’s and Martin Buber’s common father.

254 Mirka is the Polish nickname of Nelly Braude’s daughter Miriam.

255 Simon’s article “Zu Buber’s Lehre und Wirken” (On Buber’s Teaching and Work) appeared in the Jüdische Rundschau of February 7, 1928.

256 Rabbi Nehemiah Anton Nobel (see letter 250, n. 1) exercised a profound spiritual and intellectual influence on Simon.

257 “Die jüdische Geschichte: Eine kritische Betrachtung über grundsätzliche Dinge” (Jewish History: A Critical Examination of Fundamental Issues), Der Jude 6, no. 3 (June 1921): 196–200.

258 See letter 371, n. 1.

259 The festschrift in honor of Buber’s fiftieth birthday, which Scholem and other friends in Jerusalem published there (in Hebrew) in 1928: The Works of Rabbi Nachman and His Disciples and His Disciples’ Disciples.

260 Scholem, “Rabbi Abraham ben Eliezer Halevi: Über den Tod der Märtyrer” (Rabbi Abraham ben Eliezer Halevi: On the Death of the Martyr), in Aus unbekannten Schriften: Festgabe für Martin Buber zum 50. Geburtstag (From Unknown Writings: A Gift of Celebration to Martin Buber on His 50th Birthday) (Berlin, 1928), 89–94.

261 Scholem, “Die Theologie des Sabbatianismus im Lichte Abraham Cardozos” (The Theology of Sabbateanism in the Light of Abraham Cardozo), Der Jude: Sonderheft zu Martin Bubers 50. Geburtstag (A Special Issue in Honor of Martin Buber’s 50th Birthday) (Berlin, 1928), 123–39.

262 Abraham Miguel Cardozo, a seventeenth-century kabbalist and Sabbatean.

263 Hebrew: work of creation.

264 Biblical interpretations.

265 Hirsch (Zvi) Peretz Chajes (1876–1927), chief rabbi of Vienna. “New Information about Abraham Cardozo,” in Abhandlungen zur Erinnerungen an H. P. Chajes (Essays in Memory of H. P. Chajes) (Vienna, 1933), Hebrew sect., 324–50.

266 Scholem, “Fur Frage der Entstehung der Kabbala” (On the Question of the Origin of the Kabbalah), Korrespondenzblatt des Vereins zur Gründung und Erhaltung einer Akademiefür Wissenschaft des Judentums 9 (1928): 4–26.

267 Oskar Goldberg (1885–1952), Die Wirklichkeit der Hebräer (The Reality of the Hebrews) (Berlin, 1925). A physician by training, he turned from the study of parapsychology to that of esoteric mysticism. In the aforementioned volume he presented the biblical Hebrews as a “metaphysical people” par excellence, a people that activates the vital link between it and its God through the magical power of ritual. A highly idiosyncratic thinker, Goldberg was manifestly influenced by the Kabbalah.

268 Norman Bentwich (1883–1971), English-born jurist; from 1918 to 1931 he served as prosecutor general and legal adviser to the British Mandatory government. He was an advocate of Arab-Jewish reconciliation and cooperation. From 1932 to 1951 he was a professor of international law at the Hebrew University.

269 Hans Kohn; see List of Correspondents. Buber’s recommendation to appoint Kohn to the chair of international peace was not accepted.

270 For a critical overview of Kohn’s scholarship and view of nationalism, see Ken Wolf, “Hans Kohn’s Nationalism: The Historian as Prophet,” Journal of the History of Ideas 37, no. 4 (October–December 1976): 651–72.

271 Wittig visited Jerusalem in April–May 1929.

272 Joseph Sprinzak (1885–1959), leader of Hapoel Hatzair in Palestine. He served as the first president of Israel’s parliament, the Knesset.

273 The Sixteenth World Zionist Congress, which took place in Zurich from July 29 to August 19, 1929. Buber consented to attend the Congress in August. Elected to head the delegation of the Hitachdut Hapoel Hatzair, he addressed the Congress on the Arab Question. For excerpts of his address, see Mendes-Flohr, A Land of Two Peoples, 78–80.

274 Revisionism was a right-wing Zionist movement founded in 1925 by Vladimir Zev Jabotinsky (1880–1940). Its ideology reflected a dissatisfaction with the conciliatory policy of the Zionist leadership, led by Weizmann, toward the British Mandatory government. Opposing the socialism of the dominant groups in Zionism, it advocated a militant, uncompromising nationalism.

275 To serve as delegates.

276 Head of the university administration.

277 For a better understanding of this letter, see the following one to Paula Winkler Buber.

278 Sent from Zurich during the Zionist Congress. See letter 377, n. 2.

279 Of the board of trustees of the Hebrew University.

280 The Orientalist Julian Obermann (1888–1956), professor at the Jewish Institute of Religion in New York City; from 1933 on, he taught at Yale University.

281 Joseph Horovitz; see letter 284, n. 5. He had been a member of the board of trustees of the Hebrew University from its inception.

282 Salman Schocken (see List of Correspondents) was a member of the board of trustees.

283 Sister and brother-in-law of Ludwig Strauss.

284 An appointment for Strauss as a lecturer in German literature at the Technische Hochschule in Aachen; he did receive the post.

285 See letter 378.

286 At the time Rabbi Leo Baeck (see List of Correspondents) was conducting negotiations with B’nai B’rith to pledge its members to purchase the translation of the first five books of the Hebrew Scriptures. Such an agreement, it was hoped, would finance the project up to volume 11. Baeck’s efforts were successful.

287 Hebrew: Diaspora; literally, “exile.”

288 Buber’s known advocacy of Arab-Jewish reconciliation, a position vigorously supported by Magnes.

289 August 1929 witnessed the outbreak of the most severe Arab riots to date. The outward cause was a dispute about the conditions under which Jews could pray at the Western Wall; the Mandatory government clearly sided with the Arabs.

290 See letter 377, n. 3.

291 The “National Council” of the Jewish community of Palestine.

292 “Zu Jacob Grimms Sprache, Stil und Persönlichkeit” (On Jacob Grimm’s Language, Style, and Personality), Deutsche Vierteljahrsschrift für Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte 7, no. 5 (1925): 515–59.

293 “Die neue deutsche Bibel” (The New German Bible), Bayerische Israelitische Gemeindezeitung, September 15, 1929.

294 See List of Correspondents.

295 Weizmann was president of the World Zionist Organization at the time.

296 The reference is to Weizmann’s successful efforts to expand the Jewish Agency, which effectively served as the Jewish “government” of Palestine, to include non-Zionists.

297 Weizmann’s letter does not make clear the nature of the intervention proposed by Buber, but it is probable that Buber’s letter, which has not been preserved, took up Ernst Simon’s suggestion in letter 384.

298 Joseph Horovitz (see letter 284, n. 5) had extensive professional and personal contacts in the Islamic and Arab worlds.

299 Of the Zionist Executive in London.

300 Handed down to Arab participants in the August riots.

301 Martin Buber: His Work and His Time.

302 Buber’s first address on Judaism; see letter 81, n. 2.

303 Rosenzweig died on December 10, 1929.

304 Rosenzweig characterized his philosophy as the “new thinking”; see “The New Thinking,” in Glatzer, Franz Rosenzweig, 190–208.

305 A Hebrew address Scholem delivered at a memorial service in honor of Rosenzweig held at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem in January 1930 and published that year as a separate booklet. “Franz Rosenzweig and His Star of Redemption,” in Paul Mendes-Flohr, ed., The Philosophy of Franz Rosenzweig (Hanover, N.H.: University Press of New England for Brandeis University Press, 1988), 20–41.

306 Jakob Nahum Epstein (1880–1952), talmudic scholar, professor at the Hebrew University, and editor of the Hebrew periodical Tarbiz.

307 Scholem began his memorial address with a quotation from Hölderlin’s poem “Patmos.”

308 The Star of Redemption.

309 Moreh Nevukhim (1190), written by the Spanish Jewish philosopher Moses ben Maimon (Rambam; 1135–1204). Originally written in Arabic and addressed to those “perplexed” by philosophical nationalism, it presents a tightly argued exposition of Jewish faith.

310 Scholem later expressed his enthusiastic satisfaction with the Hebrew translation rendered by Yehoshua Amir, which was published in Jerusalem in 1970.

311 Scholem, “Kuntras Eleh Shemot Sefrei Moharan” (Toward a Bibliography of Bratzlav Hasidism), corrigenda and addenda, Kirjath Sepher 6 (1928–29). This is a revised edition of the work mentioned in letter 373, n. 1.

312 “Aus Franz Rosenzweigs Nachlass,” Die Kreatur 3 (1929–30): 424–34. The last issue of Die Kreatur carried the following note: “We started this periodical in memory of Florens Christian Rang and we will conclude it in memory of Franz Rosenzweig. Its editorial structure derives from Rang, its name from Rosenzweig. May that which it was permitted to say and do always be bound up with the memory of these two great avowers of the one Reality.” Ibid., 424.

313 Buber apparently broached to Scholem his thoughts about devoting himself to biblical scholarship as a way of qualifying for an academic appointment in that field at the Hebrew University.

314 Hebrew: literal meaning.

315 See “Zur Neuauflage des Stern der Erlösung” (1930), in Scholem, Judaica (Frankfurt am Main, 1963), 226–34. “On the 1930 Edition of Rosenzweig’s Star of Redemption,” in Scholem, The Messianic Idea in Judaism: And Other Essays on Jewish Spirituality (New York: Schocken Books, 1971), 320–24.

316 An association founded in Jerusalem in 1925 to promote Arab-Jewish understanding in Palestine. Scholem was a founding member.

317 Catalogus Codicum Hebraicorum, quot conservantur in Bibliotheca Hierosolymitana, pars prima, Cabbala (Catalogue of Hebrew Codes Preserved in the Library of Jerusalem, part 1: Kabbalah) (Jerusalem, 1930).

318 Of the Bible translation (Jeremiah).

319 In the light of the continuous opposition to his appointment at the Hebrew University, Buber sought to strengthen his academic standing. His lectureship in the Study of Jewish Religion and Ethics, financed by the Jewish community, was but an adjunct position, bearing little academic prestige. In the summer of 1930, he was offered an “honorary” or adjunct professorship in religious studies, which, although bereft of full professorial status, bore greater prestige and greater scholarly expectations. In the following letter to Salman Schocken, he duly refers to the professorship as a “stepping stone,” presumably to a full appointment, first in Germany and eventually in Jerusalem.

320 Robert Weltsch’s first wife, Martha, whom he had married in 1920, was a sister of Oskar Epstein (see letter 112, n. 2).

321 “Hinweis auf Franz Kafka” was a promotional piece intended to draw the public’s attention to Kafka’s three posthumously published novels (see letter 352, n. 1; letter 354, n. 1; Amerika [Munich, 1927]; Amerika, trans. Willa and Edwin Muir [New York: Schocken Books, 1962]). According to Max Brod, Buber signed immediately (Streitbares Leben: 1884–1968 [Valiant Life: 1884–1968], rev. ed. [Munich, 1969], 194).

322 Gustav Kiepenheuer Verlag was unable to publish the collected works, because, after the National Socialists came to power in 1933, a Jewish author could not appear on the list of a non-Jewish publisher. The first four volumes, including the novels, were brought out in 1935 under the imprint of Schocken Verlag, which had published its first books in 1931; the remaining two volumes were published by Heinrich Mercy Sohn of Prague, as agent for Schocken Verlag, in 1936 and 1937 respectively.

323 Kingship of God; see letter 358, n. 4.

324 In a letter dated February 6, 1931, Gerson observed that the phenomenon of an “underground Judaism”—i.e., Buber’s notion that the Essenes and other spiritual outcasts such as early Beshtian Hasidim represented a genuine Jewish religiosity in contrast to official, normative Judaism—had been insufficiently investigated.

325 Geschichte des Chassidismus (Berlin, 1931).

326 Lemburg, 1911. This “Collection of Sayings” is attributed to Menachem Mendel of Vitebsk (d. 1788). Contemporary scholars identify the first volume actually to be homiletic writings of the Maggid of Mezhirech, and the second volume to be letters of Menachem Mendel and other hasidic masters.

327 See Margarete Susman, Die geistige Gestalt Georg Simmels (The Spiritual Stature of Georg Simmel) (Tübingen, 1959). Originally, a much more comprehensive work had been planned. Margarete Susman also collaborated in the publication of Georg Simmel’s essays, Brücke und Tor (Bridge and Gateway) (Stuttgart, 1957).

328 Alfred de Quervain (1896–1968), Swiss Protestant theologian. Die theologischen Voraussetzungen der Politik (The Theological Presuppositions of Politics) (Berlin, 1931).

329 Hans Blüher, Die Erhebung Israels gegen die christlichen Güter (Israel’s Revolt against Christian Values) (Hamburg and Berlin, 1931). On Blüher, see List of Correspondents and letter 167, n. 1.

330 Kingship of God.

331 Ein jüdisches Lesebuch: Sendung und Schicksal (A Jewish Reader: Mission and Destiny), ed. Nahum N. Glatzer and Ludwig Strauss (Berlin, 1931).

332 The first four volumes of the collected works of S. Y. Agnon in Hebrew were published by Schocken Verlag, Berlin, in 1931; The Bridal Canopy, trans. I. M. Lask (New York: Schocken Books, 1967).

333 Kingship of God was to be followed by a volume entitled Der Gesalbte (The Anointed One). He never completed this work, although he did publish various chapters as separate articles. See letter 489, n. 2.

334 Moritz Spitzer; see List of Correspondents.

335 Hebrew: teachings.

336 “S. Dubnow, Geschichte der Classidismus, Berlin, 1931,” Orientalistische Literaturzeitung, 1932, cols. 569–71.

337 Kingship of God.

338 “The Faith of Israel,” in Kingship of God.

339 Hebrew: the literal and the free interpretation.

340 Kingship of God.

341 Buber had written: “Incidentally, the volume has caused the formation of an interesting front within Protestant theology.”

342 Cf. Buber’s reply in letter 408. The reference is to Buber’s interpretation of Exodus 15:3: la-ish milhamah [wird] zum Kriegsmann ([becomes] a warrior), while the text says: ish milhamah = ein Kriegsmann (a warrior).

343 Exodus 3:14. Buber’s translation: Ich werde dasein, als der ich dasein werde (I will be present as I will be present).

344 In the Frankfurter Israelitisches Gemeindeblatt, September 1931.

345 For the meeting of the board of trustees of Hebrew University.

346 “The Kingly Covenant.”

347 Sigmund Mowinckel (1884–1965), Scandinavian Protestant Old Testament scholar who emphasized the importance of the cult religion for ancient Israel.

348 See Franz Rosenzweig’s essay “Der Ewige” (The Eternal), in Shorter Writings, 182–98.

349 Benno Jacob (1862–1945), German-born liberal rabbi and biblical scholar; he emigrated to England in 1939.

350 “Das Kommende”; see letter 526, n. 5.

351 Zwiesprache (Berlin, 1932), an expanded version of an article by the same name published in Die Kreatur 3 (1928–29): 201–22. An English translation of the larger version, somewhat abridged, is translated in Buber, Between Man and Man, trans. Ronald Gregor Smith (1947; New York: Macmillan, 1965), 1–39.

352 Joseph Wittig, Michael Gottschlichs Wanderung (Michael Gottschlich’s Wanderings) (Heilbronn, 1931).

353 In January 1931 Buber had given an address during a workshop of the Köngener Bund at Comburg; the general theme of the conference was “Man as the Measure of a New Political and Economic Order.” Buber’s speech was published in the journal Kommende Gemeinde (3, no. 2 [July 1931]: 19–26) under the title “Bemerkungen zur Gemeinschaftsidee”; “Comments on the Idea of Community,” in Buber, A Believing Humanism, 87–92. The Köngener Bund was a Protestant Pietist group within the German youth movement which aimed at the formation of a new community, the Kommende Gemeinde.

354 Ernst Krieck (1882–1947), educator, professor at Frankfurt am Main and Heidelberg. He developed a distinctive historical-sociological theory of education and later became a theoretician of National Socialist pedagogy.

355 Kingship of God.

356 Hermann Gerson had written Buber that particularly close friends had taken sick.

357 The title envisaged earlier was Dienst an Israel (Service to Israel).

358 Buber delivered an address on the political principles of the Zionist movement at the Second Conference of Hitachdut Hapoel Hatzair which convened in August 1921 in Carlsbad, just before the Twelfth Zionist Congress that also took place in that city.

359 “The Political Path of Zionism,” folk un land 3, no. 2 (November 18–December 6, 1921): 4–5 (Yiddish). This address was not included in Struggle for Israel.

360 “Revelation and Law” (1936), Buber’s response to Rosenzweig’s essay, “The Builders” (see letters 298 and 307), in Rosenzweig, On Jewish Learning, 109–18.

361 See chapter 11 of Buber, Two Types of Faith: A Study of the Interpenetration of Judaism and Christianity, trans. Norman P. Goldhawk (New York: Macmillan, 1951).

362 Simon’s review appeared in Der Morgen 10 (September–October 1934): 311ff. The review was apparently on the occasion of the second edition of the volume in 1934.

363 Not included in later editions.

364 Die Frage an den Einzelnen (Berlin, 1936); “The Question of the Single One,” chapter 2 of Between Man and Man.

365 Léon (Lev) Shestov (1866–1938), pen name of Lev Isaakovich Schwartzmann, Russian Jewish philosopher of religion; from 1920 on, he was a professor at the Sorbonne.

366 Mystik der Ehrfurcht vor dem Leben; see Albert Schweitzer, Die Lehre von der Ehrfurcht vor dem Leben: Grundtexte aus fünf Jahrzehnten, ed. Hans Walter Bähr (Munich, 1966); The Teaching of Reverence for Life, trans. Richard and Clara Winston (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966).

367 In contrast to the view of St. Paul prevalent to that time, Schweitzer interpreted him primarily in light of Jewish tradition. See Schweitzer, Geschichte der Paulinischen Forschung von der Reformation bis auf die Gegenwart (Tübingen, 1911); Paul and His Interpreters: A Critical History (1912; New York: Schocken Books, 1964).

368 Adolf von Harnack (1851–1930), Protestant theologian and professor of church history who taught last in Berlin.

369 This letter is not extant.

370 The reference must be to Buber’s lecture during the Köngener Bund workshop in Kassel, where National Socialists were among the participants. Thus Buber’s talk appears to have been given a day later than was stated in a letter to his wife dated January 4. Although intended to be published in Der Freie Dienst, a supplement to the periodical Kommende Gemeinde, it was not published until nearly a decade later, in Switzerland: “Israel und die Völker,” Neue Wege 35, no. 3 (March 1941): 101–13; “The Gods of the Nations and God,” in Buber, Israel and the World: Essays in a Time of Crisis, trans. Olga Marx and Greta Hort, 2d ed. (New York: Schocken Books, 1963), 197–213. The manuscript, including a discussion, is in the Martin Buber Archives, with a notation reading “Talk given at the conference of the Köngener Bund in December 1932.”

371 From 1920 to 1933, Gertrud Bäumer was a senior official in the Reich Ministry of the Interior.

372 Chapter 11 of Two Types of Faith.

373 Israel’s Revolt against Christian Values, 200.

374 The proceedings of the Kassel conference were intended to be published in Der Freie Dienst, a supplement to the periodical Kommende Gemeinde; see letter 416, n. 1. The proceedings were not published, however. Buber’s paper was published nearly ten years later in Switzerland; See letter 416, n. 1.

375 Das Reich by Friedrich Heilscher (1902–72) was published in Berlin in 1931.

376 See letter 410, n. 2.

377 Buber, “Kirche, Staat, Volk, Judentum,” Theologische Blätter 12 (September 1933): 257–74; Buber, “Church, State, Nation, Jewry,” trans. William Hallo, in David W. McKain, Christianity: Some Non-Christian Appraisals (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), 174–88. The debate with Schmidt took place on January 14, 1933, at the Jüdisches Lehrhaus of Stuttgart.

378 This debate never materialized.

379 The most conservative among German Orthodox Jews. Where their viewpoint did not prevail in the established synagogues, they founded “separatist” congregations of their own on the basis of the Austrittsgesetz of 1876, the Secession Law issued by the Prussian government allowing Orthodox Jews to secede from the official Jewish community and to organize their own “separate” congregations and communal services.

380 In May 1933 Buber made two proposals for a central organization of the entire Jewish educational system to the representative bodies of German Jewry. The first called for the creation of an Office of Education that would encompass all levels of education, instruction, and schools from kindergarten to university. The second proposal concerned the creation of a German Jewish teachers’ college (also called the School for Jewish Studies), whose task it would be “to train the teachers who are to work in the Jewish schools in Germany in the Jewish subjects essential for their activity and to convey to them in concrete terms the spirit that must inform Jewish schools.” Buber viewed such a teachers’ college as a sine qua non for a systematic Jewish educational system.

381 Buber’s lecture “The Gods of the Nations and God”; see letter 417, n. 2.

382 The decision against Simon’s appointment as lecturer in comparative history (“Israel and the Nations”) at the Hebrew University. In 1939 he received an appointment as lecturer in education. Cf. letter 366.

383 Lambert Schneider was then managing editor of Schocken Verlag.

384 Simon collaborated with Edith Rosenzweig on an edition of Franz Rosenzweig’s Letters, which was published by Schocken Verlag in 1935.

385 Ernst Simon, Chajjim Nachman Bialik: Eine Einführung in sein Leben und sein Werk, (Chaim Nachman Bialik: An Introduction to His Life and Work), published by Schocken Verlag in 1935.

386 Berlin, 1936.

387 On April 7, 1933, Hitler promulgated a Law for the Restoration of the Professional Civil Service, subsequently expanded by a series of interpretative decrees, limiting the access of Jews to positions within the civil service, which included all teaching positions in state institutions.

388 In response to a Nazi-sponsored general boycott of Jewish shops, enterprises, and professionals on April 1, 1933, Robert Weltsch published an editorial in the Jüdische Rundschau calling upon the Jewish community of Germany to respond with renewed Jewish pride: “Tragt ihn mit Stolz, den gelben Fleck,” Jüdische Rundschau, April 4, 1933; “Wear the Yellow Badge with Pride,” in The Judaic Tradition, ed. Nahum N. Glatzer (Boston: Beacon Press), 1969, 608–12.

389 Wilfrid Israel (1899–1943), merchant from a respected Berlin family. He was an art collector as well as a philanthropist who benefited Jewish and general charities.

390 The questionnaire sought to ascertain Buber’s “eligibility” under the civil-service law of April 1933; see letter 422, n. 1. Needless to say, Buber was disqualified under the paragraph barring non-Aryans from teaching at “German” educational institutions.

391 In April 1933, Glatzer, who was teaching Jewish ethics and philosophy at the University of Frankfurt, left Germany and, after a brief stay in England, settled in Palestine, where he taught high school in Haifa. In 1938 he accepted a university professorship in the United States.

392 Gotthold Weil (1882–1960), Islamic scholar; from 1918 to 1931, he was director of the Oriental department of the Berlin State Library. He then became a professor at Frankfurt am Main. From 1935 to 1946, he was the director of the National Library in Jerusalem. Hans Weil (1898–1972) taught sociology at the University of Frankfurt.

393 From the University of Frankfurt. In 1932 Glatzer assumed the lectureship at the University of Frankfurt formerly held by Buber in “The Study of Jewish Religion and Ethics.”

394 Karl Wolfskehl; see List of Correspondents. Wolfskehl belonged to the circle of the poet Stefan George.

395 See letter 425, n. 1.

396 Ludwig Strauss had taught at the Technische Hochschule in Aachen since 1929.

397 Louise Dumont-Lindemann; see List of Correspondents.

398 Hanns Johst (1890–1978), expressionist writer, from 1935 to 1945 president of the National Socialist National Writers’ Association.

399 “Sinngebung des noch Sinnlosen,” an allusion to Theodor Lessing’s Geschichte als Sinngebung des Sinnlosen (History, or How to Make Sense out of Nonsense) (Munich, 1919).

400 Neither the Office of Education nor the Mannheim teachers’ college materialized in the form envisaged by Buber, who became instead the director of the Center for Jewish Adult Education. In 1934, Simon became his assistant. The Representative Council of German Jewry was created in 1933 under the leadership of Leo Baeck to organize Jewish life under the Nazi regime. See also letter 440, n. 1.

401 Die Judenfrage (Stuttgart, 1933).

402 This is an undated draft of Buber’s reply to Kittel’s letter of June 13, 1933. Buber’s public response, “Offener Brief an Gerhard Kittel,” appeared in the Theologische Blätter 12, no. 8 (August 1933): 4–6. “An Open Letter to Gerhard Kittel,” in Frank Talmage, ed., Disputations and Dialogue: Readings in the Jewish-Christian Encounter (New York: Ktav, 1975), 49–54.

403 “Der jüdische Mensch von heute” (The Jewish Man of Today), Almanach des Schocken Verlags auf das Jahr 5694 [1933/34] (Berlin, 1933), 5.

404 Glatzer had assisted Buber in the proofreading of the Bible translation.

405 Buber uses the familiar second-person pronoun.

406 Emil Brunner, Das Gebot und die Ordnungen: Versuch einer protestantisch-theologischen Ethik (Tübingen, 1932); The Divine Imperative: A Study of Christian Ethics, trans. Olive Wyon (New York: Macmillan, 1937).

407 Chapter 11 of Two Types of Faith.

408 Probably the second, expanded edition of Dialogue (Berlin, 1934).

409 Fritz Frank, Buber’s family doctor in Heppenheim.

410 Hebrew: The Echo. An Orthodox-Zionist periodical edited by Rabbi Benjamin (Yehoshua Radler Feldmann) from 1926 to 1952; it concerned itself particularly with the Jewish settlements in Palestine. On a card dated June 22, 1933, Rabbi Benjamin had told Buber that he had hesitated as to whether to print his attack criticizing Buber’s continued stay in Germany, especially after he had read Buber’s article “Das Erste” (The First) in the Jüdische Rundschau 38, no. 32 (June 21, 1933): 153 (reprinted in The Jew and His Judaism, 580–82).

411 According to information from Buber, reported to Ernst Simon, this was the University of Giessen.

412 See letter 432, n. 1.

413 Latin: your own interests are at stake.

414 With the “Open Letter to Gerhard Kittel.”

415 The appointment of Julius Guttmann (1880–1950) to the chair of Jewish philosophy, which meant that Scholem would be able to limit his teaching at Hebrew University to his main field, Jewish mysticism. Guttmann’s appointment was approved.

416 Fritz [Yitzhak] Baer (1888–1980), professor of Jewish history, especially medieval history, at Hebrew University; he had taught previously at the Academy for Jewish Studies in Berlin.

417 The reference is to the enthusiastic endorsement by German professors and intellectuals of their country’s declaration of war in 1914.

418 Struggle for Israel.

419 “Die Brennpunkte der jüdischen Seele,” in Struggle for Israel; “The Two Foci of the Jewish Soul,” in Israel and the World, 28–40.

420 Ernst Lohmeyer, Das urchristentum, vol. 1: John der Taufer (Göttingen, 1932).

421 “Church, State, Nation, Jewry”; see letter 417, n. 5.

422 See note 3.

423 Schule für Judentumskunde.

424 See letter 429, n. 1. The National Socialist government soon required the Council to change “German Jewry” in its name to “Jews in Germany.” The Council organized Jewish life under Nazi rule and represented the Jewish community before the authorities.

425 Max Grünewald (b. 1899), rabbi and chairman of the Jewish community of Mannheim. He is at present honorary president of the Leo Baeck Institute in New York City.

426 Latin: after so many divisive things; after so many struggles for the cause.

427 The Schocken Library, published by Schocken Verlag between 1933 and 1938 in attractive but inexpensive editions, comprised nearly a hundred volumes covering a wide range of Jewish history, contemporary Jewish literature, and world literature.

428 Weizmann had celebrated his fifty-ninth birthday on November 27, 1933.

429 Sichot ve-sepurim, a volume of the teachings of Rabbi Nachman of Bratzlav compiled by Avraham Chazan from unpublished manuscripts (Jerusalem, 1933).

430 Of the Hebrew University.

431 Yiddish: in this context, enfant terrible.

432 Mannheim was the location envisaged for Buber’s School for Jewish Studies; see letter 439.

433 The board of trustees, however, did not approve of the appointment. See letter 456, n. 1.

434 For Jewish Adult Education.

435 In line with this program, the Center for Jewish Adult Education of the Reich Representative Council of German Jewry was founded under Buber’s direction. It was charged with the education of Jews after they were prohibited from attending German educational institutions.

436 Gerson led a group of the German Jewish youth movement Werkleute to settle in Palestine, joining Kibbutz Hazorea.

437 Ernst Simon reported that “from May 10 to 13, 1934, a conference on questions of Jewish adult education was held in Hugo Rosenthal’s country school at Herrlingen near Ulm.” The conference was convened by Buber under the auspices of the Center for Jewish Adult Education. See Simon, Aufbau im Untergang: Jüdische Erwachsenenbildung im nationalsozialistischen Deutschland als geistige Widerstand (Building in the Ruins: Jewish Adult Education in National Socialist Germany as Spiritual Resistance) (Tübingen, 1959).

438 See “Grundlegung” (Foundation), in Rundbrief der Mittelstelle für jüdische Erwachenenbildung (Circular Letter of the Center for Jewish Adult Education) (Frankfurt am Main, June 1934).

439 Abraham Isaac Kook (1865–1935), a highly respected religious thinker, from 1919 to his death rabbi of the Ashkenazi community of Jerusalem, later Ashkenazic chief rabbi of Palestine. When Abraham Stavsky, one of three Revisionists, was accused of murdering the Socialist-Zionist leader Viktor Chaim Arlosoroff (see List of Correspondents) in Tel Aviv, Kook came to his defense, protesting his innocence. On June 8, 1934, Stavsky was convicted and condemned to death; his two companions were acquitted. On July 19, 1934, the verdict was overruled by the Palestine Court of Appeals and Stavsky was released on the ground of insufficient evidence.

440 Immigration to the Land of Israel.

441 “Die Lehre und die Tat,” Jüdische Rundschau 39, no. 40 (May 18, 1934): 5–6; “Teaching and Deed,” in Israel and the World, 137–45.

442 Cited from “What Is to Be Done?” (1904), in The Jewish Movement, 1st series, p. 127.

443 Diaspora.

444 Scholem, “Politik der Mystik: Zu Isaac Breuers Neuem Kusari,” Jüdische Rundschau, July 17, 1943; “The Politics of Mysticism: Isaac Breuer’s New Kuzari,” in The Messianic Idea in Judaism, 325–34.

445 Martin Buber’s son, Rafael, emigrated to Palestine in 1934, settling in Kvuzat Geva, a kibbutz. After six months, he was joined by his second wife, Ruth (1899–1989).

446 There is no indication of where this letter was written from.

447 Greek: chance product.

448 At the Hebrew University.

449 See letter 449, n. 1.

450 In 1934 the Academy for Jewish Studies (Hochschule für die Wissenschaft des Judentums) was obliged by the Nazi authorities to resume its original name, Lehranstalt (Institute) für die Wissenschaft des Judentums, marking a degradation of its status. Under anti-Semitic pressure, the Prussian government had done the same in 1883; with the founding of the Weimar Republic the institution was once again called a Hochschule (literally, college).

451 At a Jewish rest home in Lehnitz, the Center for Jewish Adult Education together with the education department of the Representative Council conducted a conference for teachers on March 22–24, 1934.

452 Scholem is referring to the fact that the board of trustees of the Hebrew University did not approve Buber’s appointment; cf. letter 444. He eventually did, however, attain a position there, although not in his chosen field. See letters 470, 472, 481, 482, and 589.

453 This letter has not been preserved. It may have contained Buber’s reaction to Die Stimme spricht (The Voice Speaks), a volume of poetry by Wolfskehl published that year in Berlin; 1933: A Poem Sequence (New York: Schocken Books, 1947).

454 Lambert Schneider was managing editor of Schocken Verlag, Buber’s publisher during the Nazi period.

455 Buber had contractual agreements with Schocken Verlag covering his roles as author and adviser.

456 In July 1934, Salman Schocken was elected honorary treasurer and a member of the executive council of the Hebrew University.

457 See letter 132.

458 From the letter that follows, it seems that this letter was written on the occasion of Schweitzer’s sixtieth birthday, January 14, 1935.

459 See letter 415. Buber visited Schweitzer, who had just returned from Africa, on February 23, 1933.

460 Die Weltanschauung der indischen Denker: Mystik und Ethik (Munich, 1935); Indian Thought and Its Development, trans. E. E. B. Russell (Boston: Beacon Press, 1935).

461 At Buber’s behest, Simon returned to Germany in July 1934 and assumed a position as Buber’s assistant in the Center for Jewish Adult Education; see letter 429.

462 “Sinnbildliche und sakrale Existenz im Judentum,” Eranos Jahrbuch (Zurich, 1935); English translation by Maurice Friedman in Buber, The Origin and Meaning of Hasidism (New York: Horizon Press, 1960), 151–81.

463 Announcer; i.e., prophet.

464 Karl Cramer, Amos: Versuch einer theologischen Interpretation (Amos: An Essay on Theological Interpretation) (Stuttgart, 1930).

465 A governmental decree issued on February 21, 1935, expressly prohibited Buber from giving lectures to Jewish groups.

466 The Martin Buber Archives does not have a copy of these lectures.

467 “Echte Überwindung des Liberalismus.”

468 On April 18, 1935.

469 The complete edition of Kafka’s works, edited by Max Brod, began to appear in 1935; see letter 397, n. 2.

470 In Dostoevski’s novel The Brothers Karamazov, Ivan Karamazov is cast as a militant denier of God.

471 Buber visited Palestine in March 1935.

472 The prohibition on Buber’s speaking in public; see letter 463, n. 4.

473 Hebrew: neighbor.

474 By the Gestapo.

475 Of the board of trustees of the Hebrew University.

476 Felix M. Warburg (1871–1937), banker; financial supporter of the Hebrew University and leading member of its board of trustees.

477 Hebrew: member.

478 From the introduction to The Great Maggid and His Succession.

479 Gerson’s wife.

480 Of the Hebrew University.

481 I.e., sociology.

482 The Werkleute.

483 Immigration to the Land of Israel.

484 Chaim Nachman Bialik, “Über die jüdische Wissenschaft,” in his Essays, trans. from the Hebrew by Viktor Kellner (Berlin, 1925), 226–37.

485 The decision of the board of trustees of the Hebrew University; see letter 470.

486 Menachem Mendel Ussishkin; see letter 55, n. 14.

487 Hebrew: the Hebrew Bible.

488 “Zur Verdeutschung der Preisungen” (Berlin, 1935), supplement to the German translation of the Book of Psalms.

489 There is no material about this discussion in the Martin Buber Archives.

490 Strauss’s sixtieth birthday.

491 In a long letter dated January 14, Ludwig Strauss had informed Buber of his intention of becoming a member of Kibbutz Hazorea.

492 In a letter dated March 25, 1936, Bergmann had advised Buber not to delay starting to teach for too long after his arrival in Palestine.

493 A second dissertation needed to teach at a university; see letter 301, n. 6.

494 At the University of Giessen.

495 See letters 284, 285, 287, 294, and 295.

496 From 1935 on, Salman Schocken served as chairman of the executive council that reported to the board of trustees on university affairs.

497 Buber did not begin his professorship at the Hebrew University until spring 1938.

498 The Arab general strike, accompanied by acts of terrorism, that broke out on April 19, 1936.

499 This essay constituted the introduction to Hasidic Books and later served as the first chapter of Die chassidische Botschaft (The Hasidic Message) (Heidelberg, 1952); English translation in Buber, The Origin and Meaning of Hasidism.

500 In late 1938 Werkleute and Kibbutz Hazorea joined the Marxist Kibbutz Artzi (Hashomer Hatzair) movement of kibbutzim.

501 Die Stunde und die Erkenntnis: Reden und Aufsätze, 1933–1935 (The Hour and Its Judgment: Addresses and Essays, 1933–35) (Berlin 1936).

502 Gerson had written Buber that his wife, Lo, was planning to leave him and that in his first despair he had thought of taking his own life.

503 Chugim, Beth Alpha, and Kfar Yehezkel are settlements in the Valley of Jezreel, where Rafael Buber’s kibbutz was located.

504 Hebrew: member.

505 Hebrew: policeman.

506 Rafael Buber’s second wife.

507 Jews and Arabs.

508 “Messianische Wanderschaft” (Messianic Travels), published in part as “Elijahu erzählt: Aus dem zweiten und dritten Gesang des Epos ‘Messianische Wanderschaft’ ” (Elijah Tells: From the Second and Third Cantos of the Epos “Messianic Travels”), in Almanach des Schocken Verlags auf das Jahr 5697 [1936/37] (1936), 57–62.

509 The visit to Poland was prompted by matters concerning Buber’s inheritance from his father.

510 The Question of the Single One included the title essay, “What Is to Be Done?” (1919), and “Gandhi, die Politik und wir” (1930) (“Gandhi, Politics, and Us,” in Pointing the Way, 126–38). This volume was bound to be perceived as such a manifestly antinationalist statement that publishing it was an act of courage.

511 “Der Gesalbte” was never completed. It was to be published by Schocken Verlag, which was closed down by the Gestapo in 1938. Buber did publish three chapters of the uncompleted manuscript: “Das Volksbegehren” (The Desire of the People), in In Memoriam Ernst Lohmeyer, ed. W. Schumach (Stuttgart, 1951), 53–66; “The Story of Saul’s Election as King” (Hebrew), Tarbiz 22, no. 1 (September–October 1950): 1–84; “Samuel and the Chain of Succession in Israel” (Hebrew), Zion 4, no. 1 (1938): 1–29. The three articles are published collectively under the title “Der Gesalbte” in Buber, Werke (Works) 2: Schriften zur Bibel (Writings on the Bible) (Munich, 1964), 725–845.

512 Simon apparently recommended someone, a Judaic scholar then a resident of Palestine, to the Center for Jewish Adult Education, perhaps as a successor to Buber.

513 David Yellin (1864–1941), professor of medieval Hebrew language and literature at Hebrew University, longtime director of the Hebrew Teachers’ College, vice-mayor of Jerusalem.

514 Ben-Zion Dinaburg (later Dinur, 1889–1973), in Palestine after 1921; teacher and director at a teachers’ college, later professor of modern history at Hebrew University and minister of education.

515 His failure to receive an appointment at Hebrew University.

516 The Jewish community of Palestine.

517 Carl Theil (1886–1946), classical philologist and secondary-school teacher who was dismissed from his German civil-service position in 1933; a friend of Buber.

518 Regine Olsen, Kierkegaard’s fiancée, with whom he broke off his engagement apparently due to metaphysical considerations.

519 Karl Jaspers (1883–1969), psychiatrist and philosopher, professor of philosophy at Heidelberg and Basel.

520 Indian Thought and Its Development.

521 Buber’s wife, Paula, was a Catholic by birth; upon her marriage to Buber, she converted to Judaism.

522 The Question of the Single One.

523 Ludwig Köhler, Theologie des Alten Testaments (Theology of the Old Testament) (Tübingen, 1936). See “Preface to the Second German Edition” in Kingship of God.

524 Martin Buber: His Work and His Time.

525 Das Leiden am Ich (Bremen, 1930); the earlier publication was Michel, Martin Buber: Sein Gang in die Wirklichkeit (Martin Buber: His Way into Reality) (Frankfurt am Main, 1926).

526 Karl Heim, Glaube und Denker (Berlin, 1931).

527 Friedrich Gogarten, “Schöpfuhng,” the first part of Ich glaube an den dreieinigen Gott (Jena, 1926).

528 Glaube und Wirklichkeit (Jena, 1928).

529 Zweistromland: Kleinere Schriften zur Religion und Philosophie (Land of Two Rivers: Shorter Writings on Religion and Philosophy) (Berlin, 1926).

530 Der Umbruch des Denkens (Regensburg, 1936).

531 Das Du und die Wirklichkeit.

532 “Martin Bubers Metaphysik der Dialogik im Zusammenhang neuerer philosophischer und theologischer Strömungen: Darstellung und Kritik.”

533 Eberhard Grisebach (1880–1945), philosopher, professor at Jena and Zurich. He was close to philosophical existentialism and dialectical theology, and developed an ethics and a theory of education based on the I-Thou relationship.

534 “Individuation, Schuld und Entscheidung: Über die Grenzen der Psychologic.”

535 Psychology Club of Zurich, Die kulturelle Bedeutung der komplexen Psychologie (Berlin, 1935).

536 Trüb, Psychosynthese als seelisch-geistiger Heilungsprozess (Psychosynthesis as a Psychical-Spiritual Process of Healing) (Zurich, 1936).

537 In late November 1936, Buber had to go to Poland for two weeks because the real estate left by his late father was threatened with compulsory subdivision into lots.

538 Rudolf Pannwitz, Kulturpädagogische Einführung in mein Werk (Cultural and Pedagogical Introduction to My Work) (Leipzig, 1927).

539 Dionysische Tragödien (Nuremberg, 1913).

540 “[Nietzsche] is concerned … with forging a soul that can bear and endure the whole as it is constituted, and above all the whole man”; “What Nietzsche left behind only seems to be wreckage. It is an enormous process that is not entirely completed.”

541 In two letters dated December 2 and 5, 1936, Pannwitz had expressed himself in detail on Hans Trüb, asserting that as a pragmatist Trüb would not be able to accomplish the attempted theoretical-systematic elaboration of his thought that was intended to go beyond the psychoanalysis of C. G. Jung, vis-à-vis whom Trüb had a sort of Oedipus complex.

542 Probably a review of Trüb’s Psychosynthesis as a Psychical-Spiritual Process of Healing.

543 Hegel und der Staat (Hegel and the State) (Munich and Berlin, 1920).

544 A village near Kibbutz Hazorea, where the Werkleute group was preparing to settle permanently.

545 Leviticus 19:18.

546 Der Nächste (Berlin, 1935).

547 Pannwitz is referring to Rosenzweig’s essay on the so-called Systemprogramm: “Das älteste Systemprogramm des deutschen Idealismus” (The Oldest Program of a System for German Idealism), in Land of Two Rivers, 123ff. On the basis of an analysis of the original manuscript of the Systemprogramm, Rosenzweig established that although it was written in Hegel’s handwriting, its author was actually Friedrich W. Schelling (1775–1854), not Hegel (or Hölderlin). This previously unknown treatise inaugurated the characteristic attempt of German philosophical idealism to formulate a unified system to comprehend all knowledge, an endeavor most perfectly realized by Hegel (1770–1831).

548 Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason.

549 See Rosenzweig, “Einleitung zu Hermann Cohens jüdischen Schriften” (Introduction to Hermann Cohen’s Jewish Writings), in Land of Two Rivers.

550 Where Cohen taught.

551 Eugen Kühnemann (1868–1946), professor of philosophy in Marburg, Bonn, Posen, and Breslau.

552 Munich, 1930.

553 Edmund Husserl; see letter 93, n. 3.

554 In a letter dated January 15, 1937, Reisner had inquired about this possibility; a “dialogic business” seemed to him to be “a contradictio in adjecto.”

555 From the German authorities to work outside of Germany for part of the year.

556 See letter 499, n. 1.

557 Ludwig Strauss, “Hölderlins Anteil an Schellings frühem Systemprogramm” (Hölderlin’s Share in Schelling’s Early Systemprogramm) and “Zu Böhms Erwiderung” (On Böhm’s Reply), both in Deutsche Vierteljahresschrift für Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte 5, no. 4 (1927).

558 “Prelude: Report of Two Conversations.” See also letter 293.

559 Hesse’s sixtieth birthday fell on July 2.

560 Two new books by Hesse appeared in 1937, Gedenkblätter (Commemorations) and Neue Gedichte (New Poems), both published in Berlin.

561 Paula Buber.

562 Probably the cultural historian Paul Landau (1880–1954).

563 Ludwig Strauss, Kleine Nachtwachen: Sprüche in Versen (Short Night-Vigils: Sayings in Verse) (Berlin, 1937).

564 At the Hebrew University.

565 An immigration permit bearing the visa of the Mandatory government of Palestine.

566 David Werner Senator; see List of Correspondents.

567 Zvi Woislavsky (1889–1957), Hebrew essayist and translator (of Buber’s dialogic writings, among others, into Hebrew); once a resident of Berlin, in Palestine after 1934.

568 Moshe Eliyahu Jernensky (1887–1949), Hebrew writer and translator who lived in Berlin and, from 1934 on, in Palestine.

569 Proverb.

570 Buber’s immigration papers for Palestine.

571 See letter 501, n. 1.

572 See letter 244, n. 4.

573 Yosef Chaim Brenner (1881–1921), Hebrew writer and critic who greatly influenced the Jewish workers’ movement in particular. Born in Russia, he lived in Palestine after 1909.

574 Buber himself observed that after he began to write in Hebrew, his style became simpler and more concrete (interview with Gabriel Stern in the Tel Aviv daily Al Hamishmar, February 14, 1958).

575 From Unknown Writings; see letter 373, n. 2.

576 Goethe, Werke (Works), Artemis-Gedenkaus-gabe, 5: 616.

577 Kantorowicz was Buber’s earliest co-worker in the directorship of the Center for Jewish Adult Education; upon Buber’s emigration to Palestine in March 1938, he became the Center’s director.

578 Karl Reinhardt (1886–1958), professor of classical philology.

579 Ernst Simon, “Martin Buber: Eine Rede vor Kindern und Jugendlichen” (Martin Buber: A Talk for Children and Youth), printed in the pamphlet of the Representative Council of Jews in Germany, Zu Bubers 60. Geburtstag: Ein Rundbrief an die jüdischen Lehrer (For Buber’s 60th Birthday: A Circular to Jewish Teachers) (Berlin, 1938).

580 See letter 506.

581 See letter 512.
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519. Martin Buber to Leonhard Ragaz1

Since I have been in Jerusalem, my dear Herr Ragaz, I have had to think of you even more frequently and more intensely. True, in this city there exists hardly any real relationship between Christianity and Judaism, but the depth of the times is mightier than the shallowness of our time, and when I look down from Mount Scopus,2 on which I teach, I see my David, the sinner and singer, walking alongside your son of David, the parabolic speaker without sin, in truly paternal fashion, with his strong arm placed lightly around the youth’s shoulders.

In light of this, what is “Judaism”; what is “Christianity”? There and here is Jehuda, here and there is christós,3 and what is real is not an ism but the city and the times that walk through it arm in arm, and I myself am real, placed here on the mountain. But you, dear Herr Ragaz, are standing beside me, and Jerusalem is given to you as it is to me, given to both of us, taken from us and given to us.

You were the first person to offer me a fraternal kiss long ago, to my dead friend [Gustav] Landauer and to me as representatives of “Judaism” in the name of “Christianity,”4 and even then you meant nothing other than this very community of ours, our memories, our expectations, our shared view of Jerusalem. Since then our sacred friendship has grown from year to year, imperceptible like the growth of the olive trees, mine and yours, over there. Let us stand together on this “lookout mountain”5 for a while longer and peer into the depths of the future called Jerusalem. The kingdom is growing imperceptibly, too. We both know it: the shouting dies away, but the word of our king remains in perpetuity.6

520. Mordechai Avi-Sha’ul to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« League for Human Rights; Tel Aviv, July 29, 1938 »

My dear Professor Buber,

First of all, let me thank you for your approval of the League’s action against the death sentences.7 With God’s help, we shall continue this action. We knew in advance from our friend Dr. [Ernst] Simon that you would be a faithful supporter in this matter. Nevertheless, your support was important to us, since we were suddenly branded as a small band of traitorous Jews—he who values his life will keep far from them [Proverbs 22:5]. The League’s circular letter8 actually did not meet with the hoped-for response. It was sent to about seventy prominent people, and only eleven voiced their approval. That is the result of our appeal, the appeal of the trustworthy spirits [Proverbs 11:13]. (This is by no means intended to express contempt for our opponents; I write “spirits” and mean those in whom the spirit is active [Joshua 2:11]. […]

521. Abraham J. Heschel to Martin Buber
« Warsaw, November 25, 1938 »

My dear Professor Buber,

My heartfelt thanks for your words of November 15. What are we to do at this hour? I am unhappy that I am not able to help the many good people. I receive much news from G[ermany]. If only I could respond with deeds!

Perhaps this plight will teach us something. The unrest is there, but the guidance is lacking.

Concepts are suddenly regaining their unambiguousness—for everyone. Perhaps we can now bury relativism.

Last night I gave my first lecture at the local institute.9

Since my last letter to you—dated November 19—I have had grave doubts as to whether my decision to work at the institute for the time being was the right one. I am bothered by the fact that I have not followed your suggestion,10 though I did tell myself that you would approve of my decision. I cannot do any real research here! Perhaps at least the preparation for my lecture on the systematic philosophy of religion will be fruitful. I have left almost all my manuscripts in F[rankfurt], and I would very much like to get them back.

Please let me know what I can do for you here. How is your health? And how is your wife? Please answer these questions. […]

522. Martin Buber to Eduard Strauss
« Jerusalem, January 8, 1939 »

Dear Friend,

[…] It appears (from the Swiss newspapers, which are borne out by veiled news from Germany) that all the furnishings in my home at Heppenheim as well as my remaining library (3,000 volumes) have been destroyed,11 and some of the books have probably been stolen. The German revenue office is now demanding from me 27,000 marks for an exit tax and the levy on Jews.12 This amount is utterly impossible to raise, of course, and thus a warrant of arrest for tax evasion will be unavoidable.

To cut a long story short, just this to keep you informed. I should now like to hear from you how you and yours are doing over there.13 Life here is hard, but it is somehow more meaningful than life in Europe is now; above all, things are happening in a more natural fashion. I am doing a lot of work and managing to do some independent things orally and in writing. I can hardly think of publishing in Germany anymore; now Schocken Verlag has been dissolved, and the books that have been stolen and given to the Kulturbund14 (now a kind of branch of Hinkel’s office)15 will presumably be sold for a song—to the extent that there are buyers, but where are there still buyers for something like my books? […]

523. Martin Buber to Mohandas K. Gandhi16
« Jerusalem, February 24, 1939 »

My dear Mahatma Gandhi,

He who is unhappy lends a deaf ear when idle tongues discuss his fate among themselves. But when a voice that he has long known and honored, a great voice and an earnest one, pierces the vain clamor and calls him by name, he is all attention. Here is a voice, he thinks, that can but give good counsel and genuine comfort, for he who speaks knows what suffering is; he knows that the sufferer is more in need of comfort than of counsel; and he has both the wisdom to counsel rightly and that simple union of faith and love which alone is the open sesame to true comforting. But what he hears—containing though it does elements of a noble and most praiseworthy conception, such as he expects from this speaker—is yet barren of all application to his peculiar circumstances. These words are in truth not applicable to him at all. They are inspired by most praiseworthy general principles, but the listener is aware that the speaker has cast not a single glance at the situation of him whom he is addressing, that he neither sees him nor knows him and the straits under which he labors. Moreover, intermingled with the counsel and the comfort, a third voice makes itself heard, drowning both the others, the voice of reproach. It is not that the sufferer disdains to accept reproach in this hour from the man he honors. On the contrary, if only there were mingled with the good counsel and the true comfort a word of just reproach, giving to the former a meaning and a reason, he would recognize in the speaker the bearer of a message. But the accusation voiced is another altogether from that which he hears in the storm of events and in the hard beating of his own heart: it is almost the opposite of this. He weighs it and examines it—no, it is not a just one! And the armor of his silence is pierced. The friendly appeal achieves what the enemy’s storming has failed to do; he must answer. He exclaims, “Let the lords of the ice inferno affix my name to a cunningly constructed scarecrow; this is the logical outcome of their own nature and the nature of their relations to me.” But you, the man of goodwill, do you not know that you must see him whom you address, in his place and circumstance, in the throes of his destiny?

Jews are being persecuted, robbed, maltreated, tortured, murdered. And you, Mahatma Gandhi, say that their position in the country where they suffer all this is an exact parallel to the position of Indians in South Africa at the time you inaugurated your famous “Force of Truth” or “Strength of the Soul” (satyagraha) campaign. There the Indians occupied precisely the same place, and the persecution there also had a religious tinge. There also the constitution denied equality of rights to the white and the black race including the Asiatics; there also the Indians were assigned to ghettos, and the other disqualifications were, at all events, almost of the same type as those of the Jews in Germany. I read and reread these sentences in your article without being able to understand. Although I know them well, I reread your South African speeches and writings, and called to mind, with all the attention and imagination at my command, every complaint you made therein; and I did likewise with the accounts of your friends and pupils at that time. But all this did not help me to understand what you say about us. In the first of your speeches with which I am acquainted, that of 1896, you quoted two particular incidents to the accompaniment of hisses from your audience: first, that a band of Europeans had set fire to an Indian village shop, causing some damage; and, second, that another band had thrown burning rockets into an urban shop. If I oppose to this the thousands on thousands of Jewish shops destroyed and burned out, you will perhaps answer that the difference is only one of quantity and that the proceedings were of almost the same type. But, Mahatma, are you not aware of the burning of synagogues and scrolls of the Law? Do you know nothing of all the sacred property of the community—some of it of great antiquity—that has been destroyed in the flames? I am not aware that Boers and Englishmen in South Africa ever injured anything sacred to the Indians. I find only one other concrete complaint quoted in that speech, namely, that three Indian schoolteachers, who were found walking in the streets after 9:00 P.M. contrary to orders, were arrested and only acquitted later on. That is the only incident of the kind you bring forward. Now, do you know or do you not know, Mahatma, what a concentration camp is like and what goes on there? Do you know of the torments in the concentration camp, of its methods of slow and quick slaughter? I cannot assume that you know of this; for then this tragicomic utterance “of almost the same type” could scarcely have crossed your lips. Indians were despised and despicably treated in South Africa. But they were not deprived of rights, they were not outlawed, they were not hostages to a hoped-for change in the behavior of foreign powers. And do you think perhaps that a Jew in Germany could pronounce in public one single sentence of a speech such as yours without being knocked down? Of what significance is it to point to a certain something in common when such differences are overlooked?

It does not seem to me convincing when you base your advice to us to observe satyagraha in Germany on these similarities of circumstance. In the five years I myself spent under the present regime, I observed many instances of genuine satyagraha among the Jews, instances showing a strength of spirit in which there was no question of bartering their rights or of being bowed down, and where neither force nor cunning was used to escape the consequences of their behavior. Such actions, however, exerted apparently not the slightest influence on their opponents. All honor indeed to those who displayed such strength of soul! But I cannot recognize herein a watchword for the general behavior of German Jews that might seem suited to exert an influence on the oppressed or on the world. An effective stand in the form of nonviolence may be taken against unfeeling human beings in the hope of gradually bringing them to their senses; but a diabolic universal steamroller cannot thus be withstood. There is a certain situation in which no “satyagraha” of the power of truth can result from the “satyagraha” of the strength of the spirit. The word satyagraha signifies testimony. Testimony without acknowledgment, ineffective, unobserved martyrdom, a martyrdom cast to the winds—that is the fate of innumerable Jews in Germany. God alone accepts their testimony; God “seals” it, as is said in our prayers. But no maxim for suitable behavior can be deduced from that. Such martyrdom is a deed—but who would venture to demand it?

But your comparison of the position of the Jews in Germany with that of the Indians in South Africa compels me to draw your attention to a yet more essential difference. True, I can well believe that you were aware of this difference, great as it is, when you drew the exact parallel. It is obvious that, when you think back to your time in South Africa, it is a matter of course for you that, then as now, you always had this great Mother India. That fact was and still is so taken for granted that apparently you are entirely unaware of the fundamental differences existing between nations having such a mother (it need not necessarily be such a great mother, it may be a tiny motherkin, but yet a mother, a mother’s bosom and a mother’s heart) and a nation that is orphaned, or to whom one says, in speaking of his country, “This is no more your mother!”

When you were in South Africa, Mahatma, 150,000 Indians lived there. But in India there were far more than 200 million! And this fact nourished the souls of the 150,000, whether they were conscious of it or not; they drew from this source their strength to live and their courage to live. Did you ask then, as you ask the Jews now, whether they want a double home where they can remain at will? You say to the Jews: If Palestine is their home, they must accustom themselves to the idea of being forced to leave the other parts of the world in which they are settled. Did you also say to the Indians in South Africa that if India is their home, they must accustom themselves to the idea of being compelled to return to India? Or did you tell them that India was not their home? And if—though indeed it is inconceivable that such a thing could come to pass—the hundreds of millions of Indians were to be scattered tomorrow over the face of the earth, and if the day after tomorrow another nation were to establish itself in India and the Jews were to declare that there was yet room for the establishment of a national home for the Indians, thus giving to their diaspora a strong organic concentration and a living center, should a Jewish Gandhi—assuming there could be such—then answer them, as you answered the Jews, that “this cry for the national home affords a plausible justification for your expulsion”? Or should he teach them, as you teach the Jews, that the India of the Vedic conception is not a geographical tract, but that it is in your hearts? A land about which a sacred book speaks to the sons of the land is never merely in their hearts; a land can never become a mere symbol. It is in the hearts because it is the prophetic image of a promise to mankind. But it would be a vain metaphor if Mount Zion did not actually exist. This land is called “holy,” but this is not the holiness of an idea; it is the holiness of a piece of earth. That which is merely an idea and nothing more cannot become holy, but a piece of earth can become holy just as a mother’s womb can become holy.

Dispersion is bearable. It can even be purposeful if somewhere there is ingathering, a growing home center, a piece of earth where one is in the midst of an ingathering and not in dispersion and from where the spirit of ingathering may work its way out to all the places of the dispersion. When there is this, there is also a striving, common life, the life of a community that dares to live today because it hopes to live tomorrow. But when this growing center, this increasing process of ingathering is lacking, dispersion becomes dismemberment. On this criterion, the question of our Jewish destiny is indissolubly bound up with the possibility of ingathering, and this in Palestine.

You ask, “Why should they not, like other nations of the earth, make that country where they are born and where they earn their livelihood their home?” Because their destiny is different from that of all other nations of the earth. It is a destiny that in truth and justice should not be imposed on any nation on earth. For their destiny is dispersion—not the dispersion of a fraction and the preservation of the main substance, as in the case of other nations. It is dispersion without the living heart and center, and every nation has a right to demand the possession of a living heart. It is different, because a hundred adopted homes without one original and natural one render a nation sick and miserable. It is different, because, although the well-being and the achievement of the individual may flourish on stepmother soil, the nation as such must languish. And just as you, Mahatma, wish that not only should all Indians be able to live and work, but that also Indian substance, Indian wisdom, and Indian truth should prosper and be fruitful, so do we wish this for the Jews. For you, there is no need to be aware that the Indian substance could not prosper without the Indian’s attachment to the mother soil and without his ingathering there. But we know what is essential. We know it because it is just this that is denied us or was, at least, up to the generation that has just begun to work at the redemption of the mother soil.

But this is not all. Because for us, for the Jews who think as I do, painfully urgent as it is, it is indeed not the decisive factor. You say, Mahatma Gandhi, that a sanction is “sought in the Bible” to support the cry for a national home, which “does not make much appeal to you.” No—this is not so. We do not open the Bible and seek sanction there. The opposite it true: the promises of return, of reestablishment, which have nourished the yearning hope of hundreds of generations, give those of today an elementary stimulus, recognized by few in its full meaning but effective also in the lives of many who do not believe in the message of the Bible. Still, this too is not the determining factor for us who, although we do not see divine revelation in every sentence of Holy Scriptures, yet trust in the spirit that inspired their speakers. What is decisive for us is not the promise of the Land [of Israel]—but the command, whose fulfillment is bound up with the land, with the existence of a free Jewish community in this country. For the Bible tells us—and our inmost knowledge testifies to it—that once, more than three thousand years ago, our entry into this land was in the consciousness of a mission from above to set up a just way of life through the generations of our people, such a way of life as can be realized not by individuals in the sphere of their private existence but only by a nation in the establishment of its society: communal ownership of the land,17 regularly recurrent leveling of social distinctions,18 guarantee of the independence of each individual,19 mutual help,20 a common Sabbath embracing serf and beast as beings with equal claim,21 a sabbatical year whereby, letting the soil rest, everybody is admitted to the free enjoyment of its fruits.22 These are not practical laws thought out by wise men; they are measures that the leaders of the nation, apparently themselves taken by surprise and overpowered, have found to be the set task and condition for taking possession of the land. No other nation has ever been faced at the beginning of its career with such a mission. Here is something that allows of no forgetting, and from which there is no release. At that time, we did not carry out what was imposed upon us. We went into exile with our task unperformed. But the command remained with us, and it has become more urgent than ever. We need our own soil in order to fulfill it. We need the freedom of ordering our own life. No attempt can be made on foreign soil and under foreign statute. The soil and the freedom for fulfillment may not be denied us. We are not covetous, Mahatma; our one desire is that at last we may obey.

Now, you may well ask whether I speak for the Jewish people when I say “we.” I speak only for those who feel themselves entrusted with the mission of fulfilling the command of justice delivered to Israel of the Bible. Were it but a handful—these constitute the pith of the nation, and the future of the people depends on them. For the ancient mission of the nation lives on in them as the cotyledon in the core of the fruit. In this connection, I must tell you that you are mistaken when you assume that in general the Jews of today believe in God and derive from their faith guidance for their conduct. Jewry of today is in the throes of a serious crisis in the matter of faith. It seems to me that the lack of faith of present-day humanity, its inability truly to believe in God, finds its concentrated expression in this crisis of Jewry. Here, all is darker, more fraught with danger, more fateful than anywhere else in the world. Nor is this crisis resolved here in Palestine; indeed, we recognize its severity here even more than elsewhere among Jews. But at the same time we realize that here alone can it be resolved. There is no solution to be found in the life of isolated and abandoned individuals, although one may hope that the spark of faith will be kindled in their great need. The true solution can issue only from the life of a community that begins to carry out the will of God, often without being aware of doing so, without believing that God exists and this is his will. It may be found in this life of the community if believing people support it who neither direct nor demand, neither urge nor preach, but who share the life, who help, wait, and are ready for the moment when it will be their turn to give the true answer to the inquirer. This is the innermost truth of the Jewish life in the Land; perhaps it may be of significance for the solution of the crisis of faith, not only for Jewry but for all humanity. The contact of this people with this land is not only a matter of sacred ancient history; we sense here a secret still more hidden.

You, Mahatma Gandhi, who know of the connection between tradition and future, should not associate yourself with those who pass over our cause without understanding or sympathy.

But you say—and I consider it to be the most significant of all the things you tell us—that Palestine belongs to the Arabs and that it is therefore “wrong and inhuman to impose the Jews on the Arabs.”

Here I must add a personal note in order to make clear to you on what premises I desire to consider this matter.

I belong to a group of people23 who, from the time when Britain conquered Palestine, have not ceased to strive for the achievement of genuine peace between Jew and Arab.

By genuine peace, we inferred and still infer that both peoples should together develop the Land without one imposing his will on the other. In view of the international usages of our generation, this appeared to us to be very difficult but not impossible. We were and still are well aware that in this unusual—even unexampled—case, it is a question of seeking new ways of understanding and cordial agreement between the nations. Here again, we stood and still stand under the sway of a commandment.

We considered it a fundamental point that in this case two vital claims are opposed to each other, two claims of a different nature and a different origin, which cannot be pitted one against the other and between which no objective decision can be made as to which is just or unjust. We considered and still consider it our duty to understand and to honor the claim that is opposed to ours and to endeavor to reconcile both claims. We cannot renounce the Jewish claim; something even higher than the life of our people is bound up with the Land, namely, the work that is their divine mission. But we have been and still are convinced that it must be possible to find some form of agreement between this claim and the other; for we love this land and we believe in its future, and, seeing that such love and such faith are surely present on the other side as well, a union in the common service of the Land must be within the range of the possible. Where there is faith and love, a solution may be found even to what appears to be a tragic contradiction.

In order to carry out a task of such extreme difficulty—and recognizing that we have to overcome an internal resistance on the Jewish side, as foolish as it is natural—we are in need of the support of well-meaning persons of all nations, and we had hope of it. But now you come and settle the whole existential dilemma with the simple formula: “Palestine belongs to the Arabs.”

What do you mean by saying that a land belongs to a population? Evidently you do not intend only to describe a state of affairs by your formula, but to declare a certain right. You obviously mean to say that a people, being settled on the land, has such an absolute claim to the possession of this land that whoever settles in it without the permission of this people has committed a robbery. But by what means did the Arabs attain the right of ownership in Palestine? Surely by conquest and, in fact, a conquest by settlement. You therefore admit that, this being so, it constitutes for them an exclusive right of possession; whereas the subsequent conquests of the Mamelukes and the Turks, which were not conquests with a view to settlement, do not constitute such in your opinion, but leave the former conquering nation in rightful ownership. Thus, settlement by force of conquest justifies for you a right of ownership of Palestine, whereas a settlement such as the Jewish one—whose methods, it is true, though not always doing full justice to Arab ways of life, were, even in the most objectionable cases, far removed from those of conquest—do not in your opinion justify any participation in this right of possession. These are the consequences that result from your statement in the form of an axiom that a land belongs to its population. In an epoch of migration of nations, you would first support the right of ownership of the nation that is threatened with dispossession or extermination. But once this was achieved, you would be compelled—not at once, but after the elapse of a suitable number of generations—to admit that the land belongs to the usurper.

