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A Review Essay
Presentism vs. Contextualisation: the Enlightenment in Bohemia and the dilemma of modern intellectual history
by

TEODORA SHEK BRNARDIĆ
Ivo Cerman, Rita Krueger and Susan Reynolds (eds.). The Enlightenment in Bohemia: religion, morality and multiculturalism (=SVEC, 07/2011). Oxford: Voltaire Foundation, 2011. Pp. xii, 339. ISSN 0435-2866.
Nobody raises the eyebrows at the mentioning of the reconciliation between the Enlightenment and religion anymore. Not during the last twenty years. Evidence for this assumption is certainly the fact that at the recent Enlightenment congress held in Graz, the sessions dedicated to this topic attracted the most numerous audiences. Due to my own research interests, one session drew my special attention: its title was “Religion and Morality in Central Europe”. It was meant to present the papers contained in the volume The Enlightenment in Bohemia: religion, morality and multiculturalism, which made a part of the series Studies on Voltaire and the Eighteenth Century and was published by Voltaire Foundation from Oxford. The international editorial board consisted of Dr Ivo Cerman (University of South Bohemia), Dr Rita Krueger (Temple University in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania) and Dr Susan Reynolds (the British Library, London). 
The editors managed to assemble ten international researchers well-established in the cultural, social, intellectual, church and Jewish history of the eighteenth-century Bohemia and Europe. All together, they produced fifteen essays depicting the case studies where the interplay of moral philosophy and religion in the Bohemian context was most discernible. The volume as a whole may be regarded as a praiseworthy enterprise, which captures a reputed eighteenth-century preference for philosophical ethics over moral theology or traditional theological morals within media and institutions as different as the University of Prague, the Bohemian Society of Sciences, Prague moral weeklies, Masonic lodges, Catholic monasteries, Jewish schools, etc. The editorial intention is to show that the focus of the Enlightenment research in Bohemia should not necessarily be focused on national identity (as it was mostly the case hitherto)
, but that it could provide a rich soil for other topics such as morality (p. 16). What follows consists of an account of the structures and attitudes of The Enlightenment in Bohemia (I), and is followed by remarks on several specific aspects of the volume’s argument, which happen to strike me as the reviewer (II).
I
The volume is thematically divided into four distinct groupings: “Enlightenment institutions and media,” “The construction of a secular morality?,” “Towards a Josephist moral theology,” and “Morality in the Jewish world.” Its ambitious scope, composition as well as a methodological approach is exposed in the lengthy introductory essay “The Enlightenment in Bohemia” (pp. 1-35) conceived by the editor Ivo Cerman, who is otherwise the author of as many as five contributions in this volume. In charting the Enlightenment in Bohemia, Cerman seems to subscribe to the pluralistic view of the European Enlightenment, in which religion is seen as one of its fundamental ingredients rather than stumble rocks (“... it is high time to admit that the defining feature of the European Enlightenment was not the enmity to religion”, p. 5). In his approach Cerman particularly favors David Sorkin’s concept of “an Enlightenment spectrum”, which allows a range of different opinions while keeping just one entity of the European Enlightenment. Accordingly, Cerman finds methodologically extremely useful Jonathan Israel’s approach to the Enlightenment intellectual history exhibited in  his book Enlightenment contested, which puts emphasis on the history of thinking and debates rather than on finished theories and thinkers, that is, on the pure history of ideas (“It is this history of ‘thinking’ that this volume addresses,” p. 3.).
 

After having established the authoritative support for giving credit to religion as an object of Enlightenment research, Cerman steers the volume’s content in the direction of investigating the spreading of the eighteenth-century moral thought in the Bohemian context (p. 9). By predominantly leaning upon the methodology of the history of philosophy (e.g. Schneewind, MacIntyre, Höffe), he focuses upon the tenets of Enlightenment ethics, that is, morality as being studied as a philosophical discipline. Its concepts are taxonomically divided in “the morality of rule, utilitarianism and the morality of perfection” (pp. 10-14), and as such intended for the future analysis. Besides, for Cerman it is important to question the sources of moral knowledge, whether it was derived from Revelation or human reason or moral sense.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           In Cerman’s view, this distinction is also important in so far as it can separate the representatives of the “mainstream” Enlightenment from its “radical” counterparts, to use Israel’s division. It is this dialectical struggle within the Enlightenment spectrum, Cerman assures us, that enabled the emergence of “modern values”, which should not be seen as the product of only one Enlightenment current, as it is the case with Jonathan Israel’s argument  (pp. 14-15).   

