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Shlomo Pines was born and raised within a multiplicity of cultures.  He was born in 1908 in Paris, a scion of the noted Pines family from the city of Ruzhany (Belarus) which, according to family tradition, originated in Spain, and whose members included Talmudic scholars and intellectuals involved in Hebrew, Yiddish and Russian culture;  among these was R. Yehiel Michael Pines, a leader of the Hovevei Zion movement.  Pines’ father, Meir, was a representative of the Socialist Zionists in the Seventh Zionist Congress (Basel, 1905);  within the framework of his own studies he came to Paris, where he wrote a doctoral dissertation on The History of Yiddish Literature.
  When Shlomo Pines was nine months old the family returned to Russia—first to Riga (Latvia) and thereafter northwards to Arkhangelsk, a port city near the White Sea.  Young Pines had a private tutor for Hebrew, and from the age of six spoke Hebrew as his second language, after Russian.

In 1919, in wake of the Revolution, the family left Russia and moved to London, England.  Pines loved the school, the British milieu and the English language;  there he also learned Latin.  But only two years later, in 1921, the family again uprooted itself, this time to Berlin.  Pines hated Germany, which was at the time in the throes of the rise of Nazism and virulent anti-Semitism;  he could not tolerate his school and did not enjoy speaking German;  hence, he left school and took external matriculation exams.  During these years he studied Greek (while still at school) and Arabic (by himself).  In 1925 he registered for the University of Heidelberg, where for one year he studied philosophy and Arabic;  among his teachers there was Karl Jaspers.  During the course of this year of study he spent six weeks in Palestine.  In 1926 he transferred to the University of Geneva, as he wished to study at a French-speaking university;  there he studied French language and literature, and there too he only remained for one year.  In 1927 he transferred to the University of Berlin, where he continued his studies until he received his doctorate (1934).  In Berlin he studied, among other things, philosophy, Arabic, Persian, Turkish and Sanskrit.  His doctoral dissertation, Contributions to Islamic Atomism, was published in Berlin in 1936,
 and was recognized as an important piece of research  (Pines’ official sponsor was Heinz Heinrich Scheider, but the latter did not even know the subject of the work until it had already been completed and submitted).  Pines’ friends during the period of his advanced studies in Berlin included Paul Kraus and Leo Strauss, with whom he exchanged views on philosophy, Oriental studies, and the fate of the Jews.  
In 1932 Pine returned to his native city of Paris;  between 1937 and 1939 he lectured there at the Institute for the History of Science and Technology on the History of Science in Islamic lands.  During that period he wrote twelve articles, including the first in a series of important studies of Abū'l-Barakāt al-Baghdādi.  In Paris he befriended the Hebrew poet Yonatan Ratosh, whose ideas he found very exciting;  however, his statement that today’s sabras are the direct heirs of the biblical age of the Judges seemed to him absurd.  In Paris he also met Fanny Rirachowsky, a student of philosophy at Geneva and holder of a baccalaureate degree from the Herzliya Gymnasium;  they married, and their son Uri was born.  In 1940, the three of them set forth on the last ship to leave Marseilles prior to the German invasion, and they immigrated to the Land of Israel, to Jerusalem.
During the Second World War Pines worked in the Imperial Censorship office.  His first academic article in Hebrew, “Two Who Were Walking in the Desert,” was published in Tarbitz in 1945.  From the creation of the State until 1952 he worked in the Oriental Department of the Foreign Ministry, where he specialized in Persian matters.  During this period he also continued to publish research studies.
In 1952 Pines was appointed Lecturer in the Department of Philosophy and Hebrew Philosophy and Kabbalah at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem;  in 1961 he was appointed Professor;  and, from 1977 on, he was Professor Emeritus.  His university appointment enabled him to devote himself to his research, and his scientific publications immediately received considerable momentum.  As opposed to only 23 publications during the period 1935-1951, during the period 1952-1988 he had 158 publications.