Possibly the time is not far removed when—perhaps after a catastrophe whose extent we cannot yet estimate—the representatives of humanity will have to come to some agreement on the reestablishment of relations among peoples, nations, and countries, on the colonization of thinly populated territories as well as on a communal distribution of the necessary raw materials and on a logical intensification of the cultivation of the globe, in order to prevent a new, enormously extended migration of nations which would threaten to destroy mankind. Is then the dogma of “possession,” of the inalienable right of ownership, of the sacred status quo to be held up against the men who dare to save the situation? For surely we are witnesses of how the feeling, penetrating deep into the heart of national life, that this dogma must be opposed is disastrously misused. But do not those representatives of the most powerful states share the guilt of this misuse, who consider every questioning of the dogma as a sacrilege?

And what if it is not the nations who migrate, but one nation? And what if this migrating nation should yearn toward its ancient home, where there is still room for a considerable section of it, enough to form a center side by side with the people to whom the land now “belongs”? And what if this wandering nation, to whom the land once belonged, likewise on the basis of a settlement by force of conquest—and which was once driven out of it by mere force of domination—should now strive to occupy a free part of the land, or a part that might become free without encroaching on the living space of others, in order at last to acquire again for itself a national home—a home where its people could live as a nation? Then you come, Mahatma Gandhi, and help to draw the barriers and to declare, “Hands off! This land does not belong to you!” Instead of helping to establish a genuine peace, giving us what we need without taking from the Arabs what they need, on the basis of a fair adjustment24 as to what they would really make use of and what might be admitted to satisfy our requirements!

Such an adjustment of the required living space for all is possible if it is brought into line with an all-embracing intensification of the cultivation of the whole soil in Palestine. In the present, helplessly primitive state of fellah agriculture, the amount of land needed to produce nourishment for a family is ever so much larger than it otherwise would be. Is it right to cling to ancient forms of agriculture, which have become meaningless, to neglect the potential productivity of the soil, in order to prevent the immigration of new settlers without prejudice to the old? I repeat: without prejudice. This should be the basis of the agreement for which we are striving.

You are only concerned, Mahatma, with the “right of possession” on the one side; you do not consider the right to a piece of free land on the other side—for those who are hungering for it. But there is another of whom you do not inquire and who in justice, i.e., on the basis of the whole perceptible reality, would have to be asked. This other is the soil itself. Ask the soil what the Arabs have done for her in thirteen hundred years and what we have done for her in fifty! Would her answer not be weighty testimony in a just discussion as to whom this land “belongs”?

It seems to me that God does not give any one portion of the earth away so that its owner may say, as God does in the Holy Scriptures: “Mine is the land.” Even to the conqueror who has settled on it, the conquered land is, in my opinion, only loaned—and God waits to see what he will make of it.

I am told, however, that I should not respect the cultivated soil and despise the desert. I am told that the desert is willing to wait for the work of her children. We who are burdened with civilization are not recognized by her anymore as her children. I have a veneration of the desert, but I do not believe in her absolute resistance, for I believe in the great marriage between man (adam) and earth (adama). This land recognizes us, for it is fruitful through us, and through its fruit-bearing for us it recognizes us. Our settlers do not come here as do the colonists from the Occident, with natives to do their work for them; they themselves set their shoulders to the plow, and they spend their strength and their blood to make the land fruitful. But it is not only for ourselves that we desire its fertility. The Jewish peasants have begun to teach their brothers, the Arab peasants, to cultivate the land more intensively. We desire to teach them further; together with them, we want to cultivate the land—to “serve” it, as the Hebrew has it. The more fertile this soil becomes, the more space there will be for us and for them. We have no desire to dispossess them; we want to live with them. We do not want to rule; we want to serve with them.

You once said, Mahatma, that politics enmeshes us nowadays as with serpent’s coils from which there is no escape, however hard one may try. You said you desired, therefore, to wrestle with the serpent. Here is the serpent in the fullness of its power! Jews and Arabs both have a claim to this land, but these claims are in fact reconcilable as long as they are restricted to the measure that life itself allots, and as long as they are limited by the desire for conciliation—that is, if they are translated into the language of the needs of living people for themselves and their children. But instead of this, they are turned through the serpent’s influence into claims of principle and politics, and are represented with all the ruthlessness that politics instills into those who are led by it. Life with all its realities and possibilities disappears, as does the desire for truth and peace; nothing is known and sensed but the political slogan alone. The serpent conquers not only the spirit but also life. Who would wrestle with it?

In the midst of your arguments, Mahatma, there is a fine word which we gratefully accept. We should seek, you say, to convert the heart of the Arab. Well, then—help us to do so! Among us also there are many foolish hearts to convert—hearts that have fallen prey to that nationalist egotism which only admits its own claims. We hope to achieve this ourselves. But for the other task of conversion, we need your help. Instead, your admonition is addressed only to the Jews, because they allow British bayonets to defend them against the bomb throwers. Your attitude to the latter is much more reserved. You say you wish the Arabs had chosen the way of nonviolence, but, according to the accepted canons of right and wrong, there is nothing to be said against their behavior. How is it possible that, in this case, you should give credence—if only in a limited form—to the accepted canons, whereas you have never done so before! You reproach us that, having no army of our own, we consent to the British army preventing an occasional blind murder. But, in view of the accepted canons, you cast a lenient eye on those who carry murder into our ranks every day without even noticing who is hit. Were you to look down on all, Mahatma, on what is done and what is not done on both sides—on the just and the unjust on both sides—would you not admit that we certainly are not least in need of your help?

We began to settle again in the Land thirty-five years before the “shadow of the British gun” was cast upon it. We did not seek this shadow; it appeared and remained here to guard British interests and not ours. We do not want force. But after the resolutions of Delhi, at the beginning of March 1922, you yourself, Mahatma Gandhi, wrote: “Have I not repeatedly said that I would have India become free even by violence rather than that she should remain in bondage?” This was a very important pronouncement on your part; you asserted thereby that nonviolence is for you a faith and not a political principle—and that the desire for the freedom of India is even stronger in you than your faith. And for this, I love you. We do not want force. We have not proclaimed, as did Jesus, the son of our people, and as you do, the teaching of nonviolence, because we believe that a man must sometimes use force to save himself or even more his children. But from time immemorial we have proclaimed the teaching of justice and peace; we have taught and we have learned that peace is the aim of all the world and that justice is the way to attain it. Thus, we cannot desire to use force. No one who counts himself in the ranks of Israel can desire to use force.

But, you say, our nonviolence is that of the helpless and the weak. This is not in accordance with the true state of affairs. You do not know or you do not consider what strength of soul, what satyagraha has been needed for us to restrain ourselves here after years of ceaseless deeds of blind violence perpetrated against us, our wives, and our children, and not to answer with like deeds of blind violence. And on the other hand, you, Mahatma, wrote in 1922: “I see that our nonviolence is skin deep.… This nonviolence seems to be due merely to our helplessness.… Can true voluntary nonviolence come out of this seemingly forced nonviolence of the weak?” When I read those words at that time, my reverence for you took birth—a reverence so great that even your injustice toward us cannot destroy it.

You say it is a stigma against us that our ancestors crucified Jesus. I do not know whether that actually happened, but I consider it possible. I consider it just as possible as that the Indian people under different circumstances should condemn you to death—if your teachings were more strictly opposed to their own tendencies (“India,” you say, “is by nature nonviolent”). Nations not infrequently swallow up the greatness to which they have given birth. Now, can one assert, without contradiction, that such action constitutes a stigma! I would not deny however, that although I should not have been among the crucifiers of Jesus, I should also not have been among his supporters. For I cannot help withstanding evil when I see that it is about to destroy the good. I am forced to withstand the evil in the world just as the evil within myself. I can only strive not to have to do so by force. I do not want force. But if there is no other way of preventing the evil destroying the good, I trust I shall use force and give myself up into God’s hands.

“India,” you say, “is by nature nonviolent.” It was not always so. The Mahabharata is an epos of warlike, disciplined force. In the greatest of its poems, the Bhagavad Gita, it is told how Arjuna decides on the battlefield that he will not commit the sin of killing his relations who are opposed to him, and he lets fall his bow and arrow. But the god reproaches him, saying that such action is unmanly and shameful; there is nothing better for a knight in arms than a just fight.

Is that the truth? If I am to confess what is truth to me, I must say: There is nothing better for a man than to deal justly—unless it be to love. We should be able even to fight for justice—but to fight lovingly.

I have been very slow in writing this letter to you, Mahatma. I made repeated pauses—sometimes days elapsed between short paragraphs—in order to test my knowledge and my way of thinking. Day and night I took myself to task, searching whether I had not in any one point overstepped the measure of self-preservation allotted and even prescribed by God to a human community, and whether I had not fallen into the grievous error of collective egotism. Friends and my own conscience have helped to keep me straight whenever danger threatened. Weeks have now passed since then, and the time has come, when negotiations are proceeding in the capital of the British Empire on the Jewish-Arab problem—and when, it is said, a decision is to be made.

But the true decision in this matter can come only from within and not from without.

I therefore take the liberty of closing this letter without waiting for the result in London.

Sincerely yours, Martin Buber

524. Hermann Gerson to Martin Buber
« Haifa, May 2, 1939 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Under separate cover, I am sending you my book about fascism.25 […] The book will surely tell you many things about my personal development. I sincerely wish you might take a positive view of my present path and see it as a continuation of earlier impulses. It hurts me when someone tells me that you regard me as something like a “prodigal son.”26

After all, my book expresses the fundamental things that I have learned from you, above all everything that relates to taking an individual seriously, and it is clear that this is an even more determining factor in the daily life of the kibbutz.

Surely you understand why I am writing you all this, and I hope you will absorb it as an expression of my goodwill.

For the rest, I am now working in the kibbutz, in our forest, i.e., on afforestation, and this is good. Our son, now three months old, is doing very well. I am content. […]

525. Martin Buber to Hermann Gerson
« Jerusalem, May 12, 1939 »

Dear Hermann Gerson,

[…] It is not true, my dear fellow, that I see in you “something like a prodigal son.” To me, you are not lost but only (temporarily or permanently? time will tell) lost to a cause. This cannot be explained and understood more exactly until a later date.

526. Salman Schocken to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, May 23, 1939 »

Dear Herr Buber,

The reason I am answering your letter of April 19 only today is that I reflected for a long time on how matters could be clarified.

I have the impression that you read more into my letter of February 7 than I intended to convey. This is evidenced not only by your last letter but also by the report that Dr. Spitzer27 recently gave me about your conversations with him. Thus, I shall emphasize once more that my refusal of February 7, which I then repeated over the telephone, was limited to my statement “that, under the present circumstances, I see no way …”28 I certainly did not mean to indicate that I would not like to resume a publisher–author relationship with you.29

As things now stand, however, I understand that you cannot decline the offer of a European publisher, and I was gratified to hear that you do not have a general contract in mind but are for the time being offering for publication only those of your writings whose completion is imminent.

I would appreciate your giving me some information about the nature of your manuscript “Judaism and Christianity”30 before offering it to the Swiss publishing house. Dr. Spitzer tells me that this work probably will not be ready for publication until this summer, and since it is likely that I shall shortly have a better idea of my publishing plans than I do now, it would be possible for us to come to an agreement on the publication of this book in the near future.

At your request, which was conveyed to me by Dr. Spitzer, I herewith repeat my declaration that I intend to publish the continuation of your Bible translation and of your work “The Coming One.”31

527. Leonhard Ragaz to Martin Buber
« Zurich, September 15, 1939 »

My dear Professor Buber,

Months ago I informed you in response to your letter that Nova Vita of Lucerne, by far the best publisher we have in Switzerland, has most cordially and gratifyingly expressed its willingness to take over the publication of your books—those already published, those recently completed, and works in progress. I would, of course, be very interested to learn what has become of this. Since I have had no word from you, I must almost assume that you never received my letter. I would regret this for the additional reason that you would then have been justified in wondering about my silence.

The publishing situation may have changed in the meantime, for I have learned that Schocken Verlag has moved to Jerusalem. In that case, your writings will probably continue to appear in that house and be distributed by it. 32

In the meantime, I have received your exegetic essay about Abraham;33 my sincere thanks for it. It shows me not only the wealth of significance that this story encompasses, but also the different ways in which a “direct” descendant of Abraham and we from the “world of nations” interpret it. And yet—both sides live on this story, and Abraham has had a special significance for my personal life.

Trautvetter34 argues with you a bit in the Neue Wege,35 as Frau von Bendemann36 did earlier. I share the view that Jesus does not represent “nonviolence” and that his message is not subsumed in it.

So now there is war! In the way it has come, I also see great promise—despite everything and because of everything! As far as Palestine and “Zion” are concerned, this turn of events—if viewed in relative terms—is surely a great boon. Isn’t it?

528. Martin Buber to Leonhard Ragaz
« Jerusalem, September 26, 1939 »

My very dear Dr. Ragaz,

First of all, I must ask you to forgive me for not having written in such a long time and not having answered your very commendable letter. At first I put it off so that I might report to you about my negotiations with the house of Vita Nova. But we could not come to an agreement (my offers did not strike the publisher as adequate commercial prospects), and then for a long time I was incapable of writing personal letters (or carrying on personal conversations)—due to causes (not reasons) that I hope to be able to tell you something about in person someday, causes that for the time being are best characterized as visitation and trial—terms that will be clear to you. That period is now over, thank God, and what there is in the way of a personal ordeal now—such as loss of property and the like—is much easier to bear and may almost be received as an austere blessing. And thus I ask you to tell your heart that in mine the feeling of closeness to you has only intensified. More than ever I regard the fact that in Europe—in the very city37 in which I first met my wife and learned to love her—there is a man on guard as something uplifting and comforting.

I certainly do not believe that the message of Jesus is subsumed in “nonviolence.” In the urgency of my concern, those passages in my letter to Gandhi turned out more terse and ambiguous than I realized, and I shall seek an opportunity to elucidate again my attitude to this man, who is holy to me as well, and to his words. Even if one has to venture an objection, one has the feeling here that one is walking by his side.

In a few days I shall send you an essay about Amos38 which you may want to publish in Neue Wege. It is drawn from a book about Israel’s faith (an outline of the history of that faith up to the end of the Babylonian exile), and I shall be glad to send you further sections of it. An excerpt from this book, which is important to me and which I wrote in a series of days and nights during an almost excessively difficult period, is to appear in a Dutch collection.39 I do not know where a German book edition could be printed, because at the moment I have no publishing connection whatever (it seems that Schocken does not plan to issue any new [German-language] titles in the near future).

In recent weeks, the geographical distance has become all too perceptible. If you should ever have a free quarter-hour, please remember that every direct word from you is important and beneficial to me.

529. Abraham J. Heschel to Martin Buber
« London, November 22, 1939 »

Dear Herr Buber,

In this life at the narrow border between grief and trust, it is hard to write a letter. The pain at what is happening and has happened is still so severe that one must make an effort not to succumb to torment.

I need not tell you that hardly a day passes when my thoughts are not with you. It is a great pity that I know nothing about your utterances and your effectiveness.

I am now attempting to initiate an educational project for about 1,500 people who are retraining for Palestine here.40 I do not quite have a chance to do any concentrated work. I received a new contract from Cincinnati as a teaching member of the faculty.41

Do you have any news from your family in Lvov? I have none at all.…

The end is not in sight. No signs of any change are perceptible. What will happen? What is to be done?

P.S. I would like to duplicate and disseminate your lecture about election,42 as well as some things from your printed writings that are not very accessible here. Would you be ready to give me your consent for this? It would, in any case, be important to have here [copies of] your recent remarks.

530. Gustav Schocken to Martin Buber
« Tel Aviv, February 28, 1940 »

My dear Professor Buber,

May 18, 1940, is the eightieth birthday of Theodor Herzl. On this occasion, Ha’aretz43 is planning to ask a number of people who knew Herzl and worked with him in their youth to address themselves to the following questions:

What would Herzl’s role in the Zionist movement presumably have been like had he actually lived to the age of eighty?

What would have been his position on the problems of postwar and present-day Zionism?

What would have been his attitude toward the two factors that did not assume decisive significance in the Zionist movement until after his death: (a) the workers’ movement originating in Russia, (b) the development of the Hebrew language into the most important instrument of the yishuv and Zionist culture?

Your participation in this symposium is very important to us, because you may be the only one among the people we can turn to who comes from the same Viennese-German cultural sphere as Herzl and nevertheless is a central part of the Hebrew cultural life of Palestine and understands our present-day social problems. Thus, we expect your contribution to have a personal character that must of necessity be lacking in the essays of people from the Odessa circle.44

We would not need to have your essay until the beginning of the second week in May, but it would be very important to us if you could write us now whether you will participate in the symposium.45

531. Martin Buber to the Va’ad Le’umi46 [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, March 3, 1940 »

Dear Sirs,

Under the spell of the events of recent days,47 I am turning to the responsible institutions of the [Zionist] movement and the yishuv with the following questions:

1. Do the responsible institutions know that, since the existence of parliamentary government in Great Britain, the majority in parliament, which forms the government, has never been influenced by street demonstrations? Do they realize that, in any case, nothing impresses the decisive circles in England as much as the publicly demonstrated ability of the leaders of a segment of the population to control the masses at a time of particular excitement, and that therefore the demonstrations of recent days are undermining the declared policy of the Jewish Agency?

2. If, despite the historical precedents, the institutions regard a parliamentary success of the demonstrations as possible, do they realize that this would result in a great deal of ill feeling on the part of the Palestinian authorities and that a Pyrrhic victory of the type won over Sir Arthur Wauchope’s constitutional proposals some years ago48 would be bound to lead to Arab counterdemonstrations, which would mean that political decisions would once again be influenced by mob action? Do they realize that the counterdemonstrations will be more successful than their own? This will be so as long as there is a possibility that the East will be drawn into the war and the defense of the flanks will be the order of the day, because in this war the Arab rulers, in complete contrast to us, are more or less free to choose whether they will participate on the side of England, remain impartial, or even join an opponent of England in the East—and that can only be one of the two anti-Semitic powers, Germany or Italy, or perhaps anti-Zionist Russia.

3. Are the institutions of the opinion that organizing such demonstrations at this time is an appropriate means of winning our people over to our cause, or might these demonstrations not have the opposite effect of nurturing or producing among the masses illusions that are harmful and could lead to an inner disintegration of the yishuv if they are dispelled at a later date?

4. Do the institutions not realize that such demonstrations seriously jeopardize the chances, intensified since the outbreak of the war, of reaching an understanding with the Arabs after all? And if steps toward the promotion of such an understanding have been taken—and one may assume that they have, particularly after the formation of a special committee of the Executive,49 what has induced the institutions to tolerate demonstrations that vitiate their own policies?

5. If, as I have heard, the institutions refuse to accept responsibility for the demonstrations, do they realize that the young people took to the streets in the belief that they were following a directive issued by the responsible institutions? And if that is known to them, what have they done to inform those youths that this belief is erroneous?

6. If the responsible institutions of the Zionist movement and the yishuv are not responsible for the demonstrations, who is? Are the institutions planning to call those responsible to account? Do the institutions take the view that it is tolerable, particularly at such a time, for there to be circles or persons outside the institutions who are in a position to issue directives that are mistaken as directives of the institutions? And if, as I assume, the institutions are of the opinion that this cannot be tolerated, have they issued the necessary instructions to prevent these circles or persons from continuing to wield power?50

532. Martin Buber to Hans Trüb
« Jerusalem, April 15, 1940 »

Dear Hans,

For a long time I found myself in a singular kind of depression that made it impossible for me to write personal letters. True, only “outside things” have collapsed,51 but these outside things reach deep into the inside. They did so in extraordinarily strong fashion in your case, and the fact that in the foreseeable future I shall not be able to put in order what is not in order imposes upon me a very heavy burden, one that does not merely weigh upon my shoulders but also takes my breath away. How shall I talk? How shall I muster again, despite everything, the unconstrained words coming from the heart, the words of an old love? That is so easy when the other person “bears the blame” and very hard when the situation is not that simple. Nevertheless, to stay mute toward you for even one day longer now that I am capable of talking again would be an injustice before God, who watches between me and you. To be sure, even today I cannot say more than that my words are seeking you. You must realize that for seven months I lay in the belly of the beast and have only just been spewed out onto dry land [Jonah 2:1 and 2:11]. May God now give me the strength for words to grow in me!

I cannot tell you about us yet; there is too much misery involved, especially with [my daughter] Eva and her family. I was also physically ill, but that seems to be over now. You would do me a favor if you could let me know that you are well. Can you tell me something about Carl52 and his family and convey a friend’s greetings to him? Here on my desk are the proceedings of Ponte Tresa.53

533. Martin Buber to Leonhard Ragaz
« Jerusalem, November 17, 1941 »

My dear Friend,

This time I am sending you, under separate cover, a manuscript that is not intended for the Neue Wege (about whose fate I am informed, I fear) and whose nature will perhaps surprise you a bit. It is a novel I have written, Gog and Magog,54 set in hasidic circles in Lublin and other Polish towns at the time of the Napoleonic wars. The manuscript I am sending you is, first and foremost, intended to be read by you. Should you gain the impression that the book could and should be published by a Swiss firm—for, in the nature of things, another publisher for a German-language edition is out of the question—and should you then have a chance to do something for its publication, I beg you to do so. In writing this narrative I expressed something that has been very close to my heart and that I could not have said in any other form. If you see a way for the book to reach a small group of readers—and the book’s epigraph will inform you about its concern55—I authorize you to make an agreement with a publisher in my name and to use your own judgment in determining the terms (including the customary author’s royalties on the sale of his book). I can, to be sure, offer any publisher only the German edition and not a share in editions in other languages; I have already arranged for Hebrew and English editions, the only ones that can be envisaged at the moment.56 But you will understand that a German edition is especially dear to my heart. I have never before written a book of this kind (though twenty years ago I indicated in a note to my introduction to The Great Maggid that it should be written), and even if God grants me a long life I shall not write another one. But if you, my very dear friend, should gain the impression that, while the book deserves to be read, there is no chance of getting it published at this time, you are of course free to let others who might get something out of it read the manuscript. It would not displease me if it got into the hands of Hermann Hesse (who might also have some advice concerning its publication).

And so I shall close for today with my most heartfelt good wishes to you, those around you, and your work!

534. Martin Buber to Leonhard Ragaz
« Jerusalem, November 3, 1942 »

My very dear Friend,

Yesterday I received your letter of June 25, and recently I was also sent your book.57 I read it with intense interest in the message itself—thus, not merely as a receiver but as someone who stays with you on the other side, where the spirit summons the word. I find especially important what you say about community. There is no more exact definition of what is involved than these words of yours: “It is the aim of God’s kingdom to turn the world into a community.” This is also my faith and creed. I am now awaiting your work about Judaism and Christianity58 with heightened anticipation. I shall probably be able to make a public statement about it here. Next week I shall start a series of lectures on the same subject in the local adult education program.

If there really is an opportunity to publish the chronicle of Gog’s misdeeds59 (its basic motif, after all, is “There is nothing in the schemes of the world that did not previously exist in the schemes of the human heart”), I would beg you to send me a telegram, for that would be important news for me. Next to my book The Prophetic Faith, which came out in Hebrew long ago and has long since been completed in German, this story is what I would most like to see published in German.

Having completed a work about the special connection between the people of Israel and the Land of Israel60 (from the Bible to our days), I am now working on a treatise about the inner (not historical) connection between so-called utopian socialism (from the beginning of the nineteenth century to Landauer) and the socialist reality that has developed in the Land of Israel.61 I have come to remarkable conclusions—about Proudhon62 and about Marx. Someday I shall send you samples from both books (as soon as I can have something copied from the German version)—something of a semihistorical nature, since you have reminded me of the great historical material (which, however, is beyond me). I should also like to send you something from a third book, on Hasidism, on which I am working intermittently.63 […]

And now, let this letter go forth to you, my dear Herr Ragaz, on the wings of the spirit into the now more perceptible distance of space (the pace of the mail!) and the even more perceptible closeness of the souls. When you receive this letter, may you feel this closeness and the vibrating protection of those wings as I feel them while writing you. […]

535. Martin Buber to Leonhard Ragaz
« Jerusalem, December 19, 1942 »

My very dear Friend,

In connection with negotiations about the rescue of Jewish refugee children and their possible temporary shelter in Switzerland, it has been suggested that the children’s aid organization Pro Juventute64 be interested in this project. It is possible that this has already been done from Geneva. If that is not the case, however, I would like to beseech your and your wife’s interest in this cause and ask you to champion it if you are approached.

Since I do not know whether my last letter has reached you, I will tell you once more what feelings of closeness and togetherness your book65 has evoked in me. It is the true voice of the Imitation of Christ that here speaks to me and to us. We are greatly anticipating your work on Israel.66

I recently received your letter of September 16, from which I learned to my joy that there is a chance that Gog will be published in Switzerland.67 Many thanks! My only request is to make sure that the proofs are read very carefully. Nothing definitive from America yet.68

536. Max Brod to Martin Buber
« Tel Aviv, February 3 [no year given]69 »

My dear Dr. Martin Buber,

At our recent meeting, we had to deal with so many subjects accumulated during years of no personal contact that we did not discuss my most recent book. This did not occur to me until later.

Yet I believe that this particular book would yield a great deal for our dialogue, a dialogue that has now been going on for decades. On pages 41 and 42, I refer to your work and comment on it.

Could it be that you never received this work from me? It turns out that the publishing house of Joachim Goldstein in Tel Aviv, now defunct, has done a bad job in sending out copies. The title of the book is This Worldly Miracle.70 If you do not have it yet, I shall gladly send you a copy now.

Concerning Kafka: the most important thing is whether one thinks that Kafka believed in a dissolution of the torturous chaos of life on the plane of this world—that is, the possibility of an honest, decent, righteous life on earth—or whether he despaired completely in this regard. Now, I am completely convinced (and precisely this is the meaning of my book; in this regard, I even believe that I can teach those who interpret Kafka differently) that Kafka’s opinion of this problem and his attitude, which was confirmed by his entire life and being (of which writing was only a part), were as I present them on pages 171ff. of my Kafka biography.71 “The point,” said Kafka, “is to blur or even wipe out the picture” (namely, of Alexander’s battle, thus of what is pugnacious and evil by nature) “by our deeds while we are still in this life.” Surely this is quite unambiguous! And so are the other passages, from Kafka’s diaries, that I cite. It will not do to object that such moods were rare in Kafka, that there is a preponderance of despair and chaos. “And if only one such proposition is found in a religious thinker, it has the remarkable quality of decisively changing the whole picture of him.” This is what I say on page 171 of my Kafka biography, and this is what I maintain unswervingly. In fact, I regard it as my great task to defend this meaning of Kafka’s life and work against all misinterpretations that are bent on seeing in him only an expression of the labyrinth of the world without any way out. The most important thing is the “comfort born at a heavy cost through a thousand sufferings,” as I say on page 185, the most important page in the most important section of my book. By this I also acknowledge the significance of these “thousand sufferings” which you stressed so much in our discussion. However, in the “comfort” that is born through these thousand sufferings, I see something even higher than in the sufferings—and in the totality of these two dizzyingly high steps I see Kafka’s uniqueness. If I speak of “if …” anywhere in my book (I cannot find the place right now), I meant only that if Kafka had been spared certain injuries caused by the occupation forced upon him, his life would have been longer and he would have given us even more of that hard-won comfort. But even in the form in which Kafka’s fragmentary work has been preserved for us, it appears as comfort to me and not as mere description of despair. I do not share your opinion that I have attained to this view of Kafka only as his friend; the decisive thing is not this sharing of his life, which may have had heuristic value for me, but the work itself, the proper reading of the work. Everything is contained in the work itself; I have cited the decisive places in the work on pages 171 to 185 and have also used them as the epigraph of my book. Added to this as a great confirmation is my knowledge of his life, and I felt that it was my duty to convey it to everyone in my book.

This is what I wanted to add to our little discussion. I would also like to say something about our conversation during our trip home in the car, but that would lead us too far afield, and so I shall look forward to the next opportunity of clearing up a misunderstanding that seems to have arisen there.

537. Martin Buber to Lina Lewy
« Jerusalem, February 4, 1943 »

My dear Frau Lewy,

Thank you very much for sending me the two documents.72 The announcement of the “new community” touched my heart as an expression of true Christianity that directly concerns me, the non-Christian, for it is the genuineness of a faithful existence and of words of faith based on the present that is of primary importance today. I have also read the other essay, your own, with interest, but I must ask you to understand that I cannot receive it in the same way as the above-mentioned one. The latter proclaims something to me, while your statement demands something of me that I cannot undertake, namely, “the combination of the Old and the New Testaments.” I cannot undertake this because Jesus, to whom I feel close and allied in some respects, simply is not the Messiah to me as he is to you, because I am not at all capable of believing in a Messiah who already came so many years ago, because I have too profound a sense of the world’s unredeemedness to be able to come to terms with the idea of a realized redemption, be it only a redemption of the “soul” (I do not want to live in an unredeemed world with a “redeemed” soul). You will find more precise statements about this in “Two Foci of the Jewish Soul,” a lecture I have many years ago before the German-speaking missionary societies and that appears in print in my book Struggle for Israel. Such a crisis actually involves faith—that is, what one really believes, can believe, or may believe. You say, “Jesus of Nazareth is a help in all need”; that goes against my belief that God is the help in all need, and no one but he. But I am certain that this was also the belief of Jesus himself. I do not believe in Jesus, but I do believe with him.

538. Elazar Halivni to Paula and Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Ramat Yohanan,73 May 1, 1943 »

Shalom!

My heartfelt thanks for the joy and honor of your visit. I do not know whether you found it worth the arduous trip, but in any case, I did all I could to gladden you a bit by organizing a [Passover] seder in the kvutzah74—something that surely is dear to you and close to your heart. To be sure, I have a feeling that you may have expected more. I must admit that if I have no adequate control over the figures that I draw, I have even less control over living persons. If the chaverim75 had had the same readiness and enthusiasm for the organization of this feast that I did, they would have given greater expression to their feelings on that evening. Some of those who recited [sections of the Haggadah] were not even adequately prepared and made mistakes, to say nothing of an artistic recitation. But as regards the participation of Professor Buber, who read a selection by Rabbi Israel of Rizhin,76 some people told me that they had been profoundly moved and considered it the high point of the seder celebration. […] About your presentation: I have never heard such a speaking style. It was as if the letters were floating in front of me. Not just every word but every letter had a special significance. This is how I draw and shape letters. […] For a religious feeling accompanies me when I illustrate Bible verses, and when I was drawing the signs of the zodiac on the ceiling,77 I was singing the festival hymns with which I have been intimately familiar since my childhood. If I could only use this to convey something of the graphic impression of this or that festival to our children and young people! Our youth, however, is totally unfamiliar with these things that are so dear to us. They are Hebrew-speaking goyim. […]

Your presentation met with no response from the young people. Since they lack the spiritual background, they left early. Quite possibly we are the last ones in our generation who still possess these treasures and draw on their wealth. If the young people do not inherit at least part of them, who knows what the cultural and intellectual aspect of those coming after us will be like? Perhaps it would be worthwhile to make a closer examination of the nature of these young people in order to find the proper attitude toward them before we come to the conclusion that all efforts in this direction are hopeless. Thus, we members of the older generation were left in the dining hall and listened to you despite our physical fatigue. However, I am at a loss to explain the reserve of the chaverim who had authorized me to invite you here and arranged the social hour after your presentation. I am inclined to assume that the reason lies in the political area. This time Harzfeld’s78 demeanor was not as free and unconstrained as we have come to expect from him. I am sorry that I did not obey my inner feelings but listened to the voice of the chaverim in inviting you to this event. As you must know, our people who come from eastern Europe have peculiar qualities; they are capable of enthusiasm and the breaking down of all barriers, but also of timidity and shyness. I don’t understand why Yehuda Ya’ari79 was inhibited in your presence. After all, it had been agreed in Jerusalem that the two of you would share in a seminar to convey to the young people an idea of the teachings of Hasidism. […] Even though your visit did not come up to all my expectations, I still am glad that I was permitted to see you in our midst at this festival and that you witnessed our many efforts to make the Jewish and Hebrew festivals more meaningful in the kibbutzim and to give shape to them in the renewed village settlements of our country. […]

539. Fritz A. Rothschild to Martin Buber
« Chingola, Rhodesia, October 18, 1943 »

My dear Professor Buber,

I must begin my letter to you with an excuse, for in the first place you are not personally acquainted with me, and in the second place I am contacting you without any clearly defined request or aim. If I nevertheless write to you, it is because I am firmly convinced that if this letter reaches you, you will do your best to answer it, even though it comes from an obscure person who is unknown to you and its content is none too intelligent.

My “acquaintance” with you stems from reading some of your books, your translation of the Bible, etc., etc., as well as some courses that you gave at the Frankfurt Jüdisches Lehrhaus in the years before your emigration and that made such a strong impression on me that I have the courage to write you. At that time, I was a Zionist and had given up my career as a secondhand bookdealer in order to prepare [to settle in] Palestine as a Hebrew typesetter. I had just turned nineteen when I spent seven weeks at Buchenwald in November 1938. When I was released from the camp, I emigrated to Northern Rhodesia with a visa procured for me by relatives. Surely you will not find this autobiography very interesting; I include it in order to tell you how I came to be here.

Since the events of 1938, I (along with more or less all refugees in this country) have completely lost touch with world Jewry, Jewish life, and Jewish culture. I don’t know whether this is the case only with us here in Africa, but it seems as though with our emigration we have ceased to be active members of the Jewish people. This is not to say that Zionism has no adherents here, but the Jews residing here (mostly Lithuanians), whose Jewishness consists only of the Yiddish vernacular interspersed and corrupted by scraps of English, gladly make generous donations to the KKL,80 and that is all.

While we young people in Germany felt as Jews despite all outward persecutions, while Jewish books meant something to us, Hebrew literature seemed to be “our” intellectual world, and the problems of Palestine and the Diaspora were the problems of our life, here we appear to face all this like strangers and without any interest. Now that we have saved our lives from the hell of the concentration camps, it is as though our past is receding ever further, like a half-forgotten dream, and our daily life, earning a living, our jobs, and our present private affairs are filling everything. The war has probably changed our everyday life less in Northern Rhodesia than in any other country; when we consider what European Jewry is going through, we have to thank God for permitting us to live here in peace and entirely unaffected by all those horrible things. And yet we are racking our brains over the problems that the Jews of the world, or rather, the “remnant” of Jewry, will have to face after this war. The policy of the White Paper81 has deeply dismayed us here, the discrimination against the Jews of French North Africa has destroyed our illusions as well, and every day brings an increase in the strength of the voices of the Jew-haters, of the indifferent, and of the politicians who regard it as “unpopular” to further the cause of the Jews, who are, after all, so unpopular.

In recent days we have kept waiting for the voice of Jewry to make itself heard, for the gathering of all Jewish energies to get the United Nations to recognize at long last clearly and unmistakably our right to live and our human dignity. I do not have in mind “demonstrations” or theatrical performances of the kind produced in New York by people like Ben Hecht.82 I believe that the matter is too serious and too weighty for that. I am thinking of our Jewish leaders—and by that I mean our leading personalities who have the ears of the world and whose voices carry weight, at least in their fields. I have in mind not just the demands made by Jews on those around them, but above all a clear definition of our aims in every respect, of our ideals (if there are any left)—in short, a “program” for our external and internal development.

I cannot help but think that a people so fragmented—and fragmented not only in a spatial sense—will never be in a position to get a hearing before the council of nations.

You will probably wonder why I am telling you all this, for you did not create the Jewish people, nor are you in a position to change them. But I am not so sure of the latter. Your voice is one that has a worldwide resonance among the Jews, and if it is true that intellectual influences can shape nations, then a great deal could depend on a man such as you for the future of our community. Since I am ignorant, I cannot speak of the influence that your philosophy and your research on the history of religion will have upon pure scholarship. But I am firmly convinced that what the great mass of the Jews needs today is a concrete plan for the postwar period—what the British call a blueprint. What are our demands on Eretz Yisrael, what conditions of Jewish existence do we strive for in the liberated countries of Europe? Do we have the intention and the opportunity to build, after the war, a large-scale, centralized system of Jewish education, not only in Palestine but in the golah [Diaspora] as well, and thereby a Jewish culture that will comprise all of Jewish youth—a culture that will be above the squabbles and disputes of the religious factions of various hues and convey to our next generation a typically Jewish cultural heritage in addition to a general, liberal, humanistic education? Only through such an education can a uniform, palpable bond encompass all Jews and enable them to act jointly. Such an education will eliminate the degenerate Judaism that consists only in semiconscious feelings—“Pietät”83 among West European Jews and the piteous remnants of the old Yiddish among East European Jews. Such an education will teach us to be self-aware Jews, but it will also bid us to be good citizens of the world and will keep us from becoming chauvinists and nationalists in our own country.

I will not go into further details, but I hope you will understand what I mean. We are waiting for a program that will at least indicate to us a goal as well as methods for its realization. Every little government-in-exile in London has detailed plans, from an educational system to the feeding of the population to financial policies and the building of roads—plans that await only the hour of liberation to be put into effect. We Jews have nothing of the sort, no clear goals in relation to ourselves and to the world. Perhaps the Jews have a plan calling for the return, after the end of the war, of the property that has been stolen and confiscated from us, but that seems to be the extent of our vision. It is possible that I am doing an injustice to our leaders; perhaps they already have everything in their desk drawers. If they do, then let them make it public, let them show us what they expect of us, what they demand of the world, and how they plan to arrange the new earth (to say nothing of the new heaven).84 I confidently believe that if there is a man in our midst who could convince the political leaders of Zionism of this need for a clear stock-taking and future planning of our Jewish (and not only Zionist) situation and hopes, you are that man. That is why I have written this letter, and I hope that my ignorance and presumptuousness will evoke not your anger but only your smile. I remember your closing one of your courses at the Lehrhaus in Frankfurt with something like these words: “Either the Jews will fulfill their mission or they will perish, and that will be no loss.” I live in remote Northern Rhodesia, and, on the basis of what reaches me here, it looks as though we shall perish if we do not act. May Palestine and may you show us that the opportunity outlined above still exists.

If you answer this letter—and your reply would give me exceptional pleasure—I would very much appreciate your informing me whether Dr. Abraham Heschel is still alive and how he is.

540. Martin Buber to Fritz A. Rothschild
« Jerusalem, November 21, 1943 »

My dear Herr Rothschild,

I have read your letter with interest, and I can well imagine the outward and inward situation that gave rise to it. I am also aware of the seriousness of your concern; the only thing lacking is an insight into the actual conditions of the period in which we have to live. At present there is no living bond within world Jewry, not even a technical one. If I had a message for it, I would not even have a forum from which my words could reach those whom they concern. I hope this will change when the end of the war heaves in sight. Then it will also be easier than it is now to survey the prospects for the realization of one proposal or another. I am not idle in the meantime, however; I often think about the problems touched upon in your letter and make some preparations. To be sure, I must confess to you that among our leading circles, at least in this country, I do not find very much understanding of the tasks of the present and the future that are incumbent upon us. The political routine is perhaps even stronger here than it is elsewhere. This, too, may change. On the whole, I have more than a little hope, albeit not in concrete terms, and even more patience.

It will be my pleasure to remain in touch with you. May it be granted to you to be able to come here soon. There are many problems here, but they are more real than elsewhere.

Heschel is a lecturer at Hebrew Union College in Cincinnati, and he is doing all right. I have written him that you inquired about him.

541. Martin Buber to Hermann Hesse
« Jerusalem, September 16, 1945 »

Dear Hermann Hesse,

It has been a long time since I wrote you last—since I wrote to anyone in the outside world; I was not able to send a letter to any of my friends. During all that time I was out of touch with other countries in a kind of paralysis that, so it seemed to me, was besetting not only my own psyche but the entire world. Today for the first time I no longer feel that paralysis (only today, so it was not simply a matter of the “war”; and already today!), and you are the first person to whom I am writing. It is the evening after the “long day,” as the Jews call it, the Day of Atonement. I did not need to make atonement to anyone—only to everyone, especially to myself. This has finally been done. I never ceased to be in inward communication with you. All this time you have been with me to such an extent that again and again I had to remind myself that you knew nothing about it. But no reminder sufficed to break the spell. Thank God it is now broken.

The Glass Bead Game85 has been a message for this time to me, to both of us. This book strikes me as a triumph of the spirit—a triumph in its own sphere, but for the time being the spirit is not vouchsafed other triumphs, and even these have become very rare. Together with The Journey to the East,86 The Glass Bead Game is within your work and in an eminent sense a testimony of the spirit to the spirit, a testimony of the spirit in fetters to the unfettered kind—and it is of particular value because it is a testimony through form. Accept our thanks and our best wishes. […]

542. Leonhard Ragaz to Martin Buber
« Ober-Aegesi, October 10, 1945 »

My dear Dr. Buber,

[…] Holding in my hand a letter from you again, an envelope with your handwriting on it, is something very precious to me. To be cut off—not completely but to a substantial extent—from my outward connection with the Holy Land and above all from you was among the hardest deprivations caused by the great flood. But I thought of you a great deal and never lost my inward connection with you, as well as with all that the Holy Land, the central home of us all, means even today. That the swastika succeeded in getting onto the Acropolis but not onto Zion was for me among the great miracles from God’s hand in these days. And my confidence that this hand was at work was heavily based on the fact that you were in Jerusalem, on Zion or at Zion, in a literal and spiritual sense. The same is true of my confidence that the new storm that seems to be brewing cannot destroy the work of God. To be sure, I still do not believe in a “Jewish state”—that is not what God intends for Israel—but it is my unshakable belief that God desires to reestablish Zion in Eretz Yisrael.

I believe in this despite the fact that I believe in Christ, as the saying goes. I was particularly touched by your desire to take a fresh look at the central problem of the relationship between Judaism and Christianity from a historical point of view. This has always been timely for me as well. I increasingly see the unity of this development; I see Jesus in the line of the prophets, concluding and continuing it. I also see St. Paul in this line; I view history as boiling down to the antithesis between Israel and the world of nations, and I view Christianity and Judaism as the two creeds of Israel, each with its particular right, but both destined to dissolve in Israel—with both having to undertake very fundamental revisions. […]

As regards Christianity, I call this revision the “revolution of Christ.” It means two things: the revolution of the world which completes itself in Christ, and also the revolution in the understanding of Christ, which is the prerequisite for it. To give expression to this revolution of Christ to the extent of my strength and my personal calling has increasingly become the center of my activity. It has been granted to me to do so as a writer—still in fragmentary fashion, to be sure, but yet with a certain wholeness. […]

We agree in that we both go back to the sources. Someday we—i.e., the two “creeds”—shall meet there; basically, we are already together. I regard you as the essential contribution toward this goal on the side of the other creed, and as an essential guarantee that this development is a totality. […]

543. Martin Buber to Hans Trüb
« Jerusalem, October 9, 1945 »

Dear Hans,

[…] I have read your letter with a properly attentive heart and have absorbed and accepted everything. From my primal knowledge of you, everything was clear to me, and this of course included the fact that you were not able to write until now. It is good that you pulled yourself together like this, hard though it was, and that nothing essential remained unsaid. Through this, something of human existence in these times was revealed to me, and it validated and reinforced my regained unself-consciousness toward the human world.

I was quite dismayed, however, at what you told me about Pannwitz’s “anathema.”87 This sort of thing is totally incomprehensible to me now; the rulers of the intellect have become even more alien to me than the others. They will have to learn to be humble before we can do anything with them again.

As for me, you will probably have gathered from the brief communications in my last letter that the past years have been for me a time of undreamed-of concentration and a productivity that surprises me time and time again. Some of my plans that extended over decades have been carried out, others are about to be; it is the real epoch of works in my life. You will learn much more about it. Soon I shall send you an outline to give you an idea of the whole process.

Except for various minor ailments, we have stayed well. My activity at the university has been satisfactory, but last fall I declined an offer to become rector, since my own work brooked no disruption. Paula has been able to do some important work, even though in wartime her household duties absorbed her energies to an extent that you can hardly imagine over there. A few weeks ago, we returned from our first two weeks’ seaside vacation since 1939, and it did us, particularly Paula, good. Bärbel, who attended a school of commercial art here, has been married to a colleague of hers for some time and lives near Haifa as a teacher of art and handicrafts. Judith is living with us and studying at the university; she too wants to become a teacher.88 [Our daughter] Eva is living with her husband and younger son in the big children’s village Ben-Shemen, where Ludwig teaches. Her elder son, Martin Emanuel, volunteered for military service and is stationed in Egypt; he has become an excellent carpenter. Rafael long ago left the kibbutz in which he had lived, resolutely bought a truck, and has been driving it (mainly military transports) with great virtuosity and circumspection. […]

We shall not be able to go to Europe until the winter term 1946–47. But is there a chance of seeing each other here before that? A trip to Palestine would surely do you good.

We have a request to make of you. Some time ago, Paula contracted through her literary agent in America with the house of Steinberg in Zurich for the publication of a big novel (Storm of Gnats by Georg Munk).89 It deals with life in a small German town in 1933, and in my estimation it is designed to be very effective, because it is a work of genuine poetic justice. The manuscript has been in the hands of the publisher for a considerable period of time, but we have heard nothing from him about the book going to press, nor have we received any proofs. Could you find out from the publisher (with reference to Paula, of course) what is going on and let us know?

Regarding a big hasidic tale from the time of Napoleon, Gog and Magog (published in English in Philadelphia under the title For the Sake of Heaven), I negotiated with Europa Verlag ([Emil] Oprecht) in Zurich. Everything had been agreed upon, and I was notified by telegram that the book was going to press; but suddenly a letter came from the publisher saying that he had no paper and would have to wait for some. But please do not intervene with Oprecht in this matter.

544. Robert Weltsch to Martin Buber
« Nuremberg, December 5, 1945 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

I have just had a long conversation with Dolf Sternberger,90 the former editor of the Frankfurter Zeitung and the present editor of the monthly Die Wandlung, which is published by Lambert Schneider. I am writing you while the information he gave me is still fresh in my mind. Thus far, all my attempts to establish connections have been unsuccessful, since there are hardly any telephones for civilians. For example, I wanted to call the printing house of Winter in Heidelberg, but they have no telephone. Sternberger happened to be there today, and, with the help of Robert Strieker’s son,91 an American who supervises the German press here, I was able to contact him. In this way I obtained what is literally the first copy of Die Wandlung. There are no finished copies yet, because the lack of electric current makes the printing process very slow. The second issue, which will contain an essay by Weizsäcker,92 will hardly appear at the appointed time (Christmas), because first the required lead has to be melted slowly at night; during the day there is no current at all. All this can be understood only if one is here. You can hardly imagine Sternberger’s expression when I asked him about the Hölderlin edition. […]

There is horrible destruction in Germany, and even the best descriptions (which I had previously read) cannot reproduce it. Apparently the people are completely disoriented, intellectually and politically. Die Wandlung is very skimpy and remote from life. Probably nothing can come into being as long as the occupation troops are here, and they will be here for a long time. The trial93 itself is also a feeble spectacle, and it will have no electrifying effect (something that might have been possible). It actually is quite uninteresting. The real concerns and problems of mankind lie elsewhere today. But I do not regret that I am here, nor am I sorry that I am not in Palestine now. I would have nothing to tell about the situation [prevailing here]. I wrote in vain for twenty-five years. […]

545. Martin Buber to Lina Lewy
« Jerusalem, December 24, 1945 »

My dear Frau Lewy,

The news of Ragaz’s death (which had reached me before your letter, for which I thank you very much) shook me to the core of my being. For the cause of the reality of faith, something that all real Jews and Christians share, this is a great, irreplaceable loss, and a very particular one for those of us who are struggling for the renewal of Israel. Nowhere in the world has this renewal had a friend like Ragaz, who was himself, as a Christian, a true “Israelite” [John 1:47] in accordance with his image of Israel.

We plan to have a memorial for Ragaz in Kurt Wilhelm’s congregation at the end of January, at which [Hugo] Bergmann and I will speak.94 I intend to write about him in Be’ayot and perhaps also in the Mitteilungsblatt.95 […]

546. Martin Buber to Max Brod
« Jerusalem, January 23, 1946 »

Dear Max Brod,

Regarding the Kafka edition:96

I am mainly concerned with the question of whether a chronological arrangement would not be possible: for each period longer stories, shorter stories, aphorisms, diary entries, and letters in succession, along with the necessary biographical notes. This would make the course of F.K.’s life clearer to us. As to the letters, only those important from this point of view should be included, but these should be unabridged, if possible, and not arranged according to recipient. […]

547. Albert Einstein to Martin Buber
« January 29, 1946 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Unfortunately I have no manuscript of my testimony before the Anglo-American Palestine commission,97 but I shall give you an outline of its substance.

While I was in London on a brief visit in 1921, I was a guest of the then–minister of war, Lord Haldane,98 an uncommonly benevolent man, and he volunteered the advice that I should keep away from the Jewish work of reconstruction in Palestine. I was very surprised, and it was years before I found an explanation for this incident. Haldane simply wished to spare me disappointments, for he evidently knew that, the Balfour Declaration notwithstanding, our endeavors ill comported with the scheme of the British Colonial Office, in accordance with which all colonies were treated: making common cause with the big landed proprietors and keeping the bulk of the population down economically and culturally. The Jews did not fit this scheme, since they brought with them a raising of wages and thus made the position of the landed proprietors more difficult. This explains the endeavor from the outset to sabotage the implementation of the Balfour Declaration and to impede immigration, as well as the restrictions placed on the acquisition of land by Jews, the systematic incitement of the Arab masses, and the active role of the Mandatory government in the fomenting of riots. Under these circumstances, there has been no hope of any improvement in the situation as long as Great Britain holds the Mandate. My proposal was similar to that of Magnes (a binational government under the direct supervision of the United Nations) and called for the formation of a Jewish state that would consider the prevailing distribution of population, but it was rejected as unfeasible.

The evidence:

1. Patronizing of the Mufti99 (whom I have called the “British pet troublemaker”). Even though he was an evident traitor during [World War II] and Yugoslavia has requested his extradition as a war criminal, he is still being tolerated and supported by the British. There is an excellent presentation of this affair in a letter to the New York Times written a few months ago by Professor A. S. Yahuda.100

2. The Shaw Commission,101 which was convened after the riots of 1929, was given by one of the “participants”—a sheik—a letter written by Eric Mills,102 second in command in the British administration, which promised impunity. (This did no harm to Mills.)

3. Upon his return to private life in Scotland, a police official named Douglas V. Duff, a man who had been obliged to participate in the preparation of the riots, revealed his experiences in two publications (Sword for Hire, published by J. Murray in 1934, and Galilee Galloper, 1935), evidently in order to salve his conscience. In passing, I also mentioned the requisitions of arms that always happened to take place “at the right time.”

As you see, this testimony was a bit harsh for the commission, half of whose members were Englishmen. But I testified very calmly and amiably, without waxing passionate in the least.

I should add that during the discussion I voiced my conviction that, from the standpoint of the British government, the commission was only a kind of “smoke screen” and that the government did not have the slightest intention of being influenced by its recommendations and proposals. This got some members somewhat hot under the collar.

548. Eduard Strauss to Martin Buber
« New York, January 30, 1946 »

Dear Friend,

[…] This letter is intended essentially and primarily to convey to you my most cordial wishes for your birthday, in faithful remembrance of the last February 8 that both of us spent in Germany.103 Right in the midst of everything that is currently transpiring in the Holy Land and sorely oppressed by the unholiness of what should never have been allowed to happen, I have only one wish for you and your loved ones, as well as for all people over there: Shalom! […]

I beg you to believe me that we—a small group, but one that is familiar to you—are with you with all our hearts and all our thoughts. And I have to tell you something that is as serious as practically any of my earlier utterances: with every word that reaches me from Eretz [Yisrael] these days, I now have the feeling that I have been completely chased out of my [spiritual] homeland. I use what little strength I still possess, when the opportunity arises, to fight criminal superficiality and the cynicism of the all-too-sated. […] From your (long-awaited) novel104 I gather, deeply impressed, that your energy and effectiveness, dear friend, have been preserved as we, those close and closest to you, have always wished it and wish for you today. The translation seems very good to me, for I can hear your speaking voice in it. And in addition it took me by the hand and led me to familiar and no longer alien territory, just like your first book, Rabbi Nachman, which came to my hand in 1906, right after my father’s death. […] Keep your promise and have your books sent to me. Moses?105 I need not tell you that I am anticipating precisely this book—it really is not “curiosity” on my part. […]

549. Martin Buber to Karl Thieme
« Jerusalem, February 20, 1946 »

My dear Herr Thieme,

I have read your letter and the enclosed essay106 with particular interest. I regard your basic conception as correct, but though I agree when you call [Genesis] “a compositional work of art,” I do not when you continue with “all of a piece.” Even though I must dispute the “source” theory, which is remote from life, the only way I can view the process of origin is that the work was uniformly composed of a series of traditional materials of various kinds and formative stages—and with the method you characterized correctly, one that includes certain adaptations and insertions. In all this, to be sure, there is at work a distinctive spirit that remains true to itself through all developments, a “biblical function”; but in my estimation such a book cannot simply be attributed to a single period of time, an individual, or a group of individuals. Here we are evidently proceeding from different premises, or rather, I try to proceed from none but to expose myself to the word without any preconceived notions. […]

550. Martin Buber to Eduard Strauss
« Jerusalem, March 3, 1946 »

My dear Eduard,

From a letter from [Nahum] Glatzer, I learn with some embarrassment that you have turned seventy—I was going to write: you are said to have turned seventy—for I still refuse to believe that this is so. Somehow I had been under the impression that you are only one year and not two years older than I. Since things are as they are, this is a welcome opportunity to tell you, even though “belatedly,” that we wish you all good things with all our heart, our heart of hearts—and not just what are called good things in general but the really good things, the really good hours and the really good turns of events, thus the really good connections between the good hours. What I mean to say is that while in a human sense we are granted only “good” hours, in another, heavenly sense we are also granted connections, conjunctions, sequences, life—life that is “good” no matter how sorrowful it may be, good even in this preordained quality of sorrowfulness, worth living, worth having been lived. And something else should be added: a life that is participated in, a life that can be shared even from one continent to another, even at a time when geography has the effect it does in our peculiar days.

551. Martin Buber and Moshe Smilansky107 to the Commander in Chief of the British Army in Palestine (General Sir Evelyn Barker)108
« Jerusalem, June 16, 1946 »

Sir,

We the undersigned […] have appeared before the Anglo-American Committee109 as spokesmen of Ichud,110 along with Dr. J. L. Magnes, who is presently in America.

Today we feel impelled to address to you an urgent and ardent request that you use your power of pardon to commute the death sentences imposed upon two young people, Josef Simchon and Michael Ashbel.111

We have two motives in making our appeal:

(a) We have displayed the same sympathy in the case of Arabs who were sentenced to death during riots, and without personal considerations we have raised our voices for the principle of mercy and against that of the full severity of the law. The same profound concern with the well-being of the community motivates us today as well.

(b) Permit us as men who have tirelessly worked for peace in this country to point out that the execution of death sentences at this time would greatly impede our efforts for peace by exacerbating the already existing tensions.

552. Adolf Sindler to Martin Buber
« Attn.: 307 PW [Prisoner of War] Camp MEF, June 30, 1946 »

My dear Professor Buber,

Please find enclosed two issues of the periodical Die Tribüne, which I am editing as director of the education program for about 20,000 German prisoners of war in Egypt.112 After reading them, you will probably have a clear understanding of the seriousness with which this task is being tackled. And if I tell you that during the past three months of my activity I have been able to observe unmistakable indications of a sincere change of heart in many prisoners, the importance of this work will be clear to you.

I am not quite sure whether you remember me from Germany. […]

In the course of my educational work, I have deemed it necessary to confront the German prisoners with the problem of Judaism. Actually, of course, I have done so through my conduct from the very first moment, and, as you will see from the Heine article, I have already started an objective discussion as well. I clearly realize that, in consequence of the horrendous destruction of Jewish existence in Germany, the question can only be a one-sided one, i.e., one that concerns the Germans, for the great encounter between German culture and Jewish culture will not recur for a long time to come. The question itself, however, is very significant from two points of view:


1. There can be no German catharsis or change of heart without the German people coming to terms with its aggression against the Jews.

2. As an international problem, the Jewish question is an ineluctable one for the German people.



Among the large number of educated people under my care, there is a great need for reeducation in this area. And it is an honest need.

This is the reason for my letter. I would like to know your opinion of whether the university would be in a position to provide the necessary material. This involves what may be described as “Judaica” in a comprehensive sense—in German and Hebrew, since several hundred intellectuals, among them many theologians, would like to take this opportunity to resume their studies. Jewish history, the Talmud, Jewish literature—all this would find most zealous users.

As already indicated, I don’t know whether in these questions you tend to share the standpoint of, let us say, Dr. [Leo] Baeck or that of Dr. Eschelbach[er],113 both of whom are my former teachers. One of them regards this task and our participation in it as being of decisive importance; the other virtually anathematized me in his letters. If you appreciate my assignment and want to help me, I ask you to respond promptly. I would also greatly welcome contributions from you to Die Tribüne and a new periodical, Die Wende, which will start appearing in late July and will cover history, philosophy, and literature on a rather high intellectual level. Articles on Jewish and Christian ethics or a discussion of the Christian moral events in Germany during the past twenty years would be most suitable.

I would be very pleased to receive a prompt reply, since I am very eager to commence this work on a large scale.

553. Ernst Michel to Martin Buber
« Frankfurt am Main, July 15, 1946 »

Dear Herr Buber,

For the time being, I just want to give you a sign of life, though this does not apply to all my loved ones, for my son Wolfgang fell in 1944 and my dear wife died last March following an operation. Since our apartment and everything it contained burned down in 1944, I am now living in a furnished room, but it is near my daughter and two grandsons; she is taking care of me, because her husband is still in Russian captivity. Physically I am not well; I am emaciated and prone to fits of weakness. After two years in Berlin,114 I have eked out a living as a psychotherapist, and, having declined an appointment at Hamburg, I am now again an adjunct professor at the local university. I heard about you from the Trübs. Please give my most cordial regards to your dear wife and Dr. [Moritz] Spitzer. May I ask you to respond to this letter and also request your writings that have appeared in the meantime? Your books are among the few I saved from the conflagration. […]

554. Martin Buber to Adolf Sindler
« Jerusalem, July 19, 1946 »

My dear Dr. Sindler,

I read your letter of June 30 with great interest and also gave my attention to the periodicals.

You raise a very serious and difficult problem, in both general and specific terms (by the latter I mean something that concerns the activity of Jews as Jews).

I shall begin with the general.

In this case, the most frightening of its kind in world history, “education” surely is needed. But how is such education possible in a deeper sense, that is, as an influence not on attitudes and habits of people but on the very psychic substance and the mentality deriving from it?

Of what little value is enlightenment about facts if a way to create new actualities is not shown at the same time! I am not mistaking the seriousness of the appeal for a “change of heart” that is voiced here; but it is highly significant that whenever this call resounded in one of the great religious doctrines, it was always accompanied by the promise of a new life. In the present situation, the positive element is lacking to a frightening degree.

What is said is proper; but one cannot exorcise demons with an admonition to reform—especially if a people rather than individuals is involved, a people in whose soul the illness of the human psyche has erupted in terrible festering sores. That would require a message and an exorcism at the same time.

But beyond all this, upon whom does the task of education devolve? Can it really devolve upon us Jews? We, the passive partners in the monstrous things that have transpired, the “object,” the victims—are we really the competent people for this? Do we have the authority to teach the Germans what they would have to hear from the core of their own hearts if it were to be effective?

Are we capable of understanding this guilt from its deepest roots in such a way as to be able to point to the appropriate penance? And may we disregard the fact that the attempt at a German-Jewish symbiosis failed not only because of the nature of the Germans but also because of our nature—in any case, the nature of many among us who behaved like the outposts of modern German culture without having felt even a breath of the genuine German spirit? Today only Germans can tell Germans the essential things. And even if these have to remain unsaid, we have no right to take the place of the legitimate speakers that the hour requires.

Yet I cannot disagree with Leo Baeck, whose opinion you indicate in your letter—but only with regard to a certain subject which, to be sure, is connected with your special concern. If the Germans requested from us information and material about us, confident of learning the truth in this way, we would have no right to refuse them. This is as self-evident to me as the positive response I gave in 1936 when a delegation of Protestant clergymen, mostly village pastors, called on me to request material against Streicher’s115 fabrications.

But of necessity there are some indispensable conditions. I have already specified the first, and the only one of fundamental importance: Germans themselves must make the request, and in order to learn the truth.

The other conditions are of a practical nature.

First: The university as such could not become involved, for such a task can by no means be integrated into the functions appropriate to it on the basis of its fundamental principles and its nature.

Second: Who is to finance a rather comprehensive undertaking of this sort? We here cannot do so, and in my estimation we must not do so either. The only feasible way, as I see it, would be to form, if the competent military authorities so desire, a group of people who would do the requisite work on a volunteer basis. The costs of material would have to be supplied to such a group by the authorities.

I personally would be prepared to participate under the above-mentioned conditions, and I am sure the other persons who might be considered would also.

Please send me the first issue of Die Wende as soon as it appears. To be sure, I have had no time to write essays for years, but perhaps the impression of this periodical will help me to extract an appropriate chapter from one of the books that I have written here and that for the time being are appearing only in Hebrew and English.

555. Martin Buber to Hans Trüb
« Jerusalem, August 4, 1946 »

Dear Hans,

Your letter of July 28 arrived surprisingly fast, almost “normally,” and despite the news about your illness—may it promptly become but a constructive memory!—it gratified me. What you write about your breakthrough regarding expression was particularly valuable to me. The fundamentally important thing for you now is to stand up to the expectable whisperings of the evil spirit Undone and of course also to the real, also expectable difficulties. Your practice will benefit even more from the experience of holding out than from the substance derived from intellectual work.

In recent times, I have moved even closer to the problems that occupy me. As I have already indicated, it is a matter of the relationship between the “cosmic” material world with which we are so familiar and the “chaotic” world that is experienced in dreams, intoxication, and psychosis. Note that this is not a question of experiencing, but one, as momentous as it is uncanny, of existence itself. Thus, everything psychological can be only an aid here, albeit an indispensable one. I need it far more for this second and apparently last part of my philosophy than I needed it for the first part.116

In the meantime, I have established contact with Binswanger117 and received some information as well as an essay from him. Since I would like to complete the book for all practical purposes by the end of the winter, I ask you to send me your notes on the subject as soon as possible—just as they are; I shall make sense of them. I am certain that you have a specific understanding of the basic problem—the breakdown of cosmic security in the literal sense of the term. […]

Under the present conditions—which, as you can imagine, make great demands on me inwardly and outwardly—it is hard to work, but one is under a command. And if one really knows that—more correctly: as often as one really knows it—the hardest things become easy, or at least easier. Incidentally, attempts at solutions are being made here not only by the competent authorities but also by us incompetent ones, for once a basis of understanding with the Arabs is created, everything will be won.

From Germany I heard, among other things, that someone who was in Heppenheim for a brief stay was told by the mayor that “the famous Dr. Buber” was going to return soon. I conclude from this that they are prepared to return my house to me. I hope to have news from my attorney soon.

A Hellenist who lives here, Dr. Helmut von den Steinen,118 asked me some time ago to make it possible for [Rudolf] Pannwitz to return to Germany. Unfortunately, I saw no way of contributing to this from here. I was not even able to give any advice. […]

556. Shimon Shereshevsky to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, September 9, 1946 »

My dear Professor Buber,

There are moments in life that are unforgettable. One of these moments in my life was the meeting of the Twelfth Zionist Congress at which you brought the resolution of the standing committee on the Arab question before the general assembly.119 I shall never forget how you stood on the platform and read the resolution. Twenty-five years have passed since then. The resolution was adopted, but purely externally and not with the heart. Twenty-five years! I thought it was appropriate to think of this anniversary. We have not made much progress, but just as you displayed courage then, may God give you the strength to continue your activity and your road toward peace between the two nations in Palestine.

557. Martin Buber to Ernst Michel
« Jerusalem, March 3, 1947 »

Dear Ernst Michel,

I was ailing and have not quite recovered yet, but I would not like to leave your letter of December 23 unanswered any longer. By way of a response, I am enclosing, first of all and as a gift of friendship, a small manuscript.120 It was inspired six years ago by internal struggles here, but it may have validity for others as well. If you like, you can publish it in Lambert Schneider’s periodical121 or elsewhere.

Ad vocem LS [Lambert Schneider]: Hans Trüb shared with me your communications regarding the question of a publisher. I would not want to drop dear Müller,122 who apparently is trying very hard to regain firm ground under his feet; this situation is bound to be clarified in the very near future. But there are a lot of other important works. It would be very good if I could meet you or LS or both of you during my stay in Switzerland (it is conceivable, though no more than that, that I shall receive permission to visit Germany on university business). If external conditions here permit it, we plan to go to Europe in early April. I have lectures to give at Dutch, Belgian, Swedish, Danish, French, and British universities. We shall probably be in Switzerland at the end of June. […]

558. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Bombay, April 10, 1947 »

Dear Herr Buber,

I am writing this letter shortly before my departure in order to give you a report, as promised. […]

Well, then: the conference itself123 was a big event and a great organizational achievement. Thirty-four countries were represented, though from the Middle East only Egypt, the Arab league (through a delegate), and Turkey (through an observer). This gave the conference more of a Central Asian and East Asian character, and our delegation (nine persons) would hardly have been noticed if the incident in the second opening meeting had not taken place.124 (I suppose Palcor125 reported it.) When we returned to the hall after the incident and I saw the representative of the Arab League, a Lebanese, on the platform, not far from me, I went up to him and extended my hand to him; it was an altogether impromptu, spontaneous act. This unpremeditated but somehow inspired action brought us stormy applause from the assembly; for a time we were “in the limelight,” and suddenly our colleagues from Ceylon, Burma, etc., etc., noticed something of our fate.