The third important characteristic of Cerman’s editorial scheme is the emphasis upon multiculturalism, which, in my view, is a distinctive feature not only of Bohemia, but of Eastern European societies in general. For Cerman, this is a logical alternative to the “national” approach in the Czech Enlightenment studies, which was prevailing hitherto not only in the Czech Republic, but also in Slovakia, Hungary and generally in Central Europe (“The Enlightenment in Central Europe, therefore, is usually shown as a process directed by the state and the central topics involve nationality, not human morality and religion”, p.15). After a brief critical sketch of the approach of the still influential inter-war German-Sudeten historians Eugen Lemberg and Eduard Winter, who laid emphasis on the German contribution to Bohemia’s cultural history, and after even briefer mentioning of after-1945 Marxist Czech historians dealing with the Czech Enlightenment such as the historian of science Josef Haubelt, Cerman finally finds merit in the work Filosofie v českých zemích mezi středovĕkem a osvícenstvím (Prague, 1997) written by the Czech Catholic philosopher Stanislav Sousedík.
Sousedík is said to have managed successfully to interpret philosophy as it was practiced within universities and Church institutions, but, Cerman stresses again, Bohemia was a multicultural country where the pursuit of morality happened outside the university arena as well. All together, in the multicultural Bohemia there were three worlds
 where “the philosophical query of the Enlightenment was pursued”, that is, “the world of the university learning, the world of the nobility and the Jewish world” (p. 17). These three intellectual cultures interacted with each other within the platform of the state that officially combated every form of atheism or radical Enlightenment and their only meeting point was, according to Cerman, apart form patriotism, the defense of morality based on Revelation (p.18).

The establishment of ethics as a philosophical discipline per se at the Charles University in Prague appears to be the sign of the rupture with Baroque Catholic learning based on Aristotle and with the scholastic method, which proved to be too abstract and as such banned from the university during the reforms in the 1750s. This change marked the official penetration of the Wolffian philosophy in the university curricula and his natural law-based system, but the real breakthrough was the appointment of Karl Heinrich Seibt as an independent teacher of moral philosophy in 1763. It is Seibt whom Cerman introduces as “the pivotal figure of the Enlightenment in Bohemia”, who integrated all the three worlds, advanced modern Enlightenment ethics and acted as a Bohemian promoter of the German Popularphilosophie
 in the 1770s. During this time, the moral weeklies emerged in Prague as media transmitting the moral ideas of the German Enlightenment (p. 25). Furthermore, in listing issues related to the investigation of the eighteenth-century morality Cerman stresses the importance of the “Josephist school of moral theology” headed by Augustin Zippe, which took over the preeminence of speculative philosophy in the theological curricula during the reign of Joseph II. 

The Josephist patent of toleration enabled the Jewish minority to enter into the discussion on morality grounded on religion, whereas Prague Freemasons excelled in promoting philanthropy-based morality. Lastly, Cerman returns to the issue of the nature of Enlightenment ethics in Bohemia and concludes by saying that “the confused ways of the Enlightenment in Habsburg Bohemia were not unraveled by the autonomy of the will, but by intensified concepts of ‘monarchical utilitarianism’ based on almost material knowledge of the human body (p. 32).” Here the case study of the Bohemian Count Joseph Nikolaus Windischgrätz is especially accentuated, whom Cerman credits as the sole systematic philosopher of noble origin on the Bohemian soil. He is extoled as “a culmination of the (I presume, philosophical) Enlightenment in Bohemia” (pp. 32-33) because he allegedly managed to reconcile French sensualism with the Catholic doctrine of free will.
As described previously, the first thematic grouping in this volume evolves around the topic of Enlightenment institutions and media. Rita Krueger reports in “The Scientific academy and beyond: the institutions of the Enlightenment” (pp. 39-53) about the establishment of the Bohemian local scientific institutions such as the Bohemian Society of Sciences, and in contrast to Jonathan Israel rightly asserts the need to stress the specificity of the local context in which shared ideas operated (p. 39-40). The scientific thinking also influenced the view upon morality, since morality was – unlike in the religious mindset – less viewed as a means of salvation than related to environmental and physical instances, that is, natural philosophy in general (p. 42). The Bohemian scientific impulse was intended to serve the public and, while keeping its cosmopolitan orientation, to focus upon the research of local natural resources and national history, which was to be cleaned from mythical content. Since the scientific knowledge had to be communicated downwards, and since either Latin or German were clearly insufficient for this purpose, the linguistic reform of the Czech language was also required. Projects conceived within the scientific societies had to serve both the Bohemian fatherland and to the humankind in general. “In this, the Bohemian scientific and economic societies retained both localism and universalism [..]” (p. 44, see also pp. 45-46), Krueger shrewdly observes. 

As far as the main topic of the volume is concerned, although the Bohemian Society of Sciences did not explicitly deal with moral theology and theology, its activities did touch upon moral issues. The idea of progress, which was a component of the society's mission, implied that the moral and intellectual development of the citizens should be achieved in order to promote progress. This practical dimension of scientific endeavors was especially visible in the work of agricultural societies such as the Bohemian Patriotic-Economic Society established in 1769, which also aimed at social and educational reforms of the peasantry subjects and turning them into "dynamic autonomous citizens" (p.52). It was the politics of improvement that lay at the heart of these societies.

“The Enlightenment Universities” (pp. 55-67) is the next contribution written by Ivo Cerman, whose focal point is again the development of secular philosophy in the Bohemian lands. Since philosophy and theology are said to have been deliberately excluded from the program of the Bohemian Society of Science, the most important institutions for the development of secular philosophy remained universities in Prague and Olomouc (p. 56). These universities did not act in isolation, but were connected with other, especially Austrian universities, among which the university in Vienna served as a model. The common characteristic of all these universities was their Jesuit legacy, which had the philosophic course based upon the Ratio studiorum and lasting for three years. Ethics based on Aristotle's Nicomachean ethics was reserved for the third year of studies, whereas morality was included in the theological courses as a part of the discipline of moral theology intended for future priests. At that time, the modern natural law was also excluded from the university curriculum: its unofficial teaching started from 1725 onwards (p. 58).  