From the 1950’s until the mid-1960’s, nearly all of his numerous publications (with the exception of a small number of entries on Greek philosophy that he wrote for the Encyclopedia Hebraica) dealt with medieval Arabic philosophical or scientific texts:  studies of Greek philosophical works or fragments of works that survived in Arabic alone;  studies in the thought of Avicenna, Abū'l-Barakāt al-Baghdādi, Averroes, Maimonides and others;  and his much-praised English translation of the Guide of the Perplexed.  However, during the mid-1960’s the framework of Pines’ research was greatly expanded.  In 1964-66 Pines published three lengthy articles dealing with the Jewish thinkers who lived in Latin Europe and wrote in Hebrew:  Joseph Ibn-Kaspi, Yedaiah Bedersi (Ha-Penini), and R. Hasdai Crescas.  In 1966-1967 he published three important papers on the subject of the early Jewish-Christians, a subject that became one of his main areas of interest.  In 1968 he was awarded the Israel Prize for his life work.

During the 1970s and ‘80s, the parameters of his research were expanded even further:  he dealt with Slavic, Sanskrit and Iranian religious texts, wrote about Sefer Yezirah, about the maggidim of the Kabbalists, and on thinkers from the Renaissance and through the modern period, such as Judah Abravanel (Leone Ebreo), Jean Bodin, Spinoza, Mendelssohn, Nietzsche and Rosenzweig.  The impressive scope of his research is exemplified in his article “On the Evolution of the Concept of Freedom,” (1984), in which he traces the development of the idea of freedom from ancient times (in Israel, Greece, and Rome) through the modern age (Rousseau, Kant, Hegel, Sartre).  Indeed, it would seem that there is hardly any point to speaking about the limits of Pines’ research.  One might apply to him both the saying of Terence:  “Humani nihil a me alienum puto” (“Nothing human is alien to me”) and that of Samuel David Luzzatto, “Judaici nihil a me alienum puto” (“Nothing Jewish is alien to me”).
Shlomo Pines’s studies in the history of philosophy, science and religion reflect his rare qualities:  precise knowledge of a multitude of languages, extraordinary and multi-faceted erudition, and a sharp and penetrating perception that is extraordinarily free of preconceptions.  Pines is among the giants of modern research in the area of Jewish thought.  But not much has been written, either by himself or others, concerning  his perception of this field within the framework of his historiography,.  How did he perceive the area known as “Jewish thought”?  What, in his opinion, was the relationship between Jewish thought and general thought?  And what is the relationship between Jewish thought and Jewish philosophy?  I shall now turn to these questions.  

The Question of Cultural Zones
In a symposium on Jewish Studies conducted in 1956 by Ha-Universitah, a now-defunct publication of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Pines related to the question of “Jewish culture,” noting the problematic nature of this concept:

It may be argued that during a certain period the Jews found themselves within the Greco-Roman cultural orbit, then in that of Arabic culture, and thereafter in that of Christian-European culture.  If one takes note of these facts, then the concept “Jewish culture” constitutes, at the very least, a problem…

Generally speaking, culture is created at a certain stage in history as a result of the interaction of different peoples;  that is to say, the culture that comes into existence at this stage is not the culture of a single people, but a result of the complex weave of relationships among a number of different peoples.  In any event, this is true of the cultures of Europe and of the Middle East.  And yet, regarding the Jews, due to this people’s consciousness of its own uniqueness, and its being “a people that dwells alone” (Num 23:9), the fact that Jews at different periods clearly belonged to particular cultural orbits was not integrated within their consciousness.  Even if they belonged during a certain period to the Greco-Roman culture—in any event, in part—this fact was not preserved in the people’s historical consciousness.  The same phenomenon was repeated in the attitude of the Jewish people towards Arabic culture, as well as towards European culture, of which the Jews were and still are a part…

