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To My Beloved Parents
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CHAPTER 1
FAITH AND DOUBT f /

THE PROBLEM to which this chapter is addressed is of muiuen-
tous importance: How can we affirm our faith in a world beset by
doubt? How, in the encounter of traditional belief with modern
thought, can we preserve both our integrity and our identity?
How can we be academically and philosophically honest and
yet religiously firm? How can we emerge from the dialogue
between the two worlds which we inhabit with renewed con-
viction and stronger faith?

Troubling as this subject is for believers generally, it is
doubly vexing for Orthodox Jews who are committed not only
to an abstract faith, but to a way of life, a culture, a tradition,
a people. Faith is not all a Jew needs, but without it every-
thing else is in mortal peril. The issue of faith and doubt is
thus, for the traditional Jew, fraught with awesome danger,
demanding of him unmatched responsibility.

The problem itself is based on two presuppositions. First
is an assessment of the realities of our times. This is not a re-
ligious age; nor is it an age of willful heresy. It is an era of
confusion. But the confusion is not that of ignoramuses or of
men who engage in trivialities; it is that of a generation which
has suffered unprecedented agony as well as a massive intellec-

==f{fal displacement. ROL-hany—conlcmporary. men—and—w.omn
God is irrelevant, and secularism triumphant; there no longeﬁ
are any questions. However, for many others, the will-to-
believe is alive, but not the commensurate ability-to-believe.
Such people are intelligent and concerned, but they question
the validity, the meaningfulness, and the relevance of organized

religion to their situations. Tk J§ %o MMaiwe el SRS
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2 NORMAN LAMM

Their doubts may concern specific dogmas or principles, such
as the existence of a personal God, revelation, the validity of
tradition, moral problems in the Bible, literary criticism, his-
torical conditioning, relativism, etc., a]though the first of these
is the most crucial. But their doubt is usually a more general
and fundamental one: a challenge to the very meaningfulness
of life itself. The individual questions are often but symptoms
of a terrible meaninglessness breaking into their affirmations
and cutting the ground from under them. No wonder that
anxiety, existential anxiety, is the hallmark of our times. The
anxiety caused by doubt and meaninglessness is, as Tillich has
called it," spiritual anxiety. Medieval Jewish thinkers knew
this anxiety well, which is why they declared that there is no
simhah (joy) that can equal that of the resolution of doubt.
Life, as a continual quest for meaning, skirts on the very edges
of the abyss of meaninglessness. Doubt is thus an integral
part of the modern experience and, perhaps, may be said to
characterize human life as such. A human being must think,
and to think is to question, to probe, to criticize. Doubt re-
flects “the interrogatory, open-ended, aspiring character of our
life.”* We are naive if we think we can teach Judaism, es-
pecially to :a young person, without encountering genuine
doubt. And the doubts of our contemporaries cannot be stilled
by shrill dogmatic assertions or by charming rhetoric, much less
by superficial and artificial solutions which fool no one but
their creators. Such problems in emunah (faith) exist, and we
are going to have to meet them forthrightly, whether we like it
or not, in our society, amongst genuinely committed and ob-
servant Jews, in our children—and in our own selves. Indeed, I
am more concerned by how we approach doubt when it ap-

W community of the committed than the doubt
which confronts us when we engage in a dialogue with the un-
committed. Anyone who has taught or discussed the funda-
mentals of Judaism with young Orthodox Jews can testify to
the ubiquity of honest doubt, and to the catastrophic con-
sequences of cowardice in dealing with it.

The following analysis of faith and doubt is not intended
fd% shoseawhy age egtirely aliegtosfaith and religious experience,
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waiting for someone to help them to doubt their doubts. _ Such
a task had best be left to one whose own personal spiritual
adventure has followed the route from agnosticism to affirma-
tion, from without to within. What is here presented is ad-
dressed, rather, to one who locates himself within the circle
of tradition and faith, and finds himself challenged, attacked,
besieged by—and attracted to—the skepticism and denial that
reign outside and beckon him to abandon his sanctuary and
enter into the spiritual weightlessness without. He has, fac-
tually, entertained doubts, willingly or unwilling!y, and‘he
finds his world threatened. Has he, by virtue of his doub_t{mg,
merely lost his innocence, or is he thereby automati.c?lly ex-
cluded from the community of believers? Can one legitimately,
from the perspective of his Jewish faith, permit himself to be
seized by doubts? If one has found—in the words of the Rebbe
of Komarno, in the passage preceding this chapter—that the
waters of Torah are bitter, bitter unto death, how long can he
wait and “keep silent” in the confidence that the selfsame Torah
will suffuse him with light and sweetness and life, with intellec-
tual and spiritual serenity? It is to such individuals "and in
response to such questions that I speak in this chapter.

My second premise is that Judaism has a message 'of over-
arching significance to address to modern man who 11.VCS, not
only in a “secular city,” but in a “secular megalopolls..’.’ The
insights of our tradition are straining for expression, waiting to

be released, like the legendary picture of Messiah chained in;"/w\\-\\ An
Heaven and trying to break his shackles. Exactly what that\ ""“‘"'"‘3
message is and how it can be formulated in terms germane o

the predicament of modern man—that I do not know .'ﬁt 1
do know, to borrow the felicitg -of Dr._Eliezer

Berkovits (in asteeent<issue=of Tradition), that Israel was not| &+

meant to be the Neturei Karta of the nations. If we have\
nothing to say to the world, we must stop lal.!c‘ing. If we have

something important to say, even if we gfily intuit 1 dare-
unsure about how to formulate it, we must keep trying. Then,

even if we do a great deal of stammering, we ultimately will

articulate that which will again distinguish us as the “light to

the nations.”
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sophistication for which he had such contempt. Simple faith is
not the same as simplemindedness.