The milestone in the university life of the Habsburg Monarchy was the year 1752, when the major reforms of philosophical and theological studies were implemented at the University of Vienna. The Jesuit monopoly was taken over by the state control of the university curriculum, which prescribed the shortening of the philosophical course and the expulsion of peripatetic philosophy. The Viennese model was transferred in 1754 in Prague, where the chair of natural law had already been established within the legal studies earlier in 1748 (in Vienna only in 1753). The specificity of the position of the University of Prague among other universities was the already mentioned establishment of a separate chair of “morals and literary studies” in 1763, which was conducted by Karl Heinrich Seibt. As for the theological studies, the real turning point happened only in the late 1770s, when the Bohemian abbot Franz Stephan Rautenstrauch drafted the plan for its substantial reform. The final version positioned moral and pastoral theology in the centre of interest. Again, all these actions are represented as a campaign against the Radical Enlightenment (p. 64). 

The third contribution “Censorship and book supply” (pp. 69-87), written by the book historians Claire Madl and Michael Wögerbauer represents the broad chronological presentation of the institution of censorship and the circulation of books in eighteenth-century Bohemia. As such, it is the only contribution in the volume that provides the social context of the religion-morality interplay. One of the unique characteristics of the post-Thirty Years War Habsburg politics in Bohemia was the institution of censorship, which aimed at protecting the already disloyal-proven subjects from further heretical readings. The official desire to maintain the control over what was read continued during the reign of Maria Theresa as well, and that was visible in the educational plans (p. 70). A real “revolution” not only in the quantitave, but also in the qualitative sense related to reading practices occurred in the latter part of the eighteenth century esp. in the urban settings, when the first public reading establishments were made such as the Learned Club around the Masonic bookseller Wolfgang Gerle and the establishment of the Royal and Imperial Public and University Library in 1773, which opened its door to the public (p. 72).  Likewise, the publishing and bookselling boom can be taken as indicators of the increased reading practices in Bohemia. In accordance with the mercantilistic policy, local publishing including the pirating of foreign books was officially encouraged in order to decrease the import and to “spread the Enlightenment more widely (p. 72)”.

However, imports, it is said, remained still considerable throughout the eighteenth century and censorship was kept to intervene and control both the Republic of Letters and the citizens’ life (p. 74). Around the middle of the century, there was a paradigm shift in viewing printed matter as a medium for the transfer of knowledge. It was no longer seen as a potential danger for menacing the emperor, the Catholic faith, and social peace, but was rather considered, especially in the 1780s, as a means for “turning ordinary citizens into (within certain limits) enlightened, hard-working and virtuous citizens” (p. 74). Furthermore, Joseph II established in 1781 one central Principal Book Censorship Commission in Vienna and a Book Revision Office in each of the provinces (p. 75). Its function was to keep the public order and morality, which was still based in religion (… “everything that did not attack the Christian faith – which was no longer synonymous with the Catholic Church – the state or good morals”, p. 76). In the 1790s, the emperor closed down the institutions of sociability, which also served as reading places and the censorship became more restrictive at least on the paper, but the question remains, how far it was implemented in practice? (p. 80). At the end, the authors stress an interesting fact that at the turn of the century, newspapers (41%) and novels (37%) were among the most banned products, whereas the struggle against “superstition, false ideas and ‘excessive zeal’ ” in the spirit of the Enlightenment aimed against new editions of the venerations of saints, ghost and chivalric stories or – curiously enough – against methods of becoming rich (p.85)
.
The feminist early modern historian Helga Meise focuses in the fourth essay “Morality, fiction and manners in the moral weeklies in Prague” (pp. 89-10) on the emergence of German-written moral weeklies as short-lived media for the propagation of morals in the 1770s in the setting of Prague. Meise acknowledges that this endeavor can be seen as “one of the major objectives of the Enlightenment” (p. 90) and bases her analysis on the three first launched moral weeklies entitled Die Unsichtbare (The Invisible, 1770-1772), Die Sichtbare (The Visible, 1770-1771) and Meine Einsamkeiten (My solitudes, 1771-1772). The genre imitated the Addisonian originals stemming from England and was directed at the moral improvement of local population without resorting to extensive philosophizing about the concept of morality. The range of topics included as varied as possible issues concerning religion and morality, education, relations between the sexes, superstition, patriotism, the sources of prejudices, including questions tackling art and economics  (pp. 92-93).  The public was to overcome old vices and accept new virtues such as “reason, sympathy, friendship and patriotism” (p. 107).

Heise stresses that the Sichtbare surpasses the other two in terms of addressing the issue of morality as founded upon Christian religion: it is constantly repeated (and not only at the occasion of Christian festivities such as Christmas and Easter) how important religious guidance and faith are for all men. It does not hesitate to take reference to the Old and New Testament and to address always intriguing questions such as the immortality of the soul or the inviolability of the human life (p. 96). The influence of the Leipzig professor Christian Fürchtegott Gellert’s can be asserted, whose immensely popular Moralische Vorlesungen also contained morality based on religion as its foundation (p. 100). At the end Meise identifies the “police system” or a system of surveillance discernible in the weeklies, which spies upon the inner life of individual fellow-citizens and directs them towards virtue (p. 110).  