Twenty-one years later, in 1977, Pines again addressed this issue in the introduction to a collection of his studies, Between Jewish Thought and the Thought of the Nations:

According to that view, whose earliest roots are to be found at the beginning of European historiography, and which was formulated in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the world is or was divided into different cultural zones, each one of which encompasses different peoples.  Sharp oppositions, and even a tradition of mutual hatred, periodically separate peoples belonging to the same cultural zone.  Yet despite these oppositions, there is a commonality of the entire cultural area by means of their common heritage of a cultural tradition, and usually also of religious tradition, as well as by a conceptual world shared by all the peoples living in the same area. …

One of the distinctive signs of Jewish history, from the Second Temple period onwards, is that throughout the various periods of its history significant portions of the people lived in major cultural centers.  Several of its major thinkers were in fact inseparably connected, in terms of their language and conceptual worlds, to a specific cultural zone, without that connection finding expression de jure.  Hellenistic Judaism may serve as an example of this and of the extraordinary results that such a situation is likely to yield.  Through a similar opposition between the situation de facto and de jure, it was possible for the centers of Jewish culture to be uprooted from the Muslim cultural arena to that of the Christian culture of Western Europe, without the Jewish thinkers of that era turning the attention of their readers to the magnitude of the change that at times occurred also within their own thinking.

Pines does not argue that it is impossible or improper to speak of the continuity of “Jewish culture,” but that one cannot understand that culture without being well conscious, first of all, of the decisive historical fact, suppressed in the people’s consciousness, that during various different periods and in different places the Jews belonged to different cultural orbits or zones, and that they created what they did as representatives of these cultural areas.  In the symposium in Ha-Universitah Pines stated:

I am not saying that there is no justification in removing Jewish culture from the context of European or Muslim culture.  Jewish culture existed prior to European culture and to Arabic culture, etc..   But precisely for that reason there is a temptation to emphasize the continuity of Jewish culture…  It nevertheless seems to me, that this continuity…  is to be considered a problem and not a given fact.

Thus, in Pines’ eyes, the continuity of Jewish culture is not a historical fact, but a problem to be examined and studied;  by contrast, the Jews’ belonging in different periods to different cultural areas is in his eyes a simple and fundamental historical fact, and he warns us explicitly that viewing Jewish culture in isolation from the broader cultural framework “necessarily falsifies the study of Jewish culture.”
  That is to say:  any attempt to speak of “Jewish culture” that is not based upon the recognition that this culture is in fact multi-cultural, will ultimately fail by falsifying the historical facts.

But it would be a mistake to see Pines’ sceptical remarks regarding the continuity of Jewish culture as in any way reducing the value of this culture, as if in his view the spiritual history of the Jewish people is any less important or interesting than that of other peoples.  On the contrary!  Pines’ approach specifically stresses the extraordinary uniqueness of Jewish culture.  In the above-quoted passage from the introduction to his book Between Jewish Thought and the Thought of the Nations, he states:  “One of the distinctive signs of Jewish history… is that… significant portions of the people lived in major cultural centers.”  It follows, that the spiritual history of the Jewish people is likely to be richer and more variegated as, unlike the history of other nations, it is not limited to a single cultural area, but rather they [the Jews] have participated in many different cultural areas;  moreover, not only numerous ones, but also “major cultural centers.”
At this point we encounter a paradox:  precisely due to the unique and particularistic consciousness of the Jewish people, Jewish culture transcends the particularism that characterizes the cultures of other peoples, but has a uniquely universal and cosmopolitan component.