Such an incident cannot, of course, produce any substantive change, even though as a consequence Nehru, whose error had produced the whole thing, invited us to dinner at his home the following evening. Realistically speaking, we were and are facing a wall. The sympathies of all those nations are (understandably) with the Arabs. In the U.N., India will surely vote against us, probably also China, unless it is pressured by America, likewise Persia, etc. For the time being, this cannot be changed. But from a long-range point of view, we have achieved a great success. Our economists (particularly Bonné)126 have directed the attention of the conference to our work. From all sides we are being asked for agronomists, technicians, and chemists; expeditions will be sent to our country. I am one of thirty members in the “Council” of the newly founded Inter-Asian Relations Organization, and the only other member from the Middle East is the representative of the Arab League.127

We shall now have to create a chapter of this organization at home, and this will probably not be easy, for our people see only the West and not the powerful East, whose manifestation we have experienced.

559. David Werner Senator to Martin Buber
« [Jerusalem] June 15, 1947 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

I haven’t written you since my return from America, though I felt impelled to do so a number of times—both to report to you on America and to tell you how pleased I was and am about your success in Europe. I am convinced that your appearance as a representative of Hebrew University is of the greatest significance for the university and all of Jewish Palestine. As an administrator, I am not primarily—and perhaps not at all—concerned with the financial results. I fully realize that we have some catching up to do and that your visit to Europe means above all the creation of an atmosphere and the establishment of intellectual, cultural, and personal connections. I very much hope that you will bring us a lot of material—lists of important people, notes about the situation in various countries, suggestions regarding the needs of the Jews in those countries, and proposals for action. From all that, contact with those countries should develop, and this will gradually produce joint efforts and then work for the university.

I returned to Palestine on the eve of the execution of the first death sentences,128 and there were troubled and unpleasant weeks. Now things have calmed down somewhat, but, as you know, communication in Jerusalem is still greatly impeded by the security zones.129 The Zionist leadership continues to be tragicomic. It does not mean what it says and does not say what it means, and evidently it regards this as the height of political wisdom. Ichud will appear.130 A memorandum worked out by Magnes has served as the basis, and he has agreed to a number of changes and improvements. My personal opinion is that the Jews, the Zionist Executive, and we should demand the implementation of the report of the Anglo-American Committee.131 But probably no one except us will do this—certainly not the Executive, for it would then have to accept the notion that Palestine can be neither a Jewish nor an Arab state. It will interest you to know that the overwhelming majority of Aliyah Hadashah132 is now also in favor of partition. This means that only we and Hashomer Hatzair133 are championing an undivided Palestine, i.e., a binational state. To be sure, Gromyko may be on our side—I say “may be,” because it is not clear whether his proposal134 does not in reality mean an Arab state, for it says little or nothing about immigration. I personally believe that the Morrison-Grady Plan135 will probably be adopted, perhaps with certain dilutions; this really is in line with British policy as developed in India as well. In yesterday’s newspaper there was a report that Mountbatten136 may be sent here after his success in India. In the meantime, terrorism continues, at times in somewhat milder form. People no longer pay attention to the minor acts of terror, though in my opinion these may be even more characteristic and more significant for the psychology of the yishuv and the young people than the big acts of terrorism that make headlines.

Unfortunately, Magnes is seriously ill. I assume that you will write him on the occasion of his birthday on July 5. […]

Fekete137 has been elected rector for a third year; he had no opponent. I think that if you run next year, you will easily be elected.138 To be sure, I am not an expert on academic elections. As was to be foreseen, the executive council139 is incapable of functioning now that it has been nominally enlarged to twenty-five members.

I would propose that you discuss the political situation with Leonhard Stein140 in London. He exchanged some serious and possibly significant letters on this subject with some of us here.

560. Martin Buber to Judah L. Magnes [original in Hebrew]141
« Jerusalem, July 1947 »

Dear Dr. Magnes,

The letter I am writing you is a personal one. The public should get to know it; I want our friends to read it; and yet this is to be a personal letter, for what I would like to tell you touches the depths of my soul and is worthy of reaching the depths of yours. […]

Many years ago, when I was fighting for a Jewish-Arab alliance at the Zionist Congress,142 I had an experience that frightened me and was to shape my later life. I had drafted a proposed resolution that emphasized the community of interests between the two peoples and showed the way to a collaboration between them—the only way that can lead to the welfare of the country and its two nations. Before the resolution was presented to the Congress for adoption, it was turned over to an editorial committee that was supposed to establish the final formulation. I participated in the meeting of that committee, of course. Then something happened that to a professional politician is entirely routine and natural but so frightened me that I have not been able to recover from it completely to this day. The editorial committee, which consisted largely of old friends of mine, proposed a small change and then another small change and then another change.… Each one seemed to have no decisive significance, and all of them were expressly motivated by saying that the resolution had to be formulated in a way that would be acceptable to the Congress. Again and again I heard these words: “Do you care only about a demonstration or do you want the Congress to accept the principle of Jewish-Arab collaboration, to adopt it and fight for it? If you desire the latter, you have to agree to these small changes.” Naturally, I cared about more than a demonstration; I wanted to produce a change in the Zionist movement’s attitude toward the Arab question. For this reason I defended my proposed text in some instances, but also repeatedly yielded on certain points when the whole thing seemed to depend on it. When the editorial committee had finished its work and a fair copy of the agreed-upon proposal was delivered to my hotel, I did see a number of fine, convincing sentences, but these no longer contained the essence of my original demand. I accepted this version and consented to have the resolution presented to the Congress, contenting myself with stressing the fundamental change that my proposal intended in a personal declaration that preceded the reading of the resolution and the voting. I had the feeling, however, that my role as a “politician,” i.e., someone who participates in the political activities of a group, was finished. I had started something and had to see it through, but I must not start any new project that would again confront me with the choice between truth and realization. I would henceforth have to forgo “resolutions” and content myself with “personal speeches.”

Thus many years passed—until I came to Eretz Yisrael and watched you, my friend, seeking to further the same radical striving for Jewish-Arab collaboration that finally took the form of our Ichud. By doing so and doing it the way you did, you have given me a great gift for my life; you have made it possible for me to engage in political action again within the framework and in the name of a political group without sacrificing the truth. You will understand what I mean. I am not concerned with the purity and the salvation of my soul; if I ever had to choose between the saving of my soul and the welfare of my people—and in the nature of things this choice will never arise—I know that I would not hesitate in making a choice.

The only thing that matters is that I have not felt free to violate truth since I came to the realization that truth is the seal of God,143 while we represent the wax in which this seal endeavors to imprint itself. The older I get, the clearer this becomes to me, and I feel that we are brothers in this, for every day makes you, too, see it more clearly. But, of course, where we stand there has been no choice for a long time; there can be no conflict between God’s truth and Israel’s weal.

Those of us who are privileged to work with you combine our gratitude for everything that we have received from you with the benediction that the unity of truth and weal which fills your heart may radiate to the world until the light bursts through the fog of resistance and finally dispels it.

561. Martin Buber to David Werner Senator
« September 7 [1947] »

Dear Dr. Senator,

I do not know whether this letter will reach you in time for a consideration of the suggestion contained in it. I was physically unable to work for some weeks, and then Brejman144 asked me to wait until the university can send you the blueprint to go with my plan. I understand this has now been done.

It involves something that I already mentioned to you in passing once—the construction of a building for continuing education on the campus of the university. As you know, as early as 1924, in my reply to an inquiry from the Zionist Executive, I termed the establishment of a central institution for intensive adult education—a great Volkshochschule—a project of paramount importance,145 since it is intended to give “all the young people of the yishuv, and particularly the workers among them, the intellectual nourishment they need in accordance with their nature and their living conditions, and in such a way that their receptivity and their absorptive capacity are developed at the same time.” I also pointed out that the adult education institute should be connected with the university and specified how it should be connected. When I presented a more detailed plan in London at the invitation of the [Zionist] Executive, it was unanimously approved and a speedy implementation was projected. Unfortunately, this has not been accomplished to date. I am cheered by the fact that during the past three years various partial attempts have been made spontaneously; both the organization of the moshavim146 and the Hever ha-kvutzot147 have established courses for graduates of schools in Jerusalem. These courses have been developed in accordance with my instructions, and teaching in this program has been a very good experience for me. The Youth Aliyah148 has also mounted courses for its madrikhim149 in the same spirit. It is now a matter of coordinating these and other related, incipient endeavors and placing them on a broad foundation. The improvisation that is going on represents a great waste of time and energy, and yet the results are of necessity incomplete, because substantive achievements in this field can be realized only by a great central institution. It is important to create one. It is by no means my intention to impose a homogenizing system upon the various groups; on the contrary, the special educational needs of each individual group must always be fully understood and respected. What is needed is a central initiative, the central planning of programs, a central selection and training of teachers, a center for advice and administration, a central technical and administrative direction, and finally a local centralization. All this can be adequately accomplished only by a great central institution on Mount Scopus,150 and I propose that such an institution be initiated forthwith.

On the basis of the construction plans you have been sent, the building costs will amount to approximately 20,000 pounds. What I have in mind for the raising of this amount is that the university and Histadrut151 each assume half the cost.152 The annual budget cannot, of course, be determined as yet; all organizations involved in the project will have to share in it.

I am writing you this because I believe that such a plan, if properly understood, is capable of arousing not merely interest but enthusiasm in a Jewish community such as the South African one. After all, it is a matter of creating a great and enduring educational program not just for a small elite but for all the young people of the yishuv, a program that will enrich and shape their inner lives but will always remain cognizant of the specific function that these people have to fulfill in the building of the country. A new type of Jew is coming into being; the important thing is to help these persons develop in a way that is in keeping with the great human and Jewish tasks of the moment.

I should add that if this project materializes, I shall be glad to devote my best energies to it.

562. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Jerusalem, October 10, 1947 »

Dear Herr Bergmann,

Owing to various delays, we got home later than intended, and this is my first chance to thank you for your good wishes and return them—in my name as well as that of my wife. May God’s blessings be with you and yours.

The European trip was not just full of impressions for me but also instructive to an unexpected extent. What I received was significant, and I was glad to be able to give something, too. The receptivity of people, especially in England and Holland (also in France, though there it was more intellectual in nature), surprised me. I had underestimated my connection with the intellectual life of Europe. When you are here again, I shall have all sorts of things to tell you about.

I would be pleased to hear from you about your experiences in your work there153—I mean, beyond what you reported to [David Werner] Senator. I believe that such visits to other European communities are needed.

563. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Stockholm, December 1, 1947 »

Dear Herr Buber,

[…] I spoke about Martin Buber in my lecture series154 last week. Some Swedish scholars were in the audience, among them Arbman,155 a historian of religion who presided when you lectured here. In preparing for my lecture I went through your I and Thou once more, and I noticed two difficulties which I did not mention in my lecture but do want to mention to you. One is the mutuality of the I-Thou relationship when the partner is an animal, a plant, or a stone. In my lecture, I emphasized that you did not mean empathy, which is a one-sided relationship, but true mutuality. I must confess, however, that things are not quite clear to me when the dialogue involves an inanimate partner. In his book Trüb mentions the “world” that has helped him, but upon closer examination this is his family, which means people rather than nature. […]

564. Martin Buber to Hugo Bergmann
« Jerusalem, December 14, 1947 »

Dear Herr Bergmann,

The weighty questions that you raise in your letter of December 1 really require a much more detailed reply than I can give you today, when the situation156 affords one little leisure. But you will know how to derive the essential points from my terse statements.

The problem of mutuality really is not sufficiently clarified in I and Thou. What I mean is this: every genuine perception (or Wahrnehmen)157—in the sense of the complete readiness of the perceiving creature—is at the same time a giving of truth (Wahrgeben) on the part of the “object.” The mere passivity of nature toward the person who looks at it is not the innermost reality. The more genuine the observation is, the more it is a real encounter between Y (the human being involved) and X (the intrinsically unknown and unrecognizable but observable reality). X’s participation in the encounter can—for instance, in the case of “dead nature”—be toto genere158 different than Y’s. Moreover, as such it can completely escape our observation, without giving us the right to degrade it to a mere metaphor (“this affects me”). I would designate the totality of this experience as something like the threshold world of mutuality, within which there are steps, as distinct from the totality of the participation of the “object,” which is part of the phenomenon and experience. Since I will not allow my certitude to lead me to panpsychism—that is, to any philosophical theory abstracted from the reality of relationships about what is nonobservable—I have to remain aware of the problem of the subject. […]

565. Nahum N. Glatzer to Martin Buber
« Brooklyn, New York, January 22, 1948 »

Most esteemed and dear Professor Buber,

Today I am sending you my best wishes on your seventieth birthday. On this day in particular (but truly at other times as well), I think of all the great and good things that I received from you in the decisive days of my life. The community of those who around this time are thinking of you in similar fashion and with gratitude is great; I hope you perceive this with joy and satisfaction.

Years ago, when I took you to the railroad station in Frankfurt, you said that you wanted to live to a ripe old age. May God’s blessings enable you to do so. You have important tasks to complete—as the greatest Jewish spokesman of our day.

We are following the events in Palestine with profound sorrow. How different things would be if our politicians had listened to your voice! Unfortunately, the price for being on the wrong track is very high. […]

566. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« Stockholm, January 26, 1948 »

Dear Herr Buber,

Let me first of all thank you, on the occasion of your seventieth birthday, for all you have been to me during a long, shared life. What I owe to you can hardly be summed up in words. I don’t know whether I would have remained loyal to Zionism in my youth without you, when the enticements of an academic career beckoned and my teachers at the time, Brentano and Marty,159 tried to persuade me to abandon Zionism in favor of an academic career and the obligations of a philosopher. Then came the full last years before the war, when I lived intensely under your guidance, and later you showed me the way from the god of the philosophers to the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.160 These are only the main stages, not to mention the thousand proofs of friendship in my personal life, in its difficult hours and in the joyous one of my sixtieth birthday. It was our intention to issue a book on this birthday of yours, but unfortunately this idea has for the time being become a victim of the unpropitious times. I sent some words on the occasion of your birthday to Be’ayot and, in somewhat altered form, to the Mitteilungsblatt.161 I don’t know whether they have been received and printed. Naturally, I had to speak of the present situation, for that has us in its grip today. […]

After my lecture, Nelly Sachs,162 a Jewish poetess from Germany who lives here and is the author of a volume of poetry, In the Dwelling of the Dead (recently published by Aufbau Verlag, Berlin),163 wrote me a few words which I shall copy for you here: “Your lecture on Buber was a great enrichment for me. This is so close to me, so close, and it appears to me not only as the most truthful road but actually as the only one that can be taken by a Judaism that has become deeper and is again hallowing everyday life and the whole person. Strangely enough, my experience with my Swedish poet friends, whom I attempted to introduce to Buber by lending them the hasidic tales, has been that even those who reject any established dogma are able to reconcile the Judaic conception of a world still unredeemed but waiting for redemption very well with their own views, which are often close to existentialism.” […]

I need hardly tell you how much we are constantly thinking of Jerusalem and each of our friends there.

567. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Jerusalem, January 27, 1948 »

Dear Ernst Simon,

Yesterday I received your airmail letter164 of January 1; this too is a small contribution to orienting you to our situation. I have not been able to write letters—real letters—for a while, but some kind of reply shall go out to you nevertheless. From what you wrote to Wilhelm,165 I see that although you are blessed with some ability to imagine the real (realistic imagination),166 as well as a wife167 with the gift of visualizing things in the most concrete terms, you have no idea of how we are living here in this city (especially in this city). Compared to this exposure of the psyche to irreconcilable conflicts, everything I experienced in earlier life, e.g., in Hitler’s Germany, was a pious idyll. We react to everything that happens with all our hearts and consequently are hardly capable of concerning ourselves with more general opinions and comments anymore; how, then, should one of us sit down to write a letter for the sake of discussion? If you were here, it would be exactly the same for you. Yet I hear that a different mood already prevails in Tel Aviv, for example—not as far as the recognition of the situation of the yishuv is concerned (in this respect all friends in the country, to the extent that we are able to stay in touch with them, feel alike), but regarding the hectic concern with the actualities, the specific Jerusalem actualities—e.g., with what happens, does not happen, or threatens to happen in the Old City, or with the actions of our mob, which logically is especially uncontrolled here and vies more and more successfully with the countermob, or with the decisions and nondecisions of our local “leadership,” which also increasingly resembles the opposing side (in the matter of the mob, Magnes, Senator, and I have just released a letter to the press, though it is doubtful whether it will appear).168

I shall write you another time about our private matter (but I would not speak of “injustice” in this connection; there has been none,169 but Christians and Muslims proved their human worth in astonishing fashion). I will mention one thing, however. Liebermann170 asked me some time ago whether I would be willing to come over for a year to give courses and lectures. He had 1947 in mind, but I could not commit myself to that, and at my age a full year is too much. On the other hand, if it is all right with our university, I would like to come in 1948–49, provided that I know six months in advance in order to make preparations. Could you do some sounding out without referring to his letter? [Nahum] Glatzer asks whether I am still thinking of a lecture tour, and I responded as above.

568. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« New York, January 30, 1948 »

My dear Herr Buber,

This morning I read a report in the New York Times about the open letter to the yishuv that you wrote together with Magnes and Senator. Although I am not yet acquainted with the wording, my impression is a very positive one and I congratulate you on your courage. Once again I was proud that I can belong to your circle and call myself your pupil. This afternoon I heard about Gandhi’s assassination. And now, before the “Sabbath of the Ten Commandments,”171 I write you on the occasion of your seventieth birthday, on which we intended to honor you differently from the way the times permitted us.

I have attempted to express just a few of the pertinent points in an essay that you will read,172 and that is why I am telling you here only three little stories, which you may already know.

When [Leopold von] Ranke173 turned eighty-five. Alfred Dove174 asked him, “Is it not time for you to write your memoirs?” Ranke replied, “One writes memoirs when one no longer has anything pertinent to say. I am now starting my World History.”175

When someone congratulated Mommsen176 on his eightieth birthday and said, “How vigorous you are! You are still able to work,” he responded: “Work? That’s nothing! I am still able to learn!”

In expressing her thanks for the celebration of her seventy-fifth birthday, Miss Szold177 said, “I am a happy woman.”

These are my three wishes for you, one harder to fulfill and thus weightier than the next:

Stay productive;

keep on learning;

be happy!

P.S. I hope to be able to express some of my gratitude in a Buber celebration in New York on February 12.

569. Judah L. Magnes to Martin Buber178
« [Jerusalem, February 1948] »

I saw you for the first time in the academic year 1900–1901, when I was enrolled in Professor [Georg] Simmel’s course at the University of Berlin. The number of students was so large that the lectures had to be shifted to one of the largest lecture halls. Though every seat in the hall was taken, you entered by a side door at the head of a group of young people (males and particularly females) and sat down in the first row, which evidently had been reserved for you. Your black beard, your measured stride, and your way of walking at the head of the group as a tzaddik179 does before his hasidim prompted me to ask the student sitting next to me—a blond Aryan—who you were, and he replied that this Jew was the founder of a new religious sect.

Professor Simmel’s German was a bit too complicated for me, and I was not able to listen in any case, for I was too enthralled by the Jewish movements of his fingers, by his entire body, and by his Jewish face. When I heard that his father was already baptized,180 I received such a shock that I stopped attending his lectures, and thus it was ages before I saw you again.181 It is one of the most regrettable things of my life that during this entire precious period of time, it was not granted to me to make your personal acquaintance.

All the great things that you have produced in this half-century from the treasures of your profound, noble spirit, particularly since your arrival in this country, will be discussed in the circles of sages not only now but in days to come. Today I cannot help but devote my words to the tragic events that have transpired during these days, when you are entering the “club” of the hoary septuagenarians.182

The tragedy of these days does not reside in the fact that, after the dancing and the jubilation about the U.N. decision,183 there now are confusion and sorrow, the loss of precious, irretrievable human lives, struggles and more struggles whose end cannot be foreseen. The tragedy lies in the fact that today, as in the days of the prophet Micah [3:9–10], “the rulers of the house of Jacob and the chiefs of the house of Israel … build Zion with blood”—albeit, in keeping with present conditions, with different nuances and definitions.

You thought and believed that Zion could be built not with blood and fire but through tireless creative work and mutual understanding with our neighbors. You know very well that in the history of mankind states have almost invariably been built only with blood and injustice. But you counted too much on the great miracle, for at least from the time of Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai184 to our days, the religious tradition, the tradition of Judaism, has regarded bloodshed as the national arch-sin.

The terrible sufferings that our people has had to endure have been so unbearable that they have deprived us of the capacity to be patient. We have been incapable of contenting ourselves with daily creative work for a prolonged period of time, and we have fallen prey to the Fata Morgana of the state, as though it were a shield that could defend us against the enmity of the peoples.

Now you are witnessing the failure of almost all the things that have been dear to you. In Eretz Yisrael the house of Israel has turned into a nation like all nations,185 and it does not believe in the chosenness or the religious and moral mission of the people of Israel. You look at the young generation, and its teachers, priests, and prophets walk at the head of the young people like gods they have created in their own image, and amid dances and roundelays they proclaim the golden calf they have made. “This is your god, Israel!” You see with what satisfaction people are setting out to dismember the Holy Land and how horse-trading for the pieces is going on. You see how all your efforts to instill into the people a spirit of mutual understanding with their neighbors are coming to naught.

You, the man of mind par excellence, are bound to endure mental anguish as you realize that among the people of Israel, your own people, the spirit has no real effect; only fists and force do.

You combine within yourself two spiritual qualities that, viewed superficially, are in conflict with each other: you are capable of seeing reality as it is, but also the spiritual reality as it is. Can these two realities actually be reconciled? That is the question with which you are concerned in your life over and over again.

The same problem occupied the prophets of Israel, Micah among them. On the one hand, the sins of the leaders of the people led him to prophesy: “Therefore, because of you Zion will be plowed like a field and Jerusalem shall become a pile of rubble, and the Temple mount wild shrubbery” [3:12]. And that is what actually happened. On the other hand, he had an exalted vision of the universal mission of Zion at the end of days, when the instruction of the Law will go out from Zion and nation shall no longer lift sword against nation [4:2–3].

Do you face the future with extreme pessimism? I fear that you do, for that is the actual reality. God grant that there be no fresh destruction! In any case, my good wishes for you today are that you do not lose courage and that it may be granted to you to continue, despite everything, your struggle against the actual reality, as you always have, that you may be vouchsafed a long life until you are permitted to witness His return to Zion in truth and compassion.

570. Martin Buber to Salman Schocken
« Jerusalem, March 2, 1948 »

Dear Herr Schocken,

I thank you with all my heart for your good and gratifying words on my seventieth birthday. It was strange enough to celebrate this day in the unimaginable confusion that today bears the name Jerusalem. Of the many diverse atmospheres of which Palestine is composed, the one here is the most absurd by far. A week ago, during my course (at Rehaviah High School,186 where the lectures now take place), a British bullet whizzed by over my head and lodged in the wall. When this happened, we—I and the remaining students—did not really perceive this as a disturbance but as a natural occurrence, and so we acknowledged it with the obligatory humor. But this very incident was a fair demonstration of the absurdity of the situation here.

I was pleased to learn from your telegram that you are seriously thinking of publishing my translation of the Book of Job. At present and for the time being, however, I cannot undertake its necessary revision, for I would require the specialized literature of the current decade, but I do not now have access to either the university library or my own (which I had to leave behind in Dir Abu Tor, where, incidentally, our apartment is shot at from time to time—but in defense of the Yemin Moshe district!).187

On the subject of publications, I should like to take this opportunity to tell you that I am anxious to complete my book “The Coming One”188—of which your German publishing house issued the first volume and typeset the major part of the second one some time ago—primarily for an English edition. An English edition of my book On Zion189 (of which a German manuscript also exists) will probably materialize in a few months.

In recent months I have done some intensive work on the outline of a book that I would like to call something like “The Palestinian Jesus”190 (as distinct from the Westernized one).

If one or another of these works is of interest to your publishing house, please let me know. […]

571. Martin Buber to Heinz Politzer
« Jerusalem-Rehaviah, March 17, 1948 »

Dear Herr Politzer,

Your letter dated December 12 and postmarked December 30 arrived here on March 5. The envelope says [in English]: “Not air mail” and “Insufficiently prepaid for service,” but this is a record even for ordinary mail. That is the way things are here now. As for us, you can tell from the above address that we are at present living in a boarding house at Rehaviah. For “atmospheric” reasons, Henschel191 was not able to drive us anymore, and so there was no longer any connection between Abu Tor and Jewish Jerusalem. We had to leave almost all our possessions up there. Our apartment is in good hands, but during two of those almost-chaotic shoot-outs, thirteen British bullets came in and, among other things, pierced E. R. Weiss’s Buber.192 During a recent lecture (the university lectures are being given at the high school in Rehaviah rather than in the dangerous Scopus area), a bullet, also British, went over my head and into the wall. These are the most important personal events. The Dajanis193 behaved very decently; they wanted very much to keep us up there and protect us, but the situation did not permit this. The Anglican archdeacon194 brought us here in his car. Henschel could not remain up there either, and he is now living in a little room on Hasolel Street, where there was utter chaos when the Palestine Post195 was blown up. For the rest, what is happening here—especially in this city—this raging of everyone against everyone, is nothing short of indescribable. I suppose that nothing like it has ever existed in the history of humanity—which is, after all, rather colorful.

We were very pleased to hear that all of you are well. My wife plans to write soon, especially to Kasper,196 whose little photo gave her particular pleasure.


572. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon
« Jerusalem, March 22, 1948 »

Dear Ernst Simon,

Thank you for your good wishes, the eminently insightful essay, and also for what various informants have unanimously described as an “excellent lecture.”197 […] This is my first chance to express my thanks to you, for the—unimaginably horrible and absurd—goings-on here and the constant reaction to them impinge upon one inwardly and outwardly, particularly upon a person so without routine, so unintegrated, and as vulnerable to any situation as I still am and evidently must continue to be.

The “celebration”198 was none, of course, but still, in the midst of the horror it was a great human presence from all over the world, and somehow (not directly but indirectly, by demonstrating that human beings still exist) it was comforting. I confess that I was in need of comfort. […]

Glatzer writes that I must have received a letter from you about my lecture tour,199 but this is not the case, though I do not know whether it is because you have not written or because the letter, like so many others, has been lost. I am, incidentally, not in favor of my friends troubling themselves with this matter if it does not work out easily and simply, for in that case, let it not be. But even if things do work out, I shall under no circumstances leave before there is a substantial improvement in the situation, and today—on account of the internal difficulties—it does not look as though this will happen soon.

As you have probably heard, we in Ichud are now working very intensively, and a considerable part of the sorely afflicted population of Jerusalem openly supports us, though those at ease in Tel Aviv200 continue to ignore us. In our small circle, Shereshevsky201 has particularly distinguished himself. Magnes is behaving magnificently (though I have noticed that his nerves are not in good shape, and we have to show consideration for this; I easily succeeded in convincing our friends of this).

In between the demands made on me, I am generally unable to write letters, but to my own astonishment I am able to philosophize. On the other hand, under the present circumstances the lecture that I am supposed to give in August before the plenary session of the philosophers’ convention in Amsterdam (“The Possibility of Man”) will probably not take place.202 Incidentally, Hans Jonas203 gave a remarkable lecture on my philosophy here.204

In the personal sphere there have been a number of small adventures, but they are not important enough to be related, at least not in this letter.

573. Martin Buber to Nahum N. Glatzer
« Jerusalem, April 7, 1948 »

Dear Dr. Glatzer,

[…] The situation here is more problematical than ever. The few people among us who still have an eye for reality have an enormously difficult time of it, because they must fight on three fronts—two external ones and one internal one. Little of what really happens is made public. “Public opinion” is dominated almost exclusively by the language of ressentiment.

574. Kurt Wilhelm to Martin Buber
« Tel Aviv, July 2, 1948 »

Dear Professor Buber,

I had hoped to settle my affairs205 here more quickly, but errands here are errands out of Kafka’s Trial. So it appears that we shall not be able to come to Jerusalem again, and we are sincerely sorry to part from our friends there without at least being able to shake their hands.

Let me tell you briefly that this impossibility of saying farewell to you and your wife pains me greatly. I would have liked to thank you for everything that I was privileged to receive from you, more than from anyone else, during those years in Jerusalem, the best of my life.

I would like to ask you to convey my farewell greetings to all friends in Ichud. That I was privileged to belong to this circle fills me with profound gratitude.

I had a brief, beautiful conversation with Ben-Gurion here. He is pleased that a member of Ichud is going to Stockholm at this time, and he gave me a threefold assignment: to turn the Swedish Jews into Jews; to build a bridge between the Swedish Jews and the immigrants;206 and to be the emissary of the Jewish state to the non-Jews. He would like to make his peace with Ichud; he said that we have the same goal, though our paths have diverged.

Farewell; may you, may we have peace.

575. Will Herberg to Martin Buber [original in English]
« New York, February 15, 1949 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

I was so delighted to hear that you are planning to come to this country for an extended stay at the Jewish Theological Seminary207 that I cannot refrain from writing to you to express my gratification. It seems almost too good to be true that at last I will have the opportunity of making your personal acquaintance.

You probably do not remember my name, although you were good enough to comment on my writings to some friends […] who met you at the Hebrew University early in 1948. At any rate, I am able to spare you an account of myself since Ernst Simon, with whom I became well acquainted when he was here last year, will, I hope, tell you something about me. All I want to say at this time is that I am indebted to you as to no other living man for the spiritual revolution in my life that brought me back to Jewish religion. Your writings and the writings of Franz Rosenzweig—as well as the personal inspiration of your creative life—have had an immense effect upon me, not merely on my thinking but on my very existence. It is a kind of debt that in its very nature can never be fully repaid.

I am looking forward with the greatest eagerness to your coming here in the fall, when I shall at last be able to see and speak with the man to whom I owe so much.

576. Martin Buber to Walter Kaufmann [original in English]
« Jerusalem, February 27, 1949 »

Dear Doctor Kaufmann,

I have read with pleasure the article208 you kindly sent me. It is written with real knowledge and understanding. But I think more should be done in order to answer the question: Why this ambivalence? It could be shown, for instance, that Nietzsche wished to be a Socratic man and did not succeed, because he had no immediacy in human relationships; and then, that “Socrates” means devotion to eternal values by asking about them without accepting any formulated one[s], and Nietzsche despaired more and more of being able to deal with eternal values, till out of this despair he came to deny their very existence and to proclaim in their stead “new” values, which, of course, were no values at all. The two motives could even, I think, be shown as being ultimately one, the only human place for the living reality of the eternal values being the immediacy of relationship.

I hope to meet you next autumn or winter, when I shall have to lecture in New York.

577. Martin Buber to Ernst Simon [draft]
« Jerusalem, March 15, 1949 »

Dear Friend,

I am writing this on your [fiftieth] birthday, but I realize that you will read it on an unfestive day. I am among those people, now rare, who take a birthday seriously—not in the sense of a conventional celebration but in that of a person’s continued natural, cosmic (though not astrological) connectedness with his birth. Thus my writing this letter is in a certain respect more important to me than your reading it, though the former receives its significance only from the latter—and for the rest, because it is happening today.

As for my “wish,” I shall not try to circumscribe it. A wish is almost indefinable. It was originally the quintessence of magic, and therefore the old Germanic tribes logically identified it with Odin. In the heyday of faith, it was the quintessence of prayer. A vestige of the sacral is preserved in the idea of wishing someone happiness, and we do well to explain to the recipient of such wishes what we mean by his happiness. But I will make one exception in the noncircumscription of what I am wishing you—for one thing, because it does not pertain to happiness, and for another, because it gives me a chance to make a supplementary clarification.

As I once told Toni, but probably not you, in a conversation with me Franz [Rosenzweig] once called you the most gifted person of his generation, and by this he surely meant more than the finest rhetorical gifts. The real gift, the greatest and most mysterious after that of procreation (and it is all right for me, the apostle of directness, to point this out so emphatically), is that of “work”—that is, of the detachment of the communication of something worth communicating from the communicator, and hence the gift of having an effect on those not present, to the point of actual survival through delegation of the essential. It begins with having something to say (namely, something worth communicating), blossoms out in the saying of it, but is finally realized only in the objective quality of what has been said in valid fashion, a quality in which the person is submerged and survives. That this is so is repeatedly demonstrated by the difference between listening to a speech—an experience that is singularly meaningful and cannot be objectified by writing it down—on the one hand, and the constantly renewed opportunity and duty of the reader to confront the existing book on the other. A speech can be more moving, but only a work can be fundamentally rigorous. To give a work is pure responsibility.

There is good reason for me to leave to you the application of this insight to the domain defined by the words yishuv, education, and Ernst Simon—provided that, as I hope, you see this insight.

578. Martin Buber to Karl Thieme
« Jerusalem, March 23, 1949 »

My dear Herr Thieme,

Many thanks for your letter and the enclosure.209 I read your essay with particular interest, as I did the earlier one in Judaica.210 In point of fact, I too am of the opinion that the matter between Jews and Christians, their relationship to one another, can be dealt with only in this fashion—that is, by regarding both Judaism and Christianity as realities that intend God and as such are intended by him. Only in this way can one do justice to the difference imposed upon us and to the harmony granted to us. In a recently completed book,211 I have attempted to probe both of these at a certain point, the type of faith. […]

579. Hugo Bergmann to Martin Buber
« May 30, 1949 »

My dear Herr Buber,

I have just finished reading Two Types of Faith. I cannot, of course, permit myself to make a judgment, but I would like to tell you that it did not fully convince me. It is an apologetic book, with all the advantages and disadvantages of apologetics. Without being able to document it, I have the feeling that you are not fair toward Christianity and St. Paul. This struck me especially in what you say on page 121212 about Kafka: “This is the nature of a Jew’s shelteredness.” A Jew’s? I, for my part, have learned shelteredness in God in the same measure from Christians as from Jews. And among us—the good people among us—shelteredness almost always refers only to a Jew, not to living beings in general.

And thus apologetics seems to become an injustice toward Paul. While you mitigate the O.T. passages about obdurateness through the consonance of “going astray” and “going astray without finding a way back” (though in truth there continues to be an abyss between the two), you interpret the passages in Paul on the subject with merciless severity. It seems to me that Parkes213 is right when he says that Paul did not attack the Law, but the Law as an alternative to redemption. And in view of what has become of it two thousand years later and what is now transpiring before our eyes, do we not have to concede to Paul a greater measure of correctness in his vision?

The attempt made by your book to pit Jesus together with Judaism against Christianity is bound to fail (or so it seems to me, a layman), because not the living Jesus but the dead and resurrected one is the “founder” of Christianity, which means that these conditions are part of him. This resurrection is a real or supposed actuality in the world. But what should one’s attitude toward an actuality be except to either affirm or deny it by saying, “I believe that …” or “I do not believe that …”? And if it really happened, then it was such a decisive fact—the fact that a man conquered death—and such a new beginning of human history that Paul was right in ascribing a far-reaching importance to faith in the fact. And is there not a possibility of a pistis214 that is imbued with the security of emunah,215 so that the conceptual separation, justified though it may be, is eliminated in a higher synthesis?

I was not able to warm to Bultmann’s216 words, quoted approvingly by you, according to which the impossibility of imagining a happening against nature as real has made the idea of a miracle insupportable and must be abandoned. Who can decide whether something that happens is counter to nature? I regard it as presumptuous when man, in his total ignorance of the nature of the world, makes bold to decide what is against nature. By what authority do we declare it is counter to nature for a man to be able to give commands to the wind and the sea (p. 63)? I consider this totally unfounded scientifically and religiously.

Page 64: I failed to understand the difference between belief in Mount Sinai and the belief of Paul as the “assumption of the factualness of a process that does not flow from traditional reality.” What does “traditional” mean here?

Page 66: Why do the “legends” regarding resurrection not belong in this context? They surely did not appear as legends to the Jews of Jesus’ time. If the “hard realism” of the Jews in matters of the body can be broken only by an eschatological synoptic view, it must be stated that the Messiah was expected hourly and the possibility of resurrection at any time was very real. For example, Yirmiyahu217 gives exact instructions for his burial so he will be ready when the Messiah comes. If it were really true that the Jews were not able to accustom themselves to the resurrection of an individual, then the way in which the assembled Jewish community received Peter’s story of the resurrection (Acts of the Apostles 2) would be totally incomprehensible. Thus, your statement on p. 87 that in the Jewish religion there is no place for the fact that an individual has been resurrected as an individual seems unfounded to me. After all, this does not involve just any individual, but the Messiah.

Page 88: The dual image of God. On page 93 you yourself mention Paul’s struggle against this image; for this reason, it seems to me that on p. 105 the incidental “after him” in the sentence “With this, Paul laid the foundation for the doctrine which after him …” should be given greater emphasis, for otherwise there is a risk that a not very attentive reader will ascribe to Paul the doctrine of later Christianity.

Regarding Thomas: Can the fact that in later Christianity the Father was displaced by the Son (though Christianity itself tried to combat this again and again) really already be found in Thomas, whose words were spoken in utter fright when he heard the voice of his teacher? Three verses later, the Gospel according to St. John again speaks of the Son of God. […]

Please pardon these remarks from a layman. […]

580. Martin Buber to Karl Thieme218
« Jerusalem, June 12, 1949 »

My dear Herr Thieme,

With some surprise I read in Rundbrief 2–3: 51 the following words from you:

“… as a temptation to regard the Jews as hopelessly ‘spiritually dead,’ i.e., unconvertible.”

Up to now I have been convinced that you care about a genuine understanding with those devout Jews who have an awareness of the fact that there are devout Christians. But how can such an understanding be possible if you identify for the Jews spiritual life with convertibility? I have my spiritual life in the closeness between God and me, and my physical life the same way. I can no more believe that God permits a Christian to question this than I can believe that God permits me to question this sort of thing in a Christian. Judaism and Christianity stand together in the mystery of our Father and judge; thus, a Jew may speak of a Christian and a Christian of a Jew only in fear and trembling before the mystery of God. Only on this basis can there be genuine understanding between Jews and Christians.

581. Martin Buber to Karl Thieme
« Jerusalem, June 25, 1949 »

My dear Herr Thieme,

After you have spoken to me from the substantial profundity of your person and your experience, I neither desire nor have a right to continue our discussion. I feel I should say one more thing, however: I, for one, by no means a pious Jew in a representative sense, have no eschatological hope that I could couch in terms like “only” or “but only.” I believe that once God’s secret is revealed, it will burn up all the usual human questions about the relationship between God and man, including those whose different answers separate Jews from Christians. Thus, I am very serious about my conviction that, just as the Jews are destined not to become Christians, the Christians are destined not to become Jews.

You are, of course, free to share my letter of June 12 with the readers of the Rundbrief (though I would not be able to make any ad hoc formulations).

P.S. Without wishing to appropriate in any way Schoeps’s219 reproach of a “falsification of Scripture,” I still would like to point out that a complete citation of Deuteronomy 30:14—that is, with the decisive la’asoto220—would have made the phrase tout estin221 in Romans 10:8 impossible. (The XII222 had not preceded Paul in this.) As regards metanoia,223 linguistic requirements led the LXX224 to turn a reversal of a person’s nature (the whole person turns around) into a mere change in nous,225 a change of mind or heart. Permit me to remark that I do not understand the alternative “or he lied” in your review; surely it need not be a lie if someone says something incorrect! Thank God I need not make a choice between regarding Jesus as the monogenes huios ton theou226 or a liar!227

582. Martin Buber to Louis Finkelstein [original in English]
« Jerusalem, July 27, 1949 »

Dear Professor Finkelstein,

I find it very hard to approach you and seek your consent to a postponement of my lecture tour, but, I fear, it [cannot be] otherwise arranged.228 It is of utmost importance to me, though, that you should know and understand the motives that have led me to this decision and the situation that has created them.

For more than three decades now, I have been considering adult education and its “intensive” coining and development a primary task of our time, and most especially within Judaism. I have worked out proposals and plans for its realization. In 1919, at the closed Convention for the Renewal of Education229 at Heppenheim, which was attended by many Germans—who later attempted to hold up the spiritual struggle against Hitlerism—I delivered my principal speech on this subject. When later, in 1924, the Executive of the Zionist Organization called upon me to express my opinion on the proposed establishment of a faculty of humanities at the Hebrew University, my reply was—not a faculty but a People’s University was what Jewish Palestine needed. I also expressed my readiness to submit a detailed program for such. I was then called to London and handed in my program, which immediately gained unanimous approval from the Executive. Thus, finding myself convinced that the first step toward its realization would anon be under way, I returned home, though only to find too soon and to my deep frustration what [a] great difference there was between […] enthusiastic approval of a plan and the actual willingness to see it through. (You will find more about my program of that time in my book Struggle for Israel, 1933, pp. 303–26.)230

When the National Socialists seized power in Germany, I founded a large institution for Jewish adult education, at [whose] head I stood [for] four years.231 Each year included 40–50 “weeks of learning,” which were organized in all parts of Germany and greatly contributed to the spiritual fortification of the Jewish youth. Ernst Simon was then one of my assistants.232 (You will find more about the principal ideas of our work at that time in my book The Hour and Its Judgment, 1936, pp. 104–27.)233 When I came to Palestine in the spring of 1938, I was invited to speak at a teachers’ conference (which was to be called for that purpose alone) on the problems of adult education. However, I declined, believing that a public speech would further the cause of such a plan only when circumstances permitted its realization—and that, as I saw it then, was not yet the case.

For eleven years since, I have been working on this subject as a member of the adult education board of the Hebrew University. However, never was there a possible chance of bringing to life the institution I had planned.

And suddenly it happened that in the course of this last year we [have] confronted mass immigration. All at once the pertinent authorities [have] found themselves compelled to tackle the question of spiritual education for the newly arrived, and hence also that of adult education. Something happened that I hardly dared expect any longer. Within a few weeks I was commissioned by government, [Jewish] Agency, and university to establish a large institution for adult education and, to start with, a seminar for the instruction of teachers in that subject here in Jerusalem.234

Having thus closely followed my report, it will surely be evident to you that I should and could not relinquish the task. You will also understand that in its initial steps there is nobody who can substitute for me, and the general situation is such that these cannot be postponed. Once the foundation has been laid and the first courses organized during [the] winter, Ernst Simon will be able to take my place for a number of months. He has assured me of his willingness to do so. Under such circumstances I feel myself obliged to request you and your colleagues at the Jewish Theological Seminary to give your consent to a postponement of my lectures until either March or, if you prefer it, October 1950.235

583. Martin Buber to Tewfeeq Farah [original in English]
« Jerusalem, September 8, 1949 »

Dear Mr. Farah,

I read with great interest your article236 advocating the establishment of a League for the Rights of Man237 in Israel, which was kindly translated to me by Mr. G. Stern.238 My friends and I wholeheartedly agree with you in that all men of goodwill—Arabs, Jews, and others, regardless of their religious and political convictions—should join forces in the defense of justice and equality for all.

As to the very serious problem of equal rights and opportunities for our Arab co-citizens, we look upon it not as a question for those immediately concerned, but as a problem for the state of Israel as a whole. Indeed, we see in it a Jewish question, since we are deeply convinced that one of the pillars of our very existence as Jews is the establishment of just and peaceful relations with our neighbors.

I understand that joint efforts are now being made at Haifa for a revival of the League for the Rights of Man. You may rest assured that my friends and I will gladly partake of any steps that will be undertaken in that direction.

584. Ewald Wasmuth to Martin Buber
« Tübingen-Derendingen, October 6, 1949 »

My dear Professor Buber,

I have long meant to write you, but unfortunately my plan was never carried out. At the moment I am reading your magnificent book For the Sake of Heaven, and thus I am most fervently and happily in your company. I can hear your voice so vividly and animatedly that I do not want to miss this impulse again to break the burden of silence and to tell you how grateful I am to you for this book and the wisdom of your words. How I wish that this book might find many readers in Germany, for of all the books I have encountered here since the war, it seems to me to be the only one that has the power to point the way and that issues a call for the kind of reflection that is necessary to dispel the veils and shadows of spiritual confusion. And this is why I wanted to thank you for the pleasure you have given me.

Since you left Germany, we have frequently been with you and your dear wife in thought, and we were grateful and pleased that you were beyond the borders of this country in which the darkness became ever more oppressive and frightful. How often did I think in those days of your words that the spirit would have to go to the catacombs! Well, we did live in such caves, protected after a fashion and in constant fear for one person or another, which is even worse than fear for oneself. The shadows of madness became longer as the day progressed, and even though it was certain that crime could have no permanence, it was unfortunately uncertain how long and how far God would permit this trial to go, for I am sorry to say that in history there are many examples of extended periods of darkness. Thus I was not always able to share the optimism of my wife, whose unequivocal hatred probably caused her to see things more clearly. Toward the end, when the clearly glimpsed dawn made us spiritually well again, I followed my brother and a younger friend to the Ravensbrück concentration camp. But I had the rare good fortune to be released again after a few weeks, and I took with me the conviction that after the German Jews—and all the Jews the Nazis could get their hands on—had been extinguished, the same fate would be shared by that group of intellectuals in which they sensed their enemies. For where madness reigns, there is no argument based on reason. There, incidentally, I encountered the real catacomb atmosphere, and that was very comforting, but unfortunately some of the people most precious to me whom I was privileged to meet there have been killed, people who are sorely missed in this country today. […]

585. Martin Buber to Karl Thieme
« Jerusalem, October 10, 1949 »

My dear Herr Thieme,

Since the establishment of an institute for adult education239 is making inordinate demands on my time, I must limit myself to a few sketchy remarks today. It was precisely on the basis of the question of truth that I took exception to your alternative. In my estimation, God’s truth cannot be captured in the highly human dialectics of such an either-or. What is in contention between us is not the sonhood but the uniqueness of the sonhood. I see both a Yes and a No; both have historic meaning, but my poor, highly human experience of God cannot and must not accommodate itself to it. For this is what matters—experience and not philology. I hear different voices in Mark 10:18 and John 14:6, and I stick to the former rather than the latter speaker. I believe I have reason to trust my hearing eyes, those “opened” by God [Psalm 40:7; Isaiah 50:5]; how could I do otherwise? For the rest, I am certain, as you probably are, that God can redeem anyone he wants by anyone he chooses; why, then, should Jesus of Nazareth, if he is not God’s only begotten son but only one of his sons and messengers, not be able to redeem the non-Jews any more than … etc.? I, for one, do not regard the redemption as accomplished, and again it is my eyes that do not see this. Obdurateness or a blessing, albeit a fearful one? I maintain that He is gracious to you and to me, in a different way to each of us, but to both of us in his incomprehensible mystery. It is my belief, as it is yours, that the mystery will be fully revealed at the end, but I expect that all the substance of human faith will be dissolved in it.

Far be it from me to reproach Paul with “falsification of Scripture.” All I mean is that such quotations should be called use of Scripture rather than interpretation of Scripture. Since the use is made in faith, it can be contested only as I do it and in no other way. […]

586. Martin Buber to Hermann Hesse
« Jerusalem, November 22, 1949 »

Dear Herr Hesse,

[…] A few days ago, friends in Stockholm sent me a newspaper clipping with the wording of your proposal for the Nobel Prize.240 Once again, and with almost unprecedented intensity, I felt two things: how unimportant “fame” is and how important confirmation by people who have our trust.

I recently sent you my book For the Sake of Heaven. Please read it not as a novel (I would not be able to write one) but as a chronicle or, more accurately, a report from the consciousness of those who directly experienced the events described in it.

587. Hermann Hesse to Martin Buber
« Baden on the Limmat, late November 1949 »

Dear Herr Martin Buber,

My warm thanks for your new volume in the series Library of World Literature.241 It has long been my desire to see the tales of the Hasidim collected in this fashion. I am pleased to have lived to see its realization, and it must be an equally great joy for you. It appears to have been a long road from the scattered anecdotal legends of that epoch of East European Jewry to this contribution to world literature, but wherever a light burns, its beams are not lost, and if the tales of the ancient Chinese about the lives and conversations of their sages could wait for two thousand years to enter the pantheon of the peoples without losing any of their power, the two centuries from the blossoming of Hasidism to this classic collection are a short period of time.

Since we last saw each other, I have frequently enjoyed your writings, most of all that lecture you delivered in Holland242 and your bravely cheerful contribution to existential philosophy.243 I thank you for these as well.

588. Martin Buber to Ewald Wasmuth
« Jerusalem, December 2, 1949 »

Dear Herr Wasmuth,

We were very pleased to hear from you directly and to know that, after all this, both of you are well. I have read your new book on Pascal,244 and it made a profound impression on me. It expresses important ideas in a far clearer language than your earlier books with which I am acquainted. It strikes me as a significant testimony to the breakthrough of the word.

As regards our old controversy, your emphatic statement that Pascal “divined the outlines of the new house” is entirely consistent with my view. Many years ago, on the basis of what was probably a similar experience of my own, I wrote that despair was one of the highest messengers of God.245 What I had, and still have, in mind is that one of its gifts is the genuine, truly authentic prophecy of salvation (cf. the end of Isaiah 6: its stump is a holy seed) of which someone like us can also get a little bit. On the other hand, I cannot agree with you on the interpretation of “Le silence … m’effraie”; that is how primal feelings of the person manifest themselves. But this means that I agree with you when you say, “… not only the purpose … of effecting an emotional upset.”246 Well, perhaps a note of this kind cannot be grasped on the basis of a purpose.

I must diverge from you in the interpretation of FEU.247 To my eyes, the capital letters indicate more clearly than an exclamation point that a conflagration is meant. This, to be sure, does not mean that the speaker is “surrounded by flames,” but it does mean, “Everything is aflame!”—thus, not a quiet glow but an enkindling of the whole being, an inflammation. This is exactly what, to my ears, the language of the Memorial is, sentence by sentence up to “séparé”!248 Only after this does the quiet glow come. Perhaps you wanted to say something similar, but it seems to be that “Glut” [glow] tends to lead away from the image of a conflagration.

Our hearts have preserved a living memory of our encounters with you and your dear wife (who evidently knows how to hate in Bavarian fashion, as does mine).249 May a reunion with you both be granted us!

589. Martin Buber to Leo Strauss
« Jerusalem, January 16, 1950 »

Dear Herr Strauss,

Our friend [Gershom] Scholem informed me that it was his impression, on the basis of a conversation with you, that you would not be disinclined to accept an appointment at our university. In the interest of this institution’s continued development in philosophicis, your coming here would be highly desirable. Now an opportunity is presenting itself, and I will tell you about it so that you may decide whether to consider an appointment of this type.

Since the summer term of 1938, I have been teaching social philosophy and general sociology here. At the end of the summer term of 1951, this chair (a full professorship) will become vacant through my retirement. Do you see any chance of your taking over this position?

I realize, of course, that the field of sociology, even in the aforementioned extended form and with a flexible interpretation of it, is not exactly in line with your research interests. But a man of your versatility and caliber can adapt himself to such a teaching situation and also modify the instructional substance and orientation of the subject, as I myself did many years ago. The ultraconservative elements here blocked my appointment in my Frankfurt field, general religious studies, and when I was offered my present chair, I had misgivings, for it did not quite seem to be in “my field.” At that time, it was Scholem who told me that I would be able to turn it into my field, and he proved to be right. I am sure it would be similar with you, though in a different direction. I believe you could, without deviating from the path of your work and ideas, teach social theory and history, and in your seminar deal with texts that have always been important and familiar to you. Then, too, in the adjacent field of political science, we lack a comprehensive course in the history of political doctrine (at present, philosophers and historians are helping us out, but this is just a makeshift arrangement, and if you came, it would be highly desirable for you to take over this course. We can see to it that your total number of teaching hours is not too large). Dr. Eisenstadt,250 a student of mine who at present is a tutor in sociology but in the near future will become a lecturer, and a capable and knowledgeable man particularly versed in modern methods, will relieve you of any duties that you do not care to perform yourself. A teacher will be provided for the so-called applied sociology.

Sociology has assumed a dominant position at this university, and it would undoubtedly maintain it if you took charge of it. The significant place this subject has occupied in the intellectual life of the new community during the past year is bound to be enhanced even further when the right person is in place.

I should add that I have not yet communicated on this matter with the academic authorities; before doing so, I should like to know what your attitude is in principle. But from my knowledge of conditions and views, I have no doubt that your appointment would go through.

Please let me know soon what you think of this.251

590. David Werner Senator to Martin Buber
« Jerusalem, February 13, 1950 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

Today I found on my desk your dear and amicable gift, which your inscription makes doubly valuable to me.

In a few days you will reach the age of seventy-two, and perhaps you have already done so. I still remember well the evening you spent at my home two years ago.252 Whether by accident or destiny, we were both privileged to live in close proximity to each other during that year—a serious and great experience that was sometimes rendered almost happy by you.

Thirty-six years ago our mutual friend Siegfried Lehmann253 made me a present of your Three Addresses on Judaism. I still have the book with his dedication and a quotation from Fichte about the connection of the love of one’s country with the “eternal and the divine” in the world.

What you have been, continue to be, and will always be to many of us, I might explain by referring to Blumenfeld’s254 approach and teaching style. In general, Blumenfeld certainly attracted “more” students and “adherents,” and probably “more easily” than you did. But his attitude was essentially a negative one, one of declaration and perhaps even of hatred—hatred of the beloved assimilation in all its iridescent hues, hatred of the supposed sterility of the despised ghetto.

Of all our teachers, only you were able to give us this synthesis of positive, cherishable Jewish values with the values of our environment and our youthful existence, a synthesis that gradually led us back to the Jewish substance and to what was—and, I hope, still is—the real, continually productive force of Zionism.

Thanks to a quite extraordinary synthesis within yourself, you were able to draw us to you and to educate us, to be a true leader of youth and a guide to us. I believe that this combination of a religious seeker and an artistic, effective man who has already found himself is vouchsafed to very few. Then as now, this concentrated energy powerfully gripped and influenced us.

591. Maurice Friedman to Martin Buber
« St. Louis, March 19, 1950 »

Dear Professor Buber:

I am sending you this letter through my mother. She is traveling in Israel and wants to see and talk to you, which I strongly urged her to do. My mother comes from a hasidic family in Lithuania, and though she left her family for America when she was thirteen, she has, I believe, retained something of the hasidic spirit. It is only thus that I can explain the tremendous attraction which Hasidism has had for me since I read your book, The Legends of the Baal-Shem, in 1944.

I was brought up as a Reform Jew, but Reform Judaism had little hold on me emotionally or intellectually. During high school and college my ideals centered around peace and social reform. After college I spent three years in work camps and units for conscientious objectors, and it was during this time that I realized the inadequacy of my social idealism. I discovered that although I wanted to help others, my own life had neither meaning nor wholeness. I became deeply interested in mysticism at this time, and through mysticism I found a belief in God and a meaning for my own life, but not a religious way of life that seemed right for me. The Vedanta appealed to me intellectually and Christianity emotionally, but I was not able to make either of these religions my own.

It was at that time that I read The Legends of the Baal-Shem and I and Thou. In the former I found a religious tradition with which I felt in the closest sympathy, even though I had no immediate links with it. In the latter I found a philosophy which expressed the meaning of life for me better than anything I had ever read. At the same time, through experiences in my personal life I came to the conviction that my own way must lie in action and community rather than in asceticism and contemplation. Despite my feeling for Hasidism, I felt that I could not honestly accept the rituals and observances of traditional Judaism. Yet I was told and I believed that I could not be a Hasid unless I became an observant Jew. I have since learned to read biblical Hebrew, though not fluently, and I have read a good deal about Judaism, Hasidism, and the Kabbalah. I have come to realize that I shall never be an observant Jew and also that I cannot revive the hasidic movement, though I can try to live a hasidic life. I wanted to learn Hebrew mainly that I might study Hasidism in the original texts, and I hope someday to do this; but I do not know whether I shall ever be in a position to make this my life work, as Gershom Scholem urged me to do when I talked to him last spring.

I have been greatly helped by reading your own attitude to the law as it is expressed in Herut and other of your writings. I have read all of your works except a number of journal articles that I could not get hold of, and I have been constantly amazed by the way in which your writings have spoken to my condition and fit my thought. Those works I most value in addition to I and Thou are your hasidic tales, the essays in Hasidism and Between Man and Man, your essay on “The Faith of Judaism,”255 and For the Sake of Heaven, which I consider one of the greatest novels that I have read. I might also mention Daniel, in part, and Events and Meetings,256 even though you have outgrown the former and possibly the latter.

I have done my work for my doctorate with the Committee on the History of Culture of the University of Chicago. My special fields of study have been the comparative history of religion, the history of Judaism, and the history of modern European culture, which were selected as background for a doctoral dissertation on your though. I have taken up your complete works in this dissertation, and I have centered my treatment of them in your attitude toward evil—broadly defined to include your religious philosophy, your philosophical anthropology, and your socialism. My dissertation is divided into four parts: the development of your thought up to I and Thou, I and Thou, a systematic treatment of the nature and contemporary manifestations of evil and the ways to the redemption of evil in those works written since I and Thou, and a comparison of the attitude toward evil in For the Sake of Heaven with Dostoevski’s attitude in The Brothers Karamazov (a novel which I find similar to your own in a number of respects). The whole comes to a little over 500 pages.

I have set your attitude toward evil in a typology ranging from the monist who regards evil as unreal to the dualist who regards it as absolute and independent. The middle position, in which I see your thought, is the recognition of the reality of evil coupled with the belief that evil is not absolute and can be redeemed. I have analyzed this attitude in terms of both your hasidic and your “I-Thou” philosophies, and I have tried to show the relation between the two. My main concern has been with the internal consistency of your thought rather than with its sources or similar trends in other thinkers.

My advisor and teacher in the history of religion has been Dr. Joachim Wach,257 who says that he talked with you when he was in Europe the summer before last and asks me to send you his best regards. Dr. Wach likes my dissertation and thinks it should be published. At his suggestion I talked to the editor of the University of Chicago Press, who seems interested in publishing it if he can find an English copublisher from among those who have published your works. If it is accepted for publication, I should be most grateful to you if you would read it. There is so much that I do not know about the influences on your thought that your comments on my manuscript would be invaluable.

I was very disappointed that you did not come to America last year, and I hope that you will come soon. I shall be very pleased if you are able to see my mother while she is in Jerusalem. Please give my regards to Dr. [Nathan] Rotenstreich,258 whom we enjoyed having with us in Chicago. I shall write you again when I find a publisher for my dissertation. I have felt so close to you as a thinker and a person that it would be a very great pleasure to me to hear from you if you could find time to write. I understand German if you prefer it.

592. Karl Heinrich Rengstorf to Martin Buber
« Kloster Loccum, May 5, 1950 »

My dear Colleague,

Your kind letter of April 26259 is still unanswered. You will understand my delay. Just as my inquiry and request to give a lecture here stirred and moved you, I am moved by your reply. Do I understand you? There can be no doubt of that. I share the anguish in your heart as you behold your former compatriots: there are people who no longer have a face.

And yet, and for this very reason, I venture to repeat my request and my invitation, even at the risk that this will make me disappear for a moment or forever in the faceless public that I have evoked for you. I venture it because I am struggling with all my heart and all my strength to help the people here regain their faces. I do so all the more because I know that the loss of a face is bound up with what has been done to you and yours. But this is why people here can regain their faces or find new ones only if they encounter you again. This is not a theory but based on experience. The effect of Dr. Leo Baeck’s and Dr. Alfred Wiener’s appearances of 1948 and 1950 respectively260 was and still is as surprising as it is hopeful. And if I now ask you to listen to my request once more, I do so only because I would like you to come to us with the help that you can bring in a special way.

The group you would address in Münster is, if I say so myself, not a faceless one. It may include many who are no longer or not yet certain of their faces, and there are also quite a few who are virtually waiting for a chance to look into your face so they can better find themselves again. Will you be angry with me if I ask whether I have made myself clear about what we have in mind in wanting to see and hear you?

That is all I want to write you today, though I feel impelled to let you know how I envisage service to those of our students and colleagues who are yearning to become well again. I make bold to hope, however, that no matter how painfully memories may now befall you, you will permit me to tell you something about that in my next letter. In any case, I would like you to know that my invitation to speak in Münster or to give the Franz Delitzsch Lectures for 1951 would also be issued in the name of the rector and the senate of the University of Münster.

Let me close for today by thanking you for the way in which you wrote me. This is one more occasion for me to think of you with profound and grateful respect.

593. Martin Buber to Maurice Friedman [original in English]
« Jerusalem, April 6, 1950 »

Dear Mr. Friedman,

What you write to me and even more what your mother told me about you and your life interests me very much, and I want to help you. I suggest you send me your dissertation; I will read it and send you my remarks. Another thing may prove more important yet. I want you to write down your life experience for me—not thoughts on life, but the tale itself. It must be done of course in utter frankness, but without any self-analysis. It will not be easy, but you must overcome the difficulties. I shall read it attentively; I shall not tell you about any impression of it, but the knowledge will show me what I may be able to do for you.

Some months ago I began to write a book on good and evil.261

594. Karl Heinrich Rengstorf to Martin Buber
« Kloster Loccunt, July 10, 1950 »

My dear Colleague,

Your letter of May 31262 greatly put me to shame, and it really is the reason for my long silence. I first had to cope with your response to my renewed request, and I simply was unable to do so. I understand you, of course; it would be bad if I did not. But what is meant by understanding? What can help in all these matters is not understanding but love. Therein reside the failings of the past as well as the roots of German guilt and the ultimate reasons why we have lost our faces. Man cannot live without love. Perhaps—nay, surely—that is why so many of us have died—not only the victims but also their murderers, even though they may still “live” under their old names or under new ones.

Now you write me that you are prepared to have a discussion with a small group of specially invited people. And now I really no longer dare ask you to do so, but I must tell you what I had in mind when I made my first and especially my second request. There are a few people in Münster, particularly among my students, who love you very much and would like to show you a bit of this love on the occasion of a visit and an encounter. Even if you cannot come, I want you to know this.

We hope finally to be able to move to Münster this winter. I have become dean of my institute, and the rector is trying his best to have me in residence here. If you really come to Germany this fall, you are cordially invited to be our guest, but you will be equally welcomed by some colleagues and students who have zealously studied your books for semesters and have many questions for you, but above all want to see your face and hear your voice. That is all I can say now. It is up to you to make something of it, and I will be content with whatever you care to do. All I ask is that you let me know your approximate itinerary so that I might possibly meet you halfway. Surely you will go to Frankfurt?

595. Martin Buber to Benjamin Joseph Morse
« Jerusalem, July 13, 1950 »

Dear Herr Morse,

Many thanks for your essay,263 which I read with special interest. It showed me some things about the “Ninth Elegy,” which I had hitherto read by the light of Sirius,264 in the new light of a nearby star. You are right in referring to the enduring difference. If I had to express the desire of things today, I would say something like this: They want us to encounter them entirely in the existing-between, and of the earth I would say that it wants to exist actively with us.

I am looking forward to reading your second essay as well. Such expressions are welcome occasions to concern oneself with one’s self strictly objectively, because one’s point of departure is the compared object.

My wish for you is a completely restored and lasting good health as well as its best gift, continuity.

I hope to be in England in late January and early February, and to see you then. Before that, I plan to spend several weeks in Germany. Your news about Kippenberg265 moved me and graphically recalled his fate for me. How did this happen to his son-in-law and his granddaughter? I would be grateful for more detailed information, especially since I had planned to visit him and discuss some things with him.

596. Martin Buber to Maurice Friedman [original in English]
« Jerusalem, August 4, 1950 »

Dear Mr. Friedman,

Your autobiography is just what I wanted it to be. You have acquired a good deal of inner, personal (I mean, not analytical) frankness and yours is a delightful gift of self-expression. What is not yet sufficiently developed is the power of seeing the others instead of feeling their relationship to you. As long as you do not see them more really, you will not be able to describe them, to make us see them. What you do about them is interesting, but for the sake of yourself only, not of them, and it should be for the sake of them too. True narration means coherent events between fully perceptible persons. Of course, I had asked you to tell me about yourself, and so you were not obliged to do more than that. But can you tell—that is to say: Do you know by your eyes—who Ellie is? I mentioned Ellie, because your girls are more perceptible than your boys. Your telling the “psychodramas”—and you should tell them indeed—will be a real tale only if we learn to know the actors, and even to know their eyes and the seeing of those eyes and even how those eyes were seeing you.

As to the dissertation, I have not yet received it. But I am not going to Amsterdam. I cannot leave my school for adult teachers before October, so I plan to go to Europe October 12.

P.S. I should also like to know: Why do all these aggressions arise sooner or later? What is, in the heart of reality, your own part in them? Is it a general or particular experience?

597. Martin Buber to Maurice Friedman [original in English]
« Jerusalem, August 20, 1950 »

Dear Mr. Friedman,

Your manuscript266 has reached me in the meantime, and I have read it with great interest. I think it a really important book. Its main merits are, as far as I see, the following:


1. You have done very well to concentrate your work around the problem of evil and its redemption, the central human problem indeed. So you have gained not only a “unifying center,” as you say (p. 47), but the best of all possible.