The second attitude was that of the great philosophical tra-
dition of medieval Spanish Jewry. Highly rationalistic, it
valued reason not only as a potent human instrument, but as
the very sphere in which and by which man and God relate
to each other. It was the saintly Bahya who reproached those
who had the capacity and talent for a speculative approach to
Judaism but who failed to undertake it.* Doubts, according to
this tradition, should not be brushed aside, but met head-on
with the tools of metaphysical discourse.

Which of these traditional approaches must be ours in thls/
rthisd-~quarter—of—the—twentieth~eentury? Professor Harry A.
Wolfson® has analyzed the relations between Scripture and
philosophy—in Islam and Christianity as well as in Judaism—
as conforming to one of three classes: the “Single-faith Theory
of the Authoritarian type”—such as the first tradition we men-
tioned as exemplified by R. Nahman of Bratzlav; the “Single-
faith Theory of the Rationalist type”—that which we attributed
to Bahya; and the “Double-faith Theory,” according to which
true faith is assent to Scripture whether with the aid of philoso-
phy or without it.

It is this Double-faith Theory which I accept in principle—
but the rationalist aspect of it (though not necessarily the
rationalist philosophy per se) which I consider most important _
for our times. I would never, Heaven forbid, disturb the@
unquestioning faith of any Jew who is comfortable is
convictions. There is no mitzvah to agonize over theological
problems, whereas, according to many Rishonim, it is a mitzvah
to believe fully and totally in God.

_ Nevertheless, it is self-deceiving to imagine that any signi-
ficant number of Jews belong in this category. In an age of
instant worldwide communication, where every stray remark
of casual apikorsut is trumpeted forth throughout the world
as a sensational discovery of revolutionary import, and when
so many people are graduates of colleges where their instructors
delight in shaking them loose from any religious convictions
and moral moorings—in an age of this sort, simple, wholesome,
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unquestioning faith has largely vanished. WHen faith is come
by today, it must struggle relentlessly in une ding tension with
doubt. So many faiths, both religious and se¢ular, have proved
disappointing, that many a thoughtful man)is afraid to give
himself wholeheartedly to anything, lest sudh dedication 1
to more frustration and heartache. Until twemor three fenera-
tions ago, for most Jews, faith might have been an event which,
once achieved or born into, became a state. Now it is an elusive
goal, and religious belief is a process that requires constant
renewal. I do not say that this is a good thing that ought to be
encouraged. But I do believe that we ought not waste our
energies bemoaning the situation.

We affirm, therefore, the validity of the faith of those who
are unaware of or choose to ignore the intellectual challenges
of modern life. The prevalence of doubt does not invalidate the
faith of those who do not experience it. But our major concern
must be with those many who are aware of, and who will not
ignore, the confusing, questioning, and challenging world.
Most of us belong to that second category, whatever our
personal inclinations.

Three Forms of Faith

In order for us to construct a methodology for dealing with
doubt within the context of faith, it is necessary first to analyze
what faith is or, more modestly, the major areas and types of
faith. It should be unnecessary to state that when we establish
specific categories of faith we do not intend them as rigid
compartments which are mutually exclusive. One category
flows into the other, and man can live on several levels at
once. Nevertheless, for analytic purposes it is advisable to
subdivide the faith commitment into its components.

Philosophers of religion have observed that the word “faith”
covers a number of types or categories of religious existence.
Thus Martin Buber speaks of Two Types of Faith—the name
of one of his books. One is a state of acknowledgment, in
which I accept, with my whole being and not only my reason,
certain propositions as true. The other is a relationship of trust

.
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where, again not necessarily with sufficient reason, I commit my
confidence in another. o

For our purposes, let us sharpen that distmcu(?n. The ﬁfst,
that of acknowledgment, is a cognitive type of faith, in which
I intellectually accept certain propositions as true—such as the
existence and unity of God—whether or not I can oﬁer con,-,
vincing logical proof for my conviction. .This is a “bellef-.the.u
type of faith; that God exists, that He‘ls Onc', tht.zt He is in-
corporeal. The content of this faith is noetic, its rpode 1,5’
intellectual. The second type, that of trust, is not “belief-that
but “belief-in.” Regardless of the thoughts I entertain about

God, regardless of my theology and the dogmas I affirm, I~

believe in Him: I trust and esteem Him. Thi}i._s,the;"a‘re’.é not
of propositions but of relationship; i’tﬁjs/mi.t ex1§tcpttal in thes
logician’s sense, but existential - the existentialist’s sense.
Of course, as has een pointed out,” some forrr%s'of ‘
“belief-in” can be reduced to “belief-that.” Bclief“icl‘l_ fam.es,
for instance, is just another way of affirming that fairies exist;
no relationship of trust is implied in such beiief. Nevertheless,
there are some forms of “belief-in” that transcend, and .are
irreducible to, propositional statements of the cognitive type.
Belief in a friend, for instance, is more than a statement
about a friend’s existence and character; it is expressive of a
direct and unmediated relation of trust.