It seems to me that one may speak of a certain similarity between Pines’ approach and R. Nahman Krochmal’s view of the Jewish people as “an eternal people.”  According to Krochmal’s approach, all peoples—with the exception of the Jewish people—flourish and thereafter disappear, along with the flourishing and decline of their ”spirit.”  The Jewish people does not disappear but is constantly renewed with the flourishing of new nations.  This is seen in concert with the midrash:  “’New every morning, great is Your faithfulness” [Lam 3:23]’:  Because You renew us with the morning of the kingdoms, we know that Your faithfulness is great to redeem us” (Lam. Rab. 3:22).
  The resemblance between the approach of Pines and that of Krochmal is particularly interesting in light of the profound differences between their overall approaches:  Pines’ approach, unlike that of Krochmal, is neither idealistic nor religious.  Whereas Krochmal explains the uniqueness of the Jewish people in terms of the special relation of the people to “pure spirit,” Pines explains it in terms of its special consciousness as “a people that dwells alone” (compare Spinoza’s Theological-Political Treatise, end of Chapter 3). 

His Approach to Jewish Thought

Thus, according to Pines, the continuity of Jewish thought in particular, and of Jewish culture in general, is not a given fact but a problem, while the belonging of Jewish thinkers to specific cultural areas is a fact of the greatest importance.  This view carries obvious implications regarding the proper method of studying Jewish thought:  the scholar must examine Jewish thinkers, first of all, against the background of the cultural areas in which they lived, and only thereafter against the background of the history of Jewish thought.  Pines’ various studies in Jewish thought exemplify the importance of seeing Jewish thinkers within the framework of the cultural areas in which they lived.

In his impressive and wide-ranging essay on “The Philosophical Sources of the Guide of the Perplexed,”
 Pines devotes extensive discussions to Al-Fārābī (pp. 122-136), Avicenna (136-145), Ibn Bājja (145-149), Averroes (149-163), and to the sages of the Kalām (164-170)—all of them non-Jewish thinkers who lived in the same cultural orbit as did Maimonides.  By contrast, he only devotes a brief discussion (pp. 171-173) to all of the post-Talmudic Jewish authors—and all those Jews mentioned there also lived in the same cultural orbit.  Similar emphases are found in Pines’ other important studies of Maimonides’ philosophy.  There is a clear lesson to be derived from this:  if one wishes to understand The Guide of the Perplexed, which is without doubt one of the central works of Jewish thought of all time, one needs first and foremost to understand it against the background of the Arabic cultural zone in which it was written.