2. You have succeeded in giving a comprehending and systematic representation of my ideas and in showing their essential unity. This is, in spite of the many remarkable books and essays on the subject (I shall send you some additions to your bibliography—and that of Hans Kohn267—in this respect), the first successful attempt of this kind.

3. Notwithstanding your achieving the scope of a systematic representation, you have also, by a very careful comparing of earlier and later texts, given a reliable description of a development, not in a biographical form, as Kohn has done, but by tracing the way of a perception to its (not yet full) elucidation.



I think the book deserves indeed to be published and read. Very soon I shall send you my detailed remarks. […]

598. Martin Buber to Karl Heinrich Rengstorf
« Jerusalem, August 20, 1950 »

My dear Colleague,

Your letter of July 7 did not arrive here until August 16, delayed like a number of others from the same period.

If nothing interferes, I plan to spend December in Germany. I shall then be very glad to meet in Münster with you and the colleagues and students who are close to you. At such meetings, with which I increasingly replace lectures, it is my custom to answer every genuine question without any reservations. I would be very pleased if you could visit me in Heidelberg before that; I shall probably be there in early December, but I have no more exact information as yet. […]

It is as you say: man cannot live without love—not truly, not as a human being. But more then ever before, love seems to be grace today—felt and received by virtue of grace. Thank God I recognize it wherever I encounter it.

599. Maurice Friedman to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Columbus, Ohio, September 9, 1950 »

Dear Professor Buber,

Your letter about my autobiography arrived when I was involved in looking for an apartment and selecting texts for my autumn courses. As a result, I did not get a chance to answer it before I received your letter about my dissertation.

I was surprised to learn that you had not only received my manuscript but had already read it. I do not know if I can adequately communicate to you how happy your comments made me except perhaps to tell you that it was one of the two or three finest things that ever happened to me. Not only as the author with whom my study deals, but as a thinker and a person, you are the one whose opinion I value the most highly. My main motives in writing this study were my concern with the problem of evil and my desire to help other English-speaking people see the significance of your works. It makes me extremely happy to know that you feel that my manuscript is a really important book, that you share with me the belief in the central importance of the problem of evil, and that you feel that I have successfully portrayed the development of your thought. I am particularly pleased and surprised by your statement that my book is the first of many fine studies which has succeeded in systematizing your ideas and showing their essential unity.

I am very happy that you think that my book deserves to be published, and I appreciate your writing the University of Chicago Press for me, as a letter from them informs me that you have done.268 […]

I am glad that my autobiography was what you wanted it to be. I was much struck by your comments on “seeing others,” since my friend […] and I were discussing almost the same thing just before I left New York and returned to Columbus, where I found your letter waiting for me. [He] expressed the opinion that neither he nor I could ever successfully write a novel as long as we did not see things more concretely instead of confining our interest to things that happened inside of us—to emotions and ideas. [He] said that he thought that I had much improved in this respect over the last time I saw him three years ago, and I think that this is perhaps true. […]

600. Karl Thieme to Martin Buber
« Lörrach-Stetten, January 20, 1951 »

My dear Herr Buber,

Since receiving your last letter with your gracious acceptance for January 25 and your remark, which I understand so well, that you do not wish to be questioned “about political matters, the religious situation in Israel, and the like,” I have started reflecting about what we should make the main subject of discussion. Today—a bit late, but surely not too late—I have a clear idea, and I would like to write you about it by way of preparation.

In a few weeks it will be twenty-five years since the time you issued the first issue of Die Kreatur—“Spring 1926”—together with Viktor von Weizsäcker and Joseph Wittig, published by the same […] Lambert Schneider whose guest you are at present. It seems to me that our meeting in Frankfurt ought to commemorate this “jubilee,” and in the very special sense that the gentlemen of our Frankfurt Gesellschaft269 who are present should be permitted to discuss with you what form the work of this society for Christian-Jewish cooperation must take if it is to be considered a continuation of the tradition that was inaugurated by you and your fellow editors at that time.

For this reason, I intend to start by sending all the participants—you will receive a list of about ten names from Frankfurt—a copy of the beginning of the foreword you and the other editors wrote at that time. Then I would like to say a few words about the projected Frankfurt program, the general theme of which will be “Revealed Religion in Its Struggle with Modern Paganism.” The Catholic Walter Dirks270 has agreed to speak about “Flight into Intoxication”; he will be followed by Rabbi Dr. Weinberg271 speaking on “Sacred Sobriety as Revealed Faith”; and finally the Protestant clergyman Dr. Böhme,272 who works with young people in Frankfurt, will have as his subject “The Others Are to Blame!” (He might be replaced by Niemöller,273 the president of the Protestant churches.) We would like to take this opportunity to shed some light on the question, together with you, of the extent to which this theme reveals a front that is correct and common to all of us. I personally feel that it does. (I was led to it by the antithesis between the religion of the people of Israel and the ecstatic-orgiastic rituals of the Canaanites.)

Beyond this, a retrospective look at Die Kreatur may provide material for further discussion. The three men who got together in those days were surely pioneers, each in his own community and all of them in the vanguard. Our societies are making an attempt to appeal for understanding of the separated and yet united brethren from other nations, making this appeal, so to speak, right down to the center of their own “exiled nation.” In the nature of things, and considering the simultaneous will of people to hold on to their entire positive heritage, this is very difficult and sometimes seems like a Sisyphean task, but it also means a step forward that could become very important for the future.

These are a few considerations that I presume you are prepared to allow to serve as a point of departure for our discussion. From this viewpoint, would it be possible for you to ask […] Lambert Schneider and Professor Viktor von Weizsäcker in our name to come to Frankfurt for that evening? […]

601. Joachim Jeremias to Martin Buber
« Göttingen, February 17, 1951 »

My dear Colleague,

A conversation with my colleague Erich Weniger274 and memories of the warmth with which my late uncle Alfred Jeremias275 spoke of you encourage me to send you a word of thanks. For twenty-five years I have been occupied with the afterhistory of Isaiah 53, and recently, after several years of work with the sources, I completed the article “Child of God” for the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament.276 It was a great joy for me to find, before completing my work, a substantial confirmation of my results in your contribution to the Van der Leeuw festschrift277 and to be able to make repeated references to your work. I feel impelled to give you my heartfelt thanks for all the stimulation I have received from you.

I could not dare to express my thanks to you if I did not add that the monstrous capital crime my people has committed against Israel weighs on me as a heavy burden every day. The fact that I, since 1933 a member of the Confessing Church, escaped the death that threatened me because of my attitude only by a miracle inexplicable to me to this day does not change this. All I can do is to express that I bear this burden.

602. Martin Buber to Karl Heinrich Rengstorf
« Jerusalem, April 22, 1951 »

Dear Colleague,

Thank you for your good words. Rome, the first and the last true rest on this journey, did us a lot of good, but Jerusalem, with all its inner conflicts and its enormous demands, is even better for us. I have learned a great deal, in Germany and elsewhere, and, God willing, there will be results. […]

603. Baruch Litvin to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« With God’s help! Tuesday, weekly Scriptural portion Kedoshim, 1950/51 [May 2, 1951; Leviticus 19:17f.] “Love your neighbor as yourself” “You shall not hate your kinsman in your heart” “Reprove your neighbor” »

Shalom!

This letter is coming to you from Mr. Litvin, an American Jew who traveled several thousand miles to visit Eretz Yisrael in a special way, and it was one of Mr. Litvin’s dreams to see his rabbi and teacher Martin Buber. Therefore, thanks for the two and a quarter hours during which he was permitted to sit at his rabbi’s feet. The reason I am writing this letter is as follows: while traveling through the places of our Holy Land for more than twenty weeks, I quoted Martin Buber every day in my conversations with all kinds of groups. When I met with young people, I quoted your “Prejudices of Youth”;278 when the subject was education, I quoted Martin Buber on adult education. But whether on the street or in a café, among the intellectuals of Jerusalem or Tel Aviv, in Tiberias or Safed, in a kibbutz of Mapai, Mapam, or Hapoel ha-Mizrachi—nowhere did I hear a kind word about Martin Buber, and that surprised me greatly. I tried everything to find out why people were so unsympathetic and even unfriendly, and although I received answers like “He married a goy,” “He lived in the Arab quarter among goyim,” “He belongs to an organization that concerns itself with Arab problems,” I was not able to get to the bottom of the matter. Then I had a conversation with you; you were very friendly, and everything would have been wonderful, but … When I faced you across the desk, the picture behind you with the cross or tzailim,279 as the Ukrainian Jews say, cut into every fiber of my body and soul, and since then I have had no peace. I went to the university, for it might have been a picture of the place where you teach, but on the roof 280 I found a figure rather than a cross. In any case, I sincerely hope you will answer my question as to why there is a cross in your room when we all know what the goyim have done to us in the name of the cross.

604. Martin Buber to Baruch Litvin [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, May 3, 1951 »

Dear Mr. Litvin,

I am prepared to give you the desired information.

There are four pictures hanging on the walls of my study, one of ancient Jerusalem and three of seventeenth-century Christian Rome. Their interrelation and the reason they matter to me are because of their particular symbolic significance. I have even written about it.281 The picture you have in mind282 represents the quarter of the Roman ghetto in which there are three old Roman temples that had been converted into churches. The cross on the churches is part of the historical and symbolic reality. I personally believe in the decisive future of Jerusalem to the world. But I harbor no resentment against the goyim. I seek to tell you and the world the truth about Judaism and Christianity, as I did in my last book.283 You quoted correctly: “Do set your friend right,” and I try to do precisely that, only I do not hate them,284 despite everything that, as you say, they inflicted on us. […]

605. Martin Buber to Hans Carossa
« Jerusalem, July 6, 1951 »

Dear Herr Carossa,

I have read your book,285 for which I am grateful to you, with particular attention—not only with that attentiveness of enjoyment with which I read all your books, each time with a fresh awareness of what it is like and how important it is for life to be truly narrated (which happens seldom enough!), but with the very special attentiveness with which one receives an elucidation that concerns one directly. None of my German friends had given this to me, and in the case of two of them I cannot rid myself of the feeling that keeping silent was partly to blame for their deaths. You know what I mean, but that is not all it is; it is not merely the inner history of a dozen years. It is at the same time an important contribution to the understanding of the fate of the spirit in our time. The spirit is vanquished; the fate of the spirit in our time is called vanquishment—not failure, as the philosophers say with a bit too much pathos, but vanquishment. And why is it vanquished? Our times, to be sure, only expose something that we have always known in some measure. Again and again through history, we have seen darkness close in and not light. After all, the power of baseness286 does not come only from below. And what is at work here is not something evil about the spirit but actually something good, though it is not something passionately good. What about the passionate quality of the good? Is it to be found only outside public life, which for that very reason is left to the mercy of the other passion, the merciless one? Your book does not speak of any of this; it only shows, it only narrates—but genuine narration is almost a redemption.

Your book has also made a profound impression on my wife, and she will give you a report herself.

The hours in Rittsteig are preserved in our hearts.

606. Martin Buber to Manfred Seidler
« Jerusalem, August 10, 1951 »

My dear Herr Seidler,

Your letter, which I found upon my return from a trip abroad, captivated me with its nonliterary seriousness.287 I only regret our inability to have a discussion about the subject, for a conversation would probably offer a better chance to clarify it. Since that is impossible, I would first of all like to refer you to what I wrote about Kafka in my book Two Types of Faith.288 The passage from Isaiah 45:15 which I quote there is of basic importance for your purpose. The peoples liberated by God address him both as the God who conceals himself (not as deus absconditus) and as the savior. Since then, I have written some supplements to Eclipse of God, and I hope to make these available to you in time, including an existential analysis of the 82d Psalm289 that deals with the unjust hegemony of the intermediate beings (Kafka’s theme), as well as with the judgment over them that has been expected and experienced as a vision. This psalm—so I say at the end—contains “what has entered into the view of Kafka as the man of our time.” The Job section in my book The Prophetic Faith290 also contains some pertinent material. That Kafka’s presentiment nevertheless is in the realm of that call for a “savior” is clearly evidenced by passages from his diary, such as those I cite in Two Types of Faith291—but even more clearly by the passage first cited by Brod292 (in From Unknown Writings: A Gift of Celebration to Martin Buber on His 50th Birthday). There it says that even if it were expressly declared that the captivity should never cease, this could be “a necessary prerequisite for the final liberation.” Does this not correspond to the prayer of the multitudes freed from captivity?

Incidentally, you quote my letter about Kafka, which Brod prints there, in English. What is the source of the English text, with which I had not been acquainted? The translation is not entirely accurate, though it is surely as accurate as it can be. Since this is an important matter, I shall give the passages here. I speak of the meaning “that proves to be totally uncongenial to us and yet is something that faces us and penetrates all that effluvium and at the last, right moment reaches and occupies the innermost chambers of our heart.”293 We know, thank God, that this is what happened to Kafka himself. But this is the background for understanding what I say before the above passage and what you quote: “The meaningless has been installed as the executor of meaning, and that is what we have to deal with here, to the very last moment.”

This is a reference to the essential points, to the extent that I can give one. I shall gladly try to answer any further questions you may have.

607. Manfred Seidler to Martin Buber
« Honnef/Rhein, September 26, 1951 »

My dear Professor Buber,

Please do not regard my tardy expression of thanks, coming as late as it does, as less than it may seem. […]

The subject of my modest work on Kafka has remained literary, of course. But even this way I can manage no genuine access without the truly great reservation of your dictum about the meaningless that has been installed as the executor of meaning.

Without knowing and acknowledging the writer’s own hope I would surely not have succeeded in finding behind all “revocations” of his writings a meaningful figure in his novel that lets The Trial in all truth be a trial of our categories and “motivations,” as Kafka terms it. I was not trying to provide yet another interpretation. Perhaps Kafka attempted to achieve through his writing an understanding of the world, which—out of fear of the restrictive, falsifying naming of powerful, oppressive things—is bound to face the limitless possibilities of reality with trepidation. It may be that Kafka wants to destroy any customary interpretation as a deceptive safeguard in order to push himself and us into the impassability of a reality whose limits or substance are not and cannot be known. Thus, my analysis was a preliminary work designed to keep me from taking off on interpretative flights so that I may delve into Kafka’s writings more deeply. Perhaps I shall someday manage to find other and more important things in Kafka. I shall try. […] The English quotation of your words is from the translation of an essay by Egon Vietta, “The Fundamental Revolution.”294 […]

608. Bruno Snell to Martin Buber
« Hamburg, December 7, 1951 »

My dear Professor Buber,

It is my great honor and pleasure to inform you that the prize committee of the Hanseatic Johann Wolfgang von Goethe Prize, which the University of Hamburg last year began to award on an annual basis, has unanimously decided to bestow upon you the above-named prize for 1951 in the amount of 10,000 marks.

The Hanseatic Johann Wolfgang von Goethe Prize was endowed by a Hamburg merchant family that wishes to remain anonymous for annual bestowal by the University of Hamburg, “for the promotion of supranational thinking and humanitarian endeavors in the spirit of Goethe.” […]

Last year Professor Dr. Carl Jacob Burckhardt295 received this prize in Versailles.

By bestowing this prize upon you, the University of Hamburg and the prize committee wish to honor your great scholarly achievements and above all your activities in the spirit of genuine humanitarianism. Both bodies honor in you exemplary cultural activities in the service of mutual understanding among men and the preservation and continuation of a great intellectual tradition.

You are cordially requested to give us the joyful honor and pleasure of accepting the prize and coming to Hamburg for the festive presentation by our university, preferably in February of 1952. We should like to invite particularly the students of Hamburg to this celebration, and we should be pleased if you consented to address them on this occasion.

609. Martin Buber to Bruno Snell
« New York, December 22, 1951 »

Most esteemed Herr Rektor,

Your letter was forwarded to me here.

I gratefully accept the honor of the Hanseatic Johann Wolfgang von Goethe Prize. I should like to regard it as one of the signs, still rare at present, of a new humanitarianism arising from the antihuman chaos of our time. Unlike the old kind, this humanitarianism will be able to prove itself adequately not in the great vision of individuals, particularly scholars and philosophers, but only in the struggle of every nation with itself. Its most complete manifestation seems to me to lie in demonstrations like this one by the University of Hamburg—demonstrations that are a kind of suprapersonal, almost institutional avowal. Permit me, therefore, to welcome them the way one welcomes a symbol.

To my regret, it will not be possible for me to accept your invitation to come to Hamburg this winter. I have committed myself to giving two seminars next term, beginning in January, at the University of Judaism in Los Angeles, which was founded by the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York, and an interruption of this activity, which is intended to be quite intensive, would be quite unfeasible. I hope, however, that I shall have an opportunity at some future date to express my thanks orally as well.

610. Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy to Martin Buber
« Norwich, Vermont, December 25, 1951 »

Dear Friend,

The gift of your Two Types of Faith has arrived. Many thanks. My real response to it has already appeared in “Jewish Anti-Semites” in the Frankfurter Hefte of this year.296 In this article, I show the three types of faith that still remain after the disappearance of the “isms.” That the third one remains incognito in its actualization does not alter the fact that it carries the other two. Your principal Christian witnesses may be Christians in their soul, but in their thinking they are merely Greeks—above all [Albert] Schweitzer and [Rudolf] Bultmann. The anti-Pauline passion condemns all of theology to remain a theology of laws, i.e., to offer merely a subsequent safeguard and to be too late for the life of faith. If Jesus had not had to come forty years before the fall of Jerusalem and Moses had not had to die before entering Canaan, the Law and Paul would not have been necessary. In both, faith is neither pistis nor emunah297 but creative sacrifice, an intellectual rebirth from the love of neighbor.

I now understand so well that my Breath of the Spirit298 cannot appear to you as a unified book, though it is that in a virtually rigorous sense. But I will not go into this. The way things are, I can rejoice at your effectiveness, but you are bound to view mine as split in two, and then it seems unnecessary and wrongheaded. Thus, I will only call your book a milestone. It obliges the Christians to decide whether they can and want to endure their Greek, cosmological, second type of faith for even a second. I hope it does the job.

Another thing became clear to me: why the French are bound to appear as particularly unfruitful to you. They have been saying (and not just since 1918), “La guerre, ce sont nos pères.”299 You do not exactly turn the tables on them, but your book does reflect the humility of “La guerre, ce sont nos fils.”300 But the only aim of the third type of faith is to do away with this sentence, as demanded by the conclusion of Malachi. Why? To gain time! So let us march together and strike separately.

611. Karl Heinrich Rengstorf to Martin Buber
« Münster, January 5, 1952 »

My dear Colleague,

I have just read in the [London] Jewish Chronicle your statement as to why you have accepted the Goethe Prize of the University of Hamburg. I would like to thank you most cordially for these words, in my name as well as on behalf of my friends and associates. You shame, gladden, and encourage us at the same time! We worried a bit about how you would behave, but we were confident that you would find words of help in any case. What you did is not merely another good service to peace; it is more, and part of what, according to Rabban Simeon ben Gamliel,301 preserves the existence of the world. May He who is truth, judgment, and peace call upon you to continue to support a work that is, in the final analysis, His work!

612. Manfred Seidler to Martin Buber
« Honnef, January 16, 1952 »

My dear Professor Buber,

I spent a very long time reading the shortest of your books that I could find, and as I read a fresh little bit every day, I wanted to write you the sentence that I later found as the last one in Two Types of Faith.302

I am a Catholic and had experienced Kafka as a person who in his writings knew how to say more than he and all of us understood. Because I saw in him a latter-day Job who was able to achieve detachment from his friends but no longer found the God who is always in the right in his Creation, I had written to you, my dear Professor Buber, and then found “Catholicism”303 in your Kingship of God and later, more pronouncedly, in Two Types of Faith, because I began to understand Judaism, the faith of the people as God’s people, for the first time. Earlier, I had always viewed Kafka as someone who knew how to take the present-day unreality of God’s people upon himself. Then I felt entitled to make a judgment—I who, perhaps unlike Brunner304 and many Jesuits (the most secure phalanx of apologetic Catholicism), have always believed, before all else, in “a new heaven and a new earth” [Isaiah 65:17], the loved, nurtured, preserved, and always newly delivered earth which God will enter in his kingly reign. (For me, Christ is God’s son, of course—the greatest deed of love of the merciful God for his Creation, which must not be lost because of the obdurateness of the creatures; I am sure you will understand me.)

Will you permit me, my dear Professor Buber, to preface my further questions about Kafka from my smaller and greater Kafka projects with my personal thanks for your work?

I have now made a so-called structural analysis of Kafka’s Trial; it is like a sober “technical” work, to guard against any interpretative rage. I made the following partial result my attitude toward Kafka: like “On Parables,”305 The Trial is formally a negative reductio ad absolutum: our inability to know is a gain as long as we do not resist. Joseph K. loses his last, private, very own space of the “court,” whose expansion has simply absorbed the novel over ever wider circles of the formerly secure realm of the bank clerk and destroyed it heedlessly and powerfully. I believe I have since learned to understand your words about the meaningless that has been installed as the executor of meaning, and I have made them my guideline, for I believe I can find their “principle” in every Kafka sentence down to individual speech movements, though earlier I was not able to name any meaningful formulation of this phenomenon.

The Castle remains to be analyzed. Thus far, it seems to me as though two things, which basically are only one, have happened here: the certitude of The Trial has been lost; the approach to the same formulation takes longer and longer. Most chapters no longer achieve the “revocations” of The Trial. This is why The Castle is the lesser novel (as a work of art) and a greater achievement as the mastering of the primal problem. The Castle seems to me more resolved, more “redeemed,” transcending Kafka, upsetting and absorbing him, finally keeping him from the epilogue of The Trial after a countless number of attempts, for which each chapter is a testimony preserved only by chance. Is it perhaps because it was suddenly possible to skip over the intermediate stages? Thus far, this is only an impression based almost exclusively on an observation of the much more tortured approach—now no longer to the meaningful answer but to the end of the trial; and that is not attained and would never have been (probably despite Max Brod’s oral communications). Do I have a right to sense that in the so-called darkest stories (“The Burrow,”306 The Castle) Kafka has simply been vanquished by God—entirely in consonance with the all-pervasive reversal or revocation of all that Kafka undertakes?

I believe I can sense that, after “The Judgment,”307 there began a redoubled effort against Job’s shelteredness; the suffering of people for the sake of God was evidently no longer to be attained out of defiance(?); and the prevention of this definitive evidence of the opposite of Job—[is] the end of life, which had hitherto been only a “hesitation before birth.”

I understand your insight into Kafka (from Two Types of Faith), but it still leaves me alone with this question of mine about the difference between the two novels. […]

613. Martin Buber to Albert Camus [original in French]
« [Draft with no place or date; before February 22, 1952] »

Dear Sir and Colleague,

Your book The Rebel308 seems to me to be of such importance for human life at this hour that I should like to recommend to Mosad Bialik, the national publishing house of Israel, of whose board of directors I am a member, that it be translated into Hebrew. Would you kindly tell me how you feel about this matter?

There is only one phrase in this book that I find unjust, but it does bother me exceptionally. It is on page 370 where you speak of the “ciel implacable”309 of the Old Testament. That is absolutely incorrect. The divine words “I dwell on high, in holiness; yet with the contrite and the lowly in spirit” (Isaiah 57:15) are not an exception; they are the very substance of this world.

614. Albert Camus to Martin Buber [original in French]
« Paris, February 22, 1952 »

Sir:

Madame Strassova310 has given me your letter, for which I thank you cordially. I had read your I and Thou with great admiration and profit, and I had not hoped, or expected, to receive a positive reaction from you; it pleases and honors me. I readily admit that the sentence that gave you pause deserves numerous nuances, and I would have no objection to its being modified. That is the drawback of enterprises that presume to sum up what cannot be summed up. But my main effort was directed at emphasizing the basic idea, even at the risk of obscurities and injustices. At any rate, I shall gratefully accept any critique that points these injustices out to me and permits me to rectify them.

As regards the publication you propose to me, it goes without saying that I would be pleased with it. […]

615. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, March 10, 1952 »

Dear Professor Buber,

[…] I can understand that you give manuscripts to other publishers as well, even though it always hurts me a bit. For I really believe that since 1925 I have been as lovingly and faithfully committed to the author Buber as any publisher could have been. I did so with tenacious energy even in the Schocken period, for you know how difficult Salman Schocken can be.

And Storm of Gnats311 is going to appear, too, though this publication will be difficult for me, for I know that the book will have a great deal of resistance to overcome. This has nothing to do with its quality. But my immediate support of anti-Nazi and philo-Semitic writings after the war—a matter dear to my heart—does not create a public for me. People here do not like to read about all the things that have happened, they do not like to think of guilt and restitution, and I am made keenly aware of this.

Perhaps you will consider this a bit when you think of my difficult situation as a publisher. Life is easier for a Catholic, Protestant, or other kind of publisher. This is the way it has been and will continue to be—but once one has published Die Kreatur, one cannot very well slip into a skin that is recognizable to all.

616. Maurice Friedman to Martin Buber [original in English]
« New York, April 28, 1952 »

Dear Professor Buber,

It is hard to believe that you are really gone, that I shall not be able to go down to the Hotel Marcy and find you there at the door of Room 701 showing me into your room to talk with you. I shall always be profoundly grateful that my personal “direction” so coincided with yours that I was in New York during the year of your visit.

I hope that you and Mrs. Buber found the journey [home] pleasant and that you were able to rest quietly after the great fatigue of your visit here. It often made [my wife] Eugenia and me unhappy to see how hard you had to work and how tired you became. Yet you did a great deal for a great many people while you were here—not just lectures but in person. You gave of yourself to an unbelievable extent, and this is sure to bear fruit in the lives and thoughts of those with whom you came in contact, as it has in Eugenia and myself. I only feel bad that I so often made demands of you when you were tired and lost my sense of the present in my anxious awareness of the short time you would be here. […]

I have just finished rereading (this time in English) Images of Good and Evil. I am again deeply impressed by it—by its profundity and simplicity, by its combination of the wisdom of myths and the wisdom of personal experience, by its breadth and inclusiveness, and most of all by the importance which it will have for my life and the lives of others. I do not know of anyone who has ever dealt with good and evil with the same clarity and penetration, and this is to me particularly significant since in this book you have made explicit that which I was combing all your writings for hints of. I shall never cease to marvel at the way each new work of yours says something really new and yet stays within the unity of your thought. […]

617. Mitchell Bedford to Martin Buber
« Los Angeles, October 6, 1952 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

With this letter I would like to introduce myself and request a very special favor. My name is Mitchell Bedford. I am completing my third year in the School of Religion at USC.312 This year I have as part of my responsibilities the writing of a thesis. The topic that I have chosen is to contrast and compare the writings, teachings, and biographies of Søren Kierkegaard and one Martin Buber. Before making my request, it is only fair to warn you that my interest and vocational preparations are in the field of religious psychology.

I first became interested in Kierkegaard two years ago. The height of my study came last fall when I wrote a term paper in which I developed a new theory as to the nature of his melancholy—his “thorn in the flesh” [2 Corinthians 12:7].

Last spring I read I and Thou several times. From this starting point I investigated your work further and eventually wrote a term paper on the Hasidim. My professor doubted that you had stayed within the bounds of historical accuracy in your book dealing with this subject,313 but as a result of my research I have validated as much as possible the material you used. I think that you are a great man and have much to offer the world. […]

Recently I read a little in your novel For the Sake of Heaven. I was interested in your emphasis on the seriousness of melancholy over one’s sin. Of course Kierkegaard was a past master at being in the melancholic state. Undoubtedly he even enjoyed it. This is what initiated in me a desire to compare your teachings with his, and this study will of necessity include a biographical comparison.

Therefore I plead with you for a description of your early home life, with special consideration of your reactions toward your mother. I believe that Kierkegaard’s mother played an important role in his life even though he never mentions her in any of his writings—remember he also said that he would never mention his “thorn in the flesh.” Likewise I would appreciate any help other than this biographical sketch and your written works I have access to. What do you think of Kierkegaard?

I plan to contrast Individualism and Democracy, Kierkegaard’s “wholly other” leanings with the “I-Thou,” the negative attitude of the self with your more positive approach, as well as your family backgrounds.

I shall compare some ethical considerations as well as your treatment (implied) of reason.

It is also possible that I will include a section showing how each man has been used by Carl Rogers314 to give [a] philosophical basis to his client-centered therapy.

I thank you sincerely for whatever consideration you might give me.315

618. Martin Buber to Mitchell Bedford [original in English]
« Jerusalem, December 26, 1952 »

Dear Mr. Bedford,

I am not in the least offended316—I rather like you and your (somewhat blinded) insistence, and your (somewhat simplifying) enthusiasm, and I think I would like them not less if I were not their subject. But I want you to understand (you are able to) what I shall tell you now:


1. I do not like at all to deal with my person as a “subject,” and I do not think myself at all obliged to do it. I am not interested in the world being interested in my person. I want to influence the world, but I do not want it to feel itself influenced by “Me.” I am, if I may say so, commissioned to show men some realities, and I try to do it as adequately as possible. To reflect on why I have been commissioned or on why in the course of my life I have become more apt to show what I have to show, and so on, has not only no attraction for me but even no sense. There are men who want to explain themselves to the world; Kierkegaard did; I do not. I do not even want to explain myself to myself.

2. In order to see what a writer (or a “speaker”) has to show you, there is no need to know about his personal qualities or his personal life, no need to know about them more than what his sayings, his words themselves tell you. It is not true that you would be better endowed to take what Shakespeare is ready to give you if you knew more about his biography, or better endowed to take what Homer is eager to give you if you knew anything about his—or to receive Plato’s gifts better if he had written you a letter on his private experiences instead of writing the Seventh Epistle317 about his adventures in expression and materialization of the spirit.

3. Harris is, nevertheless, right [in] saying that “the life of a philosopher is always of interest because of the light it throws on the development of his thought.”318 But what is meant here by “the life of a philosopher”? Speaking of Plato: if we knew what in his infancy he felt about his parents, would it help us to grasp the development of his thought as the fact of his meeting a man called Socrates or even the fact of his meeting a man called Dion helps us to grasp it? More than that: if we knew his father and his mother, it would help us more than if we knew the infant’s subconscious attitude to them. “Real life is meeting.”319

4. You believe in psychoanalysis as the means to detect essential and hidden truth; I do not. You think you get by it the revelation of psychic depths; I think you get by it only a certain adaptation of the psychic process taken as a given object (which it never is). You want to reach behind lived actuality; I want to seize [this actuality] itself. And you ask me to serve what I cannot acknowledge!



619. Martin Buber to Kurt M. Singer
« Jerusalem, February 1, 1953 »

Dear Friend,

Thank you for your letter, which pleased us greatly. All is still present with us, nothing is preserved in a museum memory, everything is symphonic presence, and you are also there and will remain to the very last; but when your voice appears, everything is confirmed anew. And what you tell me about your grandfather320 becomes part of it in a strangely novel way. After all, according to tradition, a man who produces reconciliation and thereby shalom, wholeness (“peace”), is a participant in the work of Creation in a special sense.

In the meantime, we were in the United States for six months; I gave nearly seventy lectures from coast to coast, at universities and theological seminaries of various denominations, and mostly with an effectiveness that surprised even me. I had the greatest effect on young people, who often were quite different from what I had imagined. My lectures on religion and philosophy have been collected in a volume (Eclipse of God) whose British edition will soon be sent to you (to be followed by the German one). The lectures with Jewish content have already appeared in German (At the Turning),321 and by now you have probably received this volume. In late May we want to go to Europe, where I shall speak at the University of Hamburg (my thanks for the Goethe Prize), among other places, and from there we shall go to Aberdeen, where I am to receive the Knox Cap of the honorary degree of doctor divinitatis.322

We have both been ill since our return from America, which is unusual for us. Only now do we seem to be recovering, and I am able to work again. We are very worried about Eva’s husband, Ludwig Strauss, whose angina pectoris has become serious in recent months. Please note that, however difficult this may be, you have to imagine Eva as a grandmother, albeit one that still looks almost girlish. She has two grandchildren and Rafael has three—all girls, except for Barbara’s second child. Thus, together with the hard fate and the enchanting little joys, all this may be called something like a clan.[…]

620. Hermann Maas to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, February 3, 1953 »

My dear Professor Buber,

Since you will be celebrating your birthday in a few days, permit me to express my heartfelt good wishes. I can do so only by thanking you for everything you have given me in my life.

When I run my eyes over my library, I see a long row of your works, and each of these works is connected with a wealth of experiences and stimuli. It was with a rather small book that you first spoke to my heart; its title is I and Thou. And the melody that pervades this work has at bottom somehow resounded through all your books. If I may name two of the books published in recent years, they are For the Sake of Heaven and Two Types of Faith. I specify the last-named because with this book you have completely and definitively drawn me over into your intellectual world and your faith. I have read and thought about this book over and over again, and each time I penetrated more deeply into a world of faith that is also my own.

And thus I not only thank you for all you have given me, but I thank the eternal God for giving you to us as a wise and holy man. When I say “holy,” I mean a man who makes it easier to believe in God in days of affliction, doubt, and anxiety.

May God preserve you for us, for your family, and for your people in perfect health for many more years!

621. Gertrud Luckner to Martin Buber
« Freiburg im Breisgau, February 4, 1953 »

My dear Professor Buber,

My most cordial wishes for your seventy-fifth birthday on February 8 go out to you in gratitude—for your further blessed existence and work and health for you and yours!

I have just returned from one of my trips, which have become frequent since my journey to Israel and on which I report about Israel with the help of photographs. Again and again, people ask about you, and “the breath of your spirit may be felt.”323 In a few days I shall send you Within Thy Gates, Jerusalem,324 a small book of Jewish legends recently reissued by Eugen Salzer.

Within the framework of the studium generale325 of the local university, we now have during the current second semester a seminar on problems of Judaism; it is the seminar with the greatest enrollment. Perhaps we shall succeed in establishing a chair for Jewish philosophy of religion here!

How we need the old assets in the growing intellectual chaos, and how curative they would be for us!

I recently met with the former Catholic clergymen at Dachau. They were very open-minded and evinced a desire to learn a great deal about Israel and to have a Jewish-Christian dialogue (without missionary motives!). I wonder whether, in connection with intellectual restitution, the federal government, which is interested in our Freiburger Rundbrief,326 might be instrumental in facilitating a trip to Israel for this group. Would this be acceptable to Israel and feasible as early as the spring of 1954?

When I left Israel, the Ministry of Religion (Dr. Vardi)327 told me that clergymen who had no connection of any kind with National Socialism would be welcome to visit the holy places in Israel. But is the atmosphere already such that a group of clergymen would be acceptable?

My thoughts are often in Zion, and on February 8 my wishes will go out to you in a special way!

622. Shmuel Yosef Agnon to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, February 1953 »

My Master and Friend,

Once the emperor came to a town in Galicia, and the whole town turned out to receive him and to say the blessing one recites upon seeing royalty: “[Blessed be thou, eternal one, our God] who hast imparted of his glory [unto flesh and blood].” As the people ran along, they caught sight of an elementary-school teacher who kept hidden in his house and did not come out to welcome the emperor. When the people asked him why he did not go to see the emperor, he replied: “I am ashamed before him, for I have not paid the taxes I owe him.”

This is my situation. Everyone is running to congratulate you on your birthday, and I am hiding in my house because I am ashamed to face you—for I still have not paid my debt, namely, the book Servants of the Name328 that I was planning to dedicate to you, and I have not even been able to send you the little story from the tales of the Baal Shem Tov, “Three Oaths,”329 which I had printed in honor of your seventieth birthday.

With what should I bless you, then? How does a person know which blessing works? But may he who is exalted above all blessings come and bless you with those benedictions from the fount of blessings of which all your great and good works have made you worthy.

623. Martin Buber to Shmuel Yosef Agnon [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, March 1, 1953 »

My Friend S. Y. Agnon,

You have gladdened my heart with your excellent words—your anecdote as well as your good wishes, for in these days men are hungry for some true joy. Too bad that we have not seen each other for a long time; I hope we shall meet soon. […]

624. Martin Buber to Maurice Friedman [original in English]
« Jerusalem, March 27, 1954 »

Dear Maurice,

I feel somewhat better and want to answer your question concerning ritual, etc. The main difficulty is that I cannot see such a question independently from personal existence. For one, I know that I try to do what I experience [that] I am ordered to do; but how can I make this into a general rule about ritual being right or wrong and so on? I open my heart to the Law330 to such an extent that if I feel a commandment being addressed to me, I feel myself bound to do it as far as I am addressed—for instance, I cannot live on Sabbath as on other days. My spiritual and physical attitude is changed, but I have no impulse at all to observe the minutiae of the halakhah about what work is allowed and what not. At certain moments, some of them rather regular, some others just occurring, I am in need of prayer and then I pray, alone of course, and say what I want to say, sometimes without words at all, and sometimes a remembered verse helps me in an extraordinary situation; but there have been days when I felt myself compelled to enter into the prayer of a community, and so I did it. This is my way of life, and one may call it religious anarchy if he likes. Now how could I make it into a general rule, valid for instance for you! I cannot say anything but. Put yourself in relation [to the eternal Thou] as you can and when you can; do your best to persevere in relation, and do not be afraid!

625. Martin Buber to Nahum N. Glatzer
« Jerusalem, April 12, 1953 »

Dear Dr. Glatzer,

I find your Rosenzweig book331 equally excellent in the choice of material and its arrangement. The task of giving the good readers over there an authentic picture of the man, his path, and his work could not have been accomplished any better.

The only thing that disturbed me in reading the book was that you have included so much of the critique of Emil Cohn.332 Some of it (p. 249) does not speak to today’s reader as much as it did then, and, in an anthology like this one, it seems too “strong.”

I have most emphatically recommended the book to Mosad Bialik, and I have reason to believe that the firm will publish it. However, Gordon333 regards it as very important that you undertake the translation into Hebrew yourself. As a matter of fact, it is very difficult to find translators for this kind of prose here. The very few who might qualify are overworked and thus cannot in the foreseeable future discharge the obligations they have already incurred. Courses for translators have been started, but it will be a while before something comes of them.

626. Martin Buber to Eva Strauss
« [August 1953] »

Dear Evchen, Since the news came this morning,334 I felt a few times as if Ludwig’s image/soul were walking beside me for minutes on end, and just now, before I picked up this sheet of writing paper, it seemed to be standing next to me—each time without paying any attention to me, but without any strangeness. But it was not Ludwig whom I saw at parting and have had in mind since then, nor an earlier Ludwig, and yet he was not shadowy or indistinct. I mean, it was the completed image, his figure in its completion, such as a person can probably achieve only on a path that takes him through even the greatest suffering. And it seems to me that the calm of his last days had something to do with this in a way that no survivor can understand. It seems to me that the great weakness of the expiring earthly creature was only the visible part of it, with the invisible part the all-conquering presentiment of reaching completion.

May God console and bless you and your sons!

627. David Werner Senator to Martin Buber
« [Zurich] August 28, 1953 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

About ten days ago I was visited by Albert and Kaethe Baer335 at Sonn-Matt in Lucerne, the sanatorium in which I was spending my vacation, and they brought me greetings from Ludwig and Eva [Strauss]. The following morning I received a letter from Siegfried Lehmann with the news of Ludwig’s death. With Ludwig, I lost one of the persons closest to me; after the death of Rivka336 a few months ago, this was a fresh, heavy blow, not made any easier by the fact that it was to be expected. I have lost a man and a friend who for me, and I know not only for me, meant the incarnation of nobility and tenderness coupled with a very manly courage that others often did not recognize. The wonderful years of the end of the war and the hopes of our youth will be connected with you, Ludwig, and Siegfried for the rest of my life. If the world around us grows ever lonelier, if death and “life”—with its wearing down of many who “accommodate” and “adapt” themselves—leave us fewer and fewer people, the memory of this period and the companions and friends, both dead and alive, will remain for me as the true and great part of my life to the end. […]

628. Martin Buber to Louis Massignon [original in French]
« St. Märgen, September 13, 1953 »

My Colleague and dear Friend,

Forgive me for writing you only a few words today in response to your letter, which told me a great deal. Rest has been prescribed for me, but I cannot rest in view of this letter, in which you address me in the name of dead persons.

I have no disciples in Paris.

Yom Kippur this year comes on September 19. If you like, I shall fast with you for Israel and its adversaries, joining the two together in my fasting and my prayers, and begging their common Father to forgive them for their misdeeds—I would almost dare to say, for their common misdeeds. As always, I shall start with myself, the only person whose every bad thing I know, and then I shall plead for my people and also its neighbors, united with it by their common task and common guilt, the guilt of having failed to recognize, and still failing to recognize, the task entrusted to them. May the Merciful One listen to your prayer as well as to mine, as if they were a single prayer for the unfortunate people of Adam.

629. Albert Dann to Martin Buber
« West Hoathly, October 10, 1953 »

Most esteemed Herr Professor,

We recently received from a friend in Germany a newspaper article entitled “The Highlight of the Frankfurt Book Fair: Martin Buber’s Speech in St. Paul’s Church:”337

The author describes the overwhelming impression made upon him by your personality as well as the noble-mindedness reflected by your speech to the assembly.

The reason you gave for your readiness to accept the honors bestowed upon you in Hamburg and in St. Paul’s is very convincing and very noble. Your statement that you have no hatred in your heart, but that you want to exert your influence to establish communication with young people who have been led astray, should gladden everyone who can survey the terrible recent years.

I would very much like to have the complete text of your speech. It would be good to print thousands of copies of it and to urge the statesmen of the world to take it to heart.

The fact that you spoke such world-uniting words precisely in St. Paul’s Church of Frankfurt put me in a particularly festive mood, since more than a hundred years ago my grandfather, Rabbi Dr. Leopold Stein,338 may have spoken similar words there, urging peace as the chairman of an assembly of rabbis. I was gratified to read your entry in our guest book, which has accompanied us here on our wanderings via Palestine-Israel. It reads “Chasidut means being kindly disposed toward one another. M.B., February 20, 1930.”339 […]

630. Olympia von Weizsäcker to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, December 8, 1953 »

My dear Herr Buber,

A letter from me can never be a substitute for a letter from my husband. But until such time as he finds the right moment for a reply, accept thanks from me for your letter.

Don’t you think that the feeling of having done many things wrong is appropriate to our age? This feeling need not result in pessimism; rather, there springs from it an unending readiness to change and the hope to be released from a feeling of failure by death.

631. Martin Buber to Olympia von Weizsäcker
« Jerusalem, December 16, 1953 »

My dear Frau von Weizsäcker,

Your letter has been lying before me for a while and I am reflecting on what actually is involved there. In my own experience, every one of us who does not evade his self is full of memories of things he has done wrong, and at the same time none of us is sufficiently aware of how he has done so. One gets a sense of it at times, but one does not properly experience it; it is even easy to misunderstand it in oneself. Probably the best thing that can happen to one during such self-searching is a realization of what can now be done right, in the next hour; and if one acts upon it, this may even be offered as “ransom.” The question as to whether and how people can help one another in this area seems even more difficult to me. So that you, dear Frau von Weizsäcker, may understand me properly, I shall have to confess that I believe in such human help—in fact, that I accord it no other boundaries but those on which the helper wounds himself, and surely these are good wounds. Well then, I believe that people can help one another even in the area we are talking about—though not “in general.” That is, no one can tell his friend how he has done things wrong, but sometimes he can tell him where he has made a mistake in a certain matter, in a certain situation, in some place or at some time. It seems to me that the secret of the intellectual duel lies in the fact that two people sometimes find themselves on two different sides of the same situation. Then, for as long as both are alive, one can help the other to determine each other’s share of right and wrong in the shared situation.

This, dear lady, is the entire result of my reflections on the subject of your letter.

632. Emil Brunner to Martin Buber
« Tokyo, December 20, 1953 »

My dear Herr Buber,

The mailman just handed me the beautiful Manesse volume of your essays,340 sent “at the author’s request.” Thank you kindly for thinking of me and for the precious gift. Among the relatively few books that I have brought here are all your books, to the extent that I own them. I frequently have occasion to refer to them, since I am teaching not theology in the real sense here but “Christian ethics and philosophy.” I have accepted an appointment at ICU341 because it seemed to me that I could spend my last productive years more fruitfully at the missionary front than at home. The decision was not easy, but I have no doubt that it was the right one. I greet you cordially from the other end of the continent of Asia and shall always remain close to you in grateful friendship.

633. Martin Buber to Lambert Schneider
« Jerusalem, December 24, 1953 »

Dear Herr Schneider,

The review of Storm of Gnats342 in the Heidelberger Tagblatt, as well as news from Waltraut343 that “it” has “in the meantime been bruited about” in Heppenheim, has not exactly had a beneficial effect on the two of us. After all, the brief foreword said quite unmistakably that a German small town and not any specific place was meant, and the book itself exemplifies this to such an extent that, for example, a female reader from Silesia was able to tell us that she recognized in it several types from her little hometown. The specific Heppenheim elements were merely window dressing. The reviewer’s wrong-headedness is evidenced by his emphatic identification of Dr. Wismar with M.B., whereas all the two have in common is the fact that both are Jews and both burn the midnight oil at their desks. It is very regrettable that a book that, in accordance with the author’s and the publisher’s intention, ought to be received as the literary work that it is should now be a defenseless object of philistine amusement as a supposed chronique scandaleuse. Who is the author of that review, and what do you suppose his source was?

634. Martin Buber to Lambert Schneider
« Jerusalem, December 27, 1953 »

Dear Herr Schneider,

Your intention of proposing Carl Burckhardt for the 1954 Peace Prize344 has my complete sympathy, and I am fully prepared to lend you my support. Burckhardt is one of the few genuine Europeans of great stature in our time, which means that he is someone for whom Europe is not just an idea but the soil in which his existence is rooted. His relationship to the cause of peace is free from any abstract political elements; what he represents is an altogether vibrant peace. And finally, he is an author of great quality. I really know of nothing in his disfavor.

635. Martin Buber to Albert Dann
« Jerusalem, December 27, 1953 »

My dear Herr Dann,

I have been granted a break for the first time since my return from Europe, and recently I found in a pile of unanswered letters the one from you which genuinely pleased me when I received it, particularly because of what you told me about your grandfather and the rabbis’ assembly. You see, the world Jewish press, from America to Israel, severely reproached me for having spoken in a “church.”

By way of thanking you for your letter, I am sending you (by regular mail) the text of my speech, which you requested.

636. Fritz Kaufmann to Martin Buber
« Buffalo, January 2, 1954 »

Dear Martin Buber (may I address you thus?),

During the last month of a fateful year, three of your books were sent to me at your behest. I believe I know, and I feel with profound gratitude, what that means, what that is intended to mean. It seemed to me as though you were looking me in the eye as only you can today and as though your hand were gently touching mine in order to let me feel that I am not alone.

I am not. True, much has been taken from me, but much has also been given to me. A great deal was buried with my wife; but even if it sometimes seemed to me that I was condemned to suffering, I also experienced its blessing. After all, chosenness for suffering is probably also chosenness through it, and one cannot be had without the other. We know this from the fate of our people and experience it in ourselves.

More than ever before, life is livable for me only in communication. Practice in this, conversation in spirit and with the spirits of our exalted ancestors constitutes the consolatio philosophiae.345 Beyond this, I, a man without merit, have been vouchsafed the good fortune and the grace of being close to a few of the best persons of our time. During the Christmas vacation, I spent a weekend with Leo Baeck. And I have been privileged to spend a large part of the remaining time in your realm, thanks to you, without being separated from my own work.

The fruitfulness of your creativity is not measured exclusively, or even largely, by the mounting yield in books, though it too commands admiration, especially if one watches you bind into the harvest wreath of your life not only the fruits of past years but also entirely new ones that have ripened in the tempests of these times—a wreath that, as it were, grows round all by itself.

The yield of the books is more important, though it remains Empfindungs-realität, to use Yorck von Wartenburg’s term.346 It lies in the way you fulfill your task—a dialogic philosophy that is dialogic life. I will say nothing about one dimension of this task, the vertical one. The other is that between man and man, the way you do justice to man, the way you see men in their basic orientation and place them in this basic direction. (Which, to be sure, also includes, via definitionis, the other orientation, that of homo Dei.)

This task, then, is a dual one: 1) to fulfill the demands of men, including your demands of yourself, and 2) to make men perceive the demands that are made of them in their hour. No one will be able to do justice to the former at all times, in equal measure, and in pure fashion. The extent to which you are able to do so is nothing short of astonishing. I experienced this, e.g., in Herrlingen347 and also repeatedly on myself. But I will now confine myself to your writings, and in particular to those of more recent date. Here I see a growth in human wisdom—not only in weighing and balancing; it is less a matter of the wisdom of the golden mean than of the power and presence of mind not to get lost in any one-sided formulation, but already to see another thing when you say one thing. And it is, above all, a matter of your readiness to listen to another person and deal with him on the highest level attainable to him. In this, you did not immediately succeed with Kafka, for instance, and not entirely with Simone Weil.348 But it is there in what you say about Kafka in Two Types of Faith; it is there in the noble way in which you concern yourself with Heidegger349 instead of trying—like Löwith350 Karl Löwith (1897–1973), philosopher specializing in a philosophy of history that was close to existentialism.—to “see through his game” (which is not intended to deny these dubious dodges). And it is, above all, there in the grandeur of your presentation of Pauline Christianity in Two Types of Faith, which I found somewhat difficult of access a year ago; now I have just finished reading the last sections with admiration and profound emotion. I owe to you also my reading of the Ezra apocrypha, with which I had not been acquainted.

With profound emotion, because I comprehended it only now as an expression of your struggle for the soul of the Jewish people while the outward battles were still raging around you, around Jerusalem. This is the other demand that is involved—for a person of integrity—and that places him in the line of the prophets and the martyrs. I at least sense how much hardship is caused for you by this righteousness with which you call to account your people and the movement to which you have belonged.351 And I believe it is precisely because you are so demanding of us that your students in Heidelberg352 felt (as Löwith assured me) that you had the authority to demand an accounting of them. If that is so, then these lectures have fulfilled a function despite all attacks. More than that: they are part of the fulfillment of the task of your life, which you regard as the task of man. They fulfill an indispensable duty and, against all internal and external resistance, actualize the primal fact of communication.

For this reason, I should like to continue the dialogue between Christianity and Judaism—in my own way and despite Jacob Taubes’s353 counsel against it—in a new discussion of the relationship between [the Hebrew] ehye asher ehye and [the Latin] sum qui sum.354 I could, of course, add only a word to what you and Rosenzweig have published. But who would want to have the last word here? After all, you are constantly evolving. And I cannot let John grant me the right to Judaism or (as Taubes does) let Paul prescribe the Jewish Law for me.

The continuation of this dialogue is a historical process, and one that gives meaning to history. In view of the God who lets himself be found (in it!)—and not only by those who seek him but, according to Isaiah 65, also by those who do not, Jews as well as non-Jews. Rosenzweig himself, I suppose, later no longer spoke, or was able to speak, of the “curse of history,” though he did maintain the Jewish antihistoricism in the completion of the prayer year. But it seems to me that this antihistoricism is in as much need of revision as the latest “back to nature” of Karl Löwith’s weariness of history. Don’t you think that this would be quite compatible with the kind of criticism of world history that you engage in?

I must close this overlong letter, which I wanted to write you by way of thanks but which may now have become a burden. […] I append a very sympathetic question about Ludwig Strauss, one that hovers between hope and anxiety.

637. Martin Buber to Karl Thieme
« Jerusalem, February 16, 1954 »

My dear Herr Thieme,

In general, questions about “influence” are not particularly consequential, but the history of the reinstitution of the dialogic principle for our times, something that has been accomplished in several intellectual enterprises independent of one another, is so important that I believe I should call your attention to the following facts (in connection with your statement in NZN,355 which has been sent to me):

Rosenzweig’s personal life has had a great influence upon me; his teachings have not. Besides, as Rosenzweig himself attests in his Letters (p. 462), I became acquainted with his teachings after I had publicly presented the ideas of my book I and Thou, which was published shortly afterward, at the Freies Jüdisches Lehrhaus in Frankfurt am Main.356 The first written version of I and Thou goes back to the fall of 1919 (see the statement at the end of the first edition, p. 104). To be sure, the book was completely rewritten in the spring of 1922. While I was working on the third (and last) part, a Viennese friend sent me the June 1920 issue of Der Brenner, and with a happy shock that I have never forgotten I read the first sentence of [Ferdinand] Ebner’s “On the Word and Becoming Human.”357 Soon thereafter, the same friend sent me The Word and the Spiritual Realities. By that time I had reached the penultimate chapter of my book.

In my preface to Writings on the Dialogical Principle, a book currently on press, I give a general survey of the intellectual movement that gave rise to all this and many other things.358

638. Manfred Seidler to Martin Buber
« Honnef/Rhein, February 23, 1954 »

My dear Professor Buber,

It cannot be an adequate token of my gratitude if I send you my dissertation359 at this late date, such a long time after the completion of my investigation of Kafka’s work. I may do so only if you permit me to acknowledge thereby that, without you, I would not have understood truths in Kafka. At bottom, all I did was to retrieve your insights and rediscover them in a critical literary analysis. I would be very proud if I really have succeeded in doing so.

It is another and more important fact that my way to Kafka and my encounter with his and our distress let me encounter you. When my work on Kafka’s fiction came to an—outward—end, there began my concern with the primordial experience of shelteredness in the ignorance of HIM who is more than everything because we do not know HIM. And this was the real start of my dialogue with you, my dear Professor Buber. It is not appropriate for me to ask you for answers (the regional rabbi of Baden360 has often helped me). The opportunities to hear you lecture are all too few, but my wife and I can find your answers—and your questions—in communion with your books. You will understand that this opportunity to thank you very simply is extremely welcome to me.

639. Martin Buber to Karl Thieme
« Jerusalem, March 22, 1954 »

My dear Herr Thieme,

Thank you for sending me your article about my interpretation of the Bible.361 It made me notice more than before how well you combine a great (sit venia verbo, an indispensable) righteousness with an equally great theological resoluteness. Unfortunately, this is a rather rare phenomenon. I certainly do not view apocalypticism “disparagingly,” and I hope I shall be able to demonstrate this. In your characterization of my “distinctly Jewish profession [of faith]” you forget the essential sanctification of the people, to which I adhere unswervingly. Incidentally, if I were a Christian, I could not go along with [Rudolf] Bultmann, and I would certainly not want to have my Judaism demythologized.

640. Martin Buber to Fritz Kaufmann
« Jerusalem, April 9, 1954 »

Dear Fritz Kaufmann,

I was ill for a long time, and so this is my first chance to thank you for your letter,362 which was important to me when I received it and, as another reading has shown, has remained just as important to me.

We have taken everything personal—the very hard things and the consolatory ones—into our hearts and carry them there. We too have become familiar with death. In August, Ludwig Strauss left us, passing away so gently that we cannot know how his soul perceived it.

I am looking forward to your contribution to the dialogue between Judaism and Christianity. What you say about Taubes’s deliberate, downright capricious attempt to exacerbate the situation seems absolutely correct to me. As for me, I certainly was not trying to characterize Simone Weil, but in this context, that of the historically great and suprahistorical paradox of the sanctification of a people, I could not do justice to her—she was too profoundly mistaken about what was involved between Judaism and Christianity. And though I would have preferred to do so, I cannot take her by the hand and lead her where one gets to see this.

I agree with what you say about the problem of history. To stand up to history—today more than ever before, everything must begin with that. I believe that in a new edition of my Writings on the Dialogical Principle, which you will presumably receive by this summer, you will be interested in the afterword, which contains my response to [Karl] Jaspers and Karl Barth in particular.

Will you and Renate363 perhaps go to Europe this summer? We shall be there from July to November.

641. Martin Buber to Kurt Blumenfeld
« Jerusalem, May 28, 1954 »

Dear Kurt Blumenfeld,

I am a bit under the weather; struggling against the chamsin364 has exhausted me, and thus I do not know whether I shall be able to visit you tomorrow.365 But I should like to be present, and that is why I am writing you.

You have always meant something special to me as one of the few who saved the honor of “soul-wooing” speech at a time that saw, or heard, every effort being made to discredit it. But then, at a late stage, you entered my world as the human being that you are, and ever since then you have been part of it and a living presence to me. We are bound together by many things—not least a common sorrowful experience, but, even more than that, by a common secret pact with a generation perhaps yet unborn that will again care about more than merely existing. All the good wishes that we are sending you are headed by this one: may this perspective of the future always be preserved for you like a horizon whose clear distance gladdens our hearts as we bend over the balustrade of a terrace in the evening.

642. Fritz Kaufmann to Martin Buber
« Buffalo, June 6, 1954 »

My dear Martin Buber,

During the drudgery of the last weeks of this academic year, I always saved my letter to you—both of you—for an hour of quiet concentration that was intended to repeat in spirit our conversation on an evening last May. But now this does not work out for me. This week I have to fly to California for a philosophy workshop, and on the brink of complete exhaustion I have to prepare and make up many things that all the pressure has caused me to miss.

Thus, these lines are too weak to be regarded as a sign of life; they will only speak a few gentle words to you on the passing of Ludwig Strauss, which struck you in the same month in which my wife’s death struck me.

Ludwig Strauss and I met only once—in Stuttgart, where he was working in the Hölderlin Archives. Salman Schocken brought us together. It was a contact with such human nobility that I have never forgotten it. From that time on, I felt close to his poems—not least in Israel, for whose miracles of color he had prepared me: the pulp of the soil under the orange leaves, the grazing of the sun on the walls of Jerusalem, the blue silence of the night toward which the pale earth lifts itself. I don’t know what his fate was later on—I mean, before his illness—whether he remained privileged to carry the “image and … commandment” of the dream through the reality that rose from this dream and so often betrayed it. But no matter what fulfillments or denials he experienced, I believe I can feel that he was a man who fulfilled himself because, understanding and praising, he saw the Law shine forth even in distractions and disruptions. I wanted to tell you that I join you in remembering him, and that both of us, Renate and I, accompany you on your European trip with our best wishes.

In the fall, Renate will go to Columbia University to be trained as a librarian and then take a doctorate. But behind that, Israel keeps gleaming for her. I don’t know how I myself will see things through and manage. The philosophy business is keeping me busy, but the bliss of contemplative work has not yet become entirely alien to me. I am enclosing a few small side products. A review of Przywara’s Humanitas: Man of Yesterday and Tomorrow,366 which also constitutes my reply to it (to the extent that I have the authority to give one), will shortly appear in the Philosophische Rundschau. Other writings are on press or soon will be. This is the conversation that I carry on in a loneliness that besets me ever more chillingly and that even Renate cannot banish. “It is from one man to another that the heavenly bread of self-being is passed”367—and with a primordial confirmation of being that comes “from one man to another,” part of this self-being is always lost. Hadesh yamenu kekedem368 cannot mean a restauratio ad integrum.369 But there still is creative renewal from the origin—as of yore, though no longer as copiously and beautifully.

643. Hans Blüher to Martin Buber
« Berlin-Hermsdorf, December 20, 1954 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

I feel impelled to clear the air between us before the year is over. I recently heard from a man in our Eastern Zone that defamatory posters against you have been affixed to the walls of Jerusalem by an Israeli SS (is there such a thing?). Then, on the occasion of your eighty-fifth [seventy-fifth] birthday, a local periodical printed something about “The Lonely Man in Israel,” etc. Well, can this be? I thought you were a celebrated prophet there, for whom everyone makes way when he appears. I also thought that if one tackles the Jewish question, one should reach up rather than down and that the contrasts appear all the more markedly on a higher level. This is what I did, and this is, e.g., the source of my criticism of Gundelfinger370 for “ruining the German language.”371 As you may know, I later voluntarily withdrew that criticism.

I find that viewpoint completely untenable if it is transferred to the general human realm. I would find it ludicrous if I were to throw my relationships with Herr Heuss372 or another CDU373 chieftain and my relationship with you into the same pot. And this is how it is everywhere. My relationship with you is important; those with others are not. We proceed from different points of view. You: “Everything that is good about Christianity is Jewish.” I: “Everything that is good about Judaism is Christian.” Well and good. But beyond this, there remains the only important thing, one that I did not see earlier. I simply believed somewhat in “race.” And now I ask you: Do you want to abandon your perception of me? I have no doubt about it. We must see how we shall get on.

This is the situation in this country: all Jews are protected as natural assets. But at the same time they are shaking and quaking that “it might start up again.” Considering the behavior of the restitution type—that is, a secularized part of Jewry—I regard this fear as not wholly unfounded. Once it starts up again, there will be no stopping it. Prudence cannot be expected in this situation, and there has to be a whipping boy. You cannot imagine the intellectual confusion that prevails here. However, this is not what occasions this letter, but only my desire to remain in touch with you, and I hope I shall not have to anticipate a refusal in this regard.

644. Martin Buber to Hans Blüher [draft]
« [Jerusalem] January 19, 1955 »

Dear Herr Blüher,

I cannot turn a deaf ear to an initiative like yours, especially since I have never felt any animosity toward you, and I welcome the resumption of contact between us that you proposed.

Now, a few more or less important points in order to clear the air.

That man from your Eastern Zone was misinformed. We have no SS or anything of the sort here; at the time of the uprising against England, we had terrorist groups, but none later, and the erstwhile terrorists have formed a parliamentary party. No posters attacking me have ever been affixed; the rumor is evidently based on the fact that before one of my lectures a few superpatriotic students distributed handbills at the entrance to the university in which they excoriated my overly conciliatory attitude toward Arabs and Germans.

I certainly do not feel “lonely” here; I have sufficient friends and students. But I am unpopular, and that can hardly be otherwise with an unadapted person such as I was in my youth and have remained in my old age (nota bene: the birthday you mention was not, as you write, the eighty-fifth, but happily only the seventy-fifth). This is what “larger circles” hold against me most: firstly, that I have since 1917 most vigorously championed cooperation with the Arabs—until 1947 in the form of a binational state, and since Israel’s victory over the seven aggressor states in the form of a Middle Eastern federation of nations—and that I have been in the forefront of actions toward that end. Second, that (as you surely know from my widely reprinted speech in St. Paul’s Church)374 I have with scarcely less vigor resisted, and shall continue to resist, the notion of lumping the German people together with the murderous rabble of the death-chamber organization. Whether Jews or Germans are involved, I shall always oppose the idea of identifying a people with its scum, which any people acknowledges, and must acknowledge, as its own. Generalization seems to me to be the primary injustice, not only concerning the fictions of “race” (on which I am pleased to note we now agree), but also concerning the realities of the nations.

Just one more reference today. Regarding my view of the relationship between Judaism and Christianity, you quote (inaccurately; I did not say “good” but “creative”) a statement I made in 1909. In the interest of a genuine mutual understanding, I would suggest that, in place of such an immature formulation, you gain a picture of my view of that relationship from my book […] of 1950.375 If you do not have it, I shall be glad to have it sent to you.

645. Martin Buber to Kurt M. Singer
« Jerusalem, July 22, 1955 »

Dear Friend,

Your letter did me good, and I am answering it immediately because it indicated that, contrary to my assumption, a very sad piece of news had not reached you: Ludwig Strauss died in 1953 while we were in Europe.376 He suffered greatly toward the end, and Eva did wonderful things for him. […]

646. Martin Buber to Lambert Schneider
« Jerusalem, July 23, 1955 »

Dear Lambert Schneider,

I participate most sympathetically in your mourning. I scarcely knew my mother, and perhaps that is why I know in a special way what it means to a person to lose his mother. Besides, I am always directly concerned with what death deals to my friends. Thus, let the words of comfort that come from my heart go to your heart in this spirit.

My wife, who was very fond of your mother, joins me in this.

647. Kurt M. Singer to Martin Buber
« Sydney, August 16, 1955 »

My dear Friend,

The news of Ludwig Strauss’s death moves me. I have often thought back on the quiet, buoyant evening when we met in Hamburg for the first and last time. He seemed to me to be fashioned of such pure poetic material, traversing this earth so defenselessly, that I am almost surprised he was able to endure this existence for so long. Please assure Eva of my sympathetic participation in her pain, and kindly let me know if any of his writings are published posthumously. […]

648. Martin Buber to Ewald Wasmuth
« Jerusalem, December 30, 1955 »

Dear Herr Wasmuth,

Thanks for the little book;377 it is very much worth reading and very instructive. But where do I say “explicitly” that God is the Messiah (p. 135)? The “Messiah,” the “anointed one,” i.e., the one with a sacramental charge, is the “vicar” of the coming kingdom, more correctly the vicar of the king in the “kingdom” which, after all, does not coincide with the infinite realm of God. Hence, according to the Jewish faith and to mine, he is not identical with God. In The Prophetic Faith, Two Types of Faith, and elsewhere, I explicitly said a number of things about this.

Incidentally, I based a recently completed essay, which, God willing, will constitute my next European lecture,378 on a sentence of Heraclitus, and your references to him have touched me in a particular way.379

649. Martin Buber to Rudolf Kayser
« Jerusalem, January 28, 1956 »

Dear Dr. Kayser,

Your letter, based on such loyal remembrance of our mutual friend,380 was strangely moving, coming as it did after I had read Loerke’s Diaries.381 There really is something documentary about the last of this book, the documentation of an exposedness that increased right up to the end. I view O.L. [Oskar Loerke] as the straggler in that great soaring of the German spirit that has vanished.

Of Einstein, I think often and from the bottom of my heart. Despite the infrequency of our personal contacts, I felt at that time as though I too had lost a support.