The issue of moral improvement in the framework of Masonic ideology and ritual practices along with their influence upon society is dealt with in the essay “Freemasonry and civil society: reform of manners and the Journal für Freymaurer (1784-1786)” (pp. 111-127) by the Freemasony researcher Andreas Önnerfors. His analysis is situated in the comparative Habsburg rather than the exclusively Bohemian Masonic tradition, in which the Bohemian mineralogist Ignaz von Born and the Austrian cameralist Joseph von Sonnenfels certainly play a key role. They both contributed to the accomplishment of the first truly successful Masonic periodical in the whole of Europe, the Journal für Freymaurer (the Journal for freemasons) (1784-1786), which was published in Vienna under the auspices of the lodge Zur wahren Eintracht. In order to explain more clearly the publication and its content, Önnerfors gives a brief account the development of Freemasonry in the Habsburg Monarchy (pp. 118-122). In Bohemia, the Freemasonry centre was Prague (in Moravia it was Brno), where the first lodge Zu den drei gekrönten Sternen was founded in 1741. Furthermore, Önnerfors stresses the fact that Bohemian Freemasons headed by Born were essential in founding the Bohemian Society of Sciences as well as committed to philanthropic activities. Freemasonry reached its highest point during the reign of Joseph II, when only Vienna had eight lodges with about 800 brethren (p. 120).

The Viennese Journal für Freymaurer contained for most part treatises (45%), among which Önnerfors singles out Sonnenfels' essay Von dem Einflusse der Maurerey auf die bürgerliche Gesellschaft (‘On the impact of Freemasonry upon civil society’). He finds it as an obvious – but still compelling – paradox that “the morality and ideology of a ‘secret’ society is discussed openly in a journal that was accessible to the public” (p. 113). In this essay, Sonnenfels stresses the advantageous influence of Freemasonry upon society. Freemasonry advances civic virtues and a good Freemason is said to be simultaneously the best kind of citizen because of his devotion to state and ruler and because of his obedience to law and morality. Hence, it can be said that Masonic morality is both individual and collective, and therefore beneficent. In the end, Önnerfors regrets the fact that the true potentiality of Freemasonry as a moral force remained unrecognized by the Habsburg government, since it was prohibited by Francis II in 1795. It is underlined that the Habsburg Monarchy was in this treatment an isolated case (p.127).  

The second grouping of essays devoted to the establishment of secular morality
 inside and outside the university is conceived merely by Ivo Cerman. In his investigation of ethics becoming an independent philosophical subject at the Charles Ferdinand University, Cerman takes on the destiny of the Wolffian rationalist ethics in the reformed Jesuit curriculum in the 1750s and 1760s. Wolff’s system as expounded in his “German ethics” was a mathematical one and grounded on the principle of human perfection (Volkommenheit) with happiness as its goal (p. 134). It is the law of nature which obliges man to be perfect and virtuous and reason leads people to moral conduct. In Cerman’s view, Wolff established an early version of a morality of self-governance, which nevertheless remained unpopular due to its strict mathematical foundations.

Despite the reception of the Wolffian methodology in the realm of the Jesuit experimental physics and mathematics in Prague, Cerman denies its influence upon the Jesuit conception of ethics, and more specifically, on their version of natural law (p. 137). He identifies the textbook by the Viennese Jesuit Franz Xaver Roys Ethica et jus naturae (1752) as the origin of the new Jesuit school of moral philosophy, which was shortly popular in all Habsburg dominions. Still, it was not based upon current ethical debates, but rather on the Catholic tradition of natural law, which nevertheless acknowledged the merits of Protestant theoreticians such as Grotius, Pufendorf and Thomasius. According to Cerman’s information, the Bavarian Jesuit Ignatius Scwartz also played a considerable role in their full integration in the Catholic natural law tradition, which did not claim to be valid without God’s existence (p. 138, see also Grotius’ preface in De iure belli ac pacis libri tres from 1625).  

The Prague Jesuits initially proved to be explicit enemies of Wolffian ethics: Georg Langer published in 1747 a Latin refutation of Wolffian philosophy entitled Principia ethica, where he puts God ad the ultimate end of human happiness and His will as the basis of natural law. In Cerman’s view, this is a very conservative account grounded on Aristotle and the Bible tending towards voluntarism and without any reference of self-governance or the autonomy of the will (p.141). Kaspar Sagner appears to be the first Bohemian Jesuit whose philosophia universalis drew on Wolff, however, without reference to practical philosophy. It was Anton Boll who wrote a tract on practical philosophy Institutiones philosophiae activae (1759), but whose connection to Wolff can be only speculated, since he does not mention his name anywhere. Consequently, Cerman concludes that the Jesuit ethical tracts can hardly be called “Wolffian” and that their eclecticism remained loyal to the neo-scholastic concept of natural law originating in God’s will (p. 145).