It may be that the example of Pines’ study of Maimonides is too facile.  In the final analysis, in the Guide Maimonides himself does not quote by name so much as one post-Talmudic Jewish thinker (with the exception of the grammarian Ibn-Janah, whom he mentions in a philological context in I.41), while he cites by name Al-Fārābī, Ibn Bājja, and other Arabic thinkers.  However, there are those who will claim that Maimonides’ extensive use of non-Jewish source is an exceptional phenomenon in the history of Jewish thought.  A more significant example might be Pines’ extensive study of Judah Halevi’s Kuzari, “Shi’ite Terms and Concepts in Judah Halevi’s Kuzari.”
  People are accustomed to thinking that Halevi represents pure Jewish thought, unadulterated by alien influences.  However, Pines demonstrates in this study that important concepts and terms in the Kuzari, such as safwa ("the pure," "the choice") and al-amr al-ilāhī(The Divine Order), reflect usages commonly found among Muslim authors, and that “the Kuzari was profoundly influenced by Ismā`īlī ideas.”  That is to say:  even the Kuzari can only be properly understood against the background of the Arabic cultural area.
Another interesting example is Pines’ monumental study of R. Hasdai Crescas’ Sefer Or Ha-Shem:  “Scholasticism after Thomas Aquinas and the Teaching of Hasdai Crescas and His Predecessors.”
  Crescas is generally understood as criticizing the Maimonidean-Averroistic philosophy from the stance of loyal, authentic Jewish thought.  While this description may be partially true, and is perhaps consistent with the situation de jure that is implied by the words of Crescas himself, it ignores the fact that Crescas lived in a Western-European cultural milieu, some two hundred years after Maimonides and Averroes.  And indeed, in this study Pines proves that Crescas‘ philosophy clearly belongs to the Scholasticism of his age, and that “he was doubtless one of the outstanding personalities in this stream of thought.”
  We therefore find that also Crescas’ philosophy cannot be properly evaluated in detachment from the context of the cultural area in which he lived.
It seems self-evident that, according to Pines, the recognition that the teaching of a Jewish thinker such as R. Hasdai Crescas needs to be understood within the framework of the cultural context within which he lived, does not prevent the scholar from examining the extent to which his teaching is related to that of other Jewish thinkers, such as Halevi and Maimonides, for example, who did not live at the same time or in the same cultural zone.  On the contrary!  It is impossible, according to him, to discern the true nature of Crescas’ relation to Halevi or Maimonides until one understands the cultural distance that separates them.
But while the Kuzari, the Guid of the Perplexed and Or Ha-Shem all belong to the Jewish philosophical tradition, Pines’ remarks regarding the need to understand Jewish thinkers within the framework of their cultural orbit is also germane regarding those Jewish thinkers who do not belong to that tradition.  In his studies of classical Rabbinic literature,
 for example, Pines found that certain homilies of the Sages who were active in Palestine, which was at the time located within the Greco-Roman cultural orbit, clearly reflect a relationship to discussions known to us from Greek philosophical literature.  Similarly in his study of Sefer Yesirah,
 he noted the relationship between this book and a Greek Pseudo-Clementine text conjectured to have been written in Syria, possibly by a Jewish-Christian, during the fourth century ce.  In this study he deals, among other things, with the origin of the term “ten sefirot,” suggesting that it may be understood against the background of the penetration of the Indian decimal system into the Arab world during the seventh century ce.  In another study, dealing with Nahmanides’ interpretation of the Garden of Eden story,
 he shows that this Jewish theologian, who lived in Christian Spain, made use of scholastic writings in his exegesis.  And, in the study of the Maggidim in post-Spanish Kabbalah,
 he located the source of the unique Kabbalistic use of the term maggid in Muslim theological writing of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. 
What is Jewish Philosophy?

Thus, according to Pines, Jewish thinkers ought to be perceived within the context of the cultural areas in which they lived, whether or not they belong to the philosophical tradition.  There is nevertheless a difference between the two.  Offhand, it would appear that Jewish philosophical thinkers have a stronger—and in any event, more explicit—connection to the culture of the other nations than do the non-philosophical Jewish thinkers.  The author of the Guide of the Perplexed unhesitatingly quotes non-Jewish thinkers from his cultural orbit, while the author of the Zohar attributes his book to the tanna R. Shimon bar Yohai, thereby implying that the true cultural orbit in which the book was written is totally irrelevant!  This distinction between Jewish philosophy and other kinds of Jewish thought may be understand as follows, according to Pines’ approach:  Jewish philosophy as such belongs, not to two, but to three distinct cultural frameworks:  (a)  that of its cultural area;  (b) the Jewish framework;  (c)  the philosophical one.  Philosophy is a tradition of thought, characterized by certain concepts and methods, that originated in ancient Greece, but which, like Jewish culture, spread over the course of years to many different cultural zones, each one of which absorbed it in its own way.  Thus, on the one hand Aristotle, al-Farabi, and Kant all belong to the same tradition—the philosophic—so that a student of philosophy who reads neither Greek nor Arabic nor German, and is not learned in the cultures of Greece, the Arab world or Germany, is nevertheless able to study their thought and even to delve into it deeply.  On the other hand, there are striking differences among the approaches to philosophy in ancient Greece, in the medieval Arab world, and in Germany in the modern era— differences that can only be properly evaluated against the background of the differing cultures of those places and times.  Jewish philosophy is thus that thought which belongs both to the philosophical tradition and to the tradition of Jewish thought, both of which traditions find different forms of expression in accordance with the differing cultural areas.