Now, this second category, that of trust and “belief-in,” can
be subdivided into two other classes. Trust can be expressed
as an emotional investment in another; it involves warmtp,
affect, and affection. And trust can be expressed in action, in
the willingness to pursue a certain course of conduct at the
behest of the one in whom I have faith-trust, even to the
point of sacrificing my life if he should demand'it. The:, first
type of faith, that of acknowledgment apd “behcf—t'h.at, the
assent to a set of metaphysical or axiological propositions, we
shall refer to as Cognitive Faith; the second, the emotional
form of trust or belief-in, as Affective Faith; and the third,
or behavioral form of trust, as Functional Faith.® .

The cognitive form of faith is the acceptance and pursuit
of certain truths about God and His relation to the world




Faith and Doubt—addition to p. 11, exmghef line 5

Prophets for the value of questions and
(2:5, 6, 8) rebukes [srael for its sins and
h people, and especially the priests, to question

Indeed, there is precedent in the
questioning. Thus, the prophet Jeremiah
explicitly mentions the failure of the Jewis
God:

Thus saith the Lord: what iniquities have your fathers found in Me ... Neither said
and of Egypt?...The priests said

they: Where is the Lord that brought us out of the |
not: Where is the Lord?”

Jeremiah is not upset with his people offering the wrong answers; he is furious at their
failure to ask questions, even to ask “Where is the Lord. ”

|
Jewish philosophic thinker to discuss doubt as such was R.

The first, and perhaps only,
s classic work, Emunot ve'Deot.

Saadia Gaon in the introduction to hi



wd
Sow elvogamd A DOUBT 11

Judaism? Jewish philosophers have discussed many individual
doubts—the whole range of challenges to Judaism in the world
in which they lived. The very need to formulate responses
implied the existence of questions, no matter what their in-

trinsic worth.' But—the-first_and-perhaps—enly—Jewish_thinker

he:disensseﬂ‘deubt:agmglws—k\sm&mun_the
ot. In the phenomenology
of the Gaon doubt is not considered the key to all knowledge
as it was later by Descartes. But the Cartesian formulation,
de omnibus dubitendum, is only a more radical statement of
the same methodological doubting. For Saadia, doubt is the
subjective correlative of objective error, even as faith is the
subjective correlative of objective, scientific fact. A doubt
which remains imbedded in the mind permanently is damaging.
Safek, for Saadia Gaon, is essentially a lack of knowledge, the
result of ignorance. It has no intrinsic value.

Nevertheless, Saadia does have something good to say about
doubt. If it is devoid of inherent worth, at least it possesses
value as a means of acquiring truth. All of learning is the
successive removal of doubts. Certainty can be attained, but
only by means of doubts which are conquered, and doubt
therefore has instrumental significance. The safek is not an
intrinsic good, but once it is there it can be used. In other
words, Saadia approves of methodological doubt, if only as a
necessary evil.*

Substantive doubt is more than a technique; it is a condition
of life. In methodological doubt, I possess and direct the ques-
tion; in substantive doubt, the question possesses and directs
me. In the former I place the doubt in “brackets,” and work
on it dispassionately, while my faith itself remains serene and
undisturbed. In the latter, doubt has broken into my life,
much against my will, has created havoc with my peace of
mind, and leaves me in a state of anxiety, of spiritual hysteria.
Methodological doubting is doubting by the clock: at certain
times I focus my attention upon questions and chailenges, at
other times I dismiss them from my attention; in the college
classroom or laboratory I work within my brackets, doubting
and eve/J'rejecting any supernaturalistic suppositions, and
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presses an I-It relation to God. (See note 8 35.) Now,

not only is the nature of the It different in religious faith
from other forms of faith (in Saadia’s sense), but the response
of the I to the It is different in religion from other kinds of
knowledge.

One need not accept in foto the existentialists’ view in order
to appreciate that they have made some permanent contribu-
tions which cannot be ignored. Saadia, and those who followed
him, lived and thought in an intellectual milieu which identi-
fied abstract truth with reality, and his creative interpretations
were achieved within this context. Today, however, existen-
tialism has taught us to understand man by cutting below the
cleavage between subject and object which has characterized
Western thought and science throughout most of its history.
In other words, the emphasis on man in his existential reality,
and not merely as object or merely as subject, has made us
aware of the enormous significance of the psychological and
spiritual life of man in interaction with his surroundings, with
the situation in which he finds himself.** Doubt, even in the
context of cognitive faith, cannot be considered merely as the
subjective index of ignorance, as a simple absence of correct
factual information. Just as faith by no means excludes man’s
inner life, so the doubt that is allied to this faith engages
man existentially. In a word, not only methodological but also
substantive doubt is active in the area of cognitive faith. Once
we grant that the It, the object of religious cognition, is es-
sentially different from other objects of cognition, we must take
the next step and recognize a difference in the I of the cognizer.
Hence, we may extend the limited validity given to methodo-
logical doubt by Saadia to cover, as well, substantive doubt.