Karl Heinrich Seibt's secular moral philosophy and Count Joseph Nikolaus Windischgrätz's moral anthropology are the topics of the next two essays. Seibt, who is by Cerman again represented as “the central figure of the Enlightenment in Bohemia” (p. 149), taught “philosophical morality” at the University of Prague and had as a model his Leipzig professor Christian Fürchtegott Gellert. Cerman bases his analysis of Seibt’s philosophical approach upon his manuscripts on ethics and education. Since Seibt’s moral philosophy reposed on revealed religion
, Seibt was forced to use philosophical argument based on rational method (demonstrations) in explaining God's existence. His starting point was the physico-theological argument of the well-ordered world (p.156), but guiding moral principles in human conduct was innate moral sense (moralisches Gefühl) or moral taste (moralischer Geschmack) inscribed in the human heart by God himself (pp. 159-160). It helps men not only to distinguish visually irregularities, but also to recognize peoples’ moral qualities. An important counter-weight argument to the Lockean doctrine of tabula rasa is Seibt’s claim that education may improve moral taste, but cannot create it (p. 160). Furthermore, Seibt was propagating an active life aimed at helping others and derogated laziness (p. 161). The uniqueness of Seibt’s university career was the fact that his ethics was put on trial in 1779 on a charge of subverting the Catholic religion and introducing publicly the physico-theological argument in proving the existence of God without having recourse to metaphysical proofs. In doing so, Cerman classifies Seibt as a representative of the German Popularphilosophie, which is known to have disfavored metaphysics and pedantry all together. According to Israel’s taxonomy, Seibt is further categorized as belonging to the Enlightenment mainstream which merged religion and philosophy, and as such fought with the radical opponents. In short, Seibt is rehabilitated as an important Bohemian philosopher side by side his German contemporaries.

Count Joseph Nikolaus Windsichgrätz’s philosophical achievements are the topic of Cerman’s next essay “Moral anthropology of Joseph Nikolaus Windischgrätz” (pp. 169-189). This little known thinker of noble origin is selected as the only representative of the Bohemian aristocratic world
 in the whole volume and his line of thought is described mostly on the collection of nine essays entitled Betrachtungen über verschiedene Gegenstände worüber man heute sehr viel schreibt (Nuremberg, 1787). There he embarks upon refuting the sensualist philosophy of Helvétius. Cerman perceives Windsichgrätz as a Christian sensualist philosopher, who defended free will, but, similarly to Seibt searched for scientific arguments in the field of contemporary human physiology.

The third groupings of essays are dedicated to the emergence of a Josephist moral theology. In “The Enlightenment from below: the Catholic regular clergy in Bohemia and Moravia” (pp. 193-207) Martin Gaži seeks to overcome the gap in the relationship between monastic orders and enlightened elite. He argues for the existence of the spontaneous “Enlightenment from below”, which he grounds on the example of the three representatives of the Bohemian monastic orders - the Benedictine Joseph Bonaventura Pitr, the Cistercian Gottfried Bylansky and the Premonstratensian Wenzel Mayer. Pitr pleaded for exporting the monastic moral model to the outside world without resigning the practices of baroque piety. From his side, Bylansky gives a precious evidence of the Cistercitian adaptation to the spirit of the time in his diaries. There he notes, for example, the division of the monks in the monastery in three groups: those who pray, those who serve God and the Church, and those who combine the first two with the addition of the support of arts and sciences. The Premonstratensian abbot Mayer even had close contacts with Prague Freemasons, with whose help, Gaži argues, he is said to have been elected as the abbot of Strahov - the most significant Premonstratensian monastery in Bohemia. He preserved the monastery from the Josephist state reforms, and in 1782 even obtained permission to build a new monastery library. It was the celebrated Franz Anton Maulbertsch who decorated the ceiling with famous frescoes representing the progress of mankind towards the Enlightenment. The Bohemian prelates, in Gaži’s view, clearly prove the tendency to harmonize the new ideas with the existing Baroque intellectual culture (p. 207).