Jewish philosophy, according to the well-known approach that was also accepted by Pines, began in Alexandria during the first century bce, the first significant Jewish philosopher being Philo of Alexandria.  Philo, who was learned in both Greek culture and in Judaism, used philosophic concepts and methods in order to deal with “facts that, from the philosophical viewpoint, are extremely strange”—namely, the history of the Jews as related told in the Bible and in Jewish tradition.
  Pines does not accept Wolfson’s view, according to which Philo ought to be seen first and foremost as one who wrought a revolution in the history of philosophy by interpreting the philosophical tradition according to the Bible;  rather, Pines tends to see him as a typical Alexandrian philosopher, who gave an allegorical-philosophical interpretation to the Bible, just as other Hellenistic philosophers, primarily the Stoics, interpreted the Homeric myths in an allegorical-philosophical manner.
  That is to say:  Pines sees Philo first of all in the framework of his particular cultural orbit.

Pines’ reservations regarding Wolfson’s approach to Philo is indicative of a more general difference between the historiographic approaches of these two outstanding scholars.  Wolfson spoke of a single homogenous philosophical tradition, established by Philo and destroyed by Spinoza, shared in common by Jewish, Christian and Muslim philosophers, and which related to the philosophic interpretation of Holy Scriptures (Hebrew Bible, New Testament and Qurān).  This approach, which finds homogeneity in the philosophical tradition from late Antiquity until the beginning of the modern age, necessarily diminishes the importance of the cultural zone in shaping the thought of the different philosophers.  It follows from this that there are no fundamental differences between the teachings of Philo of Alexandria, Averroes of Cordova, and Thomas of Aquino.  This approach clearly does not agree with that of Pines, who accentuates the importance of the philosophers’ cultural zones.  As for Jewish philosophy:  Wolfson’s approach, which ties together the philosophies of Jewish, Christian and Muslim thinkers, diminishes the unique cross-cultural nature of the history of Jewish philosophy which, according to Pines, is a [natural] consequence of the unique situation of the Jewish people in its exiles.  
A somewhat similar comparison may be drawn between Pines’ approach and that of Leo Strauss.  Strauss saw Western culture in terms of the confrontation between two cities, Jerusalem and Athens, founded upon contradictory foundations:  revelation and philosophy.  By concentrating upon this confrontation, Strauss tended to adopt unchanging models of Jerusalem and Athens, and tended towards the opinion that the problematic that arises in wake of the confrontation between biblical revelation and Greek philosophy is the same in every place and in every time, a view that  of course reduces the importance of cultural zones.   Like Wolfson, Strauss did not speak much about the uniqueness of the philosophical tradition within the Jewish people.  Whether one was speaking of a Jewish, Christian or Muslim thinker, the question that engaged Strauss was always the same:  was the person in question in fact a philosopher, a man of Athens, or a theologian, a man of Jerusalem?  Pines was deeply impressed by Strauss’ studies of medieval philosophy, particularly those concerning al-Fārābī and Maimonides, but demurred from his tendency to see the same problematic recurring in every thinker.

It is likewise interesting to compare Pines’ approach with that of Julius Guttmann.  Like Pines, Guttmann emphasized the need to investigate Jewish philosophers in the context of the cultural zones within which they lived.  However, he drew a clear distinction between internal or autonomous Jewish thought, whose sources are the Bible and the Talmud, and Jewish philosophy, which came to Judaism from outside, “from alien cultural properties”—that is to say, from other nations.
  This distinction between “internal” and “external” Jewish thought is not characteristic of Pines.  First of all, according to him the culture of the Jewish people, like the culture of every nation, is in a constant state of flux and change as the result of contact with other cultures, and it is clear that such a process took place in the period of the Bible and the Talmud as well.  Secondly, regarding the question of the relation between Jewish thought and non-Jewish thought, be does not, as mentioned, draw a distinction in principle between philosophic and non-philosophic thought. 