650. Nahum N. Glatzer to Martin Buber
« Watertown, February 7, 1956 »

Dear Professor Buber,

I thank you kindly for the copy of Prophecy: Its Beginning and End, which was sent to me at your behest. Two wonderful essays!382 In reading the last pages, an old doubt arose in me again: whether IV Ezra383 is typical of Jewish apocalypticism as a whole. Next to this passive orientation, there is within apocalypticism a very active, revolutionary, optimistic one (not only in K. Marx). But—you mean something quite definite.

Tomorrow is your birthday. I think of you in old loyalty and wish you all the best; may you be preserved for us for a long time to come.

P.S. I have completed a little book about Hillel and his age.384 The next one will be a presentation of Zunz, using hitherto unpublished letters.385

651. Rudolf Kayser to Martin Buber
« Watertown, February 15, 1956 »

Dear Dr. Buber,

Many cordial thanks for your very kind and true words!

Death is taking a terrible toll among my friends. Now Max Strauss,386 too, has passed over into eternal silence. Even though he had been plagued by disease for years, I had never given him up as lost. I last spoke with him in December in New York, and I had no idea that this would be a farewell forever. Yesterday we had a memorial service for Ludwig Lewisohn387 at the university. He was very close to me with his cordial intellectuality and good collegiality.

Father Einstein gave me a very enthusiastic account of your visit to Princeton.388 He felt so close to you and admired you so much that seeing you again gave him great joy. Every time I visit his sister-in-law Margot, I feel that the house has lost its focus, and not just the house but all of us who were privileged to live with him. […]

652. Martin Buber to Nahum N. Glatzer
« Jerusalem, February 21, 1956 »

Dear Dr. Glatzer,

Thank you for your good letter. The problem of apocalypticism that you touch upon is so close to me that I would like to ask you to tell me what books you have in mind when you speak of the “revolutionary, optimistic” orientation. I am concerned with this simple question: Where has there remained anything substantial of the prophetic proclamation of a future, and thus a real alternative, that is still determinable, that we can participate in determining?

You know all the things that are connected with this question.

I am anxious to see your Hillel. We have a long way to go before we shall have paid our debt to this man.

653. Nahum N. Glatzer to Martin Buber
« Brandeis University, March 4, 1956 »

Dear Professor Buber,

Many thanks for your letter. Regarding Jewish eschatology, I was thinking of Sefer Eliahu, Sefer Zerubbabel, and Nistarot de R. Shimon.389 These are not great writings, but they do merit serious consideration. Unlike IV Ezra, the apocalyptists here live in the expectation of a radical turn that will take place in the historical events of this world. The victory of Rome and the fall of Jerusalem are not final. In the Nistarot, the turn is expected of Islam, which will break Rome’s power. After the wars at the end of time, Israel will return to its historical position in Zion. The prophetic turn surely is not central, but the action of the person who has stood the test does matter; his cause is victorious—in the bright light of history.

654. Leslie H. Farber to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Washington, March 13, 1956 »

Dear Professor Buber,

As the chairman of the faculty of the Washington School of Psychiatry, it is my great privilege to invite you to give the fourth William Alanson White Lectures this coming winter, the exact time to be arranged at your own convenience. We would like three or four formal lectures from you, scattered over a three-week period. Also, we would wish the opportunity to meet with you more informally in small seminar groups over the same period. The honorarium for the lectures—in addition to all traveling expenses for you and your wife to and from Washington, D.C.—would be somewhere between $1000 and $2000, the exact amount depending somewhat on whether the foundation could have publication rights to the lectures you would give. I have asked my friend, Maurice Friedman, to take this question up with you.

As to subject matter, we would of course be interested in any papers you would wish to present from your developing philosophical anthropology. Recently, I was most stimulated to read “Distance and Relation” in a small English journal.390 You should know that we are rather an eclectic group with no strong allegiance to any particular psychological system, and exist outside the orthodox psychoanalytic organization. I mention this so that you may know we would be receptive to any critique you may have written or wish to write on Freud’s theories. In a letter to me, Maurice Friedman391 suggested you had been working on a criticism of Freud’s unconscious, as well as his dream theory, which would interest us very much.

The school began about twenty years ago at the instigation of Harry Stack Sullivan,392 who was generally regarded—even by his opponents—as the most gifted student in this country of schizophrenia and its treatment. Although he had some Freudian background, early in his career he turned to a sociological view of mental disorder—similar in many respects to that of George Herbert Mead,393 with whom he had some contact during his early years in Chicago. It was Sullivan who insisted that psychiatry be described as the study and treatment of “interpersonal relations.” In case you have a chance to look at his writings, I should say that there is an unpleasant discrepancy between his theories and his practice. Unfortunately, writing was difficult for him; he was above all a talker. And when he wrote, he was overcome by a pomposity and pendantry, coming both from awkwardness and his compulsion to give his theories “scientific” respectability. Essentially he was a self-educated man, with some scientific background. But he was naive in philosophy, theology, and the arts. And when he was driven to systematize his ideas, he turned to the theories of modern physics, which only served to widen the split between his private and public selves. Despite this, he was an inspiring teacher with an almost exquisite capacity for relationship. Moreover, he was a man of remarkable courage, willing to oppose the Freudians on all public occasions. Until his death a few years ago, he worked hard to make the Washington School of Psychiatry into an interdisciplinary organization, to be peopled by all the professions concerned with human relations.

Of my own background, I am a psychoanalyst by profession. I had the usual orthodox psychoanalytic training with a Freudian group, later working with Sullivan. It was during World War II that I first ran across a reference to your own writings and managed to get a copy of I and Thou from Scotland. I shall not labor the influence this book had on both my life and work, because this will be apparent in the paper “Martin Buber and Psychiatry,”394 which I am sending to you (in fairly rough draft) along with this invitation. I read the paper the other night as part of a public lecture series, sponsored jointly by the school and a local Seminar on Religion and Psychiatry. The discussants of my paper were Maurice Friedman and Reuel Howe,395 a professor of pastoral theology at the Episcopalian Seminary in Alexandria, Virginia.

If there is anything more you wish to know of our group or its publications, please let me know. Meanwhile, I eagerly await your reply to our invitation.

655. Martin Buber to Leslie H. Farber [original in English]
« Jerusalem, April 1, 1956 »

Dear Dr. Farber,

I thank you for your invitation and your very interesting paper. I was rather surprised by the great spiritual freedom underlying it. We need now, in psychology and elsewhere, a phase of real freedom. I was impressed by what you say, in the paper and in the letter, about Sullivan; obviously nothing was lacking but just that freedom.

I should like to give—next winter, in January, I think—as you suggest, three or four lectures for your public and to do some seminar work with small groups. I am thinking of devoting a part of the lectures to anthropological problems (as that in “Distance and Relation”) and the rest to a critical revision of some psychological terms. The ultimate question should be: What can anthropology, as I understand it, give psychology?

Of course, I should like to know somewhat more about what your group has done and has published till now. It will help me to see the particular problems that are involved here. […]


656. Leslie H. Farber to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Washington, April 9, 1956 »

Dear Professor Buber,

I am delighted that you will give the William Alanson White Lectures in January 1957. […]

Perhaps I can tell you a bit more about our group. The William Alanson White Foundation is the parent organization of the Washington School of Psychiatry and the journal Psychiatry, both of which have been in existence since 1939. William Alanson White,396 whose name the foundation took, was for many years the superintendent of St. Elizabeth’s Hospital in Washington—one of the oldest and most humane psychiatric institutions in this country. White had been one of Sullivan’s teachers and moreover was esteemed by psychiatrists of all theoretical persuasions. So much for the bare structure. What would distinguish our group from other psychiatric or psychoanalytic groups would be our continuing concern with the treatment of schizophrenia. Though most of us have been trained in psychoanalysis, Freud’s theories of the narcissistic nature of schizophrenia were of little use to us. We learned early that it was often possible to have rather intense relations with schizophrenics, but these relations—as I indicated in my paper—were easily fragmented, the consequence being a growing preoccupation with our own failures in sustaining these relations. I shall send you a number of reprints, many of which will have to do with what is usually called “countertransference” in Freudian circles.

In the middle thirties Frieda Fromm-Reichmann (Erich Fromm’s first wife) came to Washington as director of treatment at Chestnut Lodge Sanatarium, a private hospital on the outskirts of Washington, where most of us had some of our training. She too had been interested in the treatment of the psychoses in Europe. Next to Sullivan, I suppose she has had [the] most personal influence on the group. I will try to include some of her papers. You will notice that she had little of Sullivan’s chronic exasperation—or his grandiosity, for that matter. On the other hand, she was apt to romanticize the schizophrenic, regarding him as [a] misguided genius. Where Sullivan turned to the theories of physics, Frieda Fromm-Reichmann turned to the romanticism of the nineteenth century, falling back on such terms as “empathy,” “spontaneity,” etc. As you can see, a portion of my paper alludes to the conflict between Sullivan and Fromm-Reichmann. Sullivan was the first chairman of the faculty of the school, Fromm-Reichmann the second, and I am the third.

I have been in office for only a year. In fact, I have been back in Washington for only the last two years. After World War II, I chose not to return to Washington. Instead, I went to San Francisco where I spent some seven years in private practice and teaching, leading on the whole a rather isolated professional life. However, I think the solitude allowed me to develop my own notions with greater freedom than I would have had, had I returned to Washington. It was in San Francisco that I heard you speak in 1950397—once at Stanford University and again at a synagogue in San Francisco. I shall never forget the several rabbis who attempted to introduce you, evidently having no more to go on than a hasty perusal of the dust jacket of one of your books would allow.

One analyst in our group is a good friend of Paul Tillich’s398 and has been responsible for his giving several talks in Washington. There are also a couple of analysts somewhat interested in Zen Buddhism. One of them, Margaret Rioch,399 will be in Europe [during] the month of May. If you could give me your address for that month, she will make some effort to get in touch with you. I believe she will be able to answer any other questions you may wish to ask. Margaret, incidentally, is a great admirer of your novel For The Sake of Heaven.

I am grateful for your comment on my paper. I believe that your lectures and seminars here will [have] an enormously liberating effect on the school—and ultimately on psychiatry generally in this country.

657. Dag Hammarskjöld to Martin Buber [original in English]
« April 16, 1958 »

Dear Professor Buber,

You do not know me personally, but I am afraid you have not been able to escape knowing about me.

My reason for sending you these lines is that I just read the newly published American edition of your collection of essays Pointing the Way.

I wish to tell you how strongly I have responded to what you write about our age of distrust and to the background of your observations which I find in your general philosophy of unity created “out of the manifold.”400 Certainly, for me, this is a case of “parallel ways.”

Once in a while I [make] my way to Jerusalem. It would, indeed, give me very great pleasure if on a forthcoming visit I may call on you.

658. Yael Dayan and Joel Hoffmann to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Tzahalah,401 May 5, 1956 »

To Professor Buber, Shalom and Blessings!

After having read your writings and attempting to understand them, and because we are dissatisfied with our environment, with its scientific creed, and the conventions of the society in which we live, we have decided to turn to you.

The central problem we face is basically simple: is it possible for human beings, young people like ourselves, fully recognizing the need to have faith, the need to feel life, to attain self-perfection based on faith and feeling, on knowledge and love of Jewish culture and the Bible? We were raised in a secular, nonreligious environment that deified science and its laws. This year we shall graduate secondary school with a rather considerable store of scientific and general knowledge, but where do we go from here? Our environment has created a certain substance—certain forms and norms of life—from which it will probably be hard to free ourselves. We want to free ourselves from these, and to believe with all our hearts, love what exists, religion, believe in the prophets and in divinity, and attain perfection. Our whole environment ridicules this desire, does not value it, indeed, educates toward the very opposite.

We would be grateful to you if you could give us an appointment for a conversation or write to us how it is possible to escape the fetters of one’s environment, actualize the cognition of things, and feel that which is grasped by one’s intellect.402

659. Martin Buber to Leslie H. Farber [original in English]
« Jerusalem, September 1, 1956 »

Dear Dr. Farber,

[For] some time I [have owed] you a letter, but the lecturing tour through western Europe (three countries, three languages, three months) has proved too much for me and on coming home I could not think of anything but rest. But certainly Mrs. Rioch and Maurice Friedman have informed you sufficiently or nearly so.

As I have found out, meantime, you were right in asserting that you had suggested three to four lectures. To make it four, [since] I cannot think of preparing more than two new ones, I must make use of two earlier lectures that are not yet known in America. One of them, “Distance and Relation,” to be sure has been published in English403 and you have read it. This is the basic one, and it will be methodologically necessary to begin with it. It will certainly need a lot of interpretation, but this might be given in the form of answers to questions, so [that] the rather exact composition should not suffer by enlargements. Tell me please what you think of it.

The second lecture should be “Elements of the Interhuman”404 in an abridged form. Here too discussion is desirable, but here it is not so essential as in the first case.

The subjects of the two new lectures are 1) Guilt and Modern Psychology,405 2) Some Basic Concepts of Psychology.406 About the first, Friedman has written me after his conversation with you. The second will be the place to deal with the theories of the unconscious and Freud’s [theory] of dreams.

The two of them present great difficulties to the lecturer who, himself no psychologist, has to explain this critical attitude to people imbued [with] modern psychological thought. Therefore a thorough discussion will be necessary. But the main part of this could and should be transferred to the seminars, which should be devoted to the reexamination of the leading psychological concepts and to the explanation of some anthropological concepts mentioned by me, [such] as [acceptance], confirmation, etc.

The seminar work must be based on a somewhat systematical questioning on the part of the participating psychologists. In order to be more or less systematical, the sequence of the problems should be premeditated and also communicated to me beforehand. It is of course desirable that psychotherapeutic “cases” be used (in short) as examples, but [it] must be understood [that I will] not deal at all with the therapeutic side of the matter insofar as questions of principle do not arise.

I am grateful to you for sending me some very interesting material, and especially the books of Sullivan. The chapters I read till now are deeply stimulating and the main practical point of view seems to me [very] near to mine.

660. Leslie H. Farber to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Washington, October 25, 1956 »

Dear Professor Buber:

[…] Of the lectures themselves, I approve heartily of beginning with “Distance and Relation”—a paper which seems crucial to me in your anthropology. I doubt that more than a handful of your audience will have seen it. I know that I came upon it only through having a friend of a friend photostat it for me in a seminary library. I agree it will require some interpretation and elaboration, which can issue from questions put to you by the smaller seminars. It should not be abridged, for it is already so concise and economical in its reasoning as to offer considerable difficulty to the casual reader or listener. I do not know the next paper you mention—“Elements of Between Man and Man,” if my translation is correct. I have noticed though, if this is relevant, that those friends of mine who were baffled by the poetic syntax of I and Thou did very well with Between Man and Man, since the form of the latter was more familiar to them. I look forward with excitement to the subjects of your two new lectures, even while I understand the difficulty of contending with an audience saturated with modern psychological theories about dreams and the unconscious. Yet I think the time is a good one for an anthropological view of the subject, for by now the novelty of these same psychological theories has worn thin: they are no longer so startling that people believe them anthropological. Or perhaps what I mean is ontological. I neglected to mention, as I was talking about “Distance and Relation,” that I shall try to have those people who will take part in the smaller seminars familiarize themselves beforehand with that essay, as well as other writings of yours. In this way, perhaps, the seminars can become somewhat systematic. If it is agreeable to you, we will record the seminars in such a way that the technology of recording will be inconspicuous, and later have typescripts made for your perusal. […]

[…] Meanwhile, requests pour in from all parts of the country asking about the possibility of other lectures in their own areas. In answer to these requests, I mention the brevity of your stay in this country and urge these people to try to attend your lectures in Washington. It is my impression there will be visitors from all over the country. I personally know of several from San Francisco who plan to be in Washington for your series. And, in addition, there are occasional communications from people who have known you in Europe. Hans Georg Hirsch,407 for example, called to apologize that his house is too small for you and Mrs. Buber to stay with him and his family. A few weeks ago I ran into a local sociologist who had originally had rabbinical training in Vienna. At that time it had been his dream to be able one day to meet you. Later he turned to science and lived through the vicissitudes of training in sociology. Now he has come full circle and once again is excited by the possibility of fulfilling an old dream.

661. Ewald Wasmuth to Martin and Paula Buber
« Tübingen-Derendingen, November 4, 1956 »

Dear Martin, dear Paula Buber,

I don’t know whether these lines will reach you. But [my wife] Sophie and I feel impelled to tell you that we are with you in thought, in thought and wishes, supplications, and prayers.408 I hesitate to say this, though in the midst of the great confusion—in which at best practical reason is involved, but not the only kind of reason that could produce order—only our taking refuge in God can give comfort and hope. I do not know whether a war can harbor blessings, but I do know that sometimes there is only this kind of decision. I therefore wish that the decision might be made soon and that, if Israel’s arms are victorious, it may not succumb to the intoxication of victory. How many dangers there are on such a road as has been taken! Everything has grown dark, and only with a pounding heart does one hear the news from Sinai and from Hungary, where Russia is about to liquidate the victorious revolution with tanks. The reasons are all too comprehensible. Nevertheless. […]

662. Martin Buber to Ewald and Sophie Wasmuth
« Jerusalem, November 12, 1956 »

Dear Friends,

Thanks for your salutary letter. We are all well. Our younger grandson, Micha Strauss, was called to the colors, but he has for the time being(!) been discharged. His elder brother,409 an inspector for manual training, has not been called up yet. The greatest hardship is being borne by our daughter, because the school for disturbed children where she works and also lives now is located in a rather exposed place; when she is able to come to see us, she has more to tell than the rest of the family. But all of us are keeping our courage up (our unmartial courage, of course). Incidentally, there has been no significant sign of intoxication with victory anywhere, thank God.

663. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, November 19, 1956 »

Dear Professor Buber,

Despite the tense political situation, the mail is gratifyingly fast. The world press is hard on the Israelis, but though I am categorically opposed to armed conflicts, there are moments in the life of nations when an act of force is necessary. What that Nasser410 perpetrated in recent months is fraught with the dangers that we have so painfully experienced with Hitler, and I still remember very well how people like us longed for a strike from the neighboring peoples before it was too late. Then it was too late, and now all of us are still living in the chaos that this man created. Now fear of a third world war is causing people to treat Nasser and company gently. Significantly enough, all Nazis and fascists have gathered around him, and—to complete the grotesquerie—the paradise of socialism is offering military aid to these people. If only I could believe that the brief, bold campaign of the Israelis has done some good for the future formation of boundaries and fashioning of a peace! People will be wary of imposing an armistice again for an indefinite period, [a situation] which I fear will not serve your country well. A terrible situation, and one for which I find little understanding in the world press. […]

664. Fritz Kaufmann to Martin Buber
« Buffalo, December 19, 1956 »

My very dear Friend,

From your letter to Paul Schilpp,411 I see with deep sorrow that you were afflicted with two illnesses in recent months. Since I do not know the details, I would assume that it was the aftereffects of the great fatigue that you already felt in Zurich at the end of your European tour, and for this reason I hope that quiet and rest will soon completely restore you—if need be, by your giving up some travel plans. To be sure, my own rebelling heart knows only too well that the heartrending events of recent days, which put on the line everything we have been attached to and have wanted to believe in, were bound to have the most painful effect on you. And yet a life like yours has reached the point where it knows about a peace that is not an idyllic accident nor a shrinking from a fight for what is right, but that is still experienced on the cross—or under the cross—and integrates outrage against the deeds and misdeeds of men into a deeper concurrence. The most heartfelt wishes of all of us are with you both at this turn of year, when really “everything, everything must turn”412—in whatever fashion. Whatever may happen, let us at least try to recognize in it “our cruel and merciful Lord.”413

These last words are at the end of the little book you gave me in Jerusalem on May 23, 1953. I was reminded of this when, in a note on my Baeck-Buber essay,414 underscoring a point I made therein on the daring of this desire to recognize [God in and thus meaning in the events of history], you observed: “Monotheism is nothing but ever-renewed recognition.”415 For me, these words were the germ cell of my idea to write about your place in the history of monotheism for the Buber volume in the Library [of Living Philosophers].416 I hope that this idea, understood in this way, has your approval. (In my essay, I would also like to use some of the material I have on the history of the tetragrammaton, which constitutes the most compact expression of this monotheism—in an attempt to give the Christian Neoplatonic contribution to sum qui sum its due as well, something that I had long denied it and on which actually only [Friedrich] Schelling enlightened me—though, of course, he presents the Christian perspective as something absolute.)417

The preparation of the volume418 required a lot of work—and it still does, though I can now leave a large part of the work to [Maurice] Friedman. The initial stage was a disappointment because Jewish friends especially whom I thought I could count on left us in the lurch; thus far, only [Nahum] Glatzer and [Ernst] Simon have agreed to contribute. But we now have the pleasure of having as contributors Gabriel Marcel, Paul Ricoeur, C. von Weizsäcker, Herbert Schneider, and others.419 I have sent another appeal to Scholem, Heschel, and Taubes;420 they probably did not quite understand what it was all about. Unfortunately, Bultmann’s consent, which I greatly cared about, is hypothetical. He is in poor health, suffering from circulatory problems and dizzy spells, and, much as he would like to participate, he is incapable of doing any work, at least for the time being.

Unfortunately, Leo Baeck, for whom I had had high hopes, though these kept diminishing, has now passed on.421 With him, an era of Jewish humanism has lost its last and noblest representative—a man whose human gentleness shone even into his readiness for the hardships of martyrdom. I venerated him like a holy father. His example may give us courage for what is still ahead of us.

“Farewell,” Martin Buber. Today this word applies in its most serious sense. All our good, our best wishes are with you and your dear wife in this winter of your and our “discontent.”

665. Martin Buber to Leslie H. Farber [original in English]
« Jerusalem, February 19, 1957 »

Dear Dr. Farber,

I agree that April 9 should be dedicated to a discussion of “Guilt and Guilt Feelings,” and I have arranged things with Columbia [University] so I can remain that day in Washington. But if so, I hope we can do without providing the members with copies of the lecture, so it will be a new thing for them when they hear it.

As to the [proposed television] film, it is with a very great regret that I must say no to you this time. My experience is (at any event my experience with myself) that being filmed slackens the spontaneity of the dialogue, and this is what I need most: full spontaneity. This was my motive when some days ago I refused Dean Pike422 [my consent] to have a dialogue with him televised. I am sure you understand that here the negation of certain modern technical means in this connection comes from a vital source.

666. Malcolm Diamond to Martin Buber [original in English]
« New York, April 2, 1957 »

Dear Professor Buber:

It is now two weeks since that extraordinary evening meeting at Columbia [University].423 The entire week had been rich and deep. I recall your answer to Professor Ramsey’s424 question on grace and freedom with particular vividness, but that final evening was incomparable. I learned a great deal from the meetings, especially with regard to your way of dealing with the Bible—your reference to its serving as a Midrash on itself was most illuminating. But that is the sort of work you publish. On the other hand, your ability to stand before the men who ask you questions out of their various concerns and in terms of their different perspectives on your work and relate to them where they are is truly unique. No one who was present can forget it. […]

From [Jacob] Taubes and others I have heard wonderful things about the sessions in Washington.425 I regret that my work here has prevented my attending them.

667. David Baumgardt to Martin Buber
« Columbia University, April 10, 1957 »

Dear Herr Buber,

According to Nietzsche, one thanks one’s teacher badly if one remains only his pupil. But believe me, it is not this kind of gratitude, i.e., the will to be original, that makes me turn to you after one of my very rare illnesses unfortunately caused me to participate in our colloquium at Columbia University only with excessive interruptions. What leads me to write you today is decades of “engaged discussion” with your life’s work and our tradition.

Despite all my enduring respect for you and my indissoluble attachment to the spirit of Judaism, I cannot accept the absolute superiority of the dialogic thought that you teach. Putting it crudely and with dubious brevity, it is two decisive encounters that forbid me to believe in the absolute superiority of the Thou over the It form of address: living with precise scientific thought and the probability of sinking back into inanimate matter after death.

Nothing could be further from my mind than hiding from you behind other great names or referring to their (albeit only limited) authority as justification and then voicing a craven, comfortable eclecticism. But have you, like me, not experienced in intensive conversations with Einstein that there was at work in him an absorption in the precision of the It, a reverence and devotion to the wonders and the inexhaustibility of this precision that can make all Thou-saying to existence appear almost as vanity?

On the other hand, if, as you said at the colloquium, man must unconditionally adhere to God in his dialogue with Him, even if God’s works seem immoral to him—adhere to Him more than to the wedded wife from whom we would of necessity have to feel estranged because of her commission or toleration of Hitlerian crimes—where is there a cardinal difference between the heathen amor fati426 and the Jewish emunah427 in a personal God? And is it then still possible to reject the “monologic amor dei intellectualis”428 as a “glorious withering” of the soul in monologic “independence,” which is what you denounce in Spinoza in your introduction to Hasidic Books?429 Is the decisive thing the dialogic life or, rather, the manner of saying Thou or saying It?

But this letter threatens to become far too long, and so I will not say anything about what Hinduism means to me—not in contrast to my Judaism. (I shall accept three invitations to India for this winter.) I am now elaborating on all this and other matters in a comprehensive “Theory of the Meaning of Life.”430 I fear it will not be possible to touch on any of these questions in the colloquium, for I would then have to speak too much for myself. But should you be inclined to pursue, even though but briefly, what I have indicated here in rough outline, I would, of course, be sincerely grateful to you, as in olden days.

668. Martin Buber to Fritz Kaufmann
« Jerusalem, August 27, 1957 »

Dear Friend,

Your letter and essay reached me only five days ago. I read the latter431 with great enjoyment and profit, and the final section with particular interest; it is an important contribution to the enormous subject. With scarcely less interest I read, while traveling, your essay on Jaspers,432 which invites more than one conversation. I have not been able to get to your book on Thomas Mann,433 and this may be due in part to my ambivalent attitude toward this extraordinary artist (I have seldom read a story with as much pain as The Tables of the Law).434

Today just a few remarks, for the most part of secondary importance, on your Buber essay. […]

669. Fritz Kaufmann to Martin Buber
« Neckargemünd, September 8, 1957 »

Dear and esteemed Friend,

Thank you for your letter of August 28435 and the friendly interest you are again taking in my works, at least most of them. Perhaps I may be permitted to break a lance for Thomas Mann himself, not so much for my book on Thomas Mann. It seems to me that Martin Buber is capable of a higher justice than judging the author of Joseph and His Brothers436 (with such grandiose chapters as “How Abraham Discovered God”) by a parergon, an afterbirth of that great series of novels, a novella437 that really is just “naughty,” as I would describe it, and no more. Thomas Mann had grown a bit tired of the solemn tone and had to play the devil once more; in this, reminiscences of Heine and Freud came in handy. You are right to call him an “extraordinary artist.” He is often more than that, but here he is not quite that. His Moses is not yours or ours. He is, if you will, reduced to the symbol of the artist who must create his work—“this people”—from the inferior material of people as they are. What is produced in this fashion cannot be perfect—and it may even fall prey to depravity altogether, such as Mann had, full of bitterness (hence the cynical tone), experienced in his own people, and not only in it. The whole thing, incidentally, is an opus operatum438—his contribution to a collection439 intended to highlight the significance of the Jewish heritage; however, Mann’s little story is perhaps not particularly well suited for this volume. Like almost everything with Mann, it did not come into being by his very own initiative, but it was written as a testimony to humanitarianism, albeit one free from illusions and thus devoid of pathos. But for this reason there is a guttersnipe element in it; Thomas Mann needed this as a humorous counterpoise, but it was bound to offend you, just as all of us disliked it. Nevertheless, I feel that we must not let our relationship with such a great phenomenon—and beyond this, one of the most honest men in the struggle against the nihilism in him and around him—be clouded by excessive sensitivity occasioned by a semi–faux pas.

Thank you very much for your kind offer to send me those of your writings I do not own. I shall gladly avail myself of this offer when I return to Buffalo, where all my Buberiana have been sent from Spiez, which means that I have no complete picture of it and am unable to check on some criticisms you made of my last essay and to examine [Maurice] Friedman’s translation of the lecture on Baeck and Buber that I gave last year.440

I do know your essay on Heraclitus,441 but I regret not having it with me at this time when I have once more and with great fascination entered the magic mountain and the labyrinth of Yorck von Wartenburg’s thought; this has caused me to neglect my phenomenology of art. Among the posthumous works with which I am dealing now is a long treatise on Heraclitus, and it would be good to compare your, Yorck’s, and my viewpoints. Since Heidelberg is so near, that would be easy to do, and we chose Neckargemünd for that reason. But once again my heart has played tricks on me, and the local doctor’s treatment calls for as much rest as possible.

Instead of “Heraclitus,” I have the “Guilt” essay442 before me, that is, the issue of Merkur that also contains the wonderful scenes by Ludwig Strauss443—glowing and gleaming in a prose that is as immaculate as the man seems to have been (I met him briefly only once, in Stuttgart). Both of us—Luise444 and I—were enchanted and deeply moved as we read these pieces. Perhaps it will do and your wife good to know this.

I read your essay in that issue with great profit and all the admiration that the systematic development of the analysis and the linking of interhuman with literary experience deserve. I am, of course, in complete agreement with you regarding the distinction between guilt and guilt feelings, and I only wonder whether behind the guilt that we actually incur, the existential guilt as an ontological fact, there is not the guilt of the finite existence that we have to take upon ourselves (by which I do not intend to say anything for original sin).

It would be important to compare your attitude toward psychoanalysis and your advice to the therapists with those of Jaspers, and your analysis of conscience with that of Helmut Kuhn,445 to which it comes close in many points (e.g., in the role assigned to conscience in exposing the violation of the order of existence) without coinciding with it—which, among other things, leads to different estimations of Kafka. […] In my review of Kuhn’s Encounter with Being, I argue that to assert the categories of the way [as action] is as valid as to assert the categories of order. But of course I was only able to indicate this. A proper exposition would probably be extremely difficult; the language of our philosophical tradition simply is not designed for this.

Of course, I carefully studied your criticism of some passages in my Buber essay. I fear it would be against the rules to make any substantial changes after delivering a work, and at the moment I would not be able to do so in any case. […]

670. Eleanor Roosevelt to Martin Buber [original in English]
« New York, October 14, 1957 »

Dear Professor Buber,

I wish to personally thank you for your generous response to the invitation of Dean Pike, Reverend [Martin Luther] King, and myself to join us as signers of the Declaration of Conscience and sponsors of the Day of Protest on South Africa. For your information, I am enclosing our brochure announcing the campaign and listing those signers whose affirmative replies reached us in time for publication.

We are now carrying our plans forward to organize meetings throughout the world on or about December 10, 1957—the Day of Protest. I hope you will find it possible to participate in these observances in your own country.

The American Committee on Africa, which is serving as the headquarters for the campaign, will keep you informed of important developments in this respect. We would appreciate any suggestions from you to make this a truly effective, worldwide effort. Thirty-eight nations are already represented by signers of the Declaration and public meetings have been scheduled for six of those countries, as of this date. We shall soon communicate with religious, business, intellectual, labor, and civic leaders urging them to etablish national committees for the Day of Protest.

I am sure that those South Africans of goodwill who, despite the dangers to their lives, liberty, and fortunes, continue to work for justice and freedom will be gratified by your demonstration of support and sympathy. […]

671. Hermann Hesse to Martin Buber
« Montagnola, November 1957 »

Dear Herr Martin Buber,

The festive tempest of my anniversary year has finally died down and the avalanche of obligations and expressions of gratitude has abated.

And at last, at long last I have succeeded, after a long futile quest, in getting hold of your Stuttgart speech.446 No one had thought of sending it to me—not you, not the publisher or editor, not one of my friends in Germany. Some even thought you were annoyed because I did not come to Stuttgart. Well, you are not that foolish, and I am not foolish enough to believe you capable of that. In addition to the physical impediments that have not permitted me to travel for years, I had reasons enough not to visit my homeland again after about twenty-five years.

I am very glad, however, that I am finally able to thank you—not only for the kindness that you have shown me and the Swabians, but for your speech itself, which greatly impressed me. For in this isolation of mine I never recognized, or was able to recognize, what you gleaned from my books; for that, I was too much the artist and too occupied with problems of form and presentation. But now that I have sufficient detachment from my life and work, I can fully agree and concur with you—I mean, concur in the sense that the unrest and the concern that drove me from book to book were really the way you see it. And I need hardly tell you how much the temperature of your speech, your warmth and friendship moved and pleased me! […]

672. Hans Paeschke to Martin Buber
« Munich, December 27, 1957 »

Most esteemed Herr Professor,

If I write you only today, prefacing my letter with our most cordial wishes for the New Year, which has the biblical age in store for you, I do so with a request to excuse our long silence. Your last letter, dated November 22, has been lying on our desk unanswered for weeks (you have probably received the issues you requested). But every day since then has brought us further reflections about the appreciation of you to which our February issue is to be devoted.447

We had to examine a number of the contributions to the volume edited by Professors Friedman and Schilpp, and finally only the short article by C. F. von Weizsäcker448 was selected, because, upon your recommendation, Professor Helmut Kuhn agreed at the last moment to supply the lead article.449 He informed us that he had also received an invitation from the editors of the anthology; thus, I assume that his article will appear there as well.

We thought that another reason for following your suggestion was that we naturally considered it important to give an intellectual living and working in Germany a chance to express himself on this occasion. His essay reached us ten days ago, and since then there has been a constant discussion between the author and us, and also among the editors. We shall probably not achieve the final version until the turn of the year, which is the absolute deadline for the February issue. It is important for me to indicate to you that Professor Kuhn is trying to have a dialogue with your work—as an admirer as well as a partner in a conversation, as a philosopher as well as a Christian. His essay, then, moves on that “narrow ridge” on which you yourself carry on, and see as being carried on, every genuine dialogue. You can imagine that, in the discussion with Professor Kuhn, some of which has been difficult, ultimate questions of faith and also ultimate differences of creed have emerged. Your parable about the “meteorite” from “Dialogue,”450 with which Helmut Kuhn opens his essay, became for us in the days of Christmas a true touchstone for the paradox of our faith. Particularly in the deliberations of Professor Kuhn and my colleague Dr. Moras,451 Christian dogma and theophany were closely confronted with each other. I myself tried, and am still trying, to play on the very low level of the all-too-human the role of the “conciliator”—but how could I hope to do more than plainly delineate the boundaries within the encounter of two types of faith? And how could I do this since I must acknowledge that I am a Christian for whom the word incarnation appears at all seams of your work wherever it touches on the Christian faith?

It would give me great pleasure if I could expect the New Year to afford me an opportunity to have a personal discussion with you about what greatly moved us during these past weeks.

Let me close this letter with a factual question. We would like to place a work by Gershom Scholem that is finally available in German, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism,452 in the hands of a good reviewer—preferably, of course, in yours. Could you recommend someone to us?

673. Martin Buber to Hans Paeschke [draft]
« Jerusalem, January 4, 1958 »

My dear Herr Paeschke,

Thank you for your letter of December 27. For now, just one comment on the problem of Helmut Kuhn’s contribution, as indicated by you. I recently happened to read in the November issue of Wort und Wahrheit an essay by Urs von Balthasar453 that contains a noteworthy discussion of my ideas from a Catholic point of view; it does so in a legitimate manner that makes good sense to me. After all, two things matter in such things: that the speaker really be rooted in the religious reality from which he speaks and that, without compromising the firmness of his speech, he acknowledge the mystery of the relationship of the person involved to transcendence. Only on the basis of such an attitude, which to be sure is necessarily founded on paradox, can faith and humanity coexist in our world. Incidentally, you yourself cite the chapter in my little book Dialogue in which I have tried to give some clarification.454 I hope that it will be granted to me to take another step on this road. Here, legitimate expressions of the kind characterized above mean at once a demand and a help.

P.S. I recommend Dr. Zvi Werblowsky,455 who teaches the history of religion at Hebrew University, to review Scholem’s book.

674. Theodor Heuss to Martin Buber
« The President of the Federal Republic of Germany Bonn, January 24, 1958 »

My dear Professor Buber,

When you were prepared, nearly five years ago, to accept the Peace Prize of the German Book Trade, bestowed upon you from a fine insight into your character and work, we were pleased and touched at the same time. Being not entirely unacquainted with the human soul, I believe that many of your fellow citizens in the state of Israel watched you embark on your journey from Jerusalem to Frankfurt, whose university you graced with your teaching until 1933, with feelings of displeasure. You ignored these, for you have always been an inwardly independent person. You came and spoke; Albrecht Goes456 had introduced your humanly direct return to the German consciousness with a magnificent appreciation. We were grateful that you were there, and when you, who have called yourself an “arch-Jew,” spoke with clear, distinct definitions and without any inherently impossible attempt to gloss over anything but with the discrimination of a spiritually free nature about the tragedy of Jewish fate and about [my people’s] compliance with a brutality that will forever be connected with the darkest chapter of Germany history, all of us who listened to you were profoundly moved.

Four years previously, shortly after I had assumed office,457 I had occasion in one of my first speeches to speak of this evil complex. To the contemporary propagandistic talk of a “German collective guilt,” I opposed the much more weighty spiritual burden of a “collective shame” which we cannot or must not free ourselves from by nonchalantly averting our eyes. In that speech of December 1949,458 a searching call was addressed particularly to you; I do not know whether it reached your ears. As you stood before us as a “conscious” Jew, your work and your being appeared to me as the symbiosis of our common strengths and characteristics. You had newly discovered, translated, and interpreted a lost or at least forgotten piece of Jewish religiosity, the phenomenon of the East European Hasidim, thereby bringing it into the general German consciousness, including that of Jewish Germans—a moving chapter from the history of piety if one can see this side by side with exegetic and dogmatic theology, stirring because this development, despite a completely different form, shows related spiritual traits in groups of the contemporaneous early German pietism.

In that speech, I was able to say that your work was “simply an integral part of German intellectual history of the last forty years as well” and through the beauty of your language you have become virtually “an enricher of the German spirit.” This is one of the horrible paradoxes of these bad times: while those who—as usurpers of a supposed historical mission—expelled you from the German intellectual arena contributed to the corruption of its most beautiful possession, the German language, you were and have remained a nurturer and guardian of its dignity.

On this, your eightieth birthday, many figures from your life, which has been rich despite all the nastiness, will be standing before your reflective memory. May I set down the name of Franz Rosenzweig—since you collaborated with him in creating a new German linguistic body for the Holy Scriptures, my imagination has welded you and your younger friend together. But I suspect that I met him before you did—unforgettable days in Florence, in the spring of 1909 that one could call a Lenz,459 am amicable encounter through common acquaintances. The student exuded a wonderful gaiety as we strolled through the streets of the town, tried out trattorias, and paid homage to historical monuments. At that time, Rosenzweig was already quite attached to the German prophet—my fellow Swabian Hegel—to whom he was to devote a monumental work460 before he came under the spell of Jewish promise, exhortation, and interpretation. I did not experience at first hand his heroism when he wrested strength and time for his work from a terrible disease, from the ever-present, objectively cool herald of death, but my wife did—I sometimes saw it in the eyes of his mother, who spoke of two things, her great grief and her great pride.

Now this, my dear Martin Buber, presumably is not quite the proper text for a birthday letter with the appropriate good wishes. I believe that if one writes such a letter, such wishes may safely be taken for granted as commonplaces. But I believe I can be sure of one thing: you will sense why in this communication I invoked the memory of Franz Rosenzweig in particular. He, a man who passed through so much pain and suffering with brave superiority, was spared—as we too were spared—the spectacle of brutality laying hands on the nobility of a helpless man. Death was still autonomous and became tactful.

But now come the “commonplace” wishes after all. They hope to find you, Martin Buber, and your esteemed wife in the physical and mental vigor in which I was able to rejoice at our last encounter in Frankfurt.

675. Alfred Wiener to Martin Buber
« London, February 2, 1958 »

My dear Master,

If I close my eyes, a vast procession of young (mainly young) and old people is on its way to Jerusalem—Jews, Christians, Muslims, Buddhists, heathens, and so-called cognizers who only wish to know but believe that they do not believe. Everyone has a letter addressed to Martin Buber in his hand, and on it is written in large letters: Thanks Health Love Peace Humanity.…

Way in the back stands the Wiener Library.461 It has no letter in its hand, but its director will now tell you a true story:

What you, dear master, have given, above all, to the spiritually broken Germany after the end of the war—who would dare to express it? For countless young people, you have been shelter and refuge and comfort. I spoke in Paderborn in 1950 before Catholic theologians. Afterward, a man who had experienced the horrors of Dresden came up to me, and the conversation immediately turned to Buber’s Bible translation. In the same year, I visited the Protestant regional bishop of the electorate of Hesse and Waldeck. He had filled a shelf of his library with your writings, and he began to question me about this and that. But I contritely threw in the towel: My dear bishop, I have not read Buber that carefully, and some things I had trouble understanding. He is certainly not easy to make your own. One can only sense him and his quest for truth and peace and humaneness.

This quest, dear Master Buber, is the blessing you have bestowed not only upon unfortunate Germany but also on many other countries in these years of unrest, danger, and threats of a spiritual and physical nature.

676. Hermann Hesse to Martin Buber
« [Undated] »

Dear Martin Buber,

It has been quite a long time since I turned to you with a request for some books for German prisoners of war in France. It was in 1916 or 1917, and at that time you greatly pleased me by arranging for Schocken to make available fifty little basic Jewish libraries. With pleasure and gratitude I looked at the selection you had made with love and care, and distributed the books to the larger French prisoner camp in which I also had some Jewish friends. But the joy at this donation was by no means the first pleasure you gave me. I had long owned the The Legend of the Baal-Shem, The Tales of Rabbi Nachman, Ecstatic Confessions, and The Four Branches of the Mabinogi.462 And how much joy, instruction, encouragement, and stimulation your later books, as well as our personal meetings and conversations, have given me—down to the most recent heartwarming joy that your Stuttgart address on my eightieth birthday463 gave me.

And now you too are celebrating this thought-provoking anniversary. I would be gratified if the academy in Stockholm listened to me this time and bestowed the well-deserved honor upon you.464 But the two of us will also accept its absence with a smile.

Congratulations on your noble work and life, and continue to be a loving teacher and admonisher to your people and to the world!

677. Albert Schweitzer to Martin Buber
« Lawbarene, March 3, 1958 »

Dear Professor Buber,

I read that you have already turned eighty, and I come to you bearing my best wishes. I thought you were much younger. Actually, condolences are in order for an eightieth birthday, for from that time on everything becomes harder every year. One can only express one’s wishes that in this situation the person celebrating an anniversary might fare as well as possible. Tourists sometimes give us news of each other and greetings from each other. I hope that you will give us more fine publications. I can hardly think anymore of finishing any manuscripts. Work in my hospital is claiming all my time and energy, and it keeps increasing. I hardly think that I shall complete the third volume of my philosophy of culture, of which I have already written a number of chapters.465 My consolation is that the idea of reverence for life (my real philosophical achievement) is beginning to occupy people’s thoughts. It is wonderful that I am still allowed to live to see this. I am devoting much time to keeping abreast of atomic matters and helping to avert the specter of an atomic war. The politicians do not understand what is involved. In recent times, they have begun to be even less insightful. A powerful propaganda is being unleashed to anesthetize the public! I follow it from week to week. […] Where are we heading?

678. Martin Buber to Theodor Heuss [printed text sent to everyone who had greeted Buber on his eightieth birthday]

The older one gets, the greater an inclination to give thanks develops.

Above all, in an upward direction. More intensely than has ever been possible, life is now perceived as a free gift, and every wholly good hour is gratefully received with open hands like an unexpected present.

But then, from time to time one feels a need to thank one’s fellow man, even if he has done nothing special for one. For what? For really meeting me when he met me, for opening his eyes and not confusing me with anyone else, for opening his ears and reliably hearing what I had to tell him—indeed, for opening what I was actually addressing, his well-closed heart.

The hour in which I am writing this is one of great gratitude. In front of me, in a beautiful, huge box made by my granddaughter, are all the manifestations received on this milestone day of my life’s path from people who have physically or spiritually met me on the way, and in my memory are all the direct manifestations.

The gratitude that I express here to all of them is not directed to a totality but to each individual.

[End of the printed text.]



You, my dear Federal President, I must thank in a special way.

Ever since the attempt was undertaken to rebuild an authentic Germany, I have perceived it as a strong, highly meaningful fact that you are the one who occupies the “top” position. Added to this is the fact that you are the most visible among the Germans to whom I feel bound by singular bonds. This connection can be described somewhat in pictorial terms—best, I think, through the great picture that I have not let the spoilers spoil for me: Odin hanging from the “windy tree” and attaining the decisive rune of life for himself. Surely the only way to obtain it is to hold out like this, suffering severely because of the fate of the world and consecrated to one’s own destiny. In this feeling of something shared, I have heard your voice speak to me through your letter.

679. Manfred Seidler to Martin Buber
« Bonn, March 5, 1958 »

Most esteemed Professor Buber,

Years ago, in the spring of 1951, you were kind enough to answer two of my questions about Franz Kafka and give me a key to his work. I later met you very briefly after a lecture in Bonn and sent you, via Lambert Schneider Verlag, my dissertation, which was completed in 1952. Today—quite late, but good intentions never come too late—I should like, on the occasion of your birthday celebration, to accompany my thanks to you with a bit of evidence that the answer you gave me at that time—“Kafka is sheltered; he is suffering from the unredeemedness of the world”—has remained, and will continue to remain, for me an occasion and an invitation to face up to the religious community to which he belonged. Please accept [the enclosed] article as presented in this spirit.466 You will kindly understand all that is false about my contributions, for a centuries-old gulf cannot be closed in seven years of concern with God’s first people, an involvement aided from many sides. Even though I have heard Rabbi Geis467 speak twenty times, even though I have read most of your books, even though I have tried to understand many volumes of the old Schocken Library468—the most surprising thing about this involvement remains that it keeps surprising me more and more. No sooner did I think that I had understood some things than this turned out to be the beginning of a new chain that seemed to lead to impassable terrain. (Almost all of Kafka’s adverbs are qualifying ones.) But I must confess one thing, because I do not know whether [my articles] reveal this and because this is the most important thing: to put it in high-flown terms, both my wife and I have faced up to the Jewish people because it concerned us as the “offense” par excellence, as the God-ordained challenge to the world. What you aroused in us, my dear Professor Buber, was thus not curiosity or scholarly cognizance; your responses to me, which pleased me so much at the time, have permitted us to become much richer in all our thoughts and actions, because they challenged us. And this letter is intended to permit myself to thank you for it. May you accept this thanks.

680. Walter Kaufmann to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Seattle, April 26, 1958 »

Dear Professor Buber,

Just now I started a letter to you in German and suddenly find that after citing the first English book title I lapsed into English. So I begin all over again—in English, because it comes to me so much more easily when I write.

The wonderful Erzählungen der Chassidim469 have arrived. Many thanks! The small size of the volume had led me to suppose, when I saw it in Europe, that it could not be more than a selection from Die chassidischen Bücher.470 What a difference in appearance between this little book and Hasidism and Modern Man, which the publisher has managed to stretch out over 256 pages, presenting it as volume 1! The Way of Man, According to the Teachings of the Hasidim is quite as wonderful as Friedman, in his introduction, claims it is. But though it seems especially well translated, he withholds the translator’s name.471 Who was it? And he changes the title by substituting of Hasidism, for of the Hasidim.472 Such a small step—and yet surely in the wrong direction. I still hear you making fun of “isms” in the dining room in Lehnitz473 and feel sure that you did not only mean “Nationalsozialismus.” But to the American public you are being presented in terms of “isms” and doctrines.

If by now you have read my essay on you for the Schilpp volume,474 I should, of course, love to have at least a brief reaction to it. I suppose, as always in my work, the positive and the negative are mingled in your reaction: surely, you must feel some sympathy for at least some of what I am trying to do—in that essay, in my Critique,475 in my work generally—but from your persistent silence (never one word of comment since you wrote me a few lines about the first article I published, on Nietzsche and Socrates, ten years ago) I gather that, all in all, you feel more repelled than sympathetic. But your disapproval—and apathy or lack of interest is surely a form of disapproval, too—does not help me as long as it remains so totally silent. In spite of the unforgettable hours in your house and the colloquia in Lehnitz, Columbia, and Princeton, your attitude toward me is somehow more in keeping with that of the old Goethe than with that of Martin Buber. To be sure, one does not deserve or merit anything more, but it is a disappointment.

I should not mail this if I were not still hoping. […]

681. Martin Buber to Walter Kaufmann
« Princeton, April 28 [1958] »

Dear Professor Kaufmann,

I was very dismayed that such a misunderstanding could arise between us. You must surely have felt at our last meeting that you have been accepted by me in toto. For some years now, it has been technically almost impossible for me to write letters about writings. I have repeatedly read your Critique476—some statements of your position with decided agreement, others with decided disagreement, everything with a strong feeling for this uninhibitedness and directness. I did hope that I might be able to discuss the Schilpp essay477—which I had to read along with more than twenty-five others—with you after all (someone told me you would probably be here for a while in May. In writing, then. Your essay is undoubtedly one of the very best in this book, and it is gratifying that it discusses some things not treated elsewhere in it. (I have pointed out a few factual errors to Friedman with a request to forward them to you; since he has evidently not done so, I am enclosing them on a separate sheet.) As you see, this is by no means “a mixture of positive and negative things,” but I have simply read your essay with enjoyment and profit. And now please practice a little “imagining the real”478 and consider the entirely different time dimension of a man my age.

682. Atallah Mansur to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Acre, May 4, 1958 »

My dear Mr. Martin Buber, Shalom!

Forgive me for bothering you with this letter. I am a young man, a son of this country, and on my identity card I am designated as an Arab. I was born the son of Catholic parents. It is not my intention to tell you long stories about how I am designated and how I designate others, but I write this as I feel—simply a human being. I write to you not as to a professor or a Jew but as—so it seems to me—a great human being and nothing else.

I met you once, my dear sir; I saw you at the memorial meeting for Rabbi Benjamin.479 I am the young man who translated the [Arabic] words of Bishop Hakim480 into Hebrew. My lord and master!

I am working for the periodical Ha-Olam Ha-Zeh481 as a reporter for minority questions. I am having some difficulty earning a living from this work, but, praise be to God, I need not complain. But I cry, I cry night and day because I cannot see any pleasant things. Every day, wherever I go, I encounter the most shameful acts by all sorts of people and all kinds of institutions, and I don’t know whether I have to conclude that this our world is bad. Is it impossible to wake up one bright morning and find that everything is fine and beautiful?

Is Jewish-Arab hostility something permanent? Is there no possibility that this world of ours will change for the better? I ask you—and here as a man and not as a journalist—as a young, unmarried man: Isn’t it a crime against conscience to marry and bring into the world children who would have to live under such conditions?

Why do I turn to you with such questions? Because I believe that a great man can advise and help me. […]

683. Martin Buber to Ewald and Sophie Wasmuth
« Venice-Lido, August 13, 1958 »

Dear Friends,

After she had had a hemorrhage and finally also contracted pneumonia, her strong heart gave out.482 She passed away in a dusky, primal peace. Yesterday we buried her here in the old Jewish cemetery on the Lido, which is covered with old trees. We—I and our two children—are embarking in Naples the day after tomorrow.

About a week ago, in the midst of her illness, she suddenly spoke of “Platen’s grave in Syracuse.”483

684. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« On an airplane bound for Panama and Mexico [Fall 1958] »

Dear and esteemed Friend!

Uri484 wrote me about your meeting him. Thank you very much for your confidence in him. I believe he deserves it.

I greatly admire your will to reach a new generation. God willing, this will surely be a main subject of our conversations after my return at the end of October.

Today I would just like to send you and yours my very cordial wishes for a better new year. Never before has this old formula been as fitting as now: “Let the year, the year with its disasters, pass on; let the year, the year with its blessings, begin.”

In faithful remembrance of your wife of blessed memory,

P.S. Toni was deeply shaken by your wife’s death and wrote me about it several times, though she probably did not write to you. She is incapable of anything like that. Please regard it as done.

685. Hans Jonas to Martin Buber
« New York, October 13, 1958 »

Dear Herr Martin Buber,

Only now did I learn of the recent death of your dear wife. What a heavy blow for so many, near and far, and the heaviest for you, the person closest to her, the companion of a whole lifetime. I have never seen a more perfect community of two people who affirm the other person but remain what they are. That a youthful choice can prove itself in this way and only become ever truer in the course of time—such a success is the highest tribute to those to whom this possibility was entrusted by the tuche485 of the original encounter, which, like all good fortune, cannot be cited but does not guarantee anything by itself either. It was beautiful every time to see you together, and I am happy that this was vouchsafed me once more in Princeton last spring. The blessing of that infinite community has to extend into your present, finite loneliness, the thought of which fills me with a profound sympathy that is eased by reverence for your wise knowledge of things human. […]

686. Walter Kaufmann to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Princeton, November 23, 1958 »

Dear Professor Buber:

When I got back to Princeton I heard that your wife had died. The day you came to Princeton the first time and talked with Einstein we had lunch together, the three of us, and later, at dinner, I sat next to your wife and felt somehow that we were not strangers, though I had never seen her before that day. From the dedication of a little Schockenbändchen bought in 1934,486 I knew that many of the books that had helped to form me and become part of me in my teens had been Zwiesprache [dialogue] with her. I was happy to see her again last March, felt at home with her in your home here, and was stunned when I heard of her death. One often assumes that a man’s work must be a great comfort to him at such a time; but perhaps there comes a weariness that makes one weary of one’s work, too. I remember finding a degree of comfort—not more than that—reading the 90th psalm when my grandfather died, just a few days after I arrived in this country. I was all alone.

For all your books and essays that I have read, I am not at all confident that I quite understand your religion—or rather that the way I do understand it may not perhaps strike you as a transposition if not a distortion. For I have not remained an outsider, agnostically suspending judgment, but have appropriated and made my own much of your thought, but perhaps changed it in the process. There has been an intense dialogue between your writings and myself, but it was not possible on the very few occasions when we came face to face to continue this Zwiesprache, or at any rate to carry it as far as I might have wished.

Your good letter last April had all the warmth for which I could wish—and still was disappointing. You said that you simply lack the time “to write letters about writings,” and added that you had read a lot in my Critique, much “with decided agreement and other [parts] with decided disagreement, everything with a strong feeling for this uninhibitedness and directness.” I got the impression that you understood that for me this book was not merely something I had written but in a sense my life so far, and that in your hands it was a question—alas, more than one question—to you. Tantalizing words that I have quoted here: with what may you have agreed? with what disagreed? You did not say. […]

“To write letters about writing”—it sounds so plausible and is for all that such a far-reaching rejection—a personal rejection in spite of all your kindness. In your house in Princeton you told me that one has to select the best students for one’s seminar […] and that was the only way one could give them something—and I understand the difference between writing letters and talking with people in a seminar—but there are also human relationships in which a letter may be a better form of communication about some of the things that matter most to two men than a dialogue in a seminar before twenty other men and women. How many are there in my generation whom a few words from you about what they are trying to do and are doing might help as much as they would help me? Foolish question, neither capable of any answer nor at all rhetorical. If only I could get across to you the paradox I feel that troubles me. Having written so much, you clearly feel that there is so much more you want to write, so much more that must be said in print, that you cannot take the time to write me: of course, it would not be a paradox if it were almost anyone but you. But in explaining to me why you cannot write me about what matters most to me, you disparage writing—though your reason for not writing to me is precisely because writing is so much more important to you, meaning writing for publication. But what you write for publication concerns the absence of true dialogue and the need for true dialogue.

You know that I treasure this and that remark that you have made to me, though they are remarks you might have made in general. But to the questions which I have asked you “upon the knees of my heart,” albeit in what I have written and not orally (which makes the quoted words double appropriate), you have not answered, pleading lack of time. How can your age keep that from being a rejection?

In the October issue of Commentary I have published a little piece on you. They called it “The Stature of Martin Buber” after I objected to “The Theology of Martin Buber.” My original title—the piece is a multiple review and includes the paperback Moses as well as Pointing the Way—was “Martin Buber: Pointing a Way Back to Moses.” This review does not aim at any response, and I am not sending it to you. No doubt you have Commentary at hand in any case. A couple of weeks ago, the Jewish Publication Society finally published Judaism and Christianity: Essays by Leo Baeck, which I translated and wrote an introductory essay for. In the spring, probably in April, the Beacon Press [Boston] will publish my next book, From Shakespeare to Existentialism. It deals with Shakespeare, Goethe, Hegel, Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Rilke, Jaspers, Freud, Heidegger, and Toynbee. But the Critique is less of a book, just another book, than anything else I have done.

It is the thing about which I feel: “But if once I have accomplished that which is holy and dear to me, the poem, then welcome, O silence of the world of shades! Contented I shall be, even if my lyre does not accompany me on that downward journey; once I lived as the gods live, and that suffices.”487 I am doing lots of other things with heart and mind, but can still repeat Holderlin’s words from my soul. Without any knowledge, I am hoping your wife may have felt the same way.

687. Martin Buber to Walter Kaufmann [original in English]
« Jerusalem, December 7, 1958 »

Dear Professor Kaufmann,

I want to thank you for what you wrote me about my wife. But I am not well and not able to tell you everything I would wish to be told.

Nevertheless, I feel the need to clear up one point, and I can do it only, so to speak, autobiographically. In the last years I have been compelled to give up the writing of real letters (not only on books); they no longer have for me the character of “simultaneousness,” of vital mutuality they had before; I want the “hither and whither,” the “on the spot,” the singular impact of speaking and listening.

But, as I do not know when we could talk again on the subject, and as I am deeply touched by your reproach (although it is unjust concerning my being more interested in “writing for publication”—I almost never was), tell me please what it is in your book that you would wish most now to know my opinion of, and I will answer you by writing as well as I can.

It is with great interest that I have read what you wrote in Commentary,488 particularly what you say about Moses; it is very near to my heart. […]

688. Ludwig Binswanger to Martin Buber
« Kreuzlingen, February 2, 1959 »

My very dear Professor Buber,

This year I come with my wishes for your birthday only very softly, for your solitude and the memory of your life’s companion forbid any loud tone. All I want to tell you is that I shall think of you on February 8 in great friendship and with enduring sympathy, hoping that your health will keep up and your work will continue to help you along.

689. Martin Buber to Kurt M. Singer [printed text sent to everyone who expressed sympathy to Buber on the death of his wife]
« Jerusalem, February 1959 »

Soon after the death of my wife, I came under the spell of physical illness. I was able to feel better for only very brief periods, and I still do not feel free from it. But I can now finally give in to the desire of my heart and thank all my friends and close acquaintances who have given me their encouragement and consolation in these, the hardest hours of my life. For it was a comfort to me to learn what a great, living, and enduring presence the woman bound to me by eternal vows is in all those souls. Several times she spoke of this earthly continuance, and it is the only kind that can be grasped by our image-making on earth. All of you who have given me evidence of this, accept the thanks of a lonely but not forsaken man!

[End of the printed text.]

Many thanks for the February letter which, unfortunately, I am unable to answer as thoroughly as I would like. In any event: Isaiah 27 names the two kinds of primal serpent, and in exactly the same manner as in the Ugaritic text; Job 26, in contrast, calls them only the “slithering” or “fleeting” one. That the primal snake signifies a flash of lighting I cannot believe (not in Ugaritic either). In western Semitic literature—no matter how matters stand in other literatures—such images do not seem to have the character of symbolic equations whatsoever. On the other hand, the Hebrew term shalom does not originally point to a wholeness of two [separate components]; this meaning arises only at a later stage. Originally, only a primary wholeness or completeness (freedom from breakage, freedom from blemish, freedom from deficiencies) is meant: wholeness as an elementary oneness (as is the case in both Arabic and Assyrian). […]

690. Fritz Herbster to Martin Buber
« Lörrach, May 1, 1959 »

My dear Martin Buber,

A great gratitude compels me to write you—a gratitude rooted not in the “pure” realm of the liberated spirit but in the “muddy” one of the experience of everyday, all-too-human repulsiveness and repugnance as well as in the incomparable realm of the experience of a “breakthrough.”

There had been great tensions and vexation in our family, especially between my wife and our eldest son (sixteen years old). Then I read aloud part of your little Insel volume Insights, and after that I read the essay about you that Paul Schallück had published in Parlament489 on the occasion of your eightieth birthday. Thereupon I went back to my desk, and when I happened to come into the kitchen after a while, I found mother and son in a conciliatory embrace.

Since what happens on earth is not counted by its greatness or smallness but by its symbolic weight, this outwardly insignificant “echo” of a spiritual radiation will perhaps give you pleasure.

But far beyond this, let me, dear old Martin Buber, use this opportunity to tell you that we love you and think of you with good wishes as perhaps the most faithful guardian of the Socratic spirit on earth in our time. There is much else I would like to say from the fullness of my heart, but silence is more honorable and more appropriate.

691. Albrecht Goes to Martin Buber
« Venice, June 12, 1959 »

My dear Professor Buber,

I am sorry about the incomplete address, but perhaps it will suffice. Actually, I only wanted to send you a yellow blossom from the grave490 on the Lido, which I visited today. The guard who took me there said something about scrivere … and fiori … I should write the signore professore … (he also said filosofo) that there are flowers on the grave. Earlier, I had been searching over in San Michele (which makes a somewhat disturbing impression […]), but I liked being beneath the tall trees at the Lido cemetery. I shall bring you the little pansy blossom. I hope I shall see you while I am still in Tübingen. […] After June 26, I will mostly be in Rohr again.

Friends sent me the text of your television interview (with Herr Koch)491 while I was in Italy. How good, you really do not let yourself be used by anyone.

692. Martin Buber to Albrecht Goes
« Tübingen, June 26, 1959 »

Dear Herr Goes,

My special thanks for your letter from Venice. A tombstone is to be put up there at the end of August, and to be present with my two children (my daughter, Eva Strauss, is already with me) is the final goal of this trip. I shall stay in Tübingen until the middle of July, and then, after a brief stay in southwestern Germany, I shall go to Switzerland. I will not get to Stuttgart this time, but perhaps you can visit me here. I would greatly welcome that. […]

693. Martin Buber to Malcolm Diamond [original in English]
« Tübingen, July 15, 1959 »

Dear Malcolm,

Before I leave here, I want to answer your letter. The weather here has been rather unpleasant in the last weeks, and my health has been vacillating in a rather humorous degree (one learns to deal with one’s body with more and more humor in spite of all).

I have read your manuscript492 with attention and great interest. This is certainly a really good book. You have preserved what was best in the dissertation493 and changed the rest for something different in kind, much more real, something mature. I am enclosing some notes. […]

694. Malcolm Diamond to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Princeton, August 19, 1959 »

Dear Martin Buber,

Please accept my deepest gratitude for your reading of my manuscript. I have now incorporated all the points you raised into the text and submitted the manuscript to the publisher. They are not going to ask me to rewrite any of it and they predict a May appearance. The Oxford University Press in London has agreed to publish it simultaneously, which is, I think, a hopeful augery. […]

By the way, I should tell you about one reaction I had to your comments on the book—this concerns the question of halakhah,494 which I should dearly love to discuss with you one day. I said that “on this issue, Rosenzweig would seem to have preempted Buber’s position on the ‘narrow ridge.’ ”495 I have now changed the phrase “would seem to have” to read “may well have.” The reason for this is that I felt my suspicion of my own position on this issue was driving me to oppose you to a degree that was greater than my genuine opposition. Let me explain.

I do genuinely believe that your approach is too individuated and that, for all the dangers of sterile observance, the halakhah must be corporately developed. But for myself, in coming to grips with it, I could not possibly apply Rosenzweig’s approach, whereas, I could, and may yet, apply yours. My greatest problem in this effort is [my wife] Barbara. She is a pagan with little use for religion. She is also a remarkably fine person. I could not violate our relation by seeking to impose, heteronomously as it were, an alien code and way of life upon her. And I say “alien” knowing that at some point this way must touch her deeply, but I wonder if that point is not too remote to be accessible to us in the real sense. Naturally, I am deeply concerned about [my son] Michael and the children who will follow (we are expecting another child at the end of March). The problem troubles me deeply. I plan to make a beginning of worshiping alone with tefillin496 and [on] Friday night in our local Jewish Center, and seeing where we go from there. I also plan to put a mezuzah497 on our front door.

If you ask, why, in light of this, I still tend to side toward Rosenzweig on this issue, my answer is given above. I distrust my own position and fear that I am not really willing enough to make what [Abraham] Heschel calls “the leap of action.” But I am too much with you to think that any religious duty, defined in terms of our relation to God, and even sanctified with the tensions, travail, and blood of generations of our people, can justify violating the sanctity of the concrete relationship in which I stand to Barbara. You have doubtless seen far more than I have, but I myself have seen enough of the “pious” who use the name of God as a weapon to beat those who stand in the most intimate relationship to them. […]

695. Malcolm Diamond to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Princeton, August 26, 1959 »

Dear Martin Buber,

This is just to supplement the letter I sent you last week. I thought that it contained one serious inaccuracy. I said that I was coming closer to your position on the halakhah because I certainly could not myself put Rosenzweig’s scheme into practice, whereas I could (and am in the midst of) do so with yours.

In point of fact, what I am doing is as far from your stand as it is from Rosenzweig’s. You say that you cannot observe a mitzvah498 unless you find yourself addressed as a Thou. My conviction is that for myself, if I wait to be thus addressed, I shall never make any move in that direction. So in one sense, by starting with tefillin and Friday services, I shall be doing so in Rosenzweig’s spirit, but not with his inclusiveness.