Thus, what I propose is that in the cognitive areas of faith,
the emunah of emet, doubt may play a positive role; not a
frozen doubt, but a liquid doubt, one which melts in the en-
counter with emunah and is absorbed by it and strengthens it
in return. Cognitive faith is not an abstract, static acknowl-
edgment of truth; it is a violent struggle in the attainment of
emet. 1 begin by believing despite doubt; I end by believing
all the more firmly because of doubt. Emunah is thus a
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Gemillut hasadim, acts of lovingkindness, or the enhancement
of social harmony and communal welfare, is therefore a means
of allowing individual citizens of the community to join it in its
covenantal, faithful role. Included in this category is dibbuk
talmidei hakhamim, the attachment of oneself to the scholar-
saint, the model of faith and trust, which the Talmud con-
siders a fulfillment of the Biblical commandment to cleave to
God; for by such intimate association I appropriate the talmid
hakham’s “belief-in,” tempered by the assaults of doubt which
it has survived and from which encounters it has emerged
strengthened, and thus “cleave” to the Object of our shared
faith. To paraphrase Simon the Just, therefore, the three things
on which the world of faith rests are: study of Torah, prayer,
and the identification with a believing community.*

For the epistemologist and the logical empiricist (and the
Jewish rationalist for religious reasons) the problem is how to
reduce belief-in to belief-that. For the individual Jew struggling
for faith, caught up in the existential anxiety of doubt and the
meaninglessness and non-being it implies, the problem is how
to elevate and retransform belief-that to belief-in. The cogni-
tive doubts, of course, remain objectively as they were before,
but we can deal with them as we should: intellectually and
dispassionately, without falling into the gaping abyss over
whose narrow edge we walk our winding trail.

Conclusion

We have tried, in sum, to formulate a methodology for deal-
ing with doubt in the context of Jewish faith. We found that
there is place for doubt within the confines of cognitive faith;
it must not be allowed to interfere with normative halakhic
practice, which is the expression of functional faith; and in
affective faith we found that cognitive-type doubts can be met
by creating a situation in which belief-that reverts to belief-in.

Jewish religious leadership must not fear honest questioning.
In fact, we may consider ourselves fortunate when we find the
signs of doubt. Usually we meet nothing but a spiritual vacu-
ousness in our “Jewish intellectuals.” Where we find question-
ing, even of a hostile variety, Judaism stands a chance. Doubt
qQ In an article in Tradition (1992) entitled “Faith and Doubt

Reconsidered,” Prof. Joshua L. Golding subjected this essay (0

a critical analysis. He agreed with some of what I wrote, and

disagreed with other parts or aspects of my thesis. I accept

some of his critique, but I have not changed my opinion on the
basic issues. The reader may want to refer to his excellent and

fair-minded essai' for an alternate view. | |
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acknowledges implicitly a faith-aﬂirmatién with which it is
engaged. /

If we are to win the hearts and minds of educated Jews for
Torah, we must turn our attention mere to the campus than to
the synagogue, more to the lecture/ than to the sermon, more
to the podium than to the pulpit/’ And in our encounter with
young intellectuals, we must understand their questions before
we offer our answers. ’

What also requires urfent attention is the degree of ques-
tioning that goe;:?/i‘n/the minds of young people in yeshivot
and for whom elp is offered in dealing with their religious
problems. We live in an open, pluralistic, secularist society.
Modern Orthodox Judaism can no longer continue to ignore
this fact of life, and act as if instruction in religious observance
and education in Talmudic law will, by themselves, keep the
secularist wolf from the door.*? Teaching the intellectual con-
tent of Judaism, hashkafah, in a manner relevant to the con-
cerns of modern men, must assume a new role in Jewish educa-
tion, and must begin before our young people have already
given up the fight because their elders have failed to prepare
them for it. It is cruel to expose them to the “bitter waters”
without any preparations, without instilling in them the confi-
dence that “the precious sweetness of the light of Torah” follows.

But before that, committed Jewish thinkers must face the in-
tellectual challenges of contemporary life fearlessly, without the
improvising and dissembling that have too often infected so
much of modern Jewish apologetics. The intellectual problems
are so many, and require such a bewildering variety of speciali-
zations, that the task cannot be undertaken by individuals
working alone. We must undertake ongoing consultations
amongst committed Jewish thinkers of all shades of opinion on
the ethical, philosophical, and dogmatic issues that have to be
met.

A final word. We have analyzed faith in an effort to learn
how to contain doubt. But how can emunah shelemah (com-
plete faith) be achieved—that reintegration of the total per-
sonality in the face of God? How can doubt as such be trans-
cended? ’
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_ begun to doubt man, to question His own trust in him, that
the doubt implied by faith had now gained the upper hand,
and that the next step was the transformation of doubt into
denial, i.e., the denial of existence to man? The very words
“and it grieved Him at His heart” are, in their very anthropo-
morphism, a classical description of the psychological manifes-
tation of doubt anxiety.

The Lord doubted man. A new chapter had begun in the
tension between God’s faith and His doubt. Were doubt to
emerge victorious, as denial, and faith withdrawn, the world
would cease to exist: “I will blot out man whom I have
created from the face of the earth . . . for it repenteth Me that I
have made them” (Gen. 6:7). Only the virtue of Noah kept
the divine faith sufficiently alive to prevent that' cosmic cata-
clysm from coming into being, the doubt from winning out as
denial: “But Noah found grace in the eyes of the Lord”
(Gen. 6:8).