Science and the Destructive Interest

Wolfson, Strauss and Guttmann had well-developed theses regarding the nature of Judaism and its relation to philosophy, while Pines had no such thesis.  His remarks as to the importance of seeing Jewish thinkers in the framework of their cultural zone were more on the order of a methodological comment than an all-encompassing thesis.  They were made from a position of scepticism vis-à-vis the wide-spread thesis that sees a self-evident continuity in Jewish culture, their intention being to draw attention towards the simple historical data—namely, the time and place of the thinker.  It would appear that Pines’ historiographic approach towards the history of Jewish philosophy might be described as minimalistic or perhaps as nominalistic.  He attempts to study Jewish philosophy without relating to any general theories as to the nature of philosophy, Judaism, or Jewish philosophy.

In the final analysis, Pines sees the task of the student of Jewish philosophy, like that of the researcher in general, as not so much to construct theories as to destroy them.  In the earlier-mentioned symposium in ha-Universitah he argues that:  
One who engages in scholarship departs from the framework of his innocent faith… It seems to me that, insofar as a person engages in research, he has… an interest… which might be described as destructive… Academic research [in Europe] began with this interest—to deviate from and to negate accepted convention.
  
There is something of a Nietzschean tone to these words.  The scholar is depicted here as [an iconoclastic figure,] smashing conventions, freeing of presuppositions.  On various occasions Pines related to the question, to what extent it is possible for the scholar to free himself of presuppositions.  In the symposium in ha-Universitah, for example, he comments that:  “All of the universities are founded on the presupposition that knowledge is preferable to ignorance.  But even this presupposition is one about which one may cast doubt—although the universities are founded upon it.”
  The significance of this comment becomes clear in light of the following comments that Pines wrote in the name of Nietzsche in his paper on Nietzsche and freedom:  “The freedom of people, who are perhaps sceptics, atheists, nihilists, amoralists, anti-Christs (or anti-Christians), but believe in knowledge, is incomplete… The logic of freedom demands freedom [even] from the truth.”
  Pines once said:  “Even the view that it is preferable that there be no presuppositions is in itself a presupposition.”  One might summarize Pines’ view regarding scientific research and freedom from conventions as follows:  the scholar, who has an interest in negating conventions, is unable to free himself of them completely, but may at least attempt to be aware of them and to be critical of them.
Between Universal–Human Thought and Jewish Thought

The history of Jewish thought is thus inextricably connected, in Pines’ view, with the history of human thought in general.  If, in his opinion, understanding Jewish thought requires understanding of universal human thought, then understanding human thought requires, in his opinion, understanding of Jewish thought.  An interesting example of the complex mutual interrelations between Jewish thought and general thought appears in the history of the concept “freedom,” as described in a number of studies Pines wrote in his later years.

Pines notes that the concept of “freedom” or “liberty,” in the political or religious sense of an ideal towards which one ought to strive, is not found in the Bible (the words hofshi and deror appear there only in the juridical context of freeing a slave),
 but began to be used at the end of the first century bce or the beginning of the first century ce among the Jews in Palestine as a very important political and religious slogan, during their struggle against the Romans “for the sake of freedom,” when the Exodus from Egypt is portrayed by the Sages in the Passover Haggadah as taking the people out “from slavery to freedom” (m. Pesahim 10.5).  Pines argues that the concept was assimilated among the Jews from the Greco-Roman culture, in which it had been widespread as an important political value;  but he notes that among the Greeks and Romans the concept served to indicate an existing situation of an individual or a nation;  that is to say, freedom is understood as a quality already present in free people.  Pines explains that the concept changed during the course of its transition from the Greco-Roman framework to the Jewish one, as at the time the Jews were an enslaved people, for whom freedom was not an existing situation but could only be a longing, a desire for liberation and to throw off the yoke.
  In Pines’ view, the assimilation of the concept of freedom among the Jews at that time and in that form, that is to say, as a demand for national liberation, was “one of the most fateful events to occur in Jewish history…  [with] significant implications for general history as well”;  for by this the Jews became, according to Pines, “the first people… who in a state of political subjugation created an ideology of liberation, in relation to the slogan freedom.’”
  