The church historian Jaroslav Lorman in “The concept of moral theology of Augustin Zippe, a moral theologian at the turn of the epoch” (pp. 209-229) focuses on the ethical model as proposed by the moral theologian Augustine Zippe in his work Anleitung in die Sittenlehre der Vernunft und Offenbarung zum Privatunterricht der Jugend (Prague, 1778).  Lorman is the only one who raises the important conceptual question of the Catholic Enlightenment, since the Catholic character of Bohemia has been stressed throughout the volume. He points to the unspecific nature of the term, which according to the Jansenist researcher Peter Hersche appears to cover loosely “all reform Catholic movements which were influenced in some way by the Enlightenment” (p. 212). The Czech Catholic ecclesiastical history from its side has tended to dismiss both the Enlightenment and Josephism as periods of the apostasy from the Church (p. 213).
Lorman rightly underlines an important change in contemporary moral theology which touches upon the issue of the severely criticized Revelation in the modern age. He points out Max Seckler's listing of the positive achievements of the Enlightenment from a theological point of view such as (among others) ecumenism, the emphasis upon active works in pastoral care, a biblical rather than scholastic basis in theology and preaching, a renewed liturgy and the principle of tolerance (p. 224). He recognizes that one of the key issues was the Enlightenment's attitude towards Revelation. Augustin Zippe is singled out as one of those theologians who strove to connect reason and Revelation. Revelation is a total sum of the truths supernaturally revealed to man by a loving God and it is contained in the Old and New Testaments. From its side, reason makes man capable of religion – alone insufficient to know the moral truths – and helps this very man to see the truths revealed by God. Zippe responds to the intellectual climate of the time establishes a practical Christian ethics where the active love for one's neighbour is the crucial demonstration of someone's religion (p. 229). 
The fourth and last grouping of essays revolves around the topic of the morality in the Jewish world. This section belongs to the most interesting and original part of the volume, since its topic seems to be the least exploited in the Czech Enlightenment studies. The specialist in Hebrew and Jewish studies Pavel Sládek in his biographical sketch “Ezekiel Landau (1713-1793)  – a political rabbi”  describes a reconcilable and loyalist stance of the chief rabbi of Prague (1755-1793) with the population of 7.000 Jewish souls towards the political authorities. Despite the fact that in 1744 Maria Theresa had the Jews expelled from Prague under the suspicion of treason, Sládek points out that they more than eulogized the Christian empress for all her public endeavors – an act which had its root in Jewish legal theory, which commanded the Jewish obedience to the respective government (p. 241). Although Ezekiel Landau is in the historiography of the Jewish Enlightenment usually represented as its enemy, Sládek points out that his protest was targeted primarily against materialism and he appears to be more than acquainted with the radical doctrines, whom he does not accept. On the other hand, Landau approves of the Habsburg project of secular education because it enabled the Jews to become polished in their external manners and improved their German language skills. Furthermore, Landau celebrates the military camp as a space of true toleration where Jews and Christians could cooperate and without hindrance perform their religious duties (p. 251).
Louise Hecht in “The Haskalah in Bohemia and Moravia: a gendered perspective” (pp. 253-271) warns about the gender discrimination among the Maskilim (Jewish enlighteners) in the Hebrew Haskalah (Enlightenment), which points to the keeping of status quo in the traditional Jewish society. However, its Bohemian variant is different especially in relation to the gender question and the author examines three instances that reveal the Jewish practical life around 1800 and its underlying philosophy: the German-Jewish schools, the first German-Jewish periodical and German prayer book for women. The turning point in the Jewish schooling was in the 1780s, when Joseph II’s Edict of Tolerance decreed that every Jewish community, which possessed a synagogue, should establish its own school (p. 255). In the case of Jewish German schools, religious disciplines were eliminated from the curriculum because the Jews wanted to keep monopoly in religion. The subject under suspicion was Moralunterricht (moral education), which aimed at “civil amelioration” of the pupils, who were intended to become “useful and patriotic citizens” (p. 256), but whose morality had to be based on religion and Christianity. The school reform leader Ferdinand Kindermann adapted the reader for Christian students according to Jewish standards. As such, it was introduced in 1782 and served as a main Jewish textbook for moral education throughout the Habsburg Monarchy. The Jewish girls also benefited from Moralunterricht because in 1784 the first German-Jewish schools for girls were established in Prague (p. 258). However, the first Jewish German-language monthly Jüdischdeutsche Monatsschrift launched in 1802 reaffirmed the role of women in the traditional family. Once excluded from religious studies, they obtained a new duty of transmitting faith to children and this is why women’s books, especially prayer books, had to be revised in detail (p. 264).
Another Jewish textbook for moral education is the main topic of the contribution written by Rachel Manekin “The moral education of Jewish youth: the case of Bne Zion” (pp. 273-293.). Manekin poignantly notices that Johan Ignaz Felbiger Lesebuch für die Schüler der deutschen Shulen in den k.k. Staaten (1774) as the Austrian first general catechism and school textbook did not separate Moral from Religion. Morality was based on religion and it spoke generally about good and evil and about Christian duties (p.274).  In contrast to Peter Canisius’ sixteenth-century catechism, it focused on moral improvement and the problem of unbelief. This emphasis became even stronger during the reign of Joseph II. The Jewish children in Jewish German schools had to study all the subjects like little Christians with the exemption of Religion. According to the Edict of Tolerance of 1782, the Jews had the right to compose their own Moral textbooks, but had to include the natural law obligations towards God, oneself and one's neighbor, as well as to the state and the ruler. Only the religious examples supporting the moral teaching could be different and accorded with Judaism. At the beginning of the nineteenth century Francis II repeated in a draft for a new school plan that “the final purpose of all education was to achieve true morality based on genuine piety” (p. 276). The Jewish writer Herz Homberg finally adapted the Christian catechism in the form of the textbook later entitled Bne Zion (published in 1812), which was dedicated to moral instruction with the foundations on Jewish and general philosophical principles (p. 285).