Man’s trust in and doubt of Elohim is paralleled by God’s
trust in and doubt of the rzellem Elohim, the divine image.
Wherever a relationship involves at least one free agent, there
are immediately implied the possibilities of both faith and doubt
in that free agent.

This, then, is how our own doubts may be transcended, if
even for a fleeting moment, which may be worth all of eternity:
by the realization that we may well be the objects of God’s
doubt. The fullness of faith can be attained when, instead of
doubting God, we come to the sudden and terrible awareness
that God may be doubting us; that our human existence has yet
to be affirmed by God who may not be convinced of its worth;
that God may have lost faith in us because we have betrayed
Him. That must be the focus of our concern.

What a tragic fate!—to be tossed between the torment of
doubting God and the terror of being doubted by Him. But it
can be more than a fate; it can be a destiny: to be concerned
with and be the concern of the Creator of all. A CGWI TV

The way of the faithful Jew in this l.as&&ﬁé‘ﬂf the twentieth
century is not an easy one. Not for him is the facile “peace of
mind” of those for whom religion is but a psychological crutch;
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I

1. Paul Tillich, The Courage To Be, Yale University Press (New Haven &
London: 1952).
2. M. Homes Hartshorne, The Faith to Doubt, Prentice-Hall (Englewood
Cliffs, N. J.: 1963), p. 79.
. 3. Avot 2:5.

4. Sccimrn, n. 39,
é\“ﬁﬁ—j. Harry A. Wolfson, Philo, Harvard U. (Cambridge: 1947), vol. I, p. 156.

6. Prof. H. Richard Niebuhr asserts, with appropriate qualifications, that
“belief-that” conforms more to the Greek sense of the term “faith,” and
“belief-in” to the Hebrew sense (in his “On the Nature of Faith,” in Religious
Experience and Truth, ed. Sidney Hook [N.Y.U. Press, New York: 1961],
Pp. 93-103); in this he follows Buber who makes this his main thesis in his Two
Types of Faith (London: 1951). As we shall shortly show, however, Jewish
faith cannot be defined so narrowly. The two types of faith have also been de-
clared characteristic, respectively, of the Thomistic and Augustinian traditions,
and of Catholicism and Protestantism. We shall here be using the terms “belief”
and “faith” interchangeably, although there are differences between them:
cf. Raziel Abelson, “The Logic of Faith and Belief,” in the above volume, ed.
Hook, pp. 116-129.

7. H. H. Price, “Belief-In and Belief-That,” Religious Studies, Vol. I, No. 1
(October 1968), pp. 1-27.

8. These three categories may be characterized, using Buber’s terminology,
as follows: The cognitive expresses an I-It relation, the affective an I-Thou, and
the functional an I-He relation. The cognitive is I-It because my faith or affir-
mation is focused not directly on God, but on a concept about Him. The affec-
tive form of faith is not always, nor need always be, a personal encounter; but
the full range of religious emotions certainly strives for and derives from the
confrontation with God as the Thou, as an ideal. It is because this fo
of faith aspires to this encounter that my use of the term “affectiv
should not be taken too literally; I intend by it an activity or state with mor
objective reference than emotion or affect as such. The functional is I-He in
the sense that halakhic living does not require an I-Thou encounter, but is
predicated upon such an encounter as a historical event; the performance of
mitzvah is not itself a personal confrontation, but is based upon the collective
We-Thou meeting of Israel with God at Sinai.

9. Jeremiah 9:2-PIN2 1723 AWK XYY Pw onwp anwh nx 1997
Interestingly, the next verse contrasts M2 with betrayal, the absence of
trustworthiness.

10. So R. David Kimhi, in his Sefer ha-Sharashim, and Abravanel in his
Commentary on the Guide of Maimonides.

11. See Henry Malter, Saadia Gaon: His Life and Works, Jewish Publication
Society (Philadelphia: 1921), p. 193, n. 455; S. Ravidowicz in Metsudah
(1943), pp. 132-143; Alexander Altmann, in the introduction to his “Saadya
Gaon: Book of Doctrines and Beliefs,” in Three Jewish Philosophers,

Meridian & Jewish Publication Society ‘(New York and Philadelphia: 1960),
p. 19; R. Hayyim Heller, notes to his edition of Maimonides’ Sefer ha-Mitzvor,
Pos. Com. 1, n. 1. On the necessary metaphysical presuppositions of Halakhic
Judaism, see Walter S. Wurzburger, “Meta-Halakhic Propositions,” in The

Leo Jung Jubilee Volume, eds. Kasher, Lamm, and Rosenfeld, The Jewish
Center (New York: 1962),
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,12f/Supra, n. 8. In Arabic, the related roat means a strong rock on which
one may lean for support and behind which one may be shielded from his
enemies.