I have been reading [Rudolf] Bultmann and find him closer to you than you seem to think. The discussion of his work has focused far too much on the term “demythologization.” The term is, for his purpose, unfortunate, since it does suggest (and so Jaspers took it)499 that he thinks he has some approach to God that is “higher” or “more accurate” than the mythical. He does not. In Jesus Christ and Mythology,500 he explicitly acknowledges the fact that in some sense he still speaks mythologically. But he breaks with myth in the sense of objective cosmological understanding of the relation between God and man. In this same work, he is very insistent on the point that there can be no objective knowledge of God whatsoever and that the word is only to be encountered in existential immediacy. To get to the one God from the many encounters, he speaks in a way that reminds me of your talk of the one God emerging out of the moment gods as the poet from the poems.

Existentialism certainly drives one inward. I make this move toward halakhah with fear and trembling,501 the moreso as I am in a period of dryness. But of one thing I am convinced: faith cannot feed on analysis of the religious life but only on the lived life which involves practice. So far so good. Then what I now do is all for the best. But I am too much with you not to fear the element of the arbitrary. To turn to the mitzvah, to take Heschel’s leap of action, in order to fructify one’s life of faith, or in order to accomplish anything whatsoever other than an immediate response to God, is a terrible danger. Every form of cheap inauthenticity may follow from it.

This sense of the danger of the “arbitrary,” by which I here mean the consciously effortful as found in the story “Patchwork,” is, so I think, the one element of Taoism that is still integral to your thought and is the reason you were willing to have your essay on it reprinted despite the long distance you have otherwise traveled since you wrote it.502

696. Hiroshi Kojima to Martin Buber
« Tokyo, August 28, 1959 »

My dear Professor Buber,

It is an honor for me, a young philosopher of Japan, to be permitted to write you, the great thinker and scholar of Israel.

I have already completed a master’s degree at the University of Tokyo and am now studying toward my doctorate. My scholarly interest lies in the philosophical investigation of the problem of human existence. Thus, I have so far concerned myself mainly with philosophical existentialism, particularly that of Karl Jaspers and Martin Heidegger, and written a dissertation entitled Essay on Ontological Anthropology.

I gradually realized, however, that existentialism has an insurmountable limit. It seems to me that its deficiency lies in the fact that it is able to explain hardly anything about the concrete relationship between “individual existences.” On the other hand, however, I feel that the present intellectual situation of Japan, which is in a certain state of confusion because of the severe conflict between the traditional oriental collectivism and the American individualism that was introduced after the war, urgently requires philosophy to set forth the actual human fellowship.

On the basis of these internal and external factors, you can perhaps guess why I have been moved by your dialogical writings and how much I have learned from them. I found in them neither an oriental (namely, a Chinese or Indian) nor an occidental idea, but an altogether singular one. It seems to me that you have shown us the previous original form of Hebraism that has not yet been hellenized. Only there did I become acquainted with the human relationship that encompasses immanence and transcendence, and is thus able to combine them completely. That was a great inspiration to me.

It is only during the past few years that your idea has gradually begun to attract attention among my people as well. Your I and Thou has already been translated into Japanese (from the English) and published.

The translation of Paths in Utopia is also to be published shortly. But your other, very important works still have not been introduced to Japanese readers.

Therefore, I would be quite grateful to you if you would give me the right to translate “What Is Man?” and “Images of Good and Evil.”503 I would also be very pleased if I could get from you a brief foreword to this translation for Japanese readers. In closing, I cordially wish you the best!

697. Nathan Chofshi to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Herzlia, November 11, 1959 »

To my friend and teacher, Professor M. Buber, Shalom!

All this time I avoided troubling you with problems of everyday life or of high politics. Now, however, I feel inwardly impelled to turn to you with two questions, and I would be very grateful for a response.

1. I read the interview with you in the New Year’s issue of Davar,504 and among other things it says that you described yourself as a realist and militarist. I find it very hard to believe that you should have used such an expression, which one would not expect to hear even from Begin.505 I don’t read Davar often because I don’t care for its uncritical pro-government orientation, and so I may have missed a subsequent correction.

2. With all my heart I live in accordance with the teachings of our later prophets; sometimes, however, I face a mystery that confuses me. In Isaiah 11 we find the wonderful picture of the fulfillment of the vision of true peace among men (among the animals) and in the entire universe, in nonviolence and justice. And how horrified I am when I come to this horrible verse at the end of the same chapter: “They shall pounce on the back of Philistia to the west and together plunder the peoples of the east; Edom and Moab shall be subject to them, and the children of Ammon shall obey” (11:14). Surely that is a plunge from the most exalted to the lowest! Is this how the chapter about the vision of a heavenly kingdom on earth ends?! How much encouragement it contains for Ben-Gurion506 and his ilk, who have the cause of peace on their lips but a sharp sword in their hands [Psalm 149:6]. And there is another passage in Isaiah 61:5–6: “Strangers shall stand and pasture your flocks, aliens shall be your plowmen and vine trimmers; while you shall be called ‘priests of the LORD’ and termed ‘servants of our God.’ You shall enjoy the wealth of nations.…”[…]

698. Martin Buber to Nathan Chofshi [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, November 8, 1959 »

My friend Nathan Chofshi,

What I said was “meliorist.”507 This word, which I assume I coined, is intended to express that the activities of men do not involve perfection but actual improvement. (The misprint was corrected in Davar.)

There is no connection between Isaiah 11:10–12:6 and what precedes it. I have no doubt that these verses were added to the words of the prophet at a much later date. (An example: The prophet deliberately did not call the anointed of the Lord a “root,” but a “twig” and a “shoot.”) These verses were spoken in the language of an hour of need and distress, in the language of the Babylonian Exile (and they seem to have originated in the early years of the latter), and the author clothed his glad tidings in “historical” garb. As regards chapter 61, it is clear that there is no connection between the first three verses (whose language is that of chapter 49) and the rest of the chapter. I am not taking the path of “Bible criticism,” but I am trying to understand even the most cruel passages in the Scriptures insofar as possible on the basis of the situations that gave rise to them.

699. Martin Buber to Albrecht Goes
« Jerusalem, December 19, 1959 »

Dear Herr Goes,

Even before receipt of the book you sent me,508 I should like to thank you from the heart for everything and at the same time inform you about what has happened to me during this time. While staying in Flims last summer, I took sick and had to spend weeks in bed, cared for by Eva—who cordially returns your greetings—and the doctor forbade me, with strict and exact reasoning, to go to Venice. Thus, only my son and his daughter Barbara were there, and near Civi they received your beautiful roses. I was under the weather for a while after my return, and when I was able to feel “recovered” I tackled the translation of the remaining books of the Scriptures. For the past two months or so, I have been occupied solely with Job, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, and Lamentations. That is where I am at present, and now I have given myself a few days for answering letters. The Saint Gallen’s Play,509 however, was read soon after its arrival, and of course with the attention it deserves. What I found strange was that Micah, whom I am tempted to regard as a disloyal pupil of Isaiah (cf. Micah 4:5 with Isaiah 2:5),510 comes last—but of course this is due to Bethlehem. One more word about your Hillel speech.511 In the Day of Atonement sermon by the hasidic master Rabbi Isaac Meir of Ger (d. 1866) about the Hillel text […], it says: “When will this Now be?”512

P.S. I am planning to go to Venice via Munich in June, God willing!

700. Martin Buber to Walter Kaufmann
« Jerusalem, April 30, 1960 »

Dear Walter Kaufmann,

On January 28 I started writing my answer to your letter of January 19, and then it was interrupted by urgent work on the final volume of my Bible translation. Now that I have gotten over the worst, namely, Daniel, I have resumed my letter-answering. As important a question as the one about Job 19:25, at least, shall not wait any longer.

This is my translation of that passage:


da ich dock weiss, mein Auslöser lebt,

und als der Spätgekommne wird aufstehn er überm Staub,—

und noch nachdem meine Haut, dies da, zerfetzt ist,

noch von meinem Fleische aus werde ich Gott schauen.



By way of an explanation:

1. [The Hebrew] goel, Auslöser [redeemer], is the designation of someone who rehabilitates a verfallen [decrepit] property or restores a verfallen widow to the proper mainstream of life.

2. Staub [dust] designates the ground on which Job sits.

3. Job has earlier spoken of the destructive effect of his illness on his skin; it becomes more and more zerfetzt [torn to shreds]; now he points to it as he talks: dies da [this here].

4. What Job’s plaint ultimately involves is that God, whose intimate Einvernehmen [concord] once was über seinem Zelt [over his tent], has removed himself from him (and thereby also withdrawn his—Job’s—Recht [right]). That is why he can afterward be contented with the Erscheinung [appearance] of God, who does not explain or justify the injustice of the way of the world that Job has criticized.

5. Job complains: God stays away from me. But he is certain that God will come, no matter how late: And if my skin is then all torn to shreds, my eyes will see him in my skinless flesh. This appearance will auslösen [release] Job from his distance from God, from decrepitude, though this may not happen until just before his death. The Lebende [living one] will revitalize him, be it only at the last moment. This is what, I believe, Job weiss [knows].

That is all for today. It was hard for me to write this down. I shall return your manuscript shortly.

701. Martin Buber to François Mauriac [original in French]
« Jerusalem, May 7, 1960 »

Dear Sir,

As you know, certain friends of mine, among them Dr. Nahum Goldmann,513 are planning to bring leading non-Jewish personalities together in Paris in order to induce them to take a stand on the situation of the Jews in the Soviet Union.

The approximately three million Jews living in the Soviet Union find themselves in a position that makes it impossible for them to lead their own lives on a religious, cultural, or national plane—unlike other minorities, which have opportunities in these areas that are being denied to the Jews. Thus, the great Jewish community in the Soviet Union is being threatened with complete obliteration.

For this reason, outstanding people from the non-Jewish and Jewish worlds, particularly writers, scholars, and intellectuals, are to come together in order to receive objective information about this situation and take a stand on the basis of the facts. It is our opinion that this cannot fail to have a certain effect on the leaders of the Soviet Union.

I myself shall participate in this one-day deliberation, which has been scheduled for September 15 of this year.

I would be very pleased to know that you agree in principle to participate. The purpose of this letter is to tell you how happy I would be to see you again on this occasion and to ask you to join Professor Reinhold Niebuhr514 and me in signing this appeal. It goes without saying that all preparatory work will be done by my friends and that this will not cause you any inconvenience. But it is desirable for certain personalities to be prepared to take the initiative in convening such an assembly, and I do not know anyone in France whose name has as much authority as yours.

I hope you will accede to my request, and I would be grateful to you for a prompt response. Messrs. Rosenne515 and Friedländer,516 who are in charge of preparing the conference in Paris, will take the liberty of paying you a call, and they are at your disposal for giving you any details and desired explanations.

702. The Executive Director of the Society for Christian-Jewish Cooperation (Darmstadt) to Martin Buber
« Darmstadt, July 11, 1960 »

Most esteemed Herr Professor,

Dr. [Ekkehard] Lommel, the government administrator for the Bergstrasse district, has contacted me in my capacity as the executive director of the Society for Christian-Jewish Cooperation in Darmstadt and asked me to convey to you a request which, as he writes me, is also that of his district committee.

Dr. Lommel would like to have a commemorative plaque affixed to the house in Heppenheim in which you, Professor Buber, lived for many years.

Today, the house is the property of the district and houses the administrative bureau.

The memorial plaque is to bear a text acknowledging the importance of your person. Councillor Lommel has asked me to secure your consent.

Permit me to ask you also whether you, dear Professor Buber, are planning a European trip during the coming year and could possibly participate in the festive inauguration of the commemorative plaque. If so, I would be glad to receive any desired dates from you.

We had in mind Brotherhood Week, which is observed in early March, but if there is a possibility that you can be present at the ceremony, we would gladly accept any date you may propose.

703. Martin Buber to the Society for Christian-Jewish Cooperation (Darmstadt) [draft]
« Wengen, August 7, 1960 »

Dear Sirs,

Since I am traveling, your letter of July 17 reached me with considerable delay.

I believe I may say that I serve the cause of the reconciliation of nations to the best of my ability. This, however, is a cause that can flourish only under the aegis of truthfulness. I believe that truth would not be served if the house in Heppenheim an der Bergstrasse in which I and my family lived from 1915 to 1938 had a plaque affixed to it that reminded people only of the fact of habitation but did not mention that it was plunder and expropriation that put an end to this living connection. True, a memorial plaque like the one you are planning would constitute a high honor for myself, but it would not do due justice to the historical truth of which coming generations should be reminded as an admonition and a warning.

I am sure I may assume that you will understand the standpoint I have enunciated.

704. Oren Lev to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Ramat Gan, January 28, 1961 »

Your Honor,

[…] In your interview517 you said, regarding the Eichmann trial,518 that in your opinion the victim could not also be the judge. In my modest opinion, in the case of Eichmann, the victim—the chief victim—should and must sit in judgment, for whom would you designate as an “international court of justice”? After all, almost all nations were victims of Eichmann and his henchmen. Nevertheless, let us imagine an international court (under the condition that its judges were not Eichmann’s victims). And what would be the outcome? As candidates: Eskimos and American Indians and … for these meet the condition; they were neither directly nor indirectly victims of Nazism and would make an ideal bench with a maximum of objectivity.… But would that make sense? Would it not make the bones of the six million cry out? Could we ourselves pass muster before history if we turned Eichmann over to an international court, for example the Eskimos? In light of all this, one and only one conclusion results of necessity: Eichmann must be put on trial in Israel, before Israeli judges!

Another question: Does your proposal that Eichmann be brought before an international tribunal mean that you doubt the sense of justice and the integrity of our judges?

In proposing an international tribunal for Eichmann, did you consider one of the main issues—namely, that it is intended not only to sit in judgment over Eichmann but also—and essentially—to voice our protest and our complaint against mankind, the same mankind that closed its eyes and ears when Eichmann was committing his arch-cannibalistic deeds? Do you believe that an international court would fulfill this task, which is the main thing, properly, i.e., the way we want it? […]

705. Yehuda Shochat to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Ramat Gan, January 29, 1961 »

To Mr. Martin, Shalom!

When this letter reaches your desk, there are sure to be several others lying there whose senders are impressed with your championship, in the newspaper Ma’ariv, of democracy and humanism. I have heard about you for some time (I am twenty-two) and have been interested in your views, but no more than that, for I have never met you. But when you appeared in the newspaper as the subject of an interview, I felt something like awe toward you (not because you are a great man—who would understand the meaning of the word great as well as you …?) but because of my absolute identification with your views, though your reserve and your silence on political matters were very noticeable.

Dear Mr. Martin, I know that my words are like a drop in the great ocean in which you are swimming. Considering your great theoretical and practical experience, I don’t think I am able to tell you anything new. But I can tell you one thing: we, the young people of this country, lack personalities such as you, we lack guides on whose forehead the word peace as you define it is written, as well as the humanism that emanates from you. I am convinced that people like you can take the necessary first step to lead our public out of the great hysteria, the blind hatred, the nonintegration of the peoples of this region, and the pessimism regarding a durable peace in the Middle East. […]

706. Eliezer Be’eri to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Kibbutz Hazorea, February 6, 1961 »

Professor Buber, Shalom!

Accept my most cordial congratulations and blessings on your birthday!

The crisis that is now afflicting Israel has opened the ears of many to the voice of conscience and reason—and who has taught us that there is no conflict between conscience and reason as you have? It is a good thing that you are speaking out publicly. It seems to me that for decades there has been no hour in which so many people were ready to hear what you have to say. […]

707. Hermann Hesse to Martin Buber
« Montagnola, late March 1961 »

Dear Herr Buber,

You can imagine with what great sympathy, joy, and emotion I read and reread your book Autobiographical Fragments. All my life, biographies and legends, reports about the way and the mission of pious people have been the reading matter and edification dearest to me, from Arnold’s Life of the Patriarchs519 and information about the pietistic “Swabian fathers” to your Hasidim. I found in your Autobiographical Fragments some figures and experiences of a charismatic and persuasive power similar to that in Frankenberg’s life of Jakob Böhme.520

708. Ewald Wasmuth to Martin Buber
« Tübingen-Derendingen, May 28, 1961 »

Dear Martin Buber,

How I wish I could have been in your house on that day in February and participated in the celebration marking the completion of your translation of the Bible into German! I thank you with all my heart for sending me the article that allowed me to participate in that memorable day from afar. Thus, I was able to be there in thought, listen to the voices—the voices of praise—and to the magnificent closing words with which you made everything harmonize so that the finale was like the end of a well-composed symphony. Congratulations are no longer in order, only thanks! But I am—we are—happy that we may thank you and Him. I was deeply touched by Eugen Mayer’s contribution.521 I knew about it, but I had never seen things that way, and probably what was said in this speech could not have been said at any earlier time. Now it seems as though the words gleam with the mystery that is the basis of all life and that is active in everything and that now has really proved itself in the conclusion of the work. Incidentally, in recent months I was greatly involved with your Bible translation; I reread it from beginning to end and will continue to read it. I had never before done this at one stroke; I had customarily read the new volumes as well as some passages especially important to me in the older ones. Now I read the text in the proper sequence and did a great deal of comparing. It is so magnificently uniform in its sternness and its archaic rigor that precludes any misuse of the word. I was and am very happy while doing so, even though the texts are frequently painful and remind me of your dialogue “Samuel and Agag.”522 As you can see, I am often with you and invariably with a grateful heart and hoping to God that you will be permitted to tell us what can be voiced only by you. Incidentally, I heard that your daughter Eva has married again.523 Please tell her from Sophie and me that we wish her with all our heart happiness and blessings for this restructured life. […]

709. Martin Buber to Robert Weltsch524
« For June 20, 1961 »

Dear Robert Weltsch,

Your turning seventy has offered me an opportunity to take a “historical” view, as it were, of the common ground we have shared over fifty years. Ordinarily, one does not reflect on such things; one simply carries them within oneself and they have an effect on one’s life. But now I have had to deal with our community after all—namely, with its “historical” aspect. I do not mean, of course, that we have at any time participated in the kind of action that is customarily so designated. What I have in mind is connected with the function of the spirit in history, a function that is at once significant and problematical.

Among the periods of this half-century that are very different in the light of history, there are three in particular that invite this kind of examination. The first is the common insight of two Zionist generations, dating from 1909 in Prague, that the exclusive cultivation of a Hebraistic and Palestine-centered nationalism can lead to a restoration but not to a true regeneration of the substance “Israel” and that this requires, rather, a great, more far-reaching, and more comprehensive education of the people. The second period is those years of prewar Hitlerism, in which you ran the Jüdische Rundschau and I headed the Center for Jewish Adult Education—two institutions that had to carry on the intellectual fight imposed upon them by the historical situation by educating for a concrete and independent Jewry that would prepare a specifically Jewish humanism instead of running with the pack, albeit Jewish style. We are now living in the third period, critically affirming and serving the state of Israel, the new historical form of our self-determination, a state that grew out of our own work but has been decisively shaped by our reaction to the catastrophe, a reaction forced upon us by history. Always to champion to the best of our ability the truth that we have inherited and that is in need of renewal even as we serve the demands of reality—that is how I may perhaps characterize the almost paradoxical task that has, during all these years and in changing forms, remained common to us, dear friend, and to those who are close to our way of thinking. May you be preserved for this task for a long time to come!

710. Ernst Simon to Martin Buber
« Eranfield, August 7, 1961 »

My dear Herr Buber,

[…] The day on which judgment will be pronounced525 is drawing closer, and I have thought a great deal about our possible action. The judges probably have to hand down the death sentence. We are agreed that this sentence should under no circumstances be carried out. […] But should we really propose a pardon to the president? Perhaps, if there is no other way. But something else occurred to me: the Knesset526 should pass a special law: “The death sentence against Eichmann shall not be carried out.” This should be the entire text, and motivations should only be given orally in the debate. B.G.527 could probably be persuaded, and most likely a majority as well. What do you think? […]

711. Dag Hammarskjöld to Martin Buber
« August 17, 1961 »

Dear Professor Buber,

In recent days, I read some works of yours with which I had not been acquainted. These are the essays that appeared in English under the collective title Between Man and Man, and I am thinking particularly of “Dialogue,” “The Question of the Single One,” and parts of “What Is Man?”

Having finished reading these essays, I feel impelled to send you a greeting again—after a far too long period of silence that can be understood only in view of my being burdened by conditions. With what you say about the “signs”—the “questions” and the answer, as well as the “single one” and his responsibility in the political sphere—you have formulated experiences that are common to us in a way that makes your writings for me to a high degree what you would call a sign. It is strange to see a bridge built over an abyss of time, differences of environment, and outward experience that suddenly makes the distance disappear.

That is all I wanted to tell you, and I do not believe that further explanations could add or clarify anything.

I am still planning to translate you528 in order to bring you closer to my compatriots, but the choice is becoming harder and harder for me, and of course I cannot venture to tackle a comprehensive work. The more I am able to savor the subtleties of your German, the more I shrink back from the idea of a translation that would at best be capable of reproducing only a modest part of its overtones.

712. Martin Buber to Dag Hammarskjöld
« Jerusalem, August 23, 1961 »

Dear Herr Hammarskjöld,

I should like to thank you for your letter. More than what you said in our first conversation, it is for me a sign of true and complete understanding—quite a rare gift in this world of ours.

If I were asked which of my books a Swede ought to read first, I would answer: “The most difficult of all, but one that is most suited to introducing the reader to the realm of dialogue, namely, I and Thou.” And since you may not be acquainted with my afterword to the new edition, I am sending you a copy, together with a talk about language529 that I gave last year.

713. Knut Hammarskjöld to Martin Buber
« Geneva, October 5, 1961 »

My dear Professor Buber,

Now that I have brought the body of my uncle Dag Hammarskjöld back from Africa,530 I regard it as my duty to report to you that among the few personal effects he had with him on his last flight were two texts (in German and English) as well as twelve typewritten pages of your I and Thou. The latter was the beginning of the first draft of his translation of your work into Swedish that he had completed shortly before his departure from New York.

714. Martin Buber to Ewald and Sophie Wasmuth
« Jerusalem, November 1, 1961 »

Dear Wasmuths,

This is what things are like here: one doesn’t really “feel” sick, but if one behaves as though one were well and ventures to go out some evening to hear [Pablo] Casals play, one has to pay for it the next day. Thus, one sits at one’s desk, sits away and reads the last proofs of the last volume of the Bible—and in between one sits on the terrace and breathes one’s fill. In doing so, one does, thank God, have one’s faith on one’s right, but one could not get along without humor on one’s left. There are all sorts of things to think about, and people keep showing up with questions, among them not a few young people from Germany (including Tübingen), and one imparts information to the best of one’s ability. And in the midst of all this, again and again one feels memories touching one’s forehead, and the living friends with whom one shares them are not anywhere but here, all here at this moment.

This is what things are like.

Be blessed!

715. Martin Buber to the Novosti Press Agency, Moscow [original in English]
« Jerusalem, November 12, 1961 »

You turn to me with the question of what I think the world will be like in twenty years.531 This question I cannot answer even conjecturally. To be sure, I assume as you do that “by the joint efforts of the nations war will be averted and mankind will be able to develop in conditions of peace.” Everything, however, depends on what the word “peace” means here: mere cessation of the Cold War or true coexistence. But if the road is not to lead to a new Cold War—an even more dangerous one because of the further technical developments to be expected—then “true coexistence” can and must mean nothing less than this: true cooperation for the mastering of the ever more critical common problems of mankind. Despite the fundamental differences of view on social justice and individual freedom, I believe that such cooperation—precisely in the sense of a genuine socialism—is possible. It is possible if dedicated men from both camps, men who think independently and realistically, are able in direct, unreserved, and encompassing discussions to arrive together at a recognition of the urgency of mankind’s vital common interests, and to draw the practical consequences for cooperation that arise from these interests. What will be accomplished in these discussions and to what degree the leaders of the great camps will understand how to translate these accomplishments into reality: on this depends, among other things, also “man’s motto in 1981” about which you ask.

716. David Baumgardt to Martin Buber
« Long Beach, November 23, 1961 »

My dear Herr Buber,

The brilliant young physicist Ernest Sternglass532 has just sent me that part of your manuscript533 which you intended for me as well, for he knows how much every work of yours means to me and that I would like to thank you for it as soon as possible.

“Samuel and Agag” moved me threefold. These three pages seem to me to touch the roots of your life’s work. I regard it as a particular kindness that you selected precisely these for me, and I hope you can acknowledge that they denote something decisive for my life’s work as well.

Your most far-reaching merits are subject to all sorts of misinterpretations in Jerusalem and in the world at large. People select only this and that, whatever they please, from [your teachings] despite your reverence for the written letter, the fact, tradition, and clarity of thought, as well as from your courage in the face of all four. And on top of that, reason, a powerful divine gift, is being disparaged by febrile souls, and its legitimate, albeit difficult marriage to our highest emotions and intuitive faculties is being thwarted.

But I shall abandon further paltry indications of this kind with their inevitable ambiguity and hope instead for a personal conversation with you which, in discord and accord, could perhaps become for me a discussion like your dialogue with the pious Jew about Samuel and Agag.

717. Martin Buber to the American Council for Judaism534 [original in English]
« Jerusalem, March 23, 1962 »

Dear Sirs,

To my regret, I cannot comply with your request. Writing for your magazine the article you invite me to write for it would mean identifying my attitude to the great problems of Zionism in a certain measure with yours. But in truth the two are very far from one another. Our—by “we” I mean Ichud—criticism of the Israeli government’s Arab policy is one from inside; yours is one from outside. Our program of Jewish-Arab cooperation does not mean a lesser Zionism than what is officially called by this name, but a greater one. We want to bring the Jewish people to understand and to adopt this greater Zionism.

718. Walter Kaufmann to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Princeton, March 24, 1962 »

Dear Professor Buber,

Since I agree with you about Eichmann, I want to ask you whether there is anything you think I might do in this connection. I do not believe in collecting signatures, as some people suggest, and hardly need to tell you why I don’t. Moreover, the great numbers are surely on the other side, in favor of execution. The obvious course that occurs to me is to write an article, but, however shameful that may be, at the moment I do not have the time to do justice to such an important topic. I could, of course, write a letter to the Prime Minister or the President; but I suppose that is rather pointless. It occurs to me that you might have an idea.

You may have heard that I am planning to spend the year 1962/63 at Hebrew University, on a Fulbright grant. […] I am greatly looking forward to converstations with you. […] The prospect of living so near you for a year is exciting.

719. Martin Buber to François Mauriac [original in French]
« Jerusalem, March 25, 1962 »

Dear M. Mauriac:

I thank you very sincerely for your prompt consent to sign the petition to Mr. Khrushchev. Lord Russell535 has also declared his readiness to sign the telegram; however, he proposed a minor modification in the last paragraph of the text, and I have accepted it. I am enclosing the text536 that was telegraphed to Mr. Khrushchev last Tuesday, March 20, with the signatures of Lord Russell, you, and myself. Mrs. [Eleanor] Roosevelt for her part preferred to address a personal plea to Mr. Khrushchev, and she will write him directly. A copy of the text of the telegram has been sent to the ambassador of the Soviet Union in Tel Aviv.

Through an indiscretion beyond my control, an Israeli newspaper of today’s date has reported on the matter, and thus my request for secrecy has been rendered nugatory.

720. Margarete von Bendemann-Susman to Martin Buber
« Zurich, April 4 [1962]537 »

Dear Herr Buber,

This is exactly the book I have wished for,538 and ever since I heard about your Munich speech, I had been waiting for its appearance. Now I have received it from you, and thus it is a double joy for me. I have already had it read to me twice, have learned a great deal from it, and found that it confirmed many things that I had thought about in similar fashion. Now I thank you for it with all my heart. I would have done so earlier if I had not been fairly flooded with out-of-town visitors at Easter.

But it pleased me greatly that you asked Mrs. Blumenthal-Weiss539 to tell me that you will come to see me in early July—for two reasons: it lets me conclude that you are feeling better, and I am sincerely looking forward to your coming.

721. Martin Buber to Walter Kaufmann [original in English]
« Jerusalem, April 8, 1962 »

Dear Walter Kaufmann,

Because of my state of health, I can only now answer your letter of March 24.

I think it would be good if you wrote about Eichmann to Ben-Gurion. He has read one of your books and appreciates it.

I am very glad to know that you are planning to spend a year here. Talking is much more easy for me and even more natural than writing.

The doctors will, as it seems, allow me to spend the months July and August in a Swiss sanatorium (Sonn-Matt, near Lucerne). If you should be in Switzerland at that time, let me know please. […]

722. Hiroshi Kojima to Martin Buber
« Tokyo, April 10, 1962 »

My dear Professor Buber,

Forgive me for not writing you for such a long time even though in my last letter I promised to send you promptly significant impressions made upon readers by my translation of Between Man and Man. Happily, about 1,200 copies of the book have been sold in the six months following its publication. But I must confess to you that the pronounced interest in the book in this country, at least thus far, has been confined almost exclusively to Christian circles. […] Accordingly, the reaction has been limited to the Christian side. However, a periodical devoted to reviews of new books introduced the book: “Though it is a small volume, its content is immensely concentrated. This reader sometimes stood still because he was inflamed by a powerful breath emanating from these lines and struck by dazzling, intensive lightning. […] With respect to the concept of man’s nature, we would no longer be able to evade his answer, nor could the world of Christian thought ever be beyond his influence. If we wish to pose any question to him, we could do so only in the way he has shown us.” […]

723. Ludwig Binswanger to Martin Buber
« Kreuzlingen, May 8, 1962 »

My dear Martin Buber,

Thank you kindly for having the two addresses, Logos, sent to me; both spoke to me directly. What you say about the two truths is very true and fruitful. The second speech also is extremely valuable to me, since I have worked on Heraclitus myself; but you dig much deeper.540

In a new preface to the third edition of my Basic Forms [and Knowledge of Human Existence],541 I again recall your decisive importance for this work. We are still extremely close to each other in our emphasis on the importance of the we-ness, particularly vis-à-vis Heidegger. Only when you speak of the “monologizing hubris” with its strongest threat of disintegration (p. 13) would I like to dissent, having just read the second volume of Heidegger’s Nietzsche542—because in action and in truth Heidegger is engaged in a hitherto unsuspected permanent dialogue with the great philosophers of all times, particularly since to him philosophy and the history of philosophy are identical. I am glad to see how active you still are and how your language and your thought have in equal measure attained to ever greater heights of purity, maturity, and clarity. […]

724. Martin Buber to Ludwig Binswanger
« Jerusalem, May 14, 1962 »

Dear Ludwig Binswanger,

Many thanks for your two letters.

My state of health is anything but satisfactory (my condition is best characterized as constant lability), but the doctors have now permitted me to spend the major part of July and August at the Sonn-Matt sanatorium overlooking Lucerne. During the first week of July and the last week of August, I shall spend a few days in Zurich. Thus I may hope to see you again on one of these occasions. Then we can discuss, among other things, your reservations about my critique of “monologizing.” In essence, it seems to involve the fact that I cannot regard what you call “permanent dialogue” in concreto as a dialogue at all. Dialogue in my sense implies of necessity the unforeseen, and its basic element is surprise, the surprising mutuality.

I gratefully accept your very kind offer to have your book on melancholia and mania,543 with which I am not yet acquainted, sent to me.

725. Martin Buber to the Dean of the School of Medicine of the University of Münster
« Jerusalem, July 7, 1962 »

Dear Dean,

I beg you and your colleagues to accept my profoundly felt thanks for the high honor bestowed upon me.544

I was ill for a long time and have still not completely recovered. The doctors have prescribed for me several weeks at the Sonn-Matt sanatorium near Lucerne, and I shall probably be able to undertake the trip in the first week of August; this includes the flight to Zurich and the one-hour ride to Lucerne. Beyond this, the doctors have forbidden all travel. Under these circumstances, I must, to my great regret, forgo receiving the diploma in Münster in person. I would appreciate your informing me of any other way that may seem feasible to you.

726. Witold O. to Martin Buber [original in Polish]
« July 27, 1962 »

My dear Friend,

Many thanks for the book545 you sent me. I read it with a great deal of attention and emotion.

It is a characteristic of memoirs that they not only describe the past but also show those able to read them the author of the diary at the moment of writing. Thus, I can see you—your very beautiful picture and your very own style. I see you the way you were in those wonderful days of our youth.… And that was already so long ago!

I remember your being enthusiastic about [Nietzsche’s] Zarathustra—how you always brought that book to school. For me, those days were the first period of inner bleeding and the struggle with the inherited excrescences of my soul. God, what a hard struggle that was! Those times will never come again!

But the problems have actually remained the same, even if we see them from a different point of view today. Unless I am mistaken, the wealth of youthful feelings and the “upward striving” are neither exhausted nor extinguished in both of us. The eternal light is burning—albeit in front of a different altar.

Your enthusiasm and mine have taken quite different paths, but both lead to the ideal. The only difference was that you did not need to struggle against your intellectual heritage—whereas I had to struggle for many years before I finally found myself. You were a great help to me in my redemption; in the end, however, it did not come from the outside but from within my soul, and that is why I was newly formed from the bottom up. The Christianity in which I was so deeply rooted was hateful to you. How well I remember your saying, “This beautiful pealing of bells for this Christian religion—what a waste!” This deeply hurt me at the time.… To this day I grow sad when I hear your words, though I have changed in the meantime.

But you will have to admit one thing: neither the school nor your schoolmates nor the teachers ever hurt you during the entire eight years that you spent there. I also believe that Polish literature has produced exalted works in which it let us participate: Jan Kochanowski546 with his translation of the magnificent psalms, with his “Why do you torment me in vain, hostile Apollo, who gave us the eternal spirit without giving us the counterpoise in words?” Or Mickiewicz547 with his “Improvisation”: “I shall go where the Creator and Nature border on each other!” And there were still others who truly did not impede our development.

And for this reason I was somewhat taken aback when I read this in your book: “Every day, before and after class, I had to listen to the words of the prayer ‘Our Father, who art in heaven.’ ”548 How on earth could you have found that disturbing? You yourself write that one may speak with God!

One may neither speak with him nor think about him! But words and thoughts are works of time, which is a perpetuum—while God himself is aeternus! Then how can these two lines ever converge?

God can be felt only around one. How does Tagore549 put it in his “Songs of Sacrifice”? “My children have run away, and they are still running in order to clean the room for Him. And I—when Death takes me in his arms, shall I then stand before Thee face to face?”

Thomas à Kempis550 says: “Once the sons of Israel said to Moses: ‘Speak to us, we shall listen to you. Let not the Lord speak to us lest we die!’ ” “No, O Lord,” continues the knight, who was cheated in earthly love and jeopardized in heavenly love, “I implore you, I humbly pray with the prophet Samuel: Speak to me, O Lord, thy servant is listening to thee! Moses shall not speak to me, nor another prophet; only thou shalt speak to me, my God and Lord who art the light of all prophets and can imbue me with thine spirit, whereas they cannot achieve anything without thee.” And there follow other wonderful words.…

Of the two alternatives of faith in God—the first being direct address, the second hearing about him—you chose the former and believed in this God, even though Mickiewicz says: “The tongue lies to the voice and the voice lies to the thoughts.” That is certainly a “mismeeting.”551

But why were you disturbed by the words of the children that were addressed directly to God? True, they were thoughtlessly repeated day in, day out—but surely they could not have been disturbing.… Was it because they addressed him as “Thou”?

I believe that if you had attended Pastor Jugan’s religion class, had listened to his lectures and the constant debates he had with pugnacious Witwicki—then you might have been disturbed! But the saying “That even a child’s prayer cannot help—that hurts, O God”—only this should you have felt, together with Slowacki. […]

Nowadays, when there are more and more doubters, when the indocti552 always ask me whether I believe in God, I often find myself in a very embarrassing situation and answer: “Do you think this clock was able to make itself?” I often succeed in convincing the questioner, but I myself am not convinced … for an answer is very difficult, and there is no fitting analogy.

I would like to write more, but I would prefer to speak with you. If in the not too distant future we have to sarcinas colligere553 and leave, my room will not be cleaned up.

I would also have liked to translate your diary into Polish (of course, only with your permission), but nowadays orders are given by publishers, not authors, and so I don’t know whether I could find a publisher in Poland at this time.

As for myself, I have written a considerable amount about Roman law, as well as a story with a mystical background.

P.S. What became of Joseph Jer.?554

The Polish language, the Polish countryside, the Polish tradition—these I love from the bottom of my soul. I love them—just as you love yours.

727. Archimandrite Symeon to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Jerusalem, September 28, 1962 »

His Honor Dr. Martin Bubber [sic]:

His All Holiness, the Ecumenical Patriarch Athenagoras,555 having read and heard many things about your great personality and your spiritual work, [has] asked me to convey to you his greetings and warm congratulations, and at the same time to express to you the desire of the Patriarch to have some of your books, and especially I and Thou.

728. Martin Buber to Margarete von Bendemann-Susman
« Jerusalem, October 10, 1962 »

Dear Margarete Susman,

A life of the spirit and yet one lived without any diminution of immediacy—that, I believe, is what we who know you can praise you for on this day.556 Merit or grace? Surely both in one, inseparably. And so I, too, come to you with this heartfelt wish: that this life of the spirit and immediacy may be granted you for a good while, a gentle while, longer.

729. Margarete von Bendemann-Susman to Martin Buber
« Zurich, October 24, 1962 »

Dear Martin Buber,

“A gentle while”—how I thank you for your wonderful words! How grateful I am to you for your warmhearted sharing! As you know, life has not always been gentle to me; how could it have been in those dark times with their deathly concomitants? But on this day, which is basically hard, though it is surrounded by so much life and friendship, crowned by your words, it has really seemed gentle and blessed.

Accept my gratitude, my heartfelt gratitude!

730. Martin Buber to Albrecht Goes
« Jerusalem, December 21, 1962 »

Dear Herr Goes,

I read with special joy your radio address which was recently sent to me. It has such a beautiful authenticity—because a story is really told in it.

I should like to correct a few little things, because they are really not unimportant.

I was not “driven out.” They actually did not want to let me emigrate because I was not able to pay the required twenty-five percent of the value of the Polish land I owned at that time. Only after all sorts of interventions was I allowed to spend about two-thirds of the year in Palestine, under the condition that I live the remaining time in Germany and keep my house there in “habitable” condition—which my wife took so seriously that in November557 there really was something to plunder. There is a lot more to this story, and someday I may be able to tell it to you. […]

731. The Executive Director of the Praemium Erasmianum Foundation to Martin Buber
« Amsterdam, January 23, 1963 »

Dear Professor Buber,

In the name of His Royal Highness the Prince of the Netherlands, regent of the Praemium Erasmianum Foundation, and on behalf of the committee of the foundation, I have the honor to inform you that His Royal Highness and the committee have decided, provided you are prepared to accept it, to award the Erasmus Prize to you as a representative of one of the most significant areas of our European culture.

For further details about the foundation, its aims, and the awarding of the prize, I would refer you to the pamphlet we have sent you under separate cover. Moreover, I would like to give you some information that will undoubtedly interest you in connection with this communication.

The Erasmus Prize was endowed in 1958 on the initiative of H.R.H. Prince Bernhard. It is intended to honor persons or institutions whose work is deemed particularly valuable for the spiritual and cultural resurgence of Europe. The prize amounts to 100,000 Dutch guilders (approximately 10,000 British pounds), and the recipient can use part of this amount in connection with his own work.

Unlike the Nobel Prize, however, the rest of the amount must, in accordance with an agreement between the committee and the recipient, be devoted to a project that can, in a broad sense, serve for the restoration, unification, or enrichment of the European spirit and European culture. […]

In 1958, the Erasmus Prize was awarded to the Austrian people in recognition of “the exemplary way in which it has, despite great political, economic, and social difficulties in the postwar period, managed to restore and regenerate its cultural heritage by dint of great sacrifices and conscious integration into the European totality.”

The 1959 prize was divided between the French statesman Robert Schuman558 and the German philosopher Karl Jaspers.559 I should like to repeat here some remarks that were made at the award ceremony. About Karl Jaspers: “… a life that is in an outstanding manner dedicated to one of the noblest traditions of European culture: the free and fearless investigation of the basic problems of human life.” About Robert Schuman: “… his indefatigable, courageous, and far-sighted championship of a new, united Europe … the wise inspirer and man of action.…”

In 1960, the prize was bestowed jointly upon Marc Chagall560 and Oskar Kokoschka561 “to honor the value of their art and their spirit, which have over a period of many years served painting, that inalienable part of Europe’s cultural wealth, preserving and enriching it.…”

In 1962, Romano Guardini562 was honored with the Erasmus Prize as one of the most important Christian humanists of our time. I quote from the award: “He deserves exceptional credit for his multifarious contributions to the preservation, shaping, deepening, and—when necessary—restoration and renewal of European intellectual life.”

This year our foundation, after consultation with our advisers abroad, would like to honor with this award the significance of your thought and work for the spiritual life and the consciousness of the peoples of Europe. Beyond this, it is intended above all for the dissemination of your message and the fostering of an understanding of Hasidism among the general public.

The regent and the committee of our foundation sincerely hope that you will agree to accept the Erasmus Prize. In that event, we should like to establish personal contact with you in order to discuss further details regarding the use of the prize.

H.R.H. the Prince of the Netherlands will award the prize at an official meeting sometime in 1963. We wholeheartedly hope that it will be possible for you to accept this prize in person at an appropriate time still to be determined.563 […]

732. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, February 4, 1963 »

My dear Herr Buber,

Thirty-five years ago this month, I called on the cultural editors of the major Berlin newspapers and asked them to take cognizance of your fiftieth birthday. They were polite but suggested that I come back in ten years. When the ten years elapsed, it was possible to speak about you only in the catacombs of Germany. After another ten years, in 1948, What Is Man? appeared as your first book in postwar Germany. Fifteen years have passed since then, and tomorrow’s Börsenblatt [des deutschen Buchhandels]564 will devote seven full pages to an announcement of your books that are currently available in German. A great oeuvre—and at the same time one that has not become antiquated.

It is nice for me that for thirty-eight years now I have been able to do something for you as your publisher, and it is even nicer for us—Marion, Lambertino,565 and me—that in this period such a cordial and amicable relationship has developed between us. This relationship with you is among the precious possessions of our life.

Your zeal in proofreading shows me that your health must be quite good, and this warms my heart, for on your eighty-fifth birthday I cannot think of wishing you anything but reasonable physical well-being.

733. David Ben-Gurion to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, February 5, 1963 »

Dear Professor Buber,

On your eighty-fifth birthday I send you my sincere blessings, the good wishes of a friend, admirer, and opponent. Your profound and original philosophy, your faithful devotion to the work of Israel’s rebirth from your youth to the present time, your profound ideational and existential relationship to the vision that the prophets of Israel had of a national and universal redemption as well as the rule of justice, peace, and brotherhood in the world, the complete congruence between your endeavors and demands and the conduct of your life—for all this you deserve praise and glory in the history of our people and our time.

With love and veneration,

734. Walter Kaufmann to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Jerusalem, February 7, 1963 »

Dear Martin Buber:

Living so close, it seems silly to write you a letter; but since I cannot hope to see you on your birthday, at least a short note seems appropriate—and there are some things that can be said better in a letter than viva voce.

We have talked about what human beings and books mean to us, and you mentioned that in your younger years books often meant more to you, too. I don’t find that people in general encourage me to go on living; books, works of art, and some music offer more help and inspiration. No wonder: in those realms one can draw on all ages; when it comes to human beings, only on one’s own time. What I seek and what helps me in art and literature is also human beings—but men whom I can meet only in their works.

It makes an immense difference to know in the flesh at least a very few human beings who have the wisdom and warmth and humanity that one is generally resigned to encounter without a living presence. Listening to you in Lehnitz, Germany, in the thirties, seeing you again in the United States in the fifties (at Princeton and at Columbia, and then again at Princeton), and now having conversations in Jerusalem, is not just a very pleasant experience; it adds a dimension to those other encounters, literary and artistic, and makes a difference throughout one’s life. Our evenings together have been high points of my year in Israel.

So I am grateful to you not only for your work, which has meant a great deal to me, but also for your living presence. May it continue as a source of joy to you and a source of strength to many, many others.

As a very small token of gratitude and affection, I am giving you the reprint edition of my Faust translation,566 which I received from the States since I last saw you. In a small way that seems fitting, because you have influenced me a great deal as a translator.

On your birthday I shall think of you, and soon after that I hope to see you again.

735. Martin Buber to David Ben-Gurion [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem [February 29, 1963] »

Dear Mr. Ben-Gurion,

Your congratulatory letter for my eighty-fifth birthday gave me true joy, and I thank you very much.

You touched on an important theme from the complex area of so-called interpersonal relationships. There really is a kind of opposition that does not preclude personal closeness. I may tell you that in this I agree with you, despite all factually grounded reservations, and I could therefore characterize my attitude toward you with words similar to those you were kind enough to use in writing to me.

In a certain respect, your last letter constitutes a continuation of the one before that.567 Permit me to take this opportunity to make an observation about our controversy.

Some time has elapsed since then, and perhaps you will now find it possible, within the framework of your authority, to secure a pardon for the ailing Aharon Cohen568 and his release from prison. That would make me very happy.569

736. Martin Buber to Theodor Heuss [printed text with a handwritten note]
« Jerusalem, February 1963 »

Again an hour has come in which I must give thanks, and do so extensively. This has given me an opportunity to reflect once more about the word danken. It is comprehensible enough but not easy to describe unambiguously. One soon notices that it is one of those words that have no uniform original sense. Accordingly, it evokes different associations in different countries. I shall cite a few examples in this connection.

In German and in English, danken is connected with denken, thank with think in the sense of thinking about or remembering someone. Someone who says Ich danke dir [I thank you] tells the person addressed that he will keep him in mind, and—characteristically, this goes without saying—in a joyous and friendly way. The possibility of remembering someone in a different way as well is simply ignored here.

It is different in Hebrew. There, the verb form hodot means primarily to profess one’s loyalty to someone and secondarily to thank him. Someone who thanks avows his loyalty to the person thanked; he wants to do so now and in the future. This includes thinking about him, of course, but it is more than that. It does not merely happen in the soul; it goes from the soul out into the world and becomes an action, an event there. But to profess one’s allegiance to someone in this fashion means to confirm him in his existence.

It is my intention to maintain for everyone whose good wishes for my eighty-fifth birthday have reached me a grateful remembrance and avowal.

[End of the printed text.]

And for you, dear Herr Heuss, a special addition of good wishes.

737. Patriarch Athenagoras to Martin Buber [original in Greek]
« March 27, 1963 »

To the Hon. Prof. Martin Buber,

We have received with great joy I and Thou, the book you selected, have started reading it, and intend to keep it in our patriarchal library later on.

With this letter we should like to express our warm thanks to you for this manifestation of your friendly feelings and wishes, and at the same time to ask you to be kind enough to send us every work that you may publish in the future.

We call down upon you God’s grace and infinite blessing.

738. Gertrud Luckner to Martin Buber
« Freiburg im Breisgau, April 3, 1963 »

My very dear Professor Buber,

Hearty congratulations on the Dutch Erasmus Prize and all other honors. Now I have the great joy and honor to be able to write you that your numerous admirers and friends in Germany have expressed a desire to plant a Dr. Martin Buber Forest and that this honor is connected with the building of Israel.

The Keren Kayemet le-Yisrael570 has just sent me a sketch of the Jerusalem forest of which the new Martin Buber Forest might become part.571

It is certain to give you particular pleasure, as it does us, that Professor Guardini572 is writing the appeal for this forest. In accordance with his wishes, his name will be among those of the other signatories in alphabetical order. Professor Guardini has permitted me to tell you this, for he is writing this appeal out of friendship for you, but otherwise he wishes to stay in the background. Professor Guardini told me on the telephone last night that he has already composed a draft of the appeal and that it will be sent to me in a few days.

By agreement with the Keren Kayemet, I shall take care of the business side of the project.

Shall we perhaps have the pleasure of seeing you here again on the occasion of your stay in Holland to receive the Erasmus Prize?

739. Bertrand Russell to Martin Buber [original in English]
« Penrhyndeudraeth, September 9, 1963 »

Dear Doctor Buber,

I am writing to solicit your signature to the enclosed appeal to Mr. Khrushchev on behalf of Soviet Jews.

You are probably aware that their situation has been a cause of deep concern to liberal progressive and even communist opinion since the world learned the full extent of Stalin’s mistreatment of the Soviet Jewish minority in the last years of his life.

Since then, there has certainly been some improvement in the status of Jews as individuals, but the meager restitution of Jewish culture leaves the Jewish nationality more impoverished than any other national group in the U.S.S.R. They are also subjected to more harassment and deprivation than other Soviet religious groups, and are often the target of crudely offensive so-called atheistic propaganda. An additional matter of very grave concern is the preponderant number of Jews among those executed for economic offenses and the tendency to report such cases in a way that reflects discredit upon the Jewish people as a whole.

These are matters that weigh on the consciences of men of goodwill, and I am hopeful that you will be ready to join me in an effort to improve the situation. The prospect of doing so is considerably helped by the moderate improvement in East-West relations that has been brought about as a result of the test ban agreement between the Soviet Union and the United States, as well as by the strength of progressive opinion in the Soviet Union itself.

740. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, February 5, 1964 »

My very dear Herr Buber,

Today I bring you only my good wishes and cordial regards on your birthday. There have been decades in my life when I studiously ignored all birthdays and anniversaries, and on a number of occasions people took this amiss. I was reluctant to compartmentalize time either by the calendar or by events of a datable kind.

This has changed. The people who have grown dear to me in life are getting fewer and fewer; they are becoming more precious, and I now want to utilize every opportunity to tell these few that I love them. Hence a love letter for your birthday.

And at the end of the month you will go to a hospital for an operation573 that is easy for the medical men. You will understand that we—Marion and I—still are a bit worried. Last year I enjoyed my days of blindness with relish. My daydreams composed of the past, the present, and a bit of the future were intense, and the dead occupied a more than living space in them. But then it took a long time for me to get used to a different, strange, unaccustomed way of seeing. This is what you are also facing now, and it causes me concern. It does not hurt; it merely is bothersome. But many things are bothersome when one grows older.

When, almost forty years ago, I asked the official at the Heppenheim railroad station to whom I gave my ticket whether he could tell me where you lived, he replied: “Buber, Professor Buber, is that the little man with the beard who thinks as he walks?” “Why, yes,” I said, “that’s probably him—but what do you mean, he thinks as he walks?” “Well, he’s always reading when he comes along, and he even reads when he waits for the train at the track.”

He’s always reading!


741. Albrecht Goes to Martin Buber
« Stuttgart-Rohr, February 12, 1964 »

My dear Professor Buber,

My recent birthday greetings were intended to be quite open-ended—“boundless,” as Hofmannsthal called a greeting. But today I am approaching you with a request.

During the past two years, I wrote a little story, a pendant to The Burnt Offering.574 “The Boychik”575 is the story of Stefan, the Jewish artisan, and Leib, the boy Leib, who is present at only two moments, a story of Hanukkah 1943 in the Ukraine. The Fischers are going to publish it this fall. For this story (and only for this one, for I never have dedications in my books) I would like to enter a dedication—your name, and, unless you find this unbearable, with this inscription: “For Martin Buber—Teacher, Father, Friend.” I need not give reasons for “Teacher.” You know that I have thought of you as that for more than thirty years. Father: When I made my speech in Frankfurt576 at the celebration of your eightieth birthday, my own father lay dying; he could no longer understand and absorb that speech; wonderfully alert, sparkling spirit that he was, he had shared in my work for thirty years. Now I was traveling to Frankfurt, going—like a farewell to my father—to the task of speaking about you as though about the “other father.” Friend: When we met in those years, I felt this way every time: I was no longer young enough to be merely a pupil; I found someone who lived and actualized his “own formula” in such a way that all doors led to the familiar. I searched my soul to learn how I should call this—and found only this one word: Friend.

There are good, serious reasons for saying no to my request. Since I have not discussed it with anyone as yet, this No would be preserved within me, like everything that comes from you: without fear, in clear peace.577

742. Margarete von Bendemann-Susman to Martin Buber
« Zurich, April 4, 1964 »

Dear Martin Buber,

With great sorrow I learned that after the great honor,578 which to be sure was only one among many, you became seriously ill and also had to undergo an eye operation. I am, of course, also very sad about the fact that your illness this time deprived me of your visit.

By way of a substitute, I am reading your books all the more zealously—the two newly published ones, the one about you579 and the one by you,580 in which many things were already known to me, though everything is wise and illuminating. When I say I am reading, I mean, of course, that I am having things read to me, and I can only hope that you will somehow be able to decipher my handwriting, which I am not able to read myself.

With these words, I am enclosing my book,581 which is unfinished in my eyes—an attempt to write the history of my life—because it also belongs in your hands.

743. Martin Buber to Lambert Schneider
« Jerusalem, July 1, 1964 »

Dear Herr Schneider,

I shall not see you again at Sonn-Matt, as I had hoped, you and Marion, but I was particularly pleased to learn from your letter that both of you will be here in October.

For the time being, the doctors have forbidden me to travel abroad, especially because my eye still is not all right.

I too am very pleased that the Works—a truly monumental edition—are now completed. This really means that “the corn is in the barn.”

744. Martin Buber to Prime Minister Levi Eshkol [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, October 26, 1964 »

Dear Mr. Eshkol,

I would like to inform you personally of the decision that was made yesterday at a meeting of the executive committee of Ichud in my house.

We have unanimously decided to make public our views on the worsening of Jewish-Arab relations in the country because of the expropriation of land near Carmiel.582

We, together with the entire yishuv, welcome the plan for the development of the Galilee, but we emphasize the vital necessity to carry out this plan with the welfare of both Jews and Arabs in mind. This requires the presentation of a comprehensive plan that from the outset takes into consideration the needs of both groups of citizens.

If this is the guideline, the impression will arise neither in this country nor abroad that Arab farmers are being driven from the soil of their fathers instead of being included in a common development plan.

Permit me to add a personal word. Since you have assumed the office of prime minister, a clear change in tone and, to a certain extent, in the political line may be felt in important areas, including the attitude toward the Arab citizens of Israel. All this is a very positive development. I harbor the hope that you will have the strength to continue this policy at a time that may well be fateful.

745. Martin Buber to Margarete von Bendemann-Susman
« Jerusalem, November 1, 1964 »

Dear Margarete Susman,

When I received your letter, I tried to find out something about the accident you mention in your letter from my colleagues at the Leo Baeck Institute, but no one was able to give me any information. Only when some people came here from Zurich recently did I get a report, and to my joy I gather that you have completely recovered again.

I have read parts of your book583 on several occasions (my eye condition does not permit me to read much at a time), and with great enjoyment and profit. I am especially grateful to you for renewing for me our shared memories of Georg Simmel in such a fine and vivid way.

746. Hans A. Fischer-Barnicol to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, November 3, 1964 »

Most esteemed Professor Buber,

[…] In recent months you were discussed so often that I would bore you if I told you the details. One reason was that my little article about your life and work in Kairos584 met with a rather surprising response. I am not yet quite sure what affected some people so seriously, for I did not express at all, or only indicated, most things to which your thought impelled me, and is still impelling me, “dialogically.” Yet what little I said seems to have stirred some emotions—from various philosopher friends, who have since had a hard time with the ontology of the “between,” to the theologians, who have been made uneasy in their accustomed method, in the shell of their thinking habits. Strange—one would think there would have been opportunities for this earlier than that.

Otto Karrer’s585 unexpected and very cordial response was nice, and afterward I told him that we discussed his interpretations of [Meister] Eckhart. He was very desirous of meeting you on your next visit to Lucerne. What astonished me most was the assent of two Japanese friends. One of them, a Christian philosopher of religion in Kyoto, was immediately responsive; the other one, whom I was able to meet through this Professor Muto,586 is regarded as the Heidegger of Asia: Professor Nishitani,587 who studied here in Germany in his youth and learned “German” from Heidegger. He is the continuator of the Kyoto School and the successor of Nishida,588 who, next to Suzuki,589 was probably the most important Zen master. As a virtually consummate expert on Western philosophy and—what is even more astonishing to me—on Christian theology from Origen and Augustine to [Rudolf] Bultmann and [Karl] Barth, he was able to establish a clear, definite connection between his own experience of Zen and our conceptuality. Astonishingly enough, in doing so, he insists on the personal nature of the satori experience,590 and he expressly bases himself on Martin Buber’s “between,” through which the concept of person, often used critically, is dissolved in a way necessary for him, the Zen master, and—removed from any “objectivization”—must be thought of as a consummation. He presented his Asiatic experiences very excitingly, using your words and definitions, for he has long been acquainted with several of your works. He told me explicitly that up to now a Zen master has been strictly enjoined from speaking about his personal basic experience and that this prohibition would probably continue, because one cannot be sure that speaking about it will not evoke ideas that might block the consummation of the experience. Good Buddhist that he is, he keeps concerning himself with the problems of the I. In this connection, he posed a Pauline koan to the local theologians: “Does not Paul say”—thus he formulated his Zen question—“he has died, ‘Not I, Christ lives in me.…’ As a Zen master, I understand this only too well, but I ask myself—not theologically but quite naively: Who is speaking here? Who says, ‘In me’?” None of the theologians was able to give a satisfactory answer to this question. He himself emphasizes that one could speak of an I and of the person in his sense only when this other dimension has been opened up, the dimension that he views as being quite aptly characterized by “meeting,” “between,” “intersubjectivity,” and “dialogue”—provided (and this is his “methodological” reservation) that one does not again associate only ideas with these. It is interesting, too, that in this sense he concedes to language a worth and a meaning that are otherwise not clearly recognized in Zen Buddhism. He is, of course, especially close to Heidegger—because of his lifelong involvement with [his work] and probably also because of their personal relationship. But it did surprise me that he is ready—in fact, feels obliged—to insert in Heidegger’s question about Being as such the concrete existential consummation in the spirit of the dialogical principle.

Heidegger himself was recently asked in a small group here in Heidelberg what his position toward your thought was. To the mild astonishment of the professors present, this question was posed rather vehemently by a young American college teacher. Heidegger did not really know what to answer, so he said only that Buber probably did not address himself to his, Heidegger’s, basic question about Being … but that he was not sure. (Nishitani was amused when the master privately admitted to him that he was now reading only Heidegger.) I keep wondering whether it would not have been, or would still be, right and good if you acceded to Heidegger’s wish for a conversation. Perhaps it will do him some good.591

747. Levi Eshkol to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Jerusalem, November 4, 1964 »

Dear Professor Buber,

Thank you for your letter of October 26 and the form in which you expressed your criticism. I hope that in future you will not hesitate to send me your objections and statements of position whenever you deem this necessary or useful.

The decision of the executive committee of Ichud is consonant with what I have said about the development of the Galilee in the Knesset and on other occasions. In my estimation, this project will bring blessings to all its inhabitants, both the old and the new.

You must have taken note of the words I spoke at the dedication ceremony of last Thursday, and you were able to satisfy yourself that there are no differences of opinion between us regarding the aims of this development. But there is nothing like seeing something with one’s own eyes—and on the spot it has repeatedly become clear to me that the development policy proclaimed by me is being put into practice.

It is a fact that Carmiel, our newest development city, has already conferred blessings on the Arab inhabitants of the region. This is evidenced by the dozens of workers from neighboring villages who have already found employment there and no longer need to travel long distances to and from their places of employment; by the pipeline that brings to the neighboring villages water for drinking and for irrigation; and the electric system that has been extended to the villages.

Please note that ninety percent of the land that the planners have earmarked for the building of the city consists of stony and rocky soil that is not suitable for agricultural use. Only five hundred out of five thousand dunam592 have been classified as agriculturally productive land. It is too bad that you do not have an opportunity to inspect such areas before and after their development and construction.

I was active in agriculture for many years, and perhaps more than many others I regret the loss of many dunam of good, productive soil—whether they be the property of the government, of the Jewish National Fund, or of Jewish private individuals—that have been “eaten up” during the past fifteen years by the development in the vicinity of our big cities. At the present time, I see no possibility of preventing this, though one must constantly try to minimize the damage. The owners of the land are assured of compensation in the form of equivalent parcels of land or in cash, if at all possible.

The people in charge of the Carmiel plan will see to it that appropriate and respectable compensation for the expropriated lands is negotiated. It could well be that we would have been able to make better progress if there had been no organized agitation that has led hostile elements and muddle-headed individuals to oppose any project of settlement and development in the Galilee.

This “Luddite”593 opposition to our development plans reminds me of Jewish draymen in the shtetls of the Pale594 who said that the railroad would come to their town only over their dead bodies and who then lay down on the ground, whip in hand, in an attempt to halt the construction. The railroad was built nonetheless, and the draymen accustomed themselves to it for their own good. Surely that is what will happen here too. The only thing that surprises me is that people whose thinking is far from primitive regard it as right to identify themselves with this rebellion against progress.

I was pleased with your personal greetings, and I thank you for them.

748. Lambert Schneider to Martin Buber
« Heidelberg, November 30, 1964 »

My dear Herr Buber,

Last Saturday a ceremony took place at the university to welcome the newly matriculated students, and on this occasion the dean of humanities handed me a copy of the diploma of your honorary degree and also gave a very fine address.595

He told me that the original will be mailed directly to you, and I hope that he will enclose a copy of his speech, as I asked him to.

The university has kept the awarding of the honorary degree a secret, as it were, for the program did not contain your name. Thus, most members of the audience probably were surprised when your name was mentioned, and the applause was spontaneous and very warm.

I just wanted to give you a brief account of this.

749. Martin Buber to Lambert Schneider
« Jerusalem, December 23, 1964 »

Dear Herr Schneider,

Many thanks for your kind intervention with the Bachems.596 What the gentlemen told you unfortunately does not go to the heart of the matter. You see, what I care about is being able to supervise this edition597 myself, and in the nature of things this is becoming more and more improbable. I had hoped that you would be able to persuade the gentlemen to start working on the popular edition soon—perhaps, as you indicated in a conversation with me here, in partnership with other publishing houses or on some other special basis. Now it looks as if I shall have to give up the hope of my heart.

Let me take this opportunity to inform you about a plan that has been occupying me of late. I am thinking of a collection of my “brief and briefest writings.” Thus far, my secretary and I have gathered together approximately two hundred texts. There are some unpublished things among these; perhaps I shall follow Ernst Simon’s advice and include a few poems.

I have been working on this only intermittently, but if you are interested in such a publication, I would be prepared to work at a faster pace.598

750. Emil Brunner to Martin Buber
« Zurich, December 12, 1964 »

My dear Herr Buber,

Among the many congratulatory telegrams that I received,599 none pleased and touched me more than yours. Yes indeed, what we share is assuming particular prominence at this time with all its threatening clouds. When I last saw you in Flims,600 I was quite worried about your life. I have been all the more grateful for the reports about your activities since then in America601 and in Germany, and these lines are intended to give vigorous expression to this gratitude. It would be an ineffable joy for me to see you once more and to hear from your mouth elemental evidence of prophetic insights.

751. Martin Buber to Dorothee Sölle
« Jerusalem, January 21, 1965 »

My dear Doktor Sölle,

Many thanks for sending me your radio talk.602 I am sure you know that I wholeheartedly agree with your two basic theses, “Dialogue with God” and “Putting It on the Line.” Regarding the latter, I should like to draw your attention to two hasidic tales that you will find in my book Tales of the Hasidim: “The Easy Death” (2:124) and “The Risk of Prayer.”603

I feel I ought to point out to you that, following old translations, you erroneously render the [Hebrew] word re’a in Exodus 33:11 as friend. Here, as in general, the word denotes a person that we encounter on the paths of our life. It is the same noun that is customarily rendered as your neighbor in Leviticus 19—unfortunately, a very hackneyed word that no longer suggests real closeness.

I read your essay in Merkur604 with particular interest. It deserves to be expanded into a book.

752. Menachem (Hermann) Gerson to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« Kibbutz Hazorea, February 6, 1965 »

Dear Mr. Buber,

I would like to send you my cordial best wishes on your birthday—especially for good health and freedom from pain! I wish you and us that it may continue to be granted to you to be a teacher and a guide to the many people who come to you for advice. I very much hope that we shall be able to welcome you in Hazorea in the spring at the planting of the forest bearing your name.

Permit me to express something today. The older I get, the more I feel your profound influence on my entire life’s path and my philosophy of life. Today I am thinking above all of the importance of encountering another and of the importance of dialogue. I mean this as both a philosophical position and a practical principle to be actualized in everyday life. In my work at Oranim,605 I attempt to deepen my encounter with comrades and create direct relationships. In my teaching, too, I have reached the point where I base it primarily on dialogue. The reaction of many teachers and pupils shows me how right and important this position is. I often reflect that I owe you thanks for what you have taught me—in this regard as in many others.

I hope that I shall soon be able to come to Jerusalem to see you again.

And more, many cordial wishes, also in Chava’s606 name.

753. President Zalman Shazar to Martin Buber [original in Hebrew]
« [Jerusalem] May 10, 1965 »

To my Teacher and Master, my Editor607 and Friend, Professor M. Buber (may long life be granted him, Amen!)

Today I commended the city council of Jerusalem on having had the honor and privilege of bestowing the Freedom of the City upon you. Accept my sincere congratulations on joining the ranks of those who have received this honor—from Dr. Chaim Weizmann and Ben-Zvi608 to Master S. Y. Agnon—may he be distinguished from the others [who are deceased] by being granted life, and may you be so distinguished as well.

May you continue to be the teacher of our generation, and may this generation find favor in your eyes. Health and strength for creative work, and pupils who listen!