The volume concludes with David Sorkin's short essay: “Afterword: the Enlightenment – Bohemian style?” (pp. 295-302) where he raises questions about the place of the Bohemian Enlightenment in the spectrum of the European Enlightenment as well as about its specificity: “Yet what was ‘Bohemian’ about the Bohemian Enlightenment?”. Sorkin rightly asserts that the answer should be strictly historical and structural rather than essentialist and nationalist (p. 295). Among other examples, Sorkin in the first place singles out the appearance of the Freemasons’ first journal in Prague in 1784 (p. 298), which is obviously a consequence of misreading, since it was first published in Vienna (see the contribution by Andreas Önnerfors in this volume), so this cannot be counted as a Bohemian uniqueness. Further, Sorkin notices the unusual consent of Habsburg Jews to cooperate with the authorities in the fields of secular education, which should make them good members of society (p. 299). I must stop at this point. My view is that the Habsburg reformers in the second half of the eighteenth century never envisaged a completely secular education (this can also be concluded from Rachel Manekin's essay) as they were repeatedly saying that all taught morality had to repose on religion. The novelty was that this “religion” was no longer exclusively Roman Catholicism as before and that teachers could be recruited from laymen. Education was taken from the clergy and put under the Habsburg state control, but the Habsburgs up until the end never had in mind to create a godless secular society: the Habsburg Monarchy was envisaged and ruled as a Christian welfare state.
 Sorkin then mentions the Bohemian multiculturalism and its three cultures, which caused the Bohemian Enlightenment to be multilingual. Lastly, he notices the striking lack of radicalness in the framework of the Bohemian Enlightenment and categorizes its adherents either to the “mainstream Enlightenment” or the “religious Enlightenment”, which is a general characteristic of the Central European case-studies (p. 301). At the end, Sorkin repeatedly invites the future scholarship to get to grips with the question “what was ‘Bohemian’ about the Bohemian Enlightenment?”
II
After having reported extensively about the content of the present volume, (the reason is that, presumably, it will not be easily accessible to the Czech readers), the reviewer must ask a few questions, having taken into account the fragmentary and not a monograph-like character of the volume. Whereas the media-driven approach to the Enlightenment is more than commendable and on the cutting edge of the discipline, the issue at stake remains the Enlightenment as a set of philosophical propositions mostly defined as “modern values”. This is what is in the historiography called a presentist approach or a tendency to judge the past events from the standpoint of modernity.
 Jonathan Israel is certainly a champion of the current presentist approach to the European Enlightenment, but, I wonder, is this actually the most adequate way for accessing the Bohemian case study within the Enlightenment spectrum? This may be counted as a legitimate editorial choice, but are these taxonomies and categorizations and all that goes with the controversialist approach really that fruitful, when it comes to eighteenth-century Bohemia? What is the profit coming from categorizing the intellectual profile of this and that historical actor either in the “radical” or the “mainstream” camp
? How is our historical knowledge enriched, if we proclaim winners or losers set against the philosophical judgment of modernity and if we taxonomically relegate Bohemian intellectuals in either of these categories? And how to reconcile with the fact that one of the main characteristic of Bohemia is essentially the lack of the obvious radical camp at least within intellectual community (this being the case elsewhere in Central Europe), as David Sorkin notices in his afterword (p. 301)?
The Princeton professor Jonathan Israel, one of the main revisionist of the Enlightenment intellectual history nowadays, is certainly a model-historian in this volume. However, it has to be noticed that Israel’s battle concerns the intellectual course of the West’s Enlightenment
 within its five most important national contexts, that is, British, French, German, Italian and Dutch. Furthermore, the dialogue he leads is basically a dialogue with postmodernity.
 In the arduous endeavor to bring the Enlightenment back in the bosom of the history of ideas and to “save” it from the claws of social history, Israel’s approach according to his critics (the most notable is the North Carolina professor Anthony La Vopa) becomes essentially unhistorical.
 In my humble opinion, it documents a one-way communication “from the center to the periphery” without taking into account either the political or cultural or social specificities of the observed local context.
 Moreover, in a simplified way it judges the Enlightenment from just one point of the view: that of modernity and of its values (namely, “democratic, egalitarian, libertarian and comprehensively tolerant”
. And in this “presentist” story, which puts in focus philosophical rather than historical achievements, the Bohemian case study is generally not doing very well, or better said, its contributions are not considerable.  
Israel, followed by Cerman, rejects the applicability of national contexts in approaching the European Enlightenment. In my view, national contexts are not a bad choice per se because they help to understand the historical specificity of a particular case study. Despite the editorial nominal commitment, it must be noticed that most of the articles in this volume do stay within the national context. What is strikingly lacking in most of them is primarily a broader comparative perspective at least with the neighboring Moravia, let alone the Habsburg Monarchy or broader. Secondly, in order to see what is specific in the Bohemian case study, one requires a further historicization of its contexts. First of all, the very religious context of the eighteenth century Bohemia should be examined more closely, without which its Catholic-colored intellectual history does not make much sense. Although the Catholic character of eighteenth-century Bohemia is stressed throughout the volume, one must ask if Bohemia can really be counted as a Catholic peripheral country? Did it really possess a firm Catholic mentality similar to that in Poland or Croatia (to mention just Slavic-speaking examples)? Whom were Seibt, Zippe and others addressing, when they were warning against the dangers of non-believing, was there any radical camp in Bohemia at all?
From Israel’s almost exclusively western conception of the European Enlightenment, one should return to the history of Central Europe.
 A superb and penetrating recent study Finding the Middle Way: the Utraquits’ Liberal Challenge to Rome and Luther (Washington, DC, 2003) by Zdenĕk V. DAVID from Woodrow Wilson Center raises doubts about whether Bohemia in the eighteenth century should be regarded as a thoroughly Catholic country and whether its apparent docility towards the Counter-Reformation regime should be taken as a success story. He argues for “the collective religious amnesia” or the loss of the Czech religious identity related to the suppressed Utraquist Church which should not be switched for unreserved obedience (p. 370). In the eighteenth century, the Habsburg government continued to suspect the hidden heresy in Bohemia and the book historian Marie-Elisabeth Ducreux informs us that between 1704 and 1781 729 cases of heresy were reported at the Court of Appeals in Prague, out of which 44 were sentenced to death.
 