13. My use of this term needs some explanation. The usual Platonic tripartite
classification of the soul, or personality, accepted by Saadia amongst others, is
that of knowledge, emotion, and will. Tillich (Biblical Religion and the Search
for Ultimate Reality, Chicago University [Chicago: 1955], p. 53) makes use
of the same analysis in describing faith; since faith is the concern of my
entire being about my ultimate “where” and “when,” all three elements enter
into the act of faith. By “will” Plato means mettle or honor or courage, as
well as sheer intentionality. I have used “function” instead of “will” in order
to indicate the functionality of faith in Judaism as expressed in the Halakhah;
my commitment to God as it reveals itself in a sacred pattern of living and
acting. This pragmatic interpretation of belief has been emphasized by many
philosophers, beginning with Peirce, James, and Dewey. “I believe,” is referred
to by Stuart Hampshire, in stressing the behavioral implications of belief, as
a “declaration of intention,” i.e., to do something; see his Thought and Action,
Viking Press (New York: 1960), p. 159f. Cf. R. W. Sleeper, Religious
~Kudies, vol. 1I, No. 1 (October 1966), pp. 75-93, who expands the terms
eve-in” and “believe-that” from a psychological and epistemological to

ogical basis. “Believe-in,” according to Sleeper, includes “a willingness
to act .o hat is believed, to govern one’s actions in what is believed in”

(p. 89).
14. Exodus I'74]2.
15. According to nides, Hil. Talmud Torah 1:11, 12, and Hil. Yesodei

ha-Torah 4:13, ? ® N k

-16"Sifre, Deut. #41 (ed. L. inkelstein); Kiddushin 40b. ff*-& dmk \AO"“J
17. The only traditional Jewish thinker to attempt to embrace actual denial,
kefirah, within the world-view of Judaism—a step as bold as any we are
prepared to take in these pages—is Rav Kook (in his essays Zaronim, Arpelei
Tohar, and elsewhere), who considers the problem in the context of his
overall philosophy. The polarity of faith-denial is, together with other po-
larities, included in the harmonistic interpretation of Rav Kook. Because
we are here concerned with an effective analysis of doubt rather than an
ontology of denial, and because aspects of his theory are treated in two
chapters later in this book (see pp. 42-81), we shall not elaborate upon his
ideas .here. Briefly, Kook grants denial temporary existenzberechtigung,
because he sees in it a positive spiritual impulse that has, however, come
to grief because of its failure to understand that -the Infinite can never be
fully, even sufficiently, comprehended by the human mind. The effort to
reach out, to quest, is nevertheless the expression of a genuine spiritual
orientation, and “the light of the life of the supernal radiance is encompassed
in it.” The denial of God is thus, dialectically, a value that can be appreciated,
albeit in transient manner, in the world of faith. Cf. Nathan Rotenstreich,
Jewish Philosophy in Modern Times, Holt, Rinehart and Winston (New York:
1968), p. 226.

18. Hartshorne, op. cit., p. 97; Karl Lowith, “Skepticism and Faith,” Social
Research, vol. 18 (June 1951), pp. 219-222.

19. Paul Tillich, The Protestant Era, Chicago University (Chicago: 1957),
p. Vii.

20. For a thorough treatment of Saadia’s views on doubt, see Abraham J.
" Heschel, “The Quest for Certainty in Saadia’s Philosophy,” JOR (1942), pp.
265-313.
21. Cf. Arnold Brecht, Political Theory: The Foundations of Twentieth-
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m1237 DR KONW refers back to DY) 1 KOV as well as to PRRP 1 XY,
i.e., “for he did not deny the divine origin of the Oral Torah, but did not
believe that it came from God, and Hillel felt sure that after he would teach
him, he would rely upon him concerning the divine origin of the Oral Torah.”
This is essentially the way I translated this passage. A perusal of the TAlmudic
text will show that the problem of practice had not been raised at all. Hence,
Rashi’s 1y 9ap1 means literally “to accept,” implying a belief rather than
a commitment to practice. This interpretation is, 1 submit, the simplest one
available and most in accord with the words of Rashi.

27. It must be remembered that doubt, ubiquitous as it is in our times,
consititutes a threat not only to religious faith, but to all affirmations, even
antireligious ones. Thus, Arnold Brecht, op. cit., p. 466f.: “Doubt has over-
come not only many believers, but many atheists as well. It seems to have
escaped notice that modern science has also produced a large class of what
may be called ‘doubting atheists'—people who once were atheists pure and
simple, and who still today would classify themselves basically as such, but
who now admit to some degree of doubt because they have come to see the
limitations of science. This doubt of atheists is as much a result of modern
science as is that of believers, and science should receive as much credit for
the ‘one as it has attracted blame for the other.”

So, from a different point of view, Paul Tillich, in his Rechtfertigung und
Zweifel; see The Theology of Paul Tillich, ed. Kegley and Bretall, Macmillan
(New York: 1952), p. 203. Rav Kook writes (loc. cit., p. 21): “If the denial
(Kefirah) of our generation were truthful, it would always base its claim on
doubtfulness . . . but it lies maliciously and asserts a claim to certainty, when
even the most weak-minded know that it cannot go beyond doubt.”

28. The same pattern holds true in ethics, when I am confronted by two
or more conflicting courses of action, each in itself morally commendable.
“What I have to do is study the situation as fully as 1 can until I form the
considered opinion (it is never more) that in the circumstances one of them
is more incumbent than any other; then I am bound to think that this prima
facie duty is my duty sans phrase in the situation” (W. D. Ross, The Right
and the Good [Oxford: 1930], p. 19). Halakhically, a positive commandment
performed at the expense of a negative commandment, because of the principle
of aseh doheh lo taaseh, is no less meritorious, and should not be executed
with any less enthusiasm, than an ordinary positive commandment.