In Paul, Pines continues, the Jewish concept of freedom, meaning the people’s liberation from the yoke of political subjugation, became internalized and was translated into the freedom of the individual from the yoke of Torah.
  In modern secular European thought, he notes that freedom as liberation, whether political or internal, has become accepted as an important, and at times as the supreme value.  He arrives at the conclusion that the historical source of this value was Jewish Palestine at the end of the Second Temple period.  “Freedom as the slogan of uprising of the oppressed against their oppressors,” Pines summarizes, “is part of the Jewish legacy to the world.”

Pines noted the great role played by Spinoza in developing the idea of freedom as liberation in modern Europe.  Spinoza’s original contribution, according to Pines, derived from his unifying the Pauline concept of freedom with Maimonides’ concept of truth.  Paul and Spinoza exemplify a phenomenon which, according to Pines, is characteristic of the history of Jewish thought:  namely, its influence upon the non-Jewish world “by means of certain Jews, who created a deep gap between themselves and their people.”

Confronting the Existing Approach

In a certain sense, Pines’ approach to Jewish thought is diametrically opposed to that approach widespread today among scholars of Jewish thought in Israel.  The regnant approach states that there is a definite continuity in Jewish thought from the Bible, through Rabbinic and medieval thought, and down to our own day—albeit in different periods and in different places Jewish thinkers were influenced by the non-Jewish thought found in the cultural areas in which they lived.  According to this approach, the ongoing nature of Jewish thought is a basic axiom, while the connection of Jewish thinkers to particular cultural zones is seen as a factor of secondary importance, whose significance to scholars is confined to the fact that it is likely to shed light upon the external garbs that Jewish thought assumes and removes, and to explain certain deviations of Jewish thinkers from “normative” Jewish thought.   Characteristic of this approach is the tendency towards such statements as “Philo of Alexandria was a Jewish thinker who was influenced by Greek philosophy”;  “Maimonides was  a Jewish thinker influenced by Neo-Aristotelian Arabic philosophy”’ or “R. Nahman Krochmal was a Jewish philosopher influenced by European idealistic philosophy”—as if to say, that since they were Jewish thinkers they could not be the representatives of the Western philosophic tradition or of the cultural area in which they lived, but could only be “influenced” by them.  That is, that Philo was less of a Greek philosopher than the Stoics and Epicureans who were his contemporaries, Maimonides less of an Arabic neo-Aristotelian philosopher than al-Fārābī or Averroes, and Krochmal less of an idealistic European philosopher than Schelling or Hegel.
Pines’ approach to Jewish thought raises certain issues concerning the question as to how one is to teach this subject.  The acknowledgment that Jewish thought is multi-cultural and multi-linguistic leads to the conclusion that its non-falsified study requires profound study of numerous cultures and languages.  That is to say:  it requires an education that is similar, at least in part, to that enjoyed by the young Pines himself.  It seems clear that elementary and secondary education in the State of Israel today is far from being multi-cultural or multi-lingual;  in Pines’ view, this fact necessarily makes the teaching of Jewish thought in the universities more difficult.  Moreover, in conversations with colleagues, Pines on more than one occasion expressed his pedagogical reservations regarding the idea of teaching Jewish thought within the framework of a separate department of Jewish Thought, as is done in most of the universities in Israel.  He thought that the emphasis on the supposed continuity of Jewish thought is likely to create the illusion among the students that such thought is homogenous and self-enclosed, and this is likely to be at the expense of their recognition of the cultures within whose context that thought was created.
Conclusion 
The studies of Professor Shlomo Pines teach us that Jewish thought is not a narrow and closed ghetto, but a metropolis.
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