David goes on with the argument that the Czech resented to the same degree both the Reformed Church and the Roman-Catholicism and that the imposed religious system was passively resented rather than internalized. The resentment towards Protestantism was best viewed in the time when the Edict of Toleration was issued in 1781. The Czech could leave Roman Catholicism either for Calvinism or Lutheranism, but only 2% of population took this advantage: “If indeed in 1780 the Czech nation was ‘thoroughly Catholic’, this Catholicism was not rooted in Tridentine Rome, but in the inarticulate pull of Utraquiste Prague” (p. 371). The proof that Tridentine Catholicism made weak impression on the Bohemian mentality is the fact that there was little hostility and almost no resistance towards Joseph’II religious reforms in the 1780s (unlike in the Austrian Netherlands which could otherwise be comparable as a province to Bohemia, and in Croatia which is closer to my own research) (p. 371).

Secondly, there is a need to look more closely at the context of the political thought of the day. The surprisingly little touched issue of Joseph II’s Edict of Toleration (1781) reveals further facts about the Czech religious diversity and how Joseph II practically dealt with the problem of religious pluralism. This subject is excellently elaborated in the older, but penetrating and, above all, historicized article by Charles H. O’Brien entitled Ideas of Religious Toleration at the Time of Joseph II. A Study of the Enlightenment among Catholics in Austria, Transactions of the American Philosophical Society, 59, 1969, part 7, pp. 5-80. O’Brien reminds us that despite the fact that religious toleration is usually associated with Protestant countries such as England, Prussia and Holland, the Habsburg Monarchy was the first among Catholic states that extended civil rights to non-Catholics. Moreover, O’Brien emphasizes that Joseph II’s ecclesiastical policy may be valued as “secular but not secularistic”. That his reforms were religiously motivated, which is a fact mostly overlooked by secular-minded historians who have simply ignored the religious roots of the Edict, as if men in history were moved only by worldly interests. (p. 5). O’Brien lists the indebtedness of Joseph II’s religious policy to the enlightened Catholic thought by the German anti-curial bishop Febronius and by the Italian erudite Lodovico Antonio Muratori (unfortunately, mentioned only in passing in this whole volume) who stood out among the eighteenth century Catholic advocates of religious unity and moderation in religious disputes.
 Their influence
 helped develop the public opinion and an atmosphere prone to toleration. The Edict of Toleration, emphasizes O’Brien, justified the new policy not only on grounds of utility, but also religion. Joseph II himself calls the reform a Christian tolerance, meaning that it is grounded on Christian principles, that is, as a charity applied to non-Catholics. “Christian tolerance thus reflects a world view somewhat at variance with the reasonable and humane outlook of many eighteenth-century deists and secular humanists”, O’Brien concludes in his introduction (p. 6). 
O’Brien further points to an important paradigm shift in the eighteenth-century Habsburg political thought: in contrast to the older strict Counter-Reformation policy, in the middle of the century the religious dissenters came to be regarded as potentially useful citizens of the state with a full personal dignity rather than as menacing religious offenders. In the 1760s and the 1770s, the repression came to decay and the significance of religious dissent declined (p. 13). The Edict of Toleration granted the private exercise of religion to Lutherans, Calvinists, and Greek Orthodox, while the Jews were treated liberally and separately, which is visible from the articles in this volume. In Bohemia, Hussitism was tolerated as long as the members of this church registered as Lutherans (they were viewed as Trinitarian Christians and were submitted to the Protestant authority), but other sects were not allowed. Bohemia was unique for its Deists, who populated several villages near Pardubice, and who denied the Trinity, the divinity of Christ, as well as the divine inspiration of the Bible. They refused to attend prescribed Catholic services and harsh measures were taken in 1783 against them because of their disobedience to the civil law which regulated the membership in one of the four churches. Deists also appeared in Moravia, but these sectarians denied God, that is, had a religion without a God, whereas their Bohemian counterparts had a God without religion (p.28-29). These sects might be listed among the Bohemian radical camp although in the sphere of a popular religion.
I mentioned all these examples in order to stress how diverse the religious context of eighteenth-century Bohemia was and how it pays to look at it more closely. The endeavor of Bohemian intellectuals was in the first place to address the problems that afflicted their own society and not the whole of Europe. I do not say that the suggested historicist approach is more worthy than the presentist approach applied in this volume. I just want to point to other roadways in interpreting a rich historical phenomenon such as the Enlightenment in Bohemia and it is my profound hope that more volumes like this one appear in the future.        
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� ISRAEL, Enlightenment Contested, p. 869.
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