29. Paul Tillich, The Protestant Era, pp. 20, 21.

_ 30. Jerusalem Talmud Hagigah 1:7; Pesihta to Lam. R., 2. This attitude is
7 >relatcd, in these sources, to the allied concept that the study of Torah not for
AN V" its own sake leads to the study of Torah for its own sake.
L// 31. Sefer ha-Hinukh, 20: My5i MK D2WNI maavn.

Y 32, Kuzari, 3:58.
(\g/l/*‘an 337 Swpwe; n. 30.

34. Sce—ingest; chap. VI, section beginning “The Theological Perspective”;
and see my Lhe-Study-ef Torah Lishmah in=the=Works-ef-Rabbi~Hayyim-of
Mumw;dgmmumm—wmmwamwwsw

Wrﬁﬂnglis{rwmmim;—'ﬁm

in I [osad-— .chaps. ii, iii, and iv; and see below,
_——_ Chap. 11, e Unity Theme: Monisim for Moderns,” pp. 52-55.
&Q\)b ~35.-Sec-supra, n. 8.

NG 36.-Cf. Rashi to Ex. 20:19.
37. Martin Buber, Two Types of Faith, p. 41.
38. “Hovot ha-Levavot,” Shaar ha-Bitahon, chap. ii.
39. Ibid., Shaar ha-Yihud, chap. iii.
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THE WORLD OF DISUNITY CF

The Zohar, the source book of Kabbalah, regards our phe-
nomenal world as the alma de’peruda, the World of Disunity,
or Diversity. The unification of existence, the overcoming of
this fragmentation, is to be sought in the establishment of the
alma de’yihuda, the World of Unity, which is the higher unity
within God Himself.* The true unity, beyond all others, is
that of Kudesha Berikh Hu, the “Holy One, Blessed be He,”
and His Shekhinah, His “Presence” or “Indwelling.” The ap-
parent divorce of one from the other is what accounts for all
that is wrong with the world. The failure of mankind is to be
found in this World of Disunity. The function of man on earth
is to help overcome this tragic perud, or schism, and reestab-
lish the primordial divine harmony of the Holy One and His
Shekhinah, God in His transcendence and His immanence—
the World of Unity.

This passion for the Unity of God, for the healing of the
breach within Him, was given expression in the most powerful
metaphor available. In human life it is the erotic urge which
is the most intense symbol of union and oneness. Hence, erotic
imagery was freely used in representing the drive for unity and
the overcoming of the World of Disunity. (Parenthetically, it
is in order to mention Professor Scholem’s observation that
rarely did the Zohar ever. use this kind of symbolism to express
the urge for devekut, for the unio mystica, between God and
man, as did the Christian mystics. It was almost exclusively
used to designate the yihud or unification within God Him-
self). The Holy One was considered the male element, and the
Shekhinah almost always the female element. Shekhinah is
thus known by a variety of names, all emphasizing its feminine
quality. By thus assigning genders to these different aspects of
the Creator, the Kabbalah was able to tap the deepest wells of
human experience to express its overwhelming yearning for the
\ Yithud of God and the firm establishment of the World of

\Unity.
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ruption between the Tree of Knowledge and the Tree of Life—
that is, the Holy One and His Shekhinah. But once the separa-
tion is effected, the Tree of Death emerges from the Tree of
Knowledge which has been cut off from the Tree of Life. Man
must die when he upsets the harmony of the divine unity. His
life must therefore be dedicated to the reestablishment of the
World of Unity.

In many other ways does the Kabbalah express the idea that
the drama of perud and Yihud, of separation and unification,
is not a purely theocentric plot, but includes man as a major
protagonist in its grand sweep.: The Zohar refers to man as the
diyukna de’kalil kula, the synthesis of all the spiritual forces
that went into the work of creation. Man in his pure, pre-sin
state reflected the hidden organism of God’s own life, In that
pure state, according to the author of Shaarei Orah (p. 9a),
there was a free interchange between the higher and lower

vine harmony. Further, human effort, the “impulse from be-
low,” evokes a corresponding “impulse from above.” The
whole unification of God takes place in the soul of man, which
Is absorbed in the ultimate yihud. Hence the remarkable ap-
pellation of man ag the “Lower Shekhinah” (Shekhinah
Tataah). The union of Shekhinah and the Holy One which
is regarded as taking place, as we shall later explain in greater
detail, every Sabbath eve, has its corresponding effect on human
life: the scholar is expected to cohabit with his wife on Sab-
bath eves. Every true marriage, maintains the author of Iggeret
ha-Kodesh (Joseph Gikatila, later ascribed to Nahmanides),
iIs a symbolic realization of the unjon of the Holy One and
His Shekhinah. Man is thus the active partner of God in the
whole process of Yihud. An agent of the original disruption
of universal harmony, he must become the agent of its redemp-
tion, restoring the unity of God’s Name. The purpose of the
performance of every mitzvah is, therefore, the act of restora-
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of time is further emphasized by the Zohar’s description of the
Lower Point (nekudah tataah), a sort of counterpoint to the
Higher Point (nekudah ilaah) and a symbol of human in-
volvement in the Sabbath. It is this Lower Point that banishes
all woe and worry on the Sabbath and replaces sadness and
anger with the joy that makes it possible for the Additional
Soul to arrive. The unification within God on the Sabbath is
reflected in a corresponding unification within man on the
Sabbath. To this day Hasidim, who follow the Sephardic
version of the liturgy, recite, on Friday nights, the passage
from the Zohar beginning ke'gavna . .. “even as they unite
above in the One, so is there a unification below . .. one cor-
responding to one. ...”