1 This tribute was part of a festschrift compiled by Lina Lewy and published on the occasion of Ragaz’s seventieth birthday, July 28, 1938.

2 Mount Scopus, overlooking the old city of Jerusalem, is the site of the Hebrew University.

3 Greek: “The anointed one,” as the Hebrew mashiach.

4 See letter 288.

5 Mount Scopus.

6 Isaiah 40:8; Psalms 29:10, 146:10.

7 For Arab terrorists. Their execution by the Mandatory authorities was protested by the League for Arab-Jewish Rapprochement, of which Buber was a member.

8 Regarding action against the death sentences.

9 The Institute for Jewish Studies, founded in 1928 in Warsaw.

10 The nature of Buber’s suggestion is not clear; apparently it was that Heschel leave Europe to pursue his life and career in safer surroundings.

11 On Kristallnacht, November 9, 1938.

12 The so-called Judenabgabe.

13 Strauss emigrated to Cuba in 1938 and then to the United States in 1939.

14 The Kulturbund was a Jewish cultural organization created in 1933 by Jewish representatives from various artistic fields, led by Dr. Kurt Singer (1885–1944 in Theresienstadt), a physician and musician, to provide work and audiences for Jewish performing artists barred from German artistic life. It lost its autonomy after 1935.

15 Hans Hinkel (1901–60), after January 30, 1933, state commissioner in the Prussian Ministry of Science, Art, and National Education. By late 1938, he was in the Ministry of Propaganda, working under Joseph Goebbels. His special assignment was the supervision of the artistic and intellectual activities of all non-Aryan citizens living in the German Reich.

16 On November 26, 1938, M. K. Gandhi published a statement in his prestigious weekly, Harijan. The great leader of India’s nonviolent resistance to British imperial rule had been approached by several Jewish associates who implored him to lend his commanding moral voice in support of Zionism, especially in the light of its efforts to provide refuge in Palestine for Jews fleeing Nazism. When the Mahatma finally consented to issue a statement on the question of Palestine, it was, to the profound disappointment of his Jewish friends, decidedly unsympathetic to Zionism. Palestine, he categorically declared, “belongs to the Arabs.” With regard to the Jews scurrying to flee Hitler, Gandhi recommended that they remain in Germany and pursue satyagraha (“holding onto truth”)—passive nonviolent resistance even unto death. Buber’s letter was mailed, together with a similar letter by Judah L. Magnes, president of the Hebrew University, to Gandhi’s ashram at Segaon on March 9, 1939. Gandhi did not reply.

17 Leviticus 25:23.

18 Leviticus 25:13.

19 Exodus 21:2.

20 Exodus 23.4ff.

21 Exodus 23.12.

22 Leviticus 25:5–7.

23 Buber is referring to the Zionist intellectuals who established such organizations as the Brit Shalom in 1925 (see Mendes-Flohr, A Land of Two Peoples, 72–75), and later, in 1942, the Ichud, which sought to foster Arab-Jewish political reconciliation and fraternity.

24 Before the establishment of the state of Israel in 1948, Buber advocated a binational state in Palestine, in which Jews and Arabs would share sovereignty on the basis of absolute parity.

25 Fascism: Its Origins and Essence (Hebrew) (Merchavia, 1935).

26 Gerson had renounced the religious socialism of Buber and embraced Marxism.

27 Moritz Spitzer (see List of Correspondents) had immigrated to Palestine in March 1939; he continued to work for Schocken for a while before opening his own publishing house.

28 In his letter of February 7, 1939, Schocken had written: “I regret having to inform you that, under the present circumstances, I see no way of publishing German Jewish books [in Palestine] in the near future. In keeping with this situation, you are requested to regard this letter as a refusal to publish [your works].”

29 Schocken had bought a Hebrew-language newspaper and begun publishing activities in Palestine in 1935. Schocken Verlag in Berlin had ceased publishing after Kristallnacht (November 9, 1938), and Salman Schocken had been forced to buy back the Verlag’s salvaged stock from the Nazis; the books were then transferred to Palestine, although Schocken himself saw little hope for the sale of such books there.

30 This was finally published under the title Zwei Glaubensweisen (Zurich, 1950); Two Types of Faith.

31 “Das Kommende: Untersuchungen zur Enstehungsgeschichte des messianischen Glaubens” (The Coming One: Investigations with Reference to the Genetic History of the Messianic Faith). This never-completed study was to embrace three volumes; only Kingship of God (volume 1) and parts of “The Anointed One” (volume 2) were published.

32 See letter 526 and its notes 2 and 3.

33 Published in Hebrew (Tel Aviv, 1939). Buber evidently sent a German manuscript, later included in Sehertum: Anfang und Ausgang (Prophecy: Its Beginning and End) (Cologne, 1955), 11ff.; “Abraham the Seer,” in On the Bible, 22–43.

34 Pastor Paul Trautvetter, later editor-in-chief of the Neue Wege.

35 The reference is to Buber’s view of Jesus in his letter to Gandhi (letter 523).

36 Margarete Susman.

37 Zurich.

38 “Urn die Gerechtigkeit” (On Justice), Neue Wege, November 1939, 496ff. “For the Sake of Righteousness,” in The Prophetic Faith, trans. Carlyle Witton-Davies (New York: Macmillan, 1949), 96–109.

39 “Het geloof van Israel,” trans. L. Alons, in Gerardus van der Leeuw, ed., De godsdiensten der wereld (The Religions of the World) (Amsterdam, 1940). Due to the occupation of Holland, the conclusion could not be published, but the essay is complete in the second edition (Amsterdam, 1948). In German in Buber, Der Glaube der Propheten (Zurich, 1960); in English in The Prophetic Faith.

40 In 1940 Heschel founded the Institute of Jewish Learning in London; see Nahum N. Glatzer, “The Frankfort Lehrhaus,” Leo Baeck Institute Yearbook 1 (1956): 105–22.

41 Of Hebrew Union College.

42 “Die Auserwählung Israels,” Buber’s last lecture at the Lehrhaus, was duplicated and circulated in Germany as well. The Martin Buber Archives has several manuscripts of this talk, which was first printed as “Die Erwählung Israels: Eine Befragung der Bibel,” Almanach des Schocken Verlags auf das Jahr 5699 [1938/39], 12–31; “The Election of Israel,” in On the Bible, 80–92.

43 The Tel Aviv Hebrew daily owned by the Schocken family, published and edited by Gustav Schocken.

44 I.e., Russian cultural Zionists.

45 Buber’s contribution appeared in Ha’aretz on May 17, 1940, under the title “If Herzl Were Still Alive.” Buber did not address himself to the questions posed by Schocken but attempted to set forth how Herzl’s liberalism and his faith in technology would have changed in coming to terms with the at-once restorative and revolutionary idea of Zionism, whose further development was not yet perceptible in his lifetime.

46 The National Council of Jews of Palestine, which functioned as the executive organ of the yishuv from October 1920 to May 1948.

47 The stormy demonstrations against a law issued by the Mandatory government of Palestine on February 18, 1940, that, in the spirit of the White Paper of 1939, delineating official British government policy, severely curtailed the right of Jews to purchase land in Palestine. These demonstrations, at which two people were killed and four hundred injured, were in effect directed by the Haganah, the paramilitary self-protection organization of the yishuv (the Jewish community of Palestine), in line with a slogan by David Ben-Gurion (see List of Correspondents), then the chairman of the executive committee of the Jewish Agency: “In this war [against Nazi Germany and its allies], we shall fight side by side with Great Britain as if there were no White Paper, and we shall fight the White Paper as if there were no war.”

48 Major General Sir Arthur Grenfell Wauchope (1874–1947), British high commissioner in Palestine and Transjordan from 1931 to 1938, in 1935 proposed the establishment of a legislative council, to be composed of government officials as well as elected and appointed representatives of the Muslim, Jewish, and Christian populations. The failure of this proposal contributed to the outbreak of Arab uprisings between 1936 and 1939.

49 Of the Jewish Agency. A committee on the question of Jewish-Arab relations that had been appointed at the Twenty-first Zionist Congress in Geneva (1939) under the chairmanship of Salomon Kaplansky, director of the Haifa Technion, submitted a report on November 22, 1942, to David Ben-Gurion in which a majority (including the chairman and Judah Magnes) advocated a binational solution. Buber testified before the committee on June 19, 1940, as part of a delegation of the League for Arab-Jewish Rapprochement and Cooperation.

50 No answer to this letter could be found in the Martin Buber Archives.

51 The reference is to the definitive loss of Buber’s Polish properties. This made it impossible for him to repay Trüb’s loan that had enabled him to purchase the house in Heppenheim years previously.

52 Carl Theil; see letter 491, n. 1.

53 This is where Buber had given a course in 1928 on sections of the Book of Samuel.

54 First published as a serial in the Hebrew daily Davar in 1941. See note 3, below.

55 “The wars of Gog and Magog are waged for God.”—Rabbi Judah Loew ben Bezalel of Prague.

56 The Hebrew book edition appeared in 1943; the English translation, For the Sake of Heaven, in 1945; see letter 287, n. 1. The novel was first published in German at Heidelberg in 1949 and reissued there in 1969 under the title Zwischen Zeit und Ewigkeit (Between Time and Eternity).

57 Die Botschaft vom Reiche Gottes (The Message from God’s Kingdom) (Bern, 1942).

58 Israel, Judentum und Christiantum (Israel, Judaism, and Christianity) (Zurich, 1942).

59 Ragaz had reported that a Jewish group wanted to undertake the German-language publication of For the Sake of Heaven.

60 On Zion: The History of an Idea, trans. Stanley Godman (New York: Schocken Books, 1973).

61 Tel Aviv, 1947; Paths in Utopia (New York: Macmillan, 1950).

62 Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809–65), French socialist.

63 The Origin and Meaning of Hasidism.

64 Latin: “For Youth,” a public foundation under the supervision of the Executive Federal Council of Switzerland.

65 The Message from God’s Kingdom.

66 Israel, Judaism, and Christianity.

67 Nothing came of this possibility.

68 Regarding an American edition.

69 This letter was written between 1942 and 1946, probably in 1943.

70 Diesseitswunder (Tel Aviv, 1939).

71 Franz Kafka: Fine Biographie (Prague, 1937); Franz Kafka: A Biography, 2d ed. (New York: Schocken Books, 1960). Page numbers in this letter refer to the English-language edition.

72 Leonhard Ragaz’s 1933 outline of a “Neue Gemeinde” (new community) and Lina Lewy’s essay “Brauchen wir Jesus?” (Do We Need Jesus?).

73 A kibbutz in the western part of the Valley of Jezreel, founded in 1932.

74 Hebrew: an alternative name for kibbutz, generally designating one of a relatively small size.

75 Hebrew: members.

76 Israel Friedmann of Rizhin (1793–1850), hasidic master, founder of the dynasty of Sadagora.

77 For the Passover celebration.

78 Abraham Harzfeld (1888–1973), in Palestine from 1913 on; a leader in the establishment of workers’ settlements.

79 Yehuda Ya’ari (1900–1980), Hebrew writer, cofounder of the kibbutz Beth Alpha.

80 Keren kayemet le-Yisrael, the Jewish National Fund for Israel.

81 Of 1939. See letter 531, n. 2.

82 Ben Hecht (1894–1964), American Jewish journalist and author of novels and plays.

83 A sense of loyalty born of reverence or respect.

84 A reference to Isaiah 65:17.

85 Trans. Richard and Clara Winston (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1969); Das Glasperlenspiel (Zurich, 1943).

86 Trans. Hilda Rosner (New York: Straus & Giroux, 1956); Die Morgenlandfahrt (Zurich, 1932).

87 In the summer of 1939, Rudolf Pannwitz had come to Switzerland and Trüb had raised some money for him, but in December, when Trüb was not able to be of further help, a break between the two men resulted.

88 Barbara (Bärbel) Goldschmidt and Judith Agassi, Rafael Buber’s daughters from his first marriage.

89 Muckensturm (Heidelberg, 1953). Georg Munk was Paula Buber’s pen name.

90 Dolf Sternberger (1907–89) journalist, until 1972 professor of political science at Heidelberg.

91 Robert Stricker (1879–1944), journalist and Zionist politician.

92 Viktor von Weizsäcker, “Der Begriff des Lebens: Über das Erforschliche und das Unerforschliche” (The Concept of Life: On the Investigable and the Uninvestigable), Die Wandlung 2 (January 1946).

93 The Nuremberg Trials of the Nazi war criminals, which Weltsch covered as a correspondent of the Tel Aviv newspaper Ha’aretz.

94 Kurt Wilhelm; see List of Correspondents.

95 “Ragaz and Israel” (Hebrew), Be’ayot 3, no. 6 (February 1946); “Ragaz und Israel,” Mitteilungsblatt Irgun Olej Merkas Europa (Tel Aviv) 10, no. 13 (March 29, 1946): 5.

96 In 1946 Schocken Books of New York started publishing a German-language edition of Kafka’s complete works, edited by Max Brod.

97 The reference is to the Anglo-American Committee of Enquiry Regarding the Problems of European Jewry and Palestine. Its six British and six American members were appointed by the respective governments. From January 4 to 17, 1946, the committee held hearings in Washington, during which it took the testimony of Albert Einstein. The committee subsequently went to Europe and Palestine, publishing its report on April 30, 1946.

98 Richard B. Haldane (1856–1928), British statesman and writer on philosophy.

99 The Mufti was the highest ranking Muslim clergyman in Palestine. The reference here is to Mohammed Said Haj Amin el-Husseini (1895–1974), who was sentenced to ten years in prison for contempt of court in 1920. He was pardoned in 1921 and appointed Mufti of Jerusalem; he also became the chairman of the Supreme Muslim Council of Palestine. As the secular leader of the Palestinian Arabs, he organized the rebellion of 1936 and fled the country a year later. Between 1941 and 1945, he again assumed a position of leadership in Berlin in the service of Hitler.

100 Abraham Shalom Yahuda (1877–1951), a Jerusalem-born Orientalist; professor in Berlin, Madrid, and the United States.

101 The Shaw Commission, chaired by Sir Walter Shaw, was named on September 29, 1929, by Lord Passfield, British colonial secretary, to investigate the Arab riots of that year in Palestine.

102 Eric Mills (1892–1961), high official in the British administration of Palestine, after 1934 commissioner of immigration and statistics. He was generally regarded as liberal and understanding of the Jewish population of Palestine.

103 In 1938.

104 For the Sake of Heaven.

105 Published in Hebrew in 1945; Moses: Revelation and the Covenant (New York: Harper, 1958).

106 “Die Komposition des Buches Genesis” (The Composition of the Book of Genesis), Schweizerische Kirchenzeitung 44 (1945).

107 Moshe Smilansky (1874–1953), Israeli citrus grower and writer, in Palestine from 1890 on. A co-founder of Ichud and of the Rehovot settlement, he was in close contact with the Arab rural population. He was one of the first Hebrew writers to depict the life of these people in his stories.

108 From the original Hebrew letter, as published in Be’ayot, September 1946.

109 The Anglo-American Committee of Enquiry Regarding the Problems of European Jewry and Palestine. The Ichud delegation appeared on March 14, 1946. Its main proposal—that 100,000 Jews from European camps be permitted to immigrate—was unanimously approved by the committee. Its non-implementation by the British government led to an exacerbation of the situation, which prompted this letter.

110 Founded in September 1942 by, inter alia, Buber, Judah Magnes, and Smilansky, Ichud (Hebrew: unity) was a society that advocated a binational state in Palestine in which Jews and Arabs would enjoy political parity and share sovereignty of the country.

111 Josef Simchon (1926–55) and Michael Ashbel (b. 1922), members of the revisionist Irgun Zevai Le’umi (Etzel for short), a radical Jewish military organization, were sentenced to death for an armed attack on the Kastina military airfield and later pardoned.

112 Both Die Tribüne and the periodical Die Wende, mentioned later in this letter, were produced in mimeographed form for German prisoners of war held by the British in Egypt.

113 Max Eschelbacher (1880–1964), a rabbi and writer who was active in Düsseldorf.

114 Training at the German Institute for Depth Psychology and Psychotherapy.

115 Julius Streicher (1885–1946) was the foremost anti-Semitic agitator of the Nazi party; he was the founder and editor of Der Stürmer, an anti-Semitic weekly, appearing from 1923 to 1945, that had as its infamous slogan “Die Juden sind unser Unglück” (The Jews are our misfortune).

116 This second part of Buber’s view of psychology was never completed. In it, he planned to develop his thoughts on the borderline states of the human soul, which he frequently discussed in his correspondence with Trüb. Only “Guilt and Guilt Feelings,” the subject of his lectures at the Washington, D.C., School of Psychiatry in 1957, was published: “Guilt and Guilt Feelings,” in Buber, Knowledge of Man: Selected Essays, ed. and trans. Maurice Friedman (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), 121–48.

117 Ludwig Binswanger; see List of Correspondents.

118 Helmut von den Steinen (b. 1890), Hellenist and cultural morphologist; he left Germany in 1934 (perhaps because his mother was Jewish), lived in Athens until 1941, then in Jerusalem, and returned to Germany after the war.

119 Dr. Shereshevsky attended the Twelfth Zionist Congress at Carlsbad, Czechoslovakia, between September 1 and 14, 1921, as a young usher. Concerning Buber’s appearance at the Congress, see letters 248 and 560.

120 “False Prophets,” in Israel and the World, 113–18.

121 Die Wandlung.

122 The publisher Gregor Müller.

123 The Asian Relations Conference at New Delhi.

124 Bergmann, who as leader of the delegation had presented the viewpoint of the Jews in Palestine, was rebuked by the chairman because of the “political” character of his speech, whereupon he led his delegation out of the hall. Having been brought back by the delegates from India, he spontaneously shook hands with the representative of the Arab League (communication from Hugo Bergmann).

125 Palestine Correspondence, a news agency.

126 Alfred Bonné (1899–1959), professor of economics at the Hebrew University and an expert on the Middle East.

127 This council never met.

128 Of members of Etzel (see letter 551, n. 5) who committed acts of terrorism.

129 Heavily fortified districts which were thought to be safe from terrorism and in which the British lived.

130 Judah Magnes, Markus Reiner (see letter 228, n. 1), and Gabriel Stern (see letter 583, n. 3) represented Ichud before a special committee of the United Nations on July 14, 1947. The material is contained in a pamphlet entitled Palestine—Divided or United, published by the Ichud Association (Jerusalem, 1947).

131 See letter 547. The Anglo-American Committee recommended the immediate immigration of 100,000 Jews, a lifting of the prohibition against land purchases, and the administration of the country by the United Nations as a gradual preparation for a binational state.

132 A progressive political party.

133 A Marxist-Zionist party.

134 In May 1947, Andrei Gromyko, then chief delegate of the Soviet Union to the U.N., made a speech in which the Soviets for the first time publicly recognized the right of the Jews to a state of their own. Gromyko proposed an independent binational state in Palestine or, if this should not prove feasible, partition.

135 An essential feature of the Morrison-Grady Plan was the proposal that Palestine be divided into cantons under British trusteeship (a Jewish canton, an Arab canton, and separate cantons for Jerusalem and the Negev Desert).

136 Louis Earl Mountbatten of Burma (1900–1979), in 1947–48 last viceroy, then governor general of India.

137 Michael Fekete (1886–1957), professor of mathematics at the Hebrew University after 1928; he served as rector for three years.

138 Buber declined to advance his candidacy to serve as rector.

139 An institution created by several decisions of the board of trustees in 1934 and 1935. It was chaired by the administrative head of the university.

140 Leonhard Jacques Stein (1887–1973), lawyer, writer, and Zionist historian; after World War I, he was a political official with the Palestine military administration, and from 1920 on he served as Chaim Weizmann’s political secretary and legal adviser.

141 This letter was first published in a special issue of Be’ayot commemorating Magnes’s seventieth birthday (July 8, 1947).

142 At Carlsbad, Czechoslovakia, in 1921.

143 Talmud, Tractate Shabbat 55a.

144 Shlomo Brejman (1908–80), Hebrew University official, from 1940 to 1956 secretary of the Center for Adult Education at the university. The Center was later reorganized and named in honor of Buber. In 1949, Buber founded the Seminar for Teachers of Adult Education at the university.

145 “University and Courses for Adult Education.”

146 Cooperative farms.

147 A federation of non-Marxist kibbutzim.

148 Movement founded in 1933 for promoting the immigration to Israel (aliyah) of children and youth, initially from Germany and central Europe. During their first years in Israel, these children and youth were generally cared for in institutions established by Youth Aliyah.

149 Hebrew: leaders, counselors.

150 The campus of Hebrew University.

151 The labor federation.

152 Owing to the Jewish-Arab war and the inaccessibility of the university buildings on Mount Scopus, no separate building for the Seminar for Teachers of Adult Education, opened in 1949, was erected. After the reunification of Jerusalem in 1967, the foundation for a Martin Buber Center for Continuing Education was laid at Mount Scopus. It was inaugurated on March 31, 1974.

153 Bergmann had been invited by the Jewish community of Stockholm for an extended visit. He gave a series of lectures, “Religious Thinkers of Our Generation,” and joined Markus Ehrenpreis, chief rabbi of Stockholm since 1914, in the spiritual and cultural leadership of the Jewish community of that city.

154 See letter 562, n. 1.

155 Ernst Arbman (1891–1959), professor of religion at the University of Uppsala and from 1937 to 1958 at the University of Stockholm.

156 Buber is referring to the Arab riots that broke out after the United Nations’ decision of November 29, 1947, in favor of the partition of Palestine into a Jewish and an Arab state, along with the internationalization of Jerusalem.

157 Literally: taking in truth.

158 Latin: in every way.

159 Franz Brentano (1838–1917), philosopher, professor in Vienna, founder of the Prague philosophical school; he spent his last years in Florence and Zurich. Anton Marty (1847–1914), philosopher, pupil of Brentano, professor in Prague.

160 An allusion to Pascal’s Memorial of November 23, 1654 (Paris, 1942), which was found after his death sewn in his garment.

161 “Zion and Humanity” (Hebrew), Be’ayot, February 1948 (special issue devoted to Buber): 116ff.; “Zion und die Menschheit,” Mitteilungsblatt Irgun Olej Merkas Europa, February 6, 1948.

162 Nelly Sachs (1891–1970), German Jewish poet; she lived in Stockholm after 1940. She received the Peace Prize of the German Book Trade in 1965, and the following year, together with S. Y. Agnon, the Nobel Prize for literature.

163 In den Wohnungen des Todes (Berlin, 1947).

164 From 1948 to 1949, Ernst Simon was a visiting professor at the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York City.

165 Rabbi Kurt Wilhelm; see List of Correspondents.

166 Realphantasie, a concept developed by Buber in his 1950 essay “Urdistanz und Beziehung”; “Distance and Relation,” in Knowledge of Man, 59–71.

167 Toni Simon, née Rappaport.

168 The reference is to an appeal to the Jewish leadership and the public to prevent mob rule; see Norman Bentwich, For Zion’s Sake: A Biography of Judah L. Magnes (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1954), 270.

169 During the fighting between Jews and Arabs, Buber had to leave his apartment, which was located in the Arab district of Abu Tor, and take up residence at a boarding house. Both his Arab landlord and a high Christian dignitary gave him a great deal of support. See letter 571.

170 Saul Liebermann (1898–1983), Talmudist and professor at the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York.

171 This refers to the Torah reading for that week.

172 “Martin Bubers Weg zwischen Gedanke und Tat” (Martin Buber’s Way between Thought and Deed), Aufbau, February 20, 1948.

173 Leopold von Ranke (1795–1886), the most influential German historian of the nineteenth century.

174 Alfred Dove (1844–1916), German professor of modern history; editor of Ranke’s collected writings.

175 Weltgeschichte, 9 vols. (Leipzig, 1881–88).

176 Theodor Mommsen (1817–1903), German classical historian and winner of the Nobel Prize for literature in 1902.

177 Henrietta Szold (1860–1945), American Zionist leader, settled in Palestine in 1920; she was the founder of Hadassah, head of the Youth Aliyah, and cofounder of Ichud.

178 The Hebrew original of this letter appeared in a special issue of Be’ayot on the occasion of Buber’s seventieth birthday, February 8, 1948.

179 Hebrew: a righteous individual; designation of a hasidic master.

180 Georg Simmel, both of whose parents converted from Judaism to Lutheranism, left the Protestant church and became a dissident. Buber studied with Simmel at the University of Berlin. Concerning Simmel’s influence on Buber, see Grete Schaeder, The Hebrew Humanism of Martin Buber, trans. Noah J. Jacobs (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1973), 46–53.

181 Magnes probably saw Buber for the second time when Buber gave some guest lectures at the Hebrew University in 1927.

182 A reference to the characterization of the stages of life in the Mishnah, according to which old age begins at seventy (Sayings of the Fathers 5:24).

183 See letter 564, n. 1.

184 Leading rabbinic sage of the first century C.E. He opposed the rebellion against Rome and, after the destruction of the Temple, he founded the yeshiva at Yavneh that became a spiritual center of Judaism.

185 An allusion to 1 Samuel 8:5. Magnes had published a booklet entitled Like All Nations? (Jerusalem, 1930).

186 At the time, the Mount Scopus campus of the Hebrew University was inaccessible.

187 During the siege of Jerusalem in 1948, Dir Abu Tor, the neighborhood where Buber had formerly lived, was in Arab hands; Yemin Moshe was a Jerusalem neighborhood in Jewish control.

188 See letter 526, n. 5.

189 The first English edition of this 1945 Hebrew work was published under the title Israel and Palestine: The History of an Idea, trans. Stanley Godman (New York: Farrar, Straus and Young, 1952). It was reissued as On Zion: The History of an Idea (New York: Schocken Books, 1973).

190 This became Two Types of Faith.

191 Albert Henschel (1896–1955), music critic and painter, later in New York.

192 An oil portrait of Buber painted by Emil Rudolf Weiss.

193 Yussuf Vahab Dajani, Buber’s landlord in Abu Tor.

194 Dr. Graham Brown.

195 Now the Jerusalem Post.

196 Son of Politzer’s wife, Ilse.

197 This lecture was delivered at a gathering in honor of Buber’s seventieth birthday sponsored by the New York German Jewish newspaper Aufbau. See “Martin Buber’s Way between Thought and Deed.”

198 Buber’s seventieth birthday was celebrated in Jerusalem at David Werner Senator’s home.

199 In the United States.

200 See Amos 6:1.

201 Shimon Shereshevsky; see List of Correspondents.

202 It did not.

203 See List of Correspondents.

204 Jonas’s lecture was delivered at a celebration of Buber’s seventieth birthday sponsored by the Irgun Olej Merkas Europa, an organization of immigrants from central Europe, held in Jerusalem on February 14, 1948.

205 Wilhelm had been appointed chief rabbi of Stockholm.

206 To the state of Israel.

207 Buber accepted an invitation to visit the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, New York. See letter 582, n. 1.

208 “Nietzsche’s Admiration for Socrates,” Journal of the History of Ideas 9, no. 4 (1948): 472–91.

209 With his letter of February 20, 1949, Thieme enclosed the February issue of Frankfurter Hefte, which contained an expanded version of his talk at the 1948 Catholic convention in Mainz.

210 “Katholiken und Juden: Die Stellungnahme in der modernen katholischen Christenheit gegenüber der Judenfrage” (Catholics and Jews: The Position of Modern Catholic Christianity Toward the Jewish Question), Judaica 3 (1947).

211 Two Types of Faith.

212 The page references in this letter are to the German manuscript Bergmann read, which at this point was entitled “Pistis und Emunah” (Belief and Faith).

213 James William Parkes (1896–1980), Anglican theologian, expert on the history of anti-Semitism, and advocate of Christian-Jewish understanding.

214 Greek: belief.

215 Hebrew: faith, trust.

216 Rudolf Bultmann (1884–1976), German Protestant theologian and New Testament scholar.

217 Rabbi Yirmiyahu, fourth-century Talmudist, head of the academy at Tiberias where the Palestinian Talmud came into being. Bergmann’s reference is to the Jerusalem Talmud, Kelaim IX, 4.

218 The letters exchanged between Martin Buber and Karl Thieme between June 12 and October 15, 1949, were later printed in the Rundbrief zur Förderung der Freundschaft zwischen dem alten und neuen Gottesvolk—im Geiste der beiden Testamente (later called the Freiburger Rundbrief) 5–6 (December 1949): 20ff.

219 Hans Joachim Schoeps (1909–80), historian of religions and Jewish theologian.

220 Hebrew: to do it.

221 Greek: that is.

222 The apostles.

223 A Greek term corresponding to the Hebrew teshuvah, turning or penance, translated by Buber as Sinnesänderung, change of heart.

224 The translators of the Septuagint.

225 Greek: mind, spirit.

226 Greek: the only begotten Son of God.

227 In his reply of September 20, 1949, Thieme emphasized that a genuine change of mind is followed by a change in a person’s nature, and that he used “lie” not in a subjective sense but in that of “objectively speaking untruth.”

228 Buber had accepted an invitation to deliver the Israel Goldstein Lectures at the Jewish Theological Seminary. Finkelstein, then president of the seminary, also arranged for Buber to lecture at the Institute for Religious and Social Studies in Chicago. He was to begin his lecture tour in Chicago on November 1, 1949. See letter 567.

229 See Grete Schaeder’s introduction to this volume, 27–28.

230 “University and Courses for Adult Education.”

231 See Grete Schaeder’s introduction, 43ff.; also see letter 419, no. 2.

232 See letter 429.

233 This volume contains several essays presenting Buber’s conception of Jewish adult education, especially the tasks confronting it under the conditions prevailing in Nazi Germany.

234 Buber was named director of the Seminar for Teachers of Adult Education (beit midrash le-morei ’am), a position he held until 1953; see letter 561, n. 1.

235 As events unfolded, Buber was first able to come to the U.S. in the fall of 1951, when he delivered his promised lecture series at the Jewish Theological Seminary.

236 Farah’s article was published in the Arabic journal el-Raed, the organ of the Arab Episcopalian (Anglican) community in Israel.

237 Such an organization had actually been in existence in Palestine since 1935.

238 Gabriel Stern (1913–1983), Arabist and Hebrew journalist actively dedicated to the cause of Arab-Jewish reconciliation.

239 See letter 561, n. 1.

240 In his letter of March 2, 1949, to the Swedish Academy, Hesse said: “There is, above all, Martin Buber, the Jew and great teacher and leader of the intellectual elite among the Jews. As a translator of the Bible, as the rediscoverer and interpreter of hasidic wisdom, as a scholar and great writer, and finally as a sage, teacher, and representative of an exalted ethics and humanitarianism, he is in the opinion of those acquainted with his work one of the leading and most valuable personalities in world literature today” (Hesse, Briefe [Letters] [Berlin, 1951], 266).

241 Die Erzählungen der Chassidim (Zurich, 1949). Tales of the Hasidism: The Early Masters, trans. Olga Marx (New York: Schocken Books, 1947); Tales of the Hasidim: The Later Masters, trans. Olga Marx (New York: Schocken Books, 1948).

242 Der Weg des Menschen nach der chassidischen Lehre (The Hague, 1948); The Way of Man, According to the Teachings of Hasidism in Hasidism and Modern Man, 123–51.

243 “Das Problem des Menschen,” in Dialogisches Leben (Zurich, 1947); “What Is Man?” in Between Man and Man, 118–205.

244 Die Philosophie Pascals (The Philosophy of Pascal) (Heidelberg, 1949). In his book, pp. 63ff., Wasmuth reports about this “controversy” between him and Buber, based on their divergent views of Pascal. Both proceeded from this sentence from the Pensées: “Le silence éternel de ces espaces infinis m’effraie” (The eternal silence of these infinite spaces terrifies me). To Buber, this sentence, together with the words “Qu-est-ce qu’un homme dans l’infini?” (What is man in the face of the infinite?) testified to the new sense of man’s life after the “Copernican step” from the geocentric to a heliocentric conception of the world, as well as man’s shock vis-à-vis the infinity of space, in which there no longer seemed to be any room for God and heaven. To Wasmuth, however, Pascal was not a person who had become homeless in the infinite cosmos, but the first one who “divined the outlines of the new house” because the two “infinities” let him recognize the architecture of the three great orders—those of nature, the spirit, and the love of God—and thereby the ground plan of a world in which everything testifies to its Creator.

245 In Daniel (1913).

246 Page 182.

247 In Pascal’s Memorial; see Blaise Pascal, Über die Religion: Pensées, ed. Ewald Wasmuth, 7th ed. (Heidelberg, 1972), 248f. In The Philosophy of Pascal, pp. 42f., Wasmuth interprets feu not as “fire” but as “a glow”: “a supernatural fulfillment of the heart through love of God … a glow of ecstatic certainty.” In his edition of the Pensées, Wasmuth adds this note to his translation of feu: “According to Tourneur, the word feu, meaning ‘fire,’ was a term widely used in Port-Royal to designate a soaring of the love of God” (p. 485).

248 “May I never be separated from him [Jesus].”

249 Paula Buber was born and raised in Munich, Bavaria.

250 Samuel N. Eisenstadt (b. 1923), in Palestine since 1935; professor of sociology at the Hebrew University.

251 Strauss declined the offer.

252 See letter 572, n. 2.

253 Siegfried Lehmann (1892–1958), educator, founder of the Jewish Children’s Home in Berlin; in 1927, he established the Ben-Shemen children’s village in Palestine. In both these ventures, he sought to implement Buber’s teachings.

254 Kurt Blumenfeld; see List of Correspondents.

255 In Buber, Israel and the World, 13–27.

256 The essays in this volume are included in Buber, Pointing the Way.

257 Joachim Wach (1898–1955), professor of comparative religion, originally at the University of Leipzig, after 1935 at the University of Chicago.

258 Nathan Rotenstreich (b. 1914), professor of philosophy emeritus at the Hebrew University. He spent the academic year 1948–49 at the University of Chicago on a postdoctoral fellowship.

259 This letter could not be located.

260 Wiener (see List of Correspondents) spoke on “Judaism and Anti-Semitism” at a 1950 German Protestant conference on “Church and Judaism.” Baeck’s topic at a similar conference in 1948 was “Judaism, Old and New.”

261 Bilder von Gut und Böse (Cologne, 1952); Good and Evil: Two Interpretations, trans. Ronald Gregor Smith (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1953).

262 This letter could not be located.

263 On February 13, 1949, Morse had written to Buber that his essay “Martin Buber and Rainer Maria Rilke,” intended to be published in the Modern Language Review, could not appear there because of its excessive length and that he now wanted to base two articles on it, “Martin Buber and Rilke’s Ninth Duino Elegy” and “A Source of Rilke’s ‘Duo-Unity’ and Kindred Ideas.” Morse had sent the first article to Buber with a covering letter dated July 3, 1950. The article was published under the title “Rainer Maria Rilke and Martin Buber,” in Irmgard Buck and Georg Kurt Schauer, eds., Alles Lebendige Meinet den Menschen: Gedenkbuch für Max Niehans (Everything Living Is for Man: A Commemorative Book for Max Niehans) (Bern, 1972), 102–28.

264 Sirius is a star in the constellation Canis Major, 8.5 light years away, thus a very bright, very distant star.

265 On July 1, 1950, Morse had written Buber that Anton Kippenberg was gravely ill (he died at Lucerne on September 21, 1950). That same year, Kippenberg had suffered the loss of his son-in-law Baron von Hesler, Jutta Kippenberg’s second husband, and of his granddaughter, eleven-year-old Angelika von Einsiedel-Hesler.

266 Friedman’s doctoral dissertation, which he submitted to the University of Chicago in 1950.

267 Martin Buber: His Work and His Times.

268 Friedman’s book, Martin Buber: The Life of Dialogue, was published by the University of Chicago Press in 1955.

269 One of the German societies for Christian-Jewish cooperation.

270 Walter Dirks (b. 1901), Catholic journalist; until 1933, he was cultural editor of the Rheim-Mainische Volkszeitung; he was head of the cultural section of West German radio from 1956 to 1967.

271 Rabbi Wilhelm (William) Weinberg (b. 1901), rabbi in Frankfurt am Main from 1949 to 1951, later in the United States.

272 Wolfgang Böhme, Protestant students’ chaplain in Frankfurt am Main, a leader in Protestant adult education.

273 Martin Niemöller (1892–1984), Protestant theologian; from 1931 on, he was a pastor in Berlin. He spent the years between 1937 and 1945 in a concentration camp because of his opposition to National Socialist church policies; after 1945, he became a leader in the Protestant church in Germany.

274 Erich Weniger (1894–1961), professor of pedagogy at the University of Göttingen.

275 Alfred Jeremias (1864–1935), Evangelical theologian and professor of Assyriology at the University of Leipzig; also director of the Leipzig Society for the Mission to the Jews.

276 “Pais Theou,” in Theologisches Wörterbuch zum Neuen Testament, ed. Gerhard Kittel (Stuttgart, 1953), 5:676–713; Theological Dictionary of the Mew Testament, ed. G. Kittel and G. Friedrich (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmanns, 1964), 5:677–717.

277 Buber, “Jesus und der Knecht” (Jesus and the Servant), in Pro regno, pro sanctuario … (Nijkerk, 1950). Cf. Two Types of Faith, p. 104, where Buber quotes from a work by Joachim Jeremias, “Erlöser und Erlösung im Spätjudentum und Urchristentum” (Savior and Salvation in Late Judaism and Early Christianity) (Deutsche Theologie 2 [1929]: 111f.).

278 “Die Vorurteile der Jugend: Aus einer Ansprache an die jüdische Jugend,” in Hinweise (Pointing the Way) (Zurich, 1953), 104ff.; “Prejudices of Youth,” in Israel and the World, 41–52.

279 The Yiddish pronunciation of the Hebrew word tzelem (idol, graven image); here applied to the cross.

280 The figure of the Madonna on the roof of the Terra Sancta building in Jerusalem. Since access to Hebrew University on Mount Scopus had been blocked since the outbreak of the war, some of the lectures took place in that building until the new university campus was constructed.

281 The reference is perhaps to the dialogue Buber had with Karl Ludwig Schmidt in 1933, in which Buber presented symbolically the relationship of Judaism and Christianity in the light of the proximity of the Jewish cemetery of Worms to the magnificent cathedral of that city; see Buber, “Church, State, Nation, Jewry.”

282 An engraving by Giovanni Battista Piranesi (1720–78).

283 Two Types of Faith.

284 The gentiles.

285 Ungleiche Welten (Unequal Worlds) (Wiesbaden, 1951).

286 A reference to Goethe’s poem “Wanderers Gemütsruhe” (The Wanderer’s Peace of Mind) in his Divan of West and East: “Übers Niederträchtige / Niemand sich beklage; / Denn es ist das Mächtige, / Was man dir auch sage” (Over this let none lament, / Baseness all perverted; / That it is omnipotent / Can’t be controverted.—Trans. J. Whaley).

287 In a letter to Buber dated June 28, 1951, Seidler introduced himself as a doctoral student in literature at the University of Bonn and explained that, for his dissertation, he was writing a structural analysis of Kafka’s novels. In this letter, Seidler shared with Buber his intuition regarding the fundamental theological character of Kafka’s writings.

288 Pp. 165–69.

289 In Buber, Good and Evil: Two Interpretations, 23ff.

290 Pp. 188–97.

291 P. 168.

292 Max Brod, “Aus Franz Kafkas Tagebüchern” (From Franz Kafka’s Diaries), in From Unknown Writings, 230.

293 See letter 354.

294 In Angel Flores, ed., The Kafka Problem (New York: New Directions, 1946), 342.

295 Carl Jacob Burckhardt (1891–1974), Swiss historian and diplomat.

296 Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy, “Die jüdischen Antisemiten,” Frankfurter Hefte, 1951, no. 1.

297 See letter 579.

298 Der Atem des Geistes (Frankfurt am Main, 1951).

299 War is the burden of our fathers.

300 War is the burden of our sons.

301 Simeon ben Gamliel, tanna or teacher mentioned in the Mishnah, known for his saying “By three things is the world preserved: by truth, by judgment, and by peace.”

302 The last sentence of Two Types of Faith reads: “But an Israel striving after renewal of its faith through the rebirth of person and a Christianity striving for the renewal of its faith through the rebirth of nations would have something as yet unsaid to say to each other and a help to give to one another—hardly to be conceived at the present time.”

303 In the sense of universal religion.

304 Emil Brunner; see List of Correspondents.

305 In Kafka, The Complete Stories, 475.

306 In The Complete Stories, 325–59.

307 In The Complete Stories, 77–88.

308 L’Homme révolté (Paris, 1951), a book of essays, appeared in Hebrew translation under the title Ha’adam Hamored (Tel Aviv, 1970). English edition trans. Anthony Bower (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1954).

309 Implacable heaven.

310 Helena Strassova, Buber’s literary agent in Paris.

311 See letter 543, n. 3. Lambert Schneider did publish this novel.

312 The University of Southern California.

313 Either Hasidism (New York: Philosophical Library, 1948), the two-volume edition of Tales of the Hasidim, or The Way of Man, According to the Teachings of Hasidism.

314 During Buber’s stay in America in 1957, the American psychologist Carl Rogers (1902–87) engaged him in a public discussion on the possibilities of psychotherapy. While Buber expressed the opinion that the doctor-patient relationship can never be based on complete mutuality and that the doctor has to “encompass” the patient, Rogers’s basic concept was “acceptance”; the doctor must fully “accept” the patient as a unique being of undoubted value, and only through the complete mutuality of their relationship can the doctor penetrate to those strata of the patient where positive and constructive elements may still be found; see Schaeder, The Hebrew Humanism of Martin Buber, 203–12.

315 Buber’s reply to this letter expressed his view that only the intellectual biography of a writer as presented in his work is of public importance and that psychoanalysis is not a “road to intrinsic and concealed truth.”

316 In a letter following his first, Bedford apologetically repeated his report that Buber provide him with information about his personal life.

317 The reference is to Plato’s report about his attempt—with the help of Prince Dion, who through Plato gained an interest in philosophy—to persuade the tyrannical rulers of Syracuse to adopt a moderate system of government. This ultimately unsuccessful effort was for Plato a test of his theory that philosophers make for better statesmen.

318 C.R.S. Harris, Duns Scotus, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1927).

319 Cf. “All real living is meeting,” I and Thou, trans. R.G. Smith, 11.

320 Singer had mentioned in a letter that his grandfather was widely known for his ability to effect reconciliation.

321 An der Wende: Reden über das Judentum (Cologne, 1952); At the Turning: Three Addresses on Judaism (New York: Farrar, Straus and Young, 1952); included in Buber, On Judaism, 191–225.

322 The honorary degree of doctor of divinity Buber received on July 10, 1953, was named after the Scottish Reformer John Knox.

323 From Ludwig Uhland’s ballad “Bertrand de Born.”

324 Else Schubert-Christaller, In Dienen Toren, Jerusalem Jüdische Legenden, 2d ed. (Heilborn, 1953).

325 Courses established at West German universities after the war for students from all departments.

326 Journal of German Catholic laity promoting friendship between the “old and new people of God.” See letter 580, n. 1.

327 Chaim Vardi (1901–76), head of the department of Christian communities in the Israeli Ministry of Religion; from 1949 to 1969, editor of the quarterly Christian News from Israel; lecturer on eastern church history at the University of Tel Aviv.

328 Agnon never completed this work.

329 Agnon, “Shalos shuvot,” Ha’aretz (April 23, 1948). During Israel’s War of Independence, Ha’aretz, as all other Tel Aviv newspapers, was not distributed in Jerusalem, then under siege by Arab armies.

330 I.e., the religious law of Judaism.

331 Franz Rosenzweig: His Life and Thought. The first edition was published in New York in 1953 by Schocken Books.

332 Rosenzweig, “Sermonic Judaism,” a very negative review; see letter 300, n. 7.

333 Moshe Gordon (1898–1982) was director of Mosad Bialik, the national publishing company of Israel, on whose board Buber sat. However, an abridged translation of Glatzer’s book was not published in Israel until 1959, and then by another publisher.

334 Ludwig Strauss died on August 11, 1953.

335 Albert Baer (1888–1975), jurist, and his wife, Kaethe, an art teacher, of Kiryat Bialik, near Haifa; before settling in Palestine in 1933, they were close associates of Siegfried Lehmann in Berlin.

336 Rivka Berger (née Kaufmann), the first wife of Ludwig Strauss.

337 Buber gave the address “Genuine Dialogue and the Possibilities of Peace” (in Pointing the Way, 232–39) on September 27, 1953, in the Paulskirche of Frankfurt am Main, on the occasion of his receiving the Peace Prize of the German Book Trade.

338 Leopold Stein (1810–82), Reform rabbi in Frankfurt am Main. The meeting of rabbis at the Paulskirche took place in 1845.

339 Buber had stayed at Dann’s home in 1930 when he gave a lecture at the B’nai B’rith lodge in Augsburg.

340 Pointing the Way.

341 International Christian University in Tokyo.

342 Paula Buber’s novel.

343 Waltraut Kasack, née Schleuning, a niece of Mrs. Marion Schneider.

344 The Peace Prize of the German Book Trade. The prize was bestowed upon Burckhardt.

345 A reference to the Latin dialogue De Consolatione Philosophiae (The Consolation of Philosophy), written in prison by Boethius, a Christian Neoplatonist who was executed for political reasons in 524.

346 “Reality of feeling.” Count Paul Yorck von Wartenburg (1835–97), philosopher, was mostly known by virtue of his friendship with the German philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey.

347 See letter 449, n. 1.

348 Simone Weil (1909–43), French Jewish philosopher and mystic; she was close to Catholicism, though she did not convert. Buber discusses her in his address “The Silent Question,” in Buber, On Judaism, 202–13.

349 Martin Heidegger (1889–1976), German philosopher who advanced a radical form of existentialism.

350

351 Buber remained a member of the Zionist movement to the end of his life and, in his very opposition to its regnant policies, he regarded his position as one of “critical solidarity.”

352 In 1953, Buber spoke in Heidelberg about “The Validity and Limitation of the Political Principle”; Pointing the Way, 208–19.

353 Jacob Taubes (1928–87), professor of philosophy and Jewish studies, at the time at Columbia University, later at the Free University of Berlin. See Taubes, “Buber and the Philosophy of History,” in Schilpp and Friedman, eds., The Philosophy of Martin Buber, 451–68.

354 Exodus 3:14. Buber and Rosenzweig rendered this passage in German as “Gott sprach zu Mosche: ‘Ich werde dasein, als der ich dasein werde’ ” (God spoke to Moses: “I will be there such as I will be there”). Rosenzweig explained that God, in his response to Moses, “does not name himself as He-who-is, but as He-who-is-present, or rather, He who comes to you, who helps.” Rosenzweig, Letters, 601. The Latin text of the Vulgate—sum qui sum—may be translated “I am that I am.” Concerning Fritz Kaufmann’s interpretation, see his “Martin Buber’s Philosophy of Religion,” in Schilpp and Friedmann, eds., The Philosophy of Martin Buber, 201–34.

355 On January 15, 1954, Christliche Kultur, a supplement to Neue Zürcher Nachrichten/Basler Volksblatt, carried Karl Thieme’s article “Martin Buber’s Einsichten” (Martin Buber’s Insights). This article was prompted by the appearance of Buber’s Einsichten: Aus den Schriften gesammelt (Insights: Gathered from the Writings of Martin Buber) (Wiesbaden, 1953; augmented edition, 1959) a small volume that Thieme describes as nothing less than “an introduction to existential philosophy.”

356 See letters 237 and 253. Buber is referring to his “Religion as Presence” lectures delivered at the Lehrhaus.

357 “Wort und Menschwerdung,” later published as fragment 3 in Ebner’s Word and the Spiritual Realities. The first two sentences read: “Every personal relationship is based on the relationship between the I and Thou. That man has and should have such a relationship to God constitutes the spirituality of his existence” (Ferdinand Ebner, Schriften [Writings], vol. 1 [Munich, 1963], 96).

358 Die Schriften über das dialogische Prinzip (Heidelberg, 1954); “Afterword: The History of the Dialogical Principle,” in Between Man and Man, 209–24.

359 See letters 606, 607, and 612.

360 The rabbi and writer Robert Raphael Geis (1906–72).

361 In Zeitschrift für Religions- und Geistegeschichte 6 (1954).

362 Letter 636.

363 Fritz Kaufmann’s daughter.

364 Hot, dry desert wind.

365 Blumenfeld celebrated his seventieth birthday on May 29.

366 Humanitas: Der Mensch von gestern und morgen (Nuremberg, 1952).

367 A quotation from Buber’s “Distance and Relation,” Knowledge of Man, 71.

368 Hebrew: “Renew our days as of yore” (Lamentations 5:21).

369 Latin: restoration to an unblemished condition.

370 See letter 140, n. 1.

371 Blüher, Israel’s Revolt against Christian Values, 200f.

372 Theodor Heuss (1884–1963), actually a co-founder and chairman of the FDP (Free Democratic party) of West Germany.

373 The Christian Democratic Union, the West German conservative political party founded by Konrad Adenauer (1876–1967).

374 See letter 629, n. 1.

375 Two Types of Faith.

376 At the end of Singer’s letter of July 8, 1955, he had expressed his best wishes for Ludwig Strauss’s health.

377 Wasmuth, Der Mensch und die Denkmaschine (Man and the Thought Machine) (Cologne, 1955).

378 “What Is Common to All,” in Knowledge of Man, 89–109.

379 Man and the Thought Machine, 107, 112.

380 Kayser had written to Buber about the death on April 18, 1955, of Albert Einstein, Kayser’s father-in-law.

381 Oskar Loerke (1884–1941), poet and essayist, editor of S. Fischer Verlag in Frankfurt am Main; he was acquainted with Buber in the early 1900s through the Berlin Thursday Society (Donneststag Gesellschaft). His Tagebücher: 1903–1939, ed. Hermann Kasack, was published in Heidelberg in 1955.

382 “Abraham the Seer” and “Prophecy, Apocalyptic, and the Historical Hour,” in On the Bible, 22–43; 172–87.

383 IV Ezra is an apocryphal book written, probably originally in Hebrew, in the first century of the Common Era.

384 Hillel the Elder: The Emergence of Classical Judaism (1957; New York: Schocken Books, 1966).

385 Leopold Zunz: Jude, Deutscher, Europäer (Leopold Zunz: Jew, German, European) (Tübingen, 1964). Leopold Zunz (1794–1886), a German Jewish historian of postrabbinical literature; he is considered one of the founders of modern Jewish studies.

386 Max Strauss (1887–1956), brother of Ludwig Strauss; an attorney in Berlin and translator of several Agnon stories into German. He left Germany in 1933 and settled in the United States.

387 Ludwig Lewisohn (1883–1955), professor of German literature and a prolific writer; he translated a number of German works into English, including Buber’s For the Sake of Heaven.

388 Buber’s visit must have taken place during his American trip in 1951–52.

389 These are three Hebrew apocalyptic writings. Sefer Eliyahu (The Book Eliyahu) originated in Palestine in the third century C.E. and was printed in Saloniki in 1743. Sefer Zerubbabel (The Book Zerubbabel) probably dates from the eleventh century and was printed in Constantinople in 1519. The Secrets of Rabbi Simon (ben Yohai) was written around 750 C.E. and printed in 1743 together with Sefer Eliyahu.

390 This essay was first published in The Hibbert Journal 49 (1951).

391 Maurice Friedman (b. 1921), currently professor of religious studies, philosophy, and comparative literature at San Diego State University. He has translated and edited many of Buber’s works as well as written extensively on his thought. He was also instrumental in arranging Buber’s lecture tour in the United States.

392 Harry Stack Sullivan (1892–1949), American psychiatrist.

393 George Herbert Mead (1863–1931), professor of philosophy at the University of Chicago.

394 See “Martin Buber and Psychotherapy” in Schilpp and Friedman, The Philosophy of Martin Buber, 577–601, particularly the section “Buber and Sullivan,” 585ff.

395 Reuel L. Howe (b. 1905), theologian and educator.

396 William Alanson White (1870–1937), American psychiatrist.

397 Farber can only have heard Buber in San Francisco in 1952.

398 Paul Tillich (1886–1965), German Protestant theologian; before emigrating to the United States in 1933, he was a close collaborator of Buber, especially in the movement of religious socialism.

399 Margaret Rioch, the wife of David McKenzie Rioch (b. 1900), one of the pioneers of neuropsychiatry. At the time, he was on the staff of the Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Washington, D.C.

400 See “Hope for This Hour, in Pointing the Way, 220–29.

401 A suburb of Tel Aviv, named after Tzahal, the Israeli defense forces, and inhabited mainly by professional officers, among them General Moshe Dayan, the hero of Israel’s Sinai Campaign of 1956 and father of Yael Dayan.

402 Such a conversation did take place. Yael Dayan describes it in a letter to Gabriel Stern dated December 31, 1971: “[…] He received us sixteen-year-olds like friends his same age and conducted a serious conversation with us for two hours in the study and garden of his house. He explained that the road to faith was intuitive and that love of our fellow men and creative work would also lead us to faith. He answered our surely naive and childish questions patiently and lovingly, as though we were the first who had ever struggled with such questions. My memory has retained no exact quotations of Buber’s words; but this encounter was an unusual experience, something like a visit to a prophet and master who leaves a general emotional impression but no details from the conversation with him.”

403 See letter 654, n. 1.

404 “Elemente des Zwischenmenschlichen”; in Knowledge of Man, 72–88.

405 “Schuld und Schuldgefühle,” first published in Merkur 9, no. 8 (August 1957): 705–29; “Guilt and Guilt Feelings.”

406 Buber never completed writing this lecture, which was to deal with the unconscious and Freud’s theory of dreams. On the broad outlines of what Buber had in mind, see Maurice Friedman, Martin Buber’s Life and Work: The Later Years, 1945–1965 (New York: Dutton, 1983), 208ff.

407 Son of Otto Hirsch (see List of Correspondents).

408 This was occasioned by the Sinai Campaign, which had begun on October 29, 1956.

409 Micha (b. 1931) and Emanuel (b. 1926) were the children of Eva and Ludwig Strauss.

410 Gamal Abdel Nasser (1918–70), president of Egypt from 1954 to his death.

411 Paul A. Schilpp, editor of the Library of Living Philosophers. The Buber volume of this series, The Philosophy of Martin Buber, edited by Schilpp and Maurice Friedman, did not appear in the originally planned English-language version until 1967; the German-language edition was published in Stuttgart in 1963.

412 From Ludwig Uhland’s poem “Frühlingsglaube” (The Faith of Spring).

413 A quotation from the end of Buber’s address “Der Dialog zwischen Himmel und Erde”; “The Dialogue between Heaven and Earth,” in Buber, On Judaism, 214–25.

414 Fritz Kaufmann, “Baeck and Buber,” Conservative Judaism 12 (Winter 1958). 9–22.

415 From Kingship of God.

416 “Martin Buber’s Philosophy of Religion.”

417 See letter 636, n. 10.

418 The Philosophy of Martin Buber.

419 Paul Ricoeur was unable to meet the deadline. The others named were among the thirty contributors to the volume: Nahum N. Glatzer, “Buber as an Interpreter of the Bible”; Ernst Simon, “Martin Buber as an Educator”; Gabriel Marcel, “I and Thou”; Carl F. von Weizsäcker, “I-Thou and I-It in the Contemporary Natural Sciences”; and Herbert Schneider, “The Historical Significance of Buber’s Philosophy.”

420 Abraham Heschel and Gershom Scholem were unable to accept the invitation. Jacob Taubes did, contributing an essay titled “Buber and the Philosophy of History.”

421 He died on November 2, 1956.

422 James A. Pike (1913–69), American theologian, professor at Columbia University, bishop of the Episcopalian church in California.

423 Buber had given a mini-seminar in the Bible at Columbia University in March 1957.

424 Robert Paul Ramsey (b. 1913), who at the time was a professor of religion at Princeton University.

425 See letter 654.

426 Latin: love of [one’s] fate.

427 Hebrew: Faith, trust.

428 Latin: intellectual loss of God.

429 Die chassidischen Bücher, 2d ed. (Berlin, 1932), xiff.

430 Baumgardt had published a book entitled Der Kampf um den Lebenssinn unter den Vorläufern der modernen Ethik (The Struggle for Life’s Meaning among the Forerunners of Modern Ethics) (Leipzig, 1933).

431 “Martin Buber’s Philosophy of Religion.”

432 Fritz Kaufmann, “Karl Jaspers and a Philosophy of Communication,” in The Philosophy of Karl Jaspers, ed. Paul A. Schilpp (La Salle, Ill.: Open Court, 1957), 210–95.

433 Thomas Mann: The World as Will and Representation (Boston: Beacon Press, 1957).

434 Trans. H. T. Lowe-Porter (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1945); Das Gesetz (Stockholm, 1944).

435 Probably the date of the postmark.

436 Thomas Mann, Joseph and His Brothers, trans. H. T. Lowe-Porter (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1963); Joseph und seine Brüder (Berlin, 1933–43).

437 The Tables of the Law.

438 Latin, a task or work performed. In Catholic doctrine, the term denotes the inherent efficacy of the sacraments, regardless of the intention or spiritual condition of the individual who participates in or performs the rite. In the context of this letter it means a commissioned work.

439 Armin Robinson, ed., The Ten Commandments (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1943).

440 See letter 664.

441 “What Is Common to All.”

442 “Guilt and Guilt Feelings.”

443 “Die Mutter” (The Mother), “Der sterbende Fisch” (The Dying Fish), “Ein Psalm kehrt heim” (A Psalm Returns Home), “Hans Baldung” (Hans Baldung), in Merkur 9, no. 8 (August 1957): 754ff. These stories were later included in Ludwig Strauss, Fahrt und Erfahrung: Geschichten und Aufzeichnungen (Journey and Experience: Stories and Notes) (Heidelberg, 1959).

444 Fritz Kaufmann’s second wife.

445 Helmut Kuhn (b. 1899), professor of philosophy in Munich, author of Begegnung mit dem Sein: Meditationen zur Metaphysik des Gewissens (Encounter with Being: Meditations toward a Metaphysics of Conscience) (Tübingen, 1954).

446 “Hermann Hesses Dienst am Geist,” Neue Deutsche Hefte 37 (August 1957): 387–93; “Hermann Hesse’s Service to the Spirit,” in Buber, A Believing Humanism, 70–79. Buber first delivered this address at a celebration in Stuttgart, on June 30, 1957, marking Hesse’s eightieth birthday.

447 The February 1958 issue of Merkur contained several appreciations of Buber on the occasion of his eightieth birthday.

448 “I-Thou and I-It in the Contemporary Natural Sciences.”

449 “Gespräch in Erwartung,” Merkur (February 1958); “Dialogue in Expectation,” in Schilpp and Friedman, eds., The Philosophy of Martin Buber, 639–64.

450 “Luther and Calvin believe that the Word of God has so descended among men that it can be clearly known and must therefore be exclusively advocated. I do not believe that; the Word of God crosses my vision like a falling star to whose fire the meteorite will bear witness without making it light up for me, and I myself can only bear witness to the light but not produce the stone and say, ‘This is it’ ” (“Dialogue,” in Between Man and Man, 7).

451 Joachim Moras (1902–61), literary historian and critic.

452 Die jüdische Mystik in ihren Hauptströmungen (Frankfurt am Main, 1957).

453 Hans Urs von Balthasar, “Martin Buber und das Christentum,” Wort und Wahrheit 13 (1957): 653–65; “Martin Buber and Christianity,” in Schilpp and Friedman, eds., The Philosophy of Martin Buber, 341–60. Einsame Zwiesprache: Martin Buber und das Christentum (Cologne, 1958); Martin Buber and Christianity: A Dialogue between Israel and the Church, trans. A. Dru (New York: Macmillan, 1961).

454 See the section of “Dialogue” entitled “Disputations in Religion,” in Between Man and Man, 6–8.

455 Raphael Judah Zvi Werblowsky, born in 1924 in Frankfurt am Main, in Israel since 1956; professor of comparative religion at Hebrew University.

456 See List of Correspondents.

457 As president of the Federal Republic of Germany.

458 This speech was delivered at a ceremony of the Society for Christian-Jewish Cooperation (Gesellschaft für christlich-jüdische Zusammenarbeit) in Wiesbaden on December 7, 1949.

459 Springtide.

460 Hegel and the State (1920).

461 Founded by Alfred Wiener in Amsterdam in 1934 as the Jewish Central Information Office and transferred to London in 1939, the Wiener Library is a scholarly research institute for contemporary history; in 1982, it was relocated to the University of Tel Aviv.

462 Die vier Zweige des Mabinogi: Ein keltisches Sagenbuch (Leipzig, 1914), a collection of Celtic sagas translated into German by Buber.

463 “Hermann Hesse’s Service to the Spirit.”

464 Hesse had proposed Buber for the Nobel Prize for literature as early as 1949; see letter 586.

465 The third volume of Schweitzer’s philosophy of culture, which was to appear under the title “Die Weltanschauung der Ehrfurcht vor dem Leben” (The World View of Reverence for Life), was never completed. The completed chapters were published posthumously as The Teaching of Reverence for Life.

466 Manfred Seidler, “Franz Kafka—Leben, Dichtung und Bedeutung” (Franz Kafka—Life, Literature, and Significance), Die Kirche in der Welt 1 (1954): 119–22.

467 Robert Raphael Geis; see letter 638, n. 2.

468 See letter 441, n. 2.

469 Tales of the Hasidim.

470 Hasidic Books. The first edition, published in Hellerau in 1928, contains 717 pages; the second edition, issued by Schocken Verlag of Berlin, is 750 pages in length.

471 The translator was Ronald Gregor Smith.

472 The original German is Der Weg des Menschen nach der chassidischen Lehre—literally, “The Way of Man According to Hasidic Teaching.”

473 In July 1934 Kaufmann attended a conference for teachers and youth leaders at Lehnitz bei Oranienburg, organized by Buber’s Center for Adult Education. The conference, conducted by Buber together with Ernst Simon and Adolf Leschnitzer, dealt with pedagogical questions pertaining to the instruction of Bible, Jewish history, Hebrew, religion, and German.

474 Walter Kaufmann, “Buber’s Religious Significance,” in Schilpp and Friedman, eds., The Philosophy of Martin Buber, 665–85.

475 Critique of Religion and Philosophy (New York: Doubleday, 1958).

476 Critique of Religion and Philosophy.

477 “Buber’s Religious Significance.”

478 Realphantasie; see letter 567, n. 3.

479 See letter 84, n. 1.

480 Bishop George Hakim, born in Egypt in 1908, served as the Greek Catholic archbishop of Acre and the Galilee district of Israel; since 1967, he has been living in Damascus under the name Maximus V, patriarch of Antioch.

481 Hebrew illustrated weekly edited by Uri Avneri (b. 1923), who served several terms in the Israeli parliament representing a party that bears the name of the journal and advocates a radical political program, particularly advancing the interests of Israel’s Arab citizens.

482 Paula Buber died on August 11, 1958.

483 The German poet Count August von Platen died in Syracuse in 1835.

484 Ernst Simon’s son Uriel, born in 1929. He is currently a professor of the Hebrew Bible at Bar Ilan University, Ramat Gan, Israel.

485 Greek: chance.

486 Zweisprache (Dialogue), Schocken Library, vol. 16 (Berlin, 1932), which bore a dedication “To P[aula]. The abyss and light of the worlds / Time’s need and eternity’s yearning / Vision, event, and poem / Were and are dialogue with you.” Translated in Between Man and Man, 1–39.

487 From Hölderlin, “An der Parzen” (To the Fates); italics in original.

488 “The Stature of Martin Buber,” Commentary, October 1958: 355–59. In this article, Kaufmann argues that more than anyone else Buber pointed the way to a non-Hegelian, non-Greek, authentically biblical religion.

489 “Ich und Du—Die Welt Martin Bubers” (I and Thou—The World of Martin Buber), Parlament, February 5, 1958; reprinted in Martin Buber: Reden und Aufsätze zum 80. Geburtstag (Martin Buber: Speeches and Essays for His 80th Birthday) (Düsseldorf, 1958), 38ff.

490 Of Paula Buber.

491 Thilo Koch (b. 1920), author, journalist, television moderator; from 1970 to 1976 he was the general secretary of PEN of the Federal Republic of Germany. He conducted an interview with Buber in Jerusalem.

492 The manuscript of Diamond’s Martin Buber: Jewish Existentialist (New York: Oxford University Press, 1960).

493 The book was based on Diamond’s doctoral dissertation submitted to Columbia University in 1956.

494 Hebrew, religious law; in the present context, specifically the laws governing the liturgical and ritual life of the Jew.

495 On Buber’s and Rosenzweig’s contrasting views of ritual observance, see their exchange in Rosenzweig, On Jewish Learning, 72–124.

496 Hebrew: phylacteries worn by adult Jewish males during morning prayers, except on the Sabbath.

497 Hebrew: a parchment scroll containing the verses Deuteronomy 6:4–9 and 11:13–21; it is placed in a small container and nailed to the right side of doorposts of rooms occupied by Jews, particularly at the entrance to one’s home.

498 Hebrew: religious commandment.

499 Rudolf Bultmann and Karl Jaspers, Die Frage der Entmythologisierung (Munich, 1954); Myth in Christianity: An Inquiry into the Possibility of Religion without Myth (New York: Noonday, 1958).

500 New York: Macmillan, 1958.

501 The allusion is to Kerkegaard’s Fear and Trembling.

502 The story is told in The Way of Man, According to the Teachings of Hasidism, in Hasidism and Modern Man, 146–51.

503 “Images of Good and Evil” in Good and Evil: Two Interpretations.

504 A Hebrew daily newspaper.

505 Menachem Begin (1918–92), at the time, leader of the right-wing Herut party; he later became prime minister of Israel.

506 David Ben-Gurion; see List of Correspondents.

507 In Hebrew, which is usually written without vowels, the misprint militarist was caused by the changing of one letter.

508 Goes, Von Mensch zu Mensch (From Man to Man) (Frankfurt am Main, 1959).

509 Goes, Das Sankt Gallen Spiel von der Kindheit Jesu (Saint Gallen’s Play of Jesus’ Childhood) (Frankfurt am Main, 1959).

510 Cf. The Prophetic Faith, 150.

511 “Die Frage des Rabbi Hillel” (The Question of Rabbi Hillel), in Goes, Aber im Winde das Wort (But the Word in the Wind) (Frankfurt am Main, 1963), 236ff.

512 Reprinted in Tales of the Hasidim: The Later Masters, 306.

513 Nahum Goldmann (1895–1978), German Zionist leader and statesman. In 1956 he was elected president of the World Zionist Organization, serving in this capacity until 1968.

514 Reinhold Niebuhr (1892–1971), American Protestant theologian and social critic; he taught for many years at the Union Theological Seminary in New York City.

515 Meir Rosenne (b. 1931), Israeli diplomat; at the time he was the consul general of Israel in Paris.

516 Saul Friedländer (b. 1932), scholar of modern history; at the time he taught at the Hebrew University.

517 On January 27, 1961, Buber had given the Tel Aviv newspaper Ma’ariv an interview in which he invited young Israelis to write him. Within a week, twenty-one letters arrived.

518 Adolf Eichmann (1901–62) was a Nazi official and the S.S. officer in charge of executing the Final Solution. Upon his abduction in Argentina by Israeli agents, he was brought to Israel where he was placed on trial for crimes against the Jewish people and humanity. The trial took place from April to December 1961.

519 Gottfried Arnold, Das Leben der Altväter (Halle, 1700).

520 Abraham von Frankenberg (1593–1652), mystic and philosopher, disciple of the German mystic Jakob Böhme (1575–1624), of whom he published a biography.

521 Eugen Mayer’s speech, “Der menschliche Hintergrund” (The Human Background), was printed along with all others in a special issue of the Mitteilungsblatt Irgun Olej Merkas Europa (Tel Aviv). Before emigrating to Israel, Mayer (1882–1967) had been legal secretary of the Jewish community in Frankfurt am Main.

522 Section 17 of “Autobiographical Fragments.”

523 The physician and musician Hannan Steinitz (1901–86).

524 Open letter in Robert Weltsch zum 70. Geburtstag von seinen Freunden (For Robert Weltsch on His 70th Birthday From His Friends), ed. Hans Tramer and Kurt Loewenstein (Tel Aviv, 1961), 207f.

525 The death sentence in the Eichmann trial was announced on December 15, 1961, upheld by the Supreme Court on May 29, 1962, and executed on June 1, 1962, after Israel’s President Yitzhak Ben-Zvi (see letter 753, n. 2) had rejected appeals by Buber and others that the sentence not be carried out.

526 Israel’s parliament.

527 David Ben-Gurion (see List of Correspondents), at the time prime minister of Israel.

528 Into Swedish.

529 “The Word That Is Spoken,” in Buber, Knowledge of Man, 110–20.

530 He was killed in a plane crash on September 18, 1961.

531 Buber is responding to a “peace questionnaire” sent to him by the Novosti Press Agency of Moscow.

532 Ernest J. Sternglass, born in Berlin in 1923; physicist, coeditor of Horizons of a Philosopher: Essays in Honor of David Baumgardt (Leiden, 1963).

533 The section “Theology, Mysticism, Metaphysics” of Buber’s “Replies to My Critics,” in Schilpp and Friedman, eds., The Philosophy of Martin Buber, 712–17.

534 Bertrand Russell; see List of Correspondents.

535 An anti-Zionist organization founded in 1942, the American Council for Judaism seeks “to advance the universal principles of Judaism free of nationalism.” Accordingly, it opposes what it deems to be the reprehensible “Zionist domination of American Jewish life.” Its journal Issues was discontinued in 1969 and resumed publication in 1982.

536 “News has come to us, through the Soviet and international press, that in the Soviet Union the death penalty has been instituted for economic and other offenses it is not generally customary to punish with death.
   “The undersigned belong to those who, as a matter of principle, are opposed to the death penalty. The Soviet Union has for many years been one of the countries where the death penalty did not exist, and this aroused our sympathy. And just because of it, we are gravely concerned that, as from about nine months ago, increasing death sentences have been passed for economic offenses and the like. We consider that this judicial practice does not conform with a great, progressive, and cultured people, and we call on the government of the Soviet Union to abolish this system of punishment against economic offenses. We zealously call upon you to prevent the execution of the death sentences that have already been passed by Soviet courts. We are further concerned by the fact that the majority of those sentenced to death for economic offenses, and whose names were published in the Soviet press, are Jews. In view of the fact that prejudices have not yet been rooted out from the broad masses toward some minorities living among them, these causes might eventually bare the entire Jewish community to grave dangers, contrary, of course, to the aims of the Soviet Union itself.
   “We are positive that you will see in this appeal no intention to harm the position the Soviet Union enjoys in the world. We are driven solely by concern for the maintenance of universal human standards, as well as for the good name of the Soviet Union, so as to render easier international understanding toward world peace.”
   This text was telegraphed in Russian translation.

537 Buber passed through Zurich on his way to the Sonn-Matt sanatorium near Lucerne in 1962 and 1963. However, since Buber’s Logos (see note 2 below) appeared in 1962—the speech “The Word That Is Spoken,” which is included in this volume, was given in Munich in 1960—the letter was in all probability written in 1962. In her memoir Ich habe viele Leben gelebt (I Have Lived Many Lives) (Stuttgart, 1964), Margarete Susman describes Buber’s visit: “And now, at a much later reunion, I experienced the whole intellect-laden wisdom that it had taken a long life grounded in the ultimate to acquire and express. In our conversation, he also commented on his own life, so surrounded with fame, and he simply stripped his fame off like a golden cloak that did not belong to him. His special attitude toward life and death as well as to evil—all this was clarified in the hours of our last meeting” (p. 79).

538 Logos: Zwei Reden (Logos: Two Addresses) (Heidelberg, 1962).

539 Ilse Blumenthal-Weiss (1899–1987), German poet who, after surving internment in Westerbork and Theresiendstadt concentration camps, settled in New York City.

540 “What Is Common to All.”

541 Grundformen und Erkenntnis menschlichen Daseins, 3d ed. (Zurich, 1942).

542 Pfullingen, 1961; English translation by David Farrell Krell (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1979).

543 Ludwig Binswanger, Melancholie und Manie: Phänomenologische Studien (Melancholy and Mania: Phenomenological Studies) (Pfullingen, 1960).

544 On July 20, 1962, the School of Medicine of the University of Münster awarded Buber the honorary degree of doctor of medicine. The diploma that was sent to Buber bears the following text: “The school honors hereby a man and a philosopher who has, through his work and creativity, made a substantial contribution to the deepening, spiritualization, and intellectual penetration of a doctor’s life and work. It thanks him for his renewal of the dialogical directness that negates the customary routine in the encounter between a doctor and his patient by compelling the physician to see the person facing him in a personal way that goes beyond the assessment invariably observed. We join him in viewing the crisis of modern man as the crisis of the interhuman and gratefully admire the fullness of his insight that helps a physician.”

545 Autobiographical Fragments.

546 Jan Kochanowski (1530–84), the most important Polish poet of the Renaissance; he created the basis for an artistic language in Poland.

547 Adam Mickiewicz (1798–1855), Polish Romantic poet; he lived mainly abroad because of his political activities.

548 An inaccurate quotation from “Die Schule” (“School”) in Autobiographical Fragments.

549 Sir Rabindranath Tagore (1861–1941), Indian poet, author, and social reformer; in 1913 he was awarded the Nobel Prize for literature, and in 1915 he was knighted by the British Crown. He interpreted for the West the spiritual universe of the people of Bengal.

550 Thomas à Kempis (1329–1421), German-born Dutch mystic.

551 Vergegnung, a term coined by Buber in his “Autobiographical Fragments” for a failed meeting.

552 Uneducated.

553 Pack our bags.

554 The names not annotated are those of Buber’s fellow pupils and teachers at the secondary school in Lemberg (Lvov).

555 See List of Correspondents.

556 Her ninetieth birthday on October 14, 1962.

557 Kristallnacht, November 9, 1938.

558 Robert Schuman (1886–1963), premier of France in 1947–48 and a champion of European unification; in 1950, he proposed the plan for the European Coal and Steel Community (the Schuman Plan).

559 See letter 492, n. 1.

560 Marc Chagall (1889–1985), Russian-born Jewish painter known for his use of subject matter drawn from Jewish folklore.

561 Oskar Kokoschka (1886–1980), Austrian expressionist painter.

562 Romano Guardini (1885–1968), German Catholic theologian of Italian background; after World War II, he taught at Tübingen and Munich.

563 Buber received the Erasmus Prize at a ceremony held in Amsterdam on July 3, 1963. He placed seventy-five percent of the award at the disposal of the Leo Baeck Institute for German Jewry, founded in 1956. Buber’s address at the ceremony was “Believing Humanism,” in A Believing Humanism, 117–22.

564 The organ of the German Book Trade.

565 Schneider’s second wife and his son.

566 Goethe’s Faust, trans. Walter Kaufmann (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1961).

567 A letter of February 6, 1962, in which Ben-Gurion declined to pardon Aharon Cohen (see note 2 below).

568 Aharon Cohen (1910–80) was a scholar of Arabic civilization who championed Arab-Jewish understanding. He was sentenced to prison in January 1962 for espionage on behalf of the Soviet Union. Buber was convinced of his innocence and testified to that effect at his trial.

569 In his reply of February 29, 1963, Ben-Gurion reiterated his refusal to pardon Cohen. One of Zalman Shazar’s (see List of Correspondents) first official acts upon becoming president of Israel in May 1963 was to issue a pardon at Buber’s request, and he personally informed Buber of this.

570 The Jewish National Fund for Israel.

571 The Martin Buber Forest near Kibbutz Hazorea was festively inaugurated on October 29, 1970. Illness obliged President Shazar to cancel his participation. Gertrud Luckner, who attended the ceremony, read the text that had been used to appeal for donations in Germany.

572 Romano Guardini; see letter 731, n. 5.

573 Buber had surgery for cataracts.

574 Das Brandopfer (Frankfurt am Main, 1954); English translation by Michael Hamburger (London, 1956).

575 Das Löffelchen (Frankfurt am Main, 1965). Included as “The Boychik” in Men of Dialogue: Martin Buber and Albrecht Goes, ed. E. William Rollins and Harry Zohn (New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1969).

576 “Lebendige Legende: Martin Bubers Wagnis der Versöhnung durch Eifer, Geduld und Heiterkeit” (Living Legend: Martin Buber’s Venture of Reconciliation through Zeal, Patience, and Cheer), in Martin Buber: Speeches and Essays for His 80th Birthday, 22ff.

577 Buber accepted the dedication.

578 The Erasmus Prize, July 3, 1963.

579 The German edition of Schilpp and Friedman, eds., The Philosophy of Martin Buber.

580 It is not clear which volume is referred to. The second volume, Schriften zur Bibel (Writings on the Bible), of Buber’s Werke (Works) was published in Munich in 1964 and the third volume, Schriften zur Chassidismus (Writings on Hasidism), in 1963. The Jew and His Judaism was also published in 1963.

581 I Have Lived Many Lives. See letter 720, n. 1.

582 A town in the Galilee.

583 I Have Lived Many Lives.

584 “Herausforderung zum Ursprung: Martin Buber als Kriterium” (Challenge to [Return to] the Source: Martin Buber as a Criterion), Kairos 6 (1964): 118ff.

585 Otto Karrer (1888–1976), Swiss Catholic theologian.

586 Kazuo Muto, philosopher and Protestant theologian, professor of Christian religion and philosophy at the Imperial University of Kyoto. He has attempted to establish a relationship between Western basic experiences, as conveyed to him particularly by Kierkegaard and Heidegger, and Japanese experience and thought. Through the good offices of Fischer-Barnicol, Muto was able to visit Buber shortly before the latter’s death.

587 Keji Nishitani (1900–1990), after 1943 senior professor of philosophy of religion and religious studies at the Imperial University of Kyoto and, as the successor of Nishida (see note 5 below), the leading philosopher of the Kyoto School.

588 Kitaro Nishida (1870–1945), leading Zen philosopher, professor at the Imperial University of Kyoto.

589 Daisetz Teitaro Suzuki (1870–1966), the best-known interpreter of Zen Buddhism in Western countries; professor in Tokyo, at American universities, and in Kyoto.

590 A state of intuitive illumination sought in Zen Buddhism.

591 In late May of 1957, Buber, together with Carl Friedrich von Weizsäcker, met with Heidegger for a discussion at the castle of Count Schaumburg-Lippe in Altreuth that had been arranged by Count Podewils, general secretary of the Bavarian Academy of Fine Arts. This discussion concerned a conference on language that was planned by the academy for the winter of 1958–59. After the death of his wife in August 1958, Buber’s health did not permit him to take part in the conference, but he was able to give the introductory lecture, “The Word That Is Spoken,” at a conference on “Word and Reality” that took place in Munich July 11–15, 1960.

592 I dunam equals 1,000 square meters.

593 The Luddites were British machine wreckers, mainly hand weavers threatened by industrialization, in the early nineteenth century.

594 The western provinces of Czarist Russia; Jews were permitted to live outside the Pale only in exceptional circumstances.

595 A scholar of Romance languages, Erich Köhler was the dean at that time. Buber’s words of thanks, “In Heidelberg,” which were read in his name by Schneider, are published in A Believing Humanism, 34–35.

596 The Cologne publishing family of J. P. Bachem, which took over Hegner Verlag after Jakob Hegner’s death in 1962 and carried it on until 1974.

597 A popular edition of the Bible translation.

598 This plan materialized in the form of Nachlese (Heidelberg, 1965); A Believing Huma: ism. The contents were selected and put together primarily by Mrs. Margot Cohn, who was Buber’s secretary at the time and subsequently became the administrator of the Martin Buber Archives.

599 On Brunner’s seventy-fifth birthday.

600 Presumably in August 1959, when Buber was laid up in Flims and unable to go to Venice for the erection of a tombstone for Paula Buber.

601 Buber’s last visit to the United States was in 1958.

602 “Das Gebet” (The Prayer), in Sölle, Atheistisch an Gott glauben (To Believe in God as an Atheist) (Olten, 1968), 109ff. and 129ff.

603 This latter tale (“Das Wagnis des Gebet”), in Die Erzählungen der Chassidim (Zurich, 1949), 425f., is not included in the English edition.

604 “Theologie nach dem Tode Gottes” (Theology after the Death of God), Merkur, December 1964.

605 The training school of the kibbutz movement.

606 Gerson’s second wife.

607 Zalman Shazar was at one time a contributor to Der Jude, a journal edited by Buber.

608 Yitzhak Ben-Zvi (1884–1963), the second president of the state of Israel.




LIST OF CORRESPONDENTS


For additional information on many of the persons listed here, see Grete Schaeder’s introduction to this volume.



AGNON, SHMUEL YOSEF (originally Czaczkes) (1888–1970), Hebrew author of novels, novellas, and short stories. Born in Galicia, he lived in Germany from 1913 to 1924 and then moved to Jerusalem. Together with Buber, he planned to edit a comprehensive “Corpus Hasidicum,” a collection of hasidic sources; the loss of Agnon’s library in a fire frustrated this project, although they subsequently made intermittent attempts to resume it. In 1966, Agnon became the first citizen of Israel to receive the Nobel Prize for literature, sharing it with Nelly Sachs of Sweden.

AHAD HA’AM, see GINZBERG, Asher.

AMERICAN COUNCIL FOR JUDAISM. An anti-Zionist organization founded in 1942 by a group of Reform rabbis to oppose the establishment of the state of Israel. See letter 717, n. 1.

ANDREAS-SALOMÉ, LOU (1861–1937), writer, friend of Nietzsche, Rilke, and Freud. Married to the Orientalist F. C. Andreas in 1887, she was herself active as a psychoanalyst.

ARLOSOROFF, Viktor Chaim, born in 1899, murdered in Tel Aviv in 1933. This Ukrainian-born writer, who lived in Germany from 1905 to 1924, was a Zionist and leader of Hapoel Hatzair, a non-Marxist, “populist-socialistic” group to which Buber belonged for a while after World War I. Arlosoroff’s party was absorbed by the Mapai party in 1930.

ATHENAGORAS I (1886–1972), Greek ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople from 1948 on.

AVI-SHA’UL, Mordechai (1898–1988), leftist Israeli writer. Born in Hungary, he emigrated to Palestine in 1921. He was a cofounder of Brit Shalom and the Israeli League for Human Rights.

BAECK, Leo (1873–1956), rabbi in Oppeln, Düsseldorf, and Berlin, one of the leading personalities of liberal Judaism in Germany, and author of works in the field of religious studies. In 1933 be became president of the Representative Council of German Jewry (Reichsvertretung der deutschen Juden). Having declined to emigrate, he was sent to Theresienstadt in 1943. After the war, he lived in London and served as a visiting professor at Hebrew Union College in Cincinnati, Ohio.

BARKER, Sir Evelyn (1894–1985), was the commander of the British armed forces in Palestine in 1946.

BAUER, Ernst (now Eliezer Be’eri) (1914–85). Having been active in the Jewish youth movement, he emigrated to Palestine in 1937 and became a member of Kibbutz Hazorea. A scholar of Arabic and Islamic civilization, he was active in various forums promoting Arab-Jewish understanding.

BÄUMER, Gertrud (1873–1954), writer, social reformer, and feminist; collaborator with Friedrich Naumann and Theodor Heuss on the periodical Die Hilfe. She was a member of the Reichstag, representing the Democratic party, from 1919 to 1933; during this period she also held a senior post in the Reich Ministry of the Interior.

BAUMGARDT, David (1890–1963), philosopher, taught at the University of Berlin from 1924 to 1932 and in Birmingham, England, from 1935 to his emigration to the United States in 1939. He served as consultant in philosophy to the Library of Congress and as visiting professor at Columbia University.

BEDFORD, Mitchell, once a student at the School of Religion of the University of Southern California. He planned a work that would compare Søren Kierkegaard and Buber, and he asked Buber for details of his personal life, particularly his childhood and his relationship with his mother. Even though it was not possible to learn something about his later life, the first of his letters has been included here because Buber’s reply is of interest beyond this case.

BEER-HOFMANN, Richard (1866–1945), member of the “Young Vienna” circle, dramatist and poet, conscious representative of the Jewish spirit. He lived in New York after 1939.

BE’ERI, Eliezer, see BAUER, Ernst.

BENDEMANN-SUSMAN, Margarete von, see SUSMAN, Margarete.

BEN-GURION, David (1886–1973), Israeli statesman and labor leader. A resident of Palestine from 1906 on, he served as secretary general of the Histadrut and as a leader of Mapai. Between 1935 and 1949 he was chairman of the Jewish Agency and the Zionist Executive, and from 1948 to 1953 and 1955 to 1963 he served as prime minister and defense minister. In 1965 he broke with Mapai and founded the opposition party, Rafi. A central figure in the struggle for a state and in the War of Independence, Ben-Gurion was the author of several books.

BENJAMIN, Walter (1892–1940), literary critic and cultural philosopher. His attempt to qualify for a university post in Frankfurt in 1925 failed because Benjamin’s intellectual orientation toward a philosophically based comparative history of European literature was considered too broad. He left Germany in March 1933 and lived in various countries during the following years. The prospect of being extradited to Germany after an unsuccessful attempt to cross the Franco-Spanish border in 1940 led him to commit suicide.

BERDYCZEWSKI, Micha Josef (pen name: Micha Josef bin Gorion) (1865–1921), Russian-born Hebrew writer; lived mostly in Germany from 1890 on. He fought the preponderance of the spiritual element in Judaism and in Nietzsche’s spirit called for a secular culture and an elemental Jewish art. Berdyczewski edited two large collections of Jewish legends, fairy tales, and popular stories.

BERGMANN, Samuel Hugo (later Bergman) (1883–1975), philosopher from the Prague Circle and the school of Franz Brentano. He called the attention of Bar Kochba, an association of Jewish university students, to Buber. Having served as librarian at the University of Prague, Bergmann emigrated to Palestine in 1920 and devoted himself to the development of the Jewish National and University Library. In 1928 he began to teach at Hebrew University, and from 1936 to 1938 he served as its first rector. In 1925 he cofounded Brit Shalom and later Ichud, reflecting his activities in behalf of a religious regeneration of Jewry.

BINSWANGER, Ludwig (1881–1966), Swiss psychiatrist who was influenced by Dilthey, Husserl, and Heidegger in developing his own method of psychotherapeutic treatment, “existential analysis.” Buber’s call for a dialogical encounter between the physician and his patient was of importance for his theory.

BLÜHER, Hans (1888–1955), writer on cultural matters who was influenced by Nietzsche and in turn influenced the German youth movement. He became personally acquainted with Buber in the latter’s Berlin period. Although he opposed popular anti-Semitism, in his book Israel’s Revolt against Christian Values (1931) he espoused an idiosyncratic view of Judaism that unwittingly fueled vulgar anti-Semitism with arguments.

BLUMENFELD, Kurt (1884–1963), leading Zionist and propagandist for the Zionist movement, editor of Die Welt, president of the Zionist Organization of Germany, from 1936 on a director of Keren Hayesod (the financial arm of the World Zionist Organization) in Jerusalem.

BRAUDE, Nelly Buber (1886–1972), Buber’s sister from their father’s second marriage. In 1909 she married the Zionist politician and educator Markus Braude, who founded a new type of school in Lodz, a “Utraquist” Gymnasium in which certain subjects were taught in Hebrew to supplement instruction in Polish. She and her husband emigrated to Palestine in 1940.

BROD, Max (1884–1968), writer, philosopher, and musician. After many years as an editor of the Prager Tagblatt, Brod left Czechoslovakia in 1939 ahead of the German troops and emigrated to Palestine, where he served as dramatic adviser to the Hebrew Habimah Theater. In addition to his own comprehensive literary oeuvre, Brod achieved prominence as the biographer of Kafka and first editor of his posthumously published works.

BRUNNER, Emil (1889–1966), Swiss Protestant theologian, professor of theology in Zurich from 1924 on. He also taught in the United States and Japan. A cofounder of dialectic theology, Brunner dealt extensively with Buber in the third volume of his Dogmatik (Dogmatics) (1960).

BUBER, Adele, née Wizer (d. 1911), wife of Salomon Buber and grandmother of Martin Buber.

BUBER, Carl (1848–1935), Martin Buber’s father; a large landowner and proprietor of phosphate mines.

BUBER, Paula Winkler (1877–1958), Martin Buber’s wife; she wrote novels and stories under the pen name Georg Munk.

BUBER, Rafael (1900–1990), Martin Buber’s son. In Germany he was trained in agriculture and business. His first wife was the writer Margarete Buber-Neumann. He emigrated to Palestine with his second wife in 1934 and worked first on a kibbutz and later as a director of a small construction firm in Haifa. After the death of his father, he devoted himself to administering Martin Buber’s literary estate. Rafael Buber organized and collaborated on the German edition of this collection of letters.

BUBER, Salomon (1827–1906), Martin Buber’s grandfather, a talmudic scholar and editor, and adapter of the first scholarly edition of midrashim (Bible exegesis).

CAMUS, Albert (1913–60), French writer, member of the Resistance and co-founder of its journal, Combat. In his philosophy of the absurd, he developed a separate branch of French existentialism.

CAROSSA, Hans (1878–1956), physician, poet, and writer. Most of his work has a pronounced autobiographical character, occupying a region between fiction and recollection. His best-known poem, Abendländische Elegie (Occidental Elegy), written during World War II and clandestinely circulated, was published in 1945. In this long poem he searches for a political vision in which hope for a humane future persists despite the dark present.

CHOFSHI, Nathan (1889–1981), born in Poland, emigrated to Palestine in 1909; agricultural worker and settler, member of Nahalal (the first cooperative farm, 1921), radical pacifist and vegetarian, active in Brit Shalom and Ichud, as well as in the movement of conscientious objectors.

CZACKZES, S. Y., see AGNON, SHMUEL YOSEF.

DANN, Albert (1868–1960), merchant prince from an old Frankfurt family. He lived in Augsburg between 1897 and 1939 and then emigrated to Palestine. From 1948 on, he lived in England.

DAYAN, Yael (b. 1939), Israeli writer, daughter of General Moshe Dayan, granddaughter of one of the founders of the Nahalal cooperative farm, with whose oldest generation Buber maintained amicable contacts. Among her books is her memoir My Father, His Daughter (1985).

DEHMEL, Richard (1863–1920), revolutionary lyric poet, cofounder of Pan, a periodical devoted to art and literature. Dehmel’s work is based on naturalism and Nietzsche’s affirmation of life.

DIAMOND, Malcolm L. (b. 1924). Professor of religion at Princeton University since 1953. He is the author of Martin Buber, Jewish Existentialist (1960).

DUBNOW, Simon (1860–1941), Russian Jewish historian; he lived in St. Petersburg, Berlin (1922–33), and Riga, where he was murdered by the National Socialists. He was the author of a ten-volume History of the Jews, which pursues a distinctive sociological perspective; a history of Hasidism in Hebrew; and numerous monographs.

DUMONT-LINDEMANN, Louise (1862–1932), actress and theater director, wife of Gustav Lindemann (q.v.) In 1901–2 she founded the Kleines Theater in Berlin together with Max Reinhardt and in 1905 the Düsseldorf Schauspielhaus together with Gustav Lindemann. Buber was a member of the intellectual advisory board of the Düsseldorf theater.

EEDEN, Frederik van (1860–1932), Dutch writer and neurologist. He founded the Walden Colony in Bussum in 1896; based on socialist ideas, it was a failure. Eeden converted to Catholicism in 1922. He originated the idea of the Forte Circle.

EINSTEIN, Albert (1879–1955), physicist, professor in Zurich, Prague, and Berlin (1914–33), and director of the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute of Physics in Berlin. In 1905 he originated the special and in 1915 the general theory of relativity, and in 1921 he received the Nobel Prize. He emigrated to England in 1933, then to the United States, where he became a professor at the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton University. He was a champion of peace and international understanding, and in his last years his earlier advocacy of the atom bomb caused him a crisis of conscience.

ESHKOL, Levi (1895–1969), Israeli labor leader and politician. In 1914 he emigrated to Palestine as an adherent of Hapoel Hatzair and became a co-founder of the kibbutz Deganyah Bet. From 1949 to 1963 he was a member of the Executive of the Jewish Agency, serving as treasurer and settlement specialist. In 1951 he became a member of the Israeli cabinet, serving in various posts, and was prime minister in 1963–67.

FARAH, Tewfeeq (b. 1921), Arab Episcopalian clergyman in Haifa, Jerusalem, and Ramallah; he is at present the minister of an Arabic-speaking congregation in London.

FARBER, Leslie H. (1912–81), psychoanalyst and psychologist at the Washington School of Psychiatry (Washington, D.C.) and the Austen Riggs Center in Stockbridge, Mass. At the time of his correspondence with Buber, he was chairman of the faculty at the Washington School of Psychiatry.

FEIWEL, Berthold (1875–1937), writer and Zionist politician, chief editor of the central Zionist organ Die Welt. He was a cofounder with Buber and Weizmann of the Democratic Fraction (in opposition to Herzl’s leadership) and of Jüdischer Verlag. From 1919 to 1926 he was executive director of Keren Hayesod (the financial arm of the World Zionist Organization).

FINKELSTEIN, Louis (1895–1991). Rabbi, scholar, and author of numerous books on talmudic-rabbinic Judaism. He was president of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America from 1940 to 1951, and thereafter chancellor until his retirement.

FISCHER-BARNICOL, Hans A., (b. 1930). After studying theology, religion, and philosophy, he became a freelance writer. He cofounded the Forschungskreis für Symbolik (Circle for the Study of Symbolism), and in 1960 became director of the Institute for Intercultural Research, Heidelberg, which was founded by that research group.

FRIEDMAN, Maurice (b. 1921), professor of comparative literature, philosophy, and religious studies at California State University, San Diego. He translated and edited numerous works of Buber in English. He has also written extensively on Buber’s life and thought. He is the author of a three-volume biography, Martin Buber’s Life and Work (1983), and Encounter on the Narrow Ridge: A Life of Martin Buber (1991).

GANDHI, Mohandas Karamchand (1869–1948), political leader, social reformer, and religious visionary of modern India. While in South Africa, where he settled in 1893, he developed a philosophy of nonviolent resistance to social injustice. Returning to India in 1915, he was hailed by the poet Rabindranath Tagore as Mahatma (“great soul”), an appellation by which he was popularly known. An advocate of religious tolerance, he was assassinated, on January 30, 1948, by a Hindu fanatic.

GERSON, Hermann Menachem (1908–84), youth leader, educator, and writer. He studied simultaneously at the Academy for Jewish Studies and at the University of Berlin. Together with a group from the German Jewish hiking club Kameraden, he founded the youth association Werkleute. Gerson emigrated to Palestine with Werkleute in 1934 and founded the kibbutz Hazorea, which in 1938 joined the Marxist Hashomer Hatzair movement. For Gerson, who had had close personal contact with Buber since late 1926, this meant a turning away from Buber’s religious socialism and dialogical principle, and led to a personal estrangement for a time. In later years, Gerson was active in the teacher-training program of the kibbutz movement and directed its research institute.

GINZBERG, Asher (pen name: Ahad Ha’am) (1856–1927). Founder of cultural Zionism which, unlike Herzl, did not aim for a Jewish state but worked toward Palestine as the intellectual center of Jewry, albeit with a predominantly Jewish population. He was a rationalistic and evolutionistic interpreter of Judaism and the creator of a new Hebrew style in journalism.

GLATZER, Nahum Norbert (1903–90), historian, student of Buber at the University of Frankfurt am Main, and lecturer at that university. A member of the circle around Franz Rosenzweig, he emigrated to Palestine in 1933 and to the United States in 1938. After serving as chief editor of Schocken Books, founded in New York in 1945, he became a professor at Brandeis University in 1950.

GOES, Albrecht (b. 1908), poet, storyteller, essayist, and Protestant pastor. Among his several essays and lectures on Buber is his address on the occasion of Buber’s receipt of the Peace Prize of the German Book Trade in 1953. He was a friend of Buber from that time on.

GOLDSTEIN, Moritz (1880–1977), writer and journalist. He emigrated to Italy in 1933 and thence to the United States. His article “Deutsch-jüdischer Parnass” (German-Jewish Parnassus), published in the Munich literary journal Kunstwart in 1912, gave rise to a wide-ranging discussion of the relation and place of Jews in German culture.

HALIVNI, Elazar (1901–84) Galician-born painter and ceramic artist. From 1920 to 1940, he lived in the kibbutz Beth Alpha; after that, he became a member of the kibbutz Ramat Yohanan.

HAMMARSKJÖLD, Dag (1905–61), Swedish politician and diplomat, jurist and economist; secretary-general of the United Nations 1953–61. He was killed in a plane crash in Africa while on a mission for the U.N. He was posthumously awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1961. Before his death, he had started translating Buber’s I and Thou into Swedish.

HAUER, Jakob Wilhelm (1881–1962), historian of religion and Indologist, professor in Tübingen, “chancellor” of the Köngener Bund, a Pietistic Protestant group within the German youth movement, and editor of the journal Kommende Gemeinde.

HEINEMANN, Isaac (1876–1957), Jewish scholar, classical philologist, and researcher in the field of Hellenism; professor at the Jewish Theological Seminary in Breslau. From 1920 to 1938 he served as editor of the Monatsschrift für die Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums.

HERBERG, Will (1909–1977), American cultural critic, political commentator, and religious philosopher. He taught for many years at Drew University. Having made his way from Marxism and radical politics to religious belief, he credited his affirmation of Judaism in large measure to Buber. He is the author of Judaism and Modern Man (1951) and editor of The Writings of Martin Buber (1956).

HERBSTER, Fritz (b. 1909), classical philologist and Germanist.

HERRMANN, Leo (1888–1951), jurist, official of the World Zionist Organization in Berlin and later in London. He cofounded Keren Hayesod (the financial arm of the World Zionist Organization) in 1919 and after 1926 served as its director in Jerusalem. In 1908–9 he was the chairman of Bar Kochba and requested the first lecture of Buber’s Addresses on Judaism.

HERZL, Theodor (1860–1904), creator of modern political Zionism and first president of the World Zionist Organization, which he founded in 1897. He was originally a journalist and a writer of fiction, but the sentencing of Captain Dreyfus, which he covered as Paris correspondent of the Neue Freie Presse, made him realize that the solution of the Jewish problem could be accomplished only through the founding of a Jewish state with international support. In 1896 he published his booklet Der Judenstaat: Versuch einer modernen Lösung der Judenfrage (The Jewish State: An Attempt at a Modern Solution to the Jewish Question), and in August of the following year convened the First Zionist Congress in Basel. On that occasion it was decided to create the World Zionist Organization, which would have as its main goal a “homeland in Palestine secured under public law” for the Jewish people. In his last years, Herzl negotiated with potentates and statesmen about a Jewish mass settlement, but he was not vouchsafed success.

HESCHEL, Abraham Joshua (1907–72), religious scholar and philosopher. After temporary positions in Warsaw and London, he emigrated to the United States in 1938, where he taught at Hebrew Union College in Cincinnati. In 1945 he became a professor of Jewish ethics and mysticism at the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York. An influential writer in the field of Jewish faith and religion in general, Heschel also took an active part in the civil-rights movement.

HESSE, Hermann (1877–1962), German-born poet and storyteller, a Swiss citizen after 1923. After theological studies and training in commerce and artisanry, Hesse lived as a freelance writer from 1904 on. His work mirrors the currents and crisis of the European spirit and seeks to produce a union between eastern and western wisdom. Hesse received the 1946 Nobel Prize for literature. Buber made a speech in Stuttgart in 1957 on the occasion of Hesse’s eightieth birthday.

HEUSS, Theodor (1884–1963), politician and statesman. Between 1920 and 1933 Heuss taught at the Hochschule für Politik (College for Political Policy) in Berlin, and from 1924 to 1928 and 1930 to 1933 he was a member of the Reichstag (parliament). He worked as a freelance writer during the National Socialist regime. After the war, he helped found the Free Democratic party of West Germany. In 1947 he became a professor of modern history and political science in Stuttgart, and from 1949 to 1959 he served as president of the Federal Republic of Germany.

HIRSCH, Otto (1885–1941), jurist and former governmental official in Württemberg. He was a member of the Jewish Agency and in 1933 became executive director of the Representative Council for Germany Jewry (Reichsvertretung der deutschen Juden). Hirsch was arrested several times and finally murdered in Mauthausen concentration camp.

HOFFMANN, Joel (b. 1937), professor of Far Eastern Studies at the University of Haifa; among his works are The Sound of One Hand (1975) and Japanese Death Poems (1986). He is also a highly acclaimed Hebrew novelist and poet.

HOFMANNSTHAL, Hugo von (1874–1929), Austrian poet, dramatist, storyteller, and essayist. Rooted in the culture and tradition of the Austro-Hungarian Empire as well as in the great European cultural tradition that he sought to regenerate, Hofmannsthal studied law and philology and then lived as a freelance writer near Vienna. Following a crisis shortly after the turn of the century, Hofmannsthal published predominantly dramatic works aiming at a regeneration of classical tragedy, medieval mystery plays, and the Baroque theater. Shaken by World War I and the destruction of the old world, he sought to come to terms with the new reality.

JEREMIAS, Joachim (1900–1979), Protestant theologian, professor of New Testament at the University of Göttingen after 1935. His research was particularly concerned with the influence of early Judaism on New Testament Christianity.

JONAS, Hans (b. 1903), philosopher and historian of religion. He emigrated to England in 1933 and from there to Palestine, where he taught at Hebrew University in Jerusalem. In 1949 he went to Canada, and from 1955 on he was a professor at the New School for Social Research in New York. His field of specialization was the origin of ancient gnosis and the history of its influence.

KAFKA, Franz (1883–1924), Prague writer who worked as an insurance executive. Only some of his stories were published during his lifetime; his novels were published posthumously. Kafka’s works did not achieve worldwide recognition until years after his death.

KANTOROWICZ, Ernst (1892–1942), jurist, sociologist, and educator. Influenced by Gustav Wyneken’s youth movement, he served as director of the youth office in Kiel as representative of the Social Democratic party. From 1930 to 1933 he was a professor at the Institute of Vocational Education in Frankfurt am Main. After 1933 he became an associate of Buber and later succeeded him at the Center for Jewish Adult Education. He was imprisoned in several concentration camps and perished in Auschwitz.

KAUFMANN, Fritz (1891–1958), philosopher, student of Edmund Husserl, adjunct lecturer at Freiburg im Breisgau. After his dismissal in 1933, he taught philosophy at the Academy for Jewish Studies in Berlin. Following a brief stay in England, he emigrated to the United States and became a professor at the University of Buffalo, New York. He lived in Zurich after his retirement. Kaufmann wrote on Thomas Mann, Jaspers, and problems of philosophical aesthetics.

KAUFMANN, Walter (1921–80), German-born philosopher who emigrated to the United States in 1939 and became professor of philosophy at Princeton University. He championed a pluralism of intellectual values and combined a critical attitude toward the religious and philosophical systems with a broad view of the philosophical problems of the present and an understanding of both modernist literature and the classical works of world literature. He was in touch with Buber from 1948 on and published his own translation of I and Thou with a detailed introduction.

KAYSER, Rudolf (1889–1964), writer and journalist, editor of the Neue Rundschau, author of numerous biographies and works on culture and literature. A son-in-law of Albert Einstein, Kayser taught at Hunter College in New York City and from 1951 to 1957 at Brandeis University.

KAZNELSON, Siegmund (1893–1959), editor of the Prague Zionist weekly Selbstwehr from 1913 to 1917. In 1921 he became the director and later the proprietor of Jüdischer Verlag. Kaznelson lived in Jerusalem from 1937 on.

KESSLER, Harry, Count (1868–1937), diplomat, patron of the arts, and writer. From 1895 to 1900 he was coeditor of Pan, and from 1914 to 1921 he served as ambassador to Poland. The longtime president of the Deutsche Friedensgesellschaft (German Peace Society) and friend of Walther Rathenau and Gustav Stresemann, he emigrated to France in 1933.

KEY, Ellen (1849–1926), Swedish educator. She wrote about problems of the women’s movement and the education of children.

KITTEL, Gerhard (1888–1948), Protestant theologian and New Testament scholar, from 1926 on professor in Tübingen and from 1940 to 1945 in Vienna. Editor of the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (1933ff.). Despite his Lutheran piety and his emphasis on the Old Testament–Jewish roots of Christianity, he had a positive attitude toward National Socialism and espoused a “Christian” anti-Semitism.

KOHN, Hans (1891–1971), historian. He established friendly relations with Buber through the Bar Kochba Association in Prague. In 1915 he was captured by the Russians and did not return from Siberia until 1920, when he became an official of the World Zionist Organization in Paris, London, and (1925–29) Jerusalem. From 1934 on, he taught history at various American universities. His book Martin Buber: His Work and His Times was published in 1930 (second edition, 1961).

KOJIMA, Hiroshi (b. 1925), professor of philosophy at Kantogakuin University in Yokohama, Japan; Japanese translator of “What Is Man?” and “Autobiographical Fragments.”

KOSMALA, Hans (1903–81); having worked at a variety of jobs, he interrupted his studies of theology and Semitics for reasons of conscience and did not take a degree in theology until 1934. From 1930 to 1935 he was an assistant and teacher at the Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum, and between 1925 and 1943 served as its director in Vienna and London. From 1943 to 1951 he was in the service of the Presbyterian Church of England and Scotland; from 1951 to 1971 he served as the director of the newly founded Swedish Theological Institute in Jerusalem.

KRAFT, Werner (1896–1991), writer and literary critic. He served as a librarian in Leipzig and Hanover until 1933, when he emigrated via Sweden and Paris to Jerusalem. His Conversations with Martin Buber (1966) testified to his friendly relationship with Buber.

LANDAUER, Gustav (1870–1919), anti-Marxist anarchist, author of fiction and political writings, literary critic, and philosopher. He met Buber in 1899 and was a close friend of his until his death. A socialist affiliated with no party and the author of political essays as well as the editor of the periodical Der Sozialist, Landauer was from the beginning an absolute pacifist and hoped that the Bavarian revolution following World War I would bring about a regeneration of society. He was people’s delegate in charge of public enlightenment in the soviet republic of Bavaria and was murdered by soldiers of the counterrevolutionary Reichswehr on May 2, 1919.

LEV, Oren, see MA’ARIV INTERVIEW.

LEWY, Lina (1866–1959), from an assimilated Jewish family in Westphalia. Her parents and brothers emigrated to Palestine before 1933. From 1934 on, she was in contact with Leonhard Ragaz, became his pupil, and endeavored to propagate his periodical Neue Wege, to which she contributed some articles, in Zionist-humanist circles.

LINDEMANN, Gustav (1872–1960), actor, from 1905 on director of the Düsseldorf Schauspielhaus together with his wife Louise Dumont (q.v.). He edited a periodical, Die Masken, to which Buber contributed.

LITVIN, Baruch (b. 1889), born in the Ukraine to a hasidic family, he emigrated to the United States in 1906. An artisan by trade, he acquired a solid Jewish education through daily study and became a zealous champion of the Jewish tradition.

LOHMEYER, Ernst (1890–1946), Protestant theologian, New Testament scholar, from 1920 to 1935 professor in Breslau. His anti-Nazi attitude resulted in a punitive transfer to the University of Greifswald. While serving as rector there, he was arrested and shot by the Russians.

LUCKNER, Gertrud (b. 1900); after 1933 she organized relief actions for Jews persecuted by the Nazi regime, and from 1938 on she was an associate at the headquarters of the Deutscher Caritasverband (German [Roman Catholic] Charitable Organization) in Freiburg im Breisgau. In 1943 she was arrested by the Gestapo and taken to the Ravensbrück concentration camp. After the war, she was part of a group that founded the Freiburger Rundbriefe, a publication dedicated to the promotion of Christian-Jewish understanding.

MA’ARIV INTERVIEW. On January 27, 1961, Buber gave an interview to Ma’ariv, a Tel Aviv Hebrew daily, in which he invited young Israelis to write him. Among those who did were Oren Lev (a correspondent not identifiable because this is a very common name), and Yehuda Shochat (born in 1938 in Iraq, in Israel since 1950), now a teacher at a secondary school.

MAAS, Hermann (1877–1970), Protestant theologian, a pastor in Heidelberg. After 1933 he wholeheartedly supported persecuted Jews and thereby incurred repeated risks. In 1950 he was the first German to be invited to Israel, and in 1970 he was among the “thirty-six just men” who were invited to plant a ceremonial tree in Jerusalem.

MAGNES, Judah L. (1877–1948), American rabbi and leading formulator of Zionist cultural policy. One of the earliest American Zionists, Magnes lived in Palestine from 1922 on and became chancellor and later president of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. In 1942 he founded Ichud and until the end of his life advocated a binational state.

MANSUR, Atallah (b. 1934), born in an Arab Christian village in the Galilee; journalist and writer, author of Hebrew novels about the life of the Israeli Arabs, a correspondent for Ha’aretz since 1958.

MASSIGNON, Louis (1883–1962), French Orientalist, professor at the Collège de France. An important expert on Islamic mysticism, he wrote works on the culture and religion of Islam.

MAURIAC, François (1885–1970), French Catholic novelist and author of essays and biographies. A member of the Académie Française since 1933, he participated in the French Resistance and was awarded the Nobel Prize for literature in 1952.

MAUTHNER, Fritz (1849–1923), philosopher and writer; representative of an agnostic mysticism, author of a voluminous history of atheism and a philosophical critique of language.

MICHEL, Ernst (1889–1964), sociologist concerned with social and cultural policy, leading figure in progressive Catholicism. From 1922 to 1933 he served as a lecturer at the Academy of Labor, and from 1931 to 1933 he was an adjunct professor at the University of Frankfurt. Following his compulsory retirement in 1933, he trained as a psychotherapist and established a practice of “personal psychotherapy” in the spirit of Buber’s dialogical thought. After 1945 he again became a professor at the University of Frankfurt.

MICHEL, Wilhelm (1877–1942), literary historian, essayist, and Hölderlin scholar; author of the 1926 essay “Martin Buber: His Way into Reality.”

MOMBERT, Alfred (1872–1942), a celebrated poet and member of the Prussian Academy of Arts. He practiced law until 1906 and then became a freelance writer in Heidelberg. In 1940 he was shipped to the Gurs concentration camp in southern France but was liberated by Swiss friends. Influenced by Nietzsche, Mombert was the creator of a mythical cosmology and of mythical figures. Like all letters directed to Mombert, Buber’s letters to him were lost.

MORSE, Benjamin Joseph (1899–1977), Romance scholar, professor of Roman languages at the University College of South Wales and Monmouthshire. His correspondence with Buber was occasioned by his discovery of Buber’s influence on Rainer Maria Rilke.

NORDAU, Max (originally Südfeld) (1849–1923), physician and internationally known writer and cultural critic, collaborator and friend of Theodor Herzl. For personal reasons, he declined an offer to succeed Herzl as president of the World Zionist Organization after Herzl’s death.

NOVOSTI PRESS AGENCY. Next to Tass, the second-largest news agency in the former Soviet Union.

O., Witold, Christian fellow pupil of Buber at the Polish Gymnasium at Lemberg (Lvov).

PAESCHKE, Hans (b. 1911), studied law and later philosophy and literature, served as secretary of the German-French Society in Paris from 1932 to 1934. He became an editor of S. Fischer Verlag in 1938 and edited the Neue Rundschau from 1939 to 1942. He then served in the German army until the end of the war and was released from French captivity in 1946. The following year he became editor of Merkur.

PANNWITZ, Rudolf (1881–1969), writer and cultural philosopher influenced by Nietzsche and Stefan George, cofounder of the periodical Charon. He contributed Die Erziehung (On Education) to Buber’s series Die Gesellschaft. From 1921 on, Pannwitz lived in voluntary exile in Yugoslavia, and in 1948 he went to live in the Ticino. His last works indicate that he still expected cosmic-mythical forces to lift man to the level of a superman.

PAPPENHEIM, Bertha (1859–1936), born in Bratislava as a descendant of Glückel of Hameln (1645–1724), whose autobiography—shedding light on Jewish life and the status of women during her day—she translated from the Judeo-German. In her youth she was the “Anna O.” with whose medical history Josef Breuer familiarized Freud. In 1904 she founded the Jüdischer Frauenbund (Jewish Women’s Alliance); later, she was active in the fight against white slavery and worked for the central welfare office of German Jewry.

PICARD, Max (1888–1965), started out as a physician, but he was repelled by the “mechanistic, positivistic, Darwinian” orientation of contemporary medicine and became an art historian and writer on cultural history. In numerous works he excoriated the discontinuity of modern civilization. Picard lived in the Ticino.

PLESSNER, Martin (1900–1973), Orientalist and author of numerous works in the fields of Islamic studies and the history of science. He emigrated to Palestine in 1933, where he became a teacher at a Hebrew secondary school in Haifa and later a lecturer and professor at the Hebrew University.

POLITZER, Heinz (1910–79), Viennese-born scholar of German literature and language, and Kafka scholar. He lived in Palestine from 1934 to 1947, when he emigrated to the United States. From 1960 to his death he was a professor of German and comparative literature at the University of California at Berkeley.

RAGAZ, Leonhard (1868–1945), pastor at the cathedral in Basel, professor of theology in Zurich from 1908 on. He was active in Switzerland as a proponent of dialectic theology and religious socialism, as well as a champion of the international peace movement. He was editor of the journal Neue Wege: Blätter für religiöse Arbeit, 1906–45.

RANG, Emma, wife of Florens Christian Rang (q.v.).

RANG, Florens Christian (1864–1924), a highly gifted German thinker of varied interests and shifting views. He became a Protestant priest at the age of thirty-four, but left the ministry four years later feeling he could not live up to its ethical requirements. He participated in the Potsdam meeting of the Forte Circle, but after the outbreak of World War I he became an enthusiastic German patriot. After the war he had a change of heart and documented it in his work German Construction Huts (1924), which called for voluntary restitution to Belgium and France. Buber published a number of Rang’s essays posthumously in Die Kreatur.

RAPPEPORT, Ernst Eliyahu (1889–1952), wrote to Buber in 1910. After studying philosophy and mathematics in Vienna, he took his doctorate shortly before the outbreak of World War I and soon thereafter was sent to the front as an Austrian officer. In 1920 he emigrated with his family to Palestine, where he worked, among other jobs, as a cobbler and later as a violin maker. Buber published Rappeport’s poems, stories, and essays in Der Jude and wrote a preface to his Songs of Praise, published in 1923.

REISNER, Erwin (1890–1966), born in Vienna, a professional army officer until 1918, later a philosopher and theologian. In the 1920s he turned away from German idealism and embraced dialectic theology. In 1928 he became a library official in Transylvania, and after World War II he served as a professor at the Protestant Kirchliche Hochschule (Protestant Church College) in Berlin.

RENGSTORF, Karl Heinrich (b. 1903), Protestant theologian. In 1937 he became director of conventual studies at the Kloster Loccum, and since 1948 he has been professor of New Testament and Jewish history and literature at the University of Münster, as well as director of its Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum. On the basis of a personal relationship dating from the pre-1933 period, Rengstorf was the first well-known Protestant theologian to endeavor to reconcile Buber with Germany and to persuade him to give lectures there.

ROOSEVELT, Eleanor (1884–1962), wife of President Franklin Delano Roosevelt; politician and journalist who took a leading part in various social and women’s organizations; chairman of the U.N. Commission on Human Rights from 1947 to 1951.

ROSENSTOCK-HUESSY, Eugen (1888–1973), philosopher of language, legal historian, and sociologist, founder of the Academy of Labor in Frankfurt am Main. He was a professor in Breslau from 1923 to 1934 and after his emigration, at various universities in the United States. As a Calvinist of Jewish descent, he carried on an important correspondence with Franz Rosenzweig about Judaism and Christianity (Franz Rosenzweig, Briefe [Letters] [1935]; now in Judaism Despite Christianity: The “Letters on Christianity and Judaism” between Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy and Franz Rosenzweig, ed. Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy [1971]).

ROSENZWEIG, Franz (1886–1929), philosopher and specialist in Jewish adult education. In his main work, The Star of Redemption, written in 1918–19, he offered a new existentialist view of Judaism, and with his founding of the Free Jewish Academy (Freies Jüdisches Lehrhaus) in Frankfurt in 1920, he opened paths to a religious return through the study of traditional sources. Although he had suffered from an incurable disease since 1922 and was paralyzed, he continued working with Buber on the translation of the Bible between 1925 and 1929; at the time of Rosenzweig’s death, the project had reached chapter 53 of the Book of Isaiah.

ROTHSCHILD, Fritz A. (b. 1909); while serving as an apprentice in the J. Kauffmann publishing house, he attended Buber’s lectures at the Lehrhaus in Frankfurt am Main. He originally intended to go to Palestine as a Hebrew typesetter, but in 1938 he emigrated to Northern Rhodesia. He came to the United States ten years later and studied at Columbia University and the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, where he became professor of the philosophy of religion in 1960. He is the author of several works on Jewish religious philosophy.

RUSSELL, Bertrand, Earl (1872–1970), British mathematician and philosopher. Together with A. N. Whitehead, he attempted to establish a logical foundation for mathematics and espoused a skeptical theory of knowledge. A radical pacifist, he was the author of numerous works based on a rational faith in progress. He received the 1950 Nobel Prize for literature.

S., Landgerichtsrat. No details are known about the recipient of this letter (preserved in draft form), which bears only the initial of his name.

SCHNEIDER, Lambert (1900–1970), publisher. He started his publishing house, founded in Berlin in 1925, by inviting Buber to make a new translation of the Bible. In 1931 he became managing editor of Schocken Verlag and continued in this position until the firm was closed by the Gestapo in 1938. Between 1926 and 1930 he published the periodical Die Kreatur, edited by Buber, Viktor von Weizsäcker, and Joseph Wittig. Through Schneider’s good offices, the writings of Buber and Franz Rosenzweig were published by Schocken Verlag from 1931 on. After World War II, Schneider headed the Carl Winter Universitätsverlag in Heidelberg and at the same time revived his own firm in Heidelberg, which issued most of Buber’s writings in separate editions as well as co-publishing, the three-volume edition of Buber’s Werke (Works) (1962–64).

SCHOCKEN, Gustav Gershom (1912–91), journalist and publisher. Born in Zwickau, he emigrated to Palestine in 1933 and from 1939 until his death he served as the publisher and editor-in-chief of Ha’aretz. After its founding he headed the Hebrew Schocken publishing house in Israel which has published the works of S. Y. Agnon and Franz Kafka, and a number of Martin Buber’s writings.

SCHOCKEN, Salman (1877–1959), industrial leader, patron of the arts, and Zionist, founder of a chain of department stores and of Schocken Verlag (1931). In 1933 he emigrated to Palestine, where he became treasurer and chairman of the executive council of the Hebrew University. He went to the United States in 1940 and founded Schocken Books in New York in 1945. For a long time, he was Buber’s most important publisher.

SCHOLEM, Gershom (Gerhard) (1897–1982), religious scholar, historian, and philosopher, founder of modern Kabbalah research. A convinced Zionist since his youth, he went to Palestine in 1923; in 1925 he became a lecturer and in 1933 a professor of the history of Jewish mysticism at the Hebrew University. Scholem championed Buber’s appointment in Jerusalem, and, despite objective differences of opinion on the evaluation of Hasidism, he remained close to Buber to the end of his life.

SCHWEITZER, Albert (1875–1965), Protestant theologian, philosopher, Bach scholar, and physician. In 1902 he became a lecturer in the New Testament at the University of Strassburg. He went on to study medicine and found a tropical hospital in Lambarene, Africa. In his criticism of research on the life of Jesus, Schweitzer stressed the eschatological nature of Jesus’ message and of early Christianity. Schweitzer became important to Buber by calling attention to the significance for Jesus of God’s servant in Deutero-Isaiah. He received the Peace Prize of the German Book Trade in 1951 and the Nobel Peace Prize the following year.

SEIDLER, Manfred (b. 1922), German literature scholar and writer. He has taught on the high school and university level in Germany and published works on modern German and English literature.

SENATOR, David Werner (1896–1953), employed at the workers’ welfare office in Berlin from 1921 to 1924, and later in the Berlin and Paris offices of the American Joint Distribution Committee. From 1930 to 1945 he was a member of the Executive of the Jewish Agency and between 1949 and 1953 served as executive vice president of the Hebrew University.

SHAZAR, Shneur Zalman (originally S. Z. Rubashov) (1889–1974), Zionist politician, Israeli labor leader, and Hebrew writer. A native of White Russia, he first visited Palestine in 1911 and during World War I lived in Germany, where he came in contact with Buber as a contributor to Der Jude. From 1924 on, he lived in Palestine permanently, serving as the longtime editor of Davar and as minister of education and culture of the state of Israel in 1949–50. From 1954 to 1960 he was a member of the Executive of the Jewish Agency and after 1956 its chairman. He became the third president of Israel in 1963, and was reelected to a second five-year term in 1968.

SHERESHEVSKY, Shimon (1900–1987), physician, radiologist, chairman of Ichud, and editor of its Hebrew journal Ner: Biweekly for Political and Social Problems and for Arab-Jewish Rapprochement, published from 1949 to 1965.

SHOCHAT, Yehuda, see MA’ARIV INTERVIEW.

SIMON, Ernst Akiba (1899–1988), educator, historian, and literary historian, leader of a group within the Zionist youth movement that sought to combine a pioneer spirit with loyalty to religious tradition. He was a member of the circle around Rabbi Nehemiah Anton Nobel and Franz Rosenzweig. In 1923–24 he served on the editorial staff of Der Jude under Buber’s editorship. He settled in Palestine in 1928, where he was active as a teacher. In 1934 Simon returned to Germany to help Buber establish a Jewish adult education program. He became a lecturer at the Hebrew Teachers’ College in Jerusalem in 1936, and was appointed in 1939 to a lectureship of education at the Hebrew University; in 1950 he was promoted to full professor. He played a leading role in Ichud, which sought to promote Israeli-Arab understanding.

SINDLER, Adolf (1899–1965), physician in Düsseldorf until his emigration to Palestine in 1937. During World War II he served in the British army, and in 1946–47 held the rank of captain in the Medical Corps in Egypt.

SINGER, Kurt M. (1886–1962), economist, expert on finance, and philosopher. He was an ardent adherent of the German poet Stefan George and the author of a book about Plato. When the National Socialists came to power, he had been a visiting professor at the University of Tokyo for two years. He lived in Australia from 1939 on, and he spent his last years in Athens.

SMITH, Ronald Gregor (1913–68), professor of theology at Glasgow, Scotland, contributor to various theological and philosophical journals, first English translator of I and Thou (1937) and, after World War II, of several other works by Buber.

SNELL, Bruno (1896–1986), classical philologist, professor and later rector of the University of Hamburg; author of works on Greek literature, language, and mythology.

SÖLLE, Dorothee (b. 1929); studied classical antiquity, philosophy, literature, and theology. In 1975 she became a professor of systematic theology at Union Theological Seminary in New York. She professes an “atheistic theology.”

SPITZER, Moritz (1900–1982), Indologist and publisher. He founded the Jungzionistische Blätter in 1928 and from 1929 to 1932 directed the Schule der Jugend (School of Youth) in Berlin. Between 1932 and 1934 he served as Buber’s assistant, and from 1934 to 1938 he was editor of Schocken Verlag. After his emigration to Palestine in 1939, Spitzer became a publisher and collector in Jerusalem.

STEHR, Hermann (1864–1940), Silesian writer in the tradition of Silesian mysticism and regionalism, though his works also contain realistic depictions of financial distress.

STRAUSS, Eduard (1876–1952), a biochemist by profession and a student of religion by personal inclination. A friend of Rosenzweig and an associate of the Lehrhaus in Frankfurt am Main, he emigrated to the United States via Cuba in 1938 and was active in Jewish adult education within the framework of the German Jewish congregation Habonim (New York).

STRAUSS, Eva Buber (1901–92), Martin Buber’s daughter. She married Ludwig Strauss in 1925 and after her husband’s death worked in a home for disturbed children. She lived in Jerusalem.

STRAUSS, Leo (1899–1973), historian and philosopher. After studying at the University of Hamburg, he emigrated to the United States in 1938. He taught at the New School for Social Research in New York from 1938 to 1949 and then became a professor at the University of Chicago and at Claremont Men’s College in California. He published works on political science, particularly its philosophical aspects.

STRAUSS, Ludwig (1892–1953), poet and literary historian, Martin Buber’s son-in-law. He combined a strong Jewish national consciousness with love for the tradition of classical German literature. In 1930 he became a lecturer at the Technische Hochschule in Aachen. After his emigration to Palestine in 1935, he was active as a farm worker and teacher, later as a lecturer at Hebrew University and in adult education. While in Palestine, he wrote poetry in both German and Hebrew.

STRUCK, Hermann (1876–1944), etcher and painter, religious Zionist, leader in Mizrachi, the religious Zionist organization. As early as the turn of the century, he favored in his art East European Jewish figures and Palestinian landscapes. He lived in Eretz Yisrael from 1922 on.

SUSMAN, Margarete (1872–1966), writer, philosopher, and literary historian who lived in Zurich from 1933 on as an interpreter of German and Jewish intellectual life.

SYMEON (Archimandrite), secretary to the Greek Ecumenical Patriarch Athenagoras I.

THIEME, Karl (1902–63), historian, professor at the Pädagogische Akademie (Pedagogical Academy) in Elbing from 1931 to 1933. After his dismissal because of opposition to the Nazi party, he converted to Catholicism in 1933. From 1935 on, he lived in Switzerland and engaged in intensive Bible studies. He became a professor of European history at the University of Mainz in 1948. Thieme worked toward German reconciliation with Israel and a more profound understanding of Judaism.

TRÜB, Hans (1889–1949), psychoanalyst and psychotherapist from C. G. Jung’s school, a close friend of Buber since the middle 1920s. Under Buber’s influence, he increasingly detached himself from Jung and developed the psychotherapeutic method of “psychosynthesis.” His last work, Healing through Meeting, was published posthumously in 1951, with a preface by Buber.

UNGNAD, Joachim (1873–1942), pastor in Berlin; from 1929 to 1934 superintendent, or the supervisor of the Lutheran churches and pastors, of the district of Strausberg.

WASMUTH, Ewald (1890–1963), philosopher and freelance scholar, particularly noted as an interpreter of Pascal.

WASMUTH, Sophie, wife of Ewald Wasmuth (q.v.).

WEIZMANN, Chaim (1874–1952), Russian-born leading Zionist politician and statesman, cofounder of the Democratic Fraction. After qualifying for a university appointment in Geneva in 1900, he became a lecturer and then a reader in biochemistry at the University of Manchester, England; from 1916 to 1919 he was director of the laboratories of the British navy. The Balfour Declaration of November 2, 1917, was due to his relations with leading politicians. In 1918 Weizmann laid the cornerstone for Hebrew University on Mount Scopus in Jerusalem, and he represented the Zionist cause at the Peace Conference in Paris in 1919 and at the San Remo Conference the following year. From 1920 to 1931 and again from 1935 to 1946, he served as president of the World Zionist Organization. In 1948 he became the first president of the state of Israel, an office to which he was reelected in 1952.

WEIZSÄCKER, Olympia von, wife of Viktor von Weizsäcker (q.v.).

WEIZSÄCKER, Viktor von (1886–1957), neurologist, professor in Heidelberg and Breslau; originator of an anthropological medicine with a view of the psychosomatic origin and cure of disease, making use of depth psychology and psychoanalysis. Coeditor of the periodical Die Kreatur.

WELTSCH, Robert (1891–1982), journalist from the Prague Circle who established a correspondence and amicable relationship with Buber through the Bar Kochba Association. From 1919 to 1938 he was editor-in-chief of the Zionist weekly Jüdische Rundschau in Berlin. In that publication he championed, frequently against strong resistance in his own camp, an ethical and humane Zionism as well as a policy of understanding toward the Arabs. Weltsch lived in Palestine from 1939 to 1945 and then in London, where he became director of the Leo Baeck Institute and editor of its yearbooks.

WERFEL, Franz (1890–1945), leading expressionist poet with humanitarian pathos, member of the Prague Circle. After World War I he lived in Vienna and traveled extensively. In 1938 he escaped via France and Spain to the United States. His later novels and dramas are informed by a psychological realism with a pronounced humanitarian ethos. In his last years Werfel was close to Catholicism, but he remained a Jew.

WIENER, Alfred (1885–1964), Orientalist, from 1910 on legal secretary of the Centralverein deutscher Staatsbürger jüdischen Glaubens (Central Union of German Citizens of Jewish Faith). In 1933 he emigrated to Amsterdam, where he founded the Jewish Central Information Office which shortly before Hitler’s invasion was transferred to London and later became the Wiener Library (a research institute for contemporary history, anti-Semitism, modern Jewish history, National Socialism, and racial and religious persecution).

WILHELM, Kurt (1900–1965), scholar and liberal rabbi, first in Germany, then at the synagogue Emet ve-Emunah in Jerusalem. In 1948 he became chief rabbi of Stockholm.

WITTIG, Joseph (1879–1949), Catholic theologian and popular writer. He was ordained as a priest in 1903 and became a professor of early church history and Christian archeology in Breslau. In 1926 he was excommunicated and pensioned, whereupon he married and lived as a freelance writer in Silesia. After being expelled in 1946, he settled back in Germany, where the reconciliation of the Pope reached him that year. Wittig was a coeditor of Die Kreatur.

WOLFSKEHL, Karl (1869–1948), poet, writer, and philologist from the Stefan George circle, contributor to the Blätter für die Kunst. Before 1933 he lived chiefly in Munich, later in Switzerland and Italy, and from 1938 on in New Zealand. In his work he combined German, Jewish, and classical traditions, and in his last decade Jewish themes occupied a central position in it.

ZANGWILL, Israel (1864–1926), writer, early adherent of Herzl, and champion of Zionism in England. After the failure of the Uganda project, he founded the Jewish Territorial Organization (ITO) in 1903, which aimed at a Jewish national home outside Palestine.

ZWEIG, Arnold (1887–1968), novelist and dramatist. He began as an impressionist, but his experiences in World War I and the postwar period made him a trenchant critic of his time who regarded his literary activities as a social-ethical mission. He emigrated to Palestine in 1933 and in 1948 returned to Berlin, where he served as president of the German Academy of the Arts in the German Democratic Republic from 1950 to 1953.

ZWEIG, Stefan (1881–1942), Austrian writer. He emigrated to England in 1934 and in 1940 to Brazil, where he committed suicide together with his second wife. A lyric poet, dramatist, storyteller, and author of biographies and essays, Zweig was in 1931 the most widely translated writer of his time.
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