Not only Sabbath and weekdays, the horizontal aspect of
time, but also past and present are united on the Sabbath for
the Jew. The Patriarchs are participants in the Jewish Sabbath,
representing all of the past and uniting with the present. The
Hebrew word Shabbat— nav —is divided by the Zohar into its
component letters. The last two letters spell na, daughter,
which stands for the Holy Sabbath Point: the united essence of
the whole week, or the Shekhinah with which it is identified.
The first letter, v, is interpreted orthographically, each of the
three bars of the letter representing a different one of the three
Patriarchs. The unity that prevails on the Sabbath, the Zohar
implies, belies any abrupt discontinuity between the sacred
past and the mundane present. All history is one continuum of
holiness.

Even the material must be united with the spiritual in order
to involve the totality of existence in the great yihud on the Sab-
bath, for disembodied spirituality is itself a fragment, a result
of perud. Hence the importance of eating on the Sabbath, espe-
cially the three meals, called by the Zohar the Meals of Faith
(seudata di'mehemenuta), each involving the participation of
another one of the Patriarchs.

All these unifications are but aspects of the central and ulti-
mate yihud of the Holy One and the Shekhinah. The erotic
metaphor is, therefore, most appropriate to this transcendent
union. A number of Kabbalists have even compared the Sab-
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bath to a wedding ceremony. Both at a wedding and in the
Sabbath Amidah, seven blessings are recited. In each there is
a declaration of sanctity (kiddush in one case, kiddushin in the
other) over wine. The opening verses of the central portions
of the Amidahs of the Sabbath have similar significance:
“Thou hast sanctified” (ata kiddashta) stands for the sanctifica-
tion of the nuptials (kiddushin); “Let Moses be happy” for
the happiness of the wedding; the “Additional” prayer (Musaf)
for the additional jointure of the bride’s settlement (fosefet
ketubah); and “Thou art One” (atta ehad) for the coming
together (yihud) of bride and groom following the ceremony.

Lekhah Dodi

This Unity Theme on the Sabbath is most beautifully ex-
pressed in the popular hymn chanted on Friday nights, the
Lekhah Dodi (“Come my beloved, let us meet the bride, let
us welcome the Sabbath™). The poem was composed in the six-
teenth century by R. Solomon Alkabetz, the teacher and
brother-in-law of R. Moses Cordovero; these, together with
R. Isaac Luria (who encouraged Alkabetz to write the hymn),
are the leaders of the great school of Safed Kabbalists. The
hymn is vastly popular. A measure of its wide acceptance
can be seen in the remarkable number of melodies composed
for it. There are 540 melodies in the Jakob Michael Jewish
Music Collection now with the National Library of the He-
brew University. The Birnbaum collection at the Hebrew
Union College contains another 700 Lekhah Dodi melodies,
with an estimated total of 1300 to 2000 different tunes having

Tbeen composed—for<itg—so that 'if a new one were chanted

every Friday night, one would not exhaust his repertoire for
about forty years! Felicity of style and esthetic excellence can
only partially account for the hymn’s universal popularity
amo.ngst all Jews. It seems that a more basic explanation is
the innate and unstudied response to the hymn’s major mystical
themes,® to the poetry of the soul rather than the poetry of
the pen. The praying public may retain or reject a new prayer,
fes!x.:cially one whose precise mystical symbolism is clear only to
initiates, ..“iith,??t being consciously aware of the nature or

e e
+ This estimate was true of the material available

as of 1970. Since then there has been an
explosion of such melodies, as popular Jewish
liturgical music has made tremendous progress.
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causes of its reaction. The worshippers unconsciously respond
to the broad themes, the real essence of the prayer which, like
the moon obscured behind the clouds, exerts a hidden but in-
exorable influence upon the ebb and tide of their religious
experience in the deepest subterranean channels of their souls.
So does the secret of the success of Lekhah Dodi lie in the mag-

nificent sweep of its esoteric Unity Theme.’

The Symbols

The symbols in Alkabetz’ poem are not always constant. The
Sabbath may sometimes be the “bride”; the Talmud already
speaks of Sabbath as bride and queen. The groom or beloved
(dodi) may be Israel. In a famous Midrash, the Sabbath com-
plains to God that while each of the other days has its mate she
is being left an old maid—an all too human complaint—and
God presents her with her groom, Israel. But no doubt these
are secondary to the primary “wedding” or yihud: that of the
Holy One and His Shekhinah, the true dodi and kallah of the
hymn. On Sabbath the Shekhinah (the Zohar’s Holy Point
which during the weekdays is in the lower worlds, obscured
from both God and man) rises to meet her divine lover, the
Holy One. It should be emphasized that not only is Sabbath
the time during which the unification is effected, but Shabbat
is itself identified with Shekhinah, the bride of the Holy One.

An Interpretation of the Halakhah

The first stanza explicity repeats the Unity Theme. Since
the Holy One and His Shekhinah have already been united,
God is referred to as the EIl ha-meyuhad. This union means
that God’s Name—the first two and last two letters of the
Tetragrammaton—which represent, respectively, the Holy One
and the Shekhinah, has been reunited, hence: “the Lord is One
and His Name is One.”

The first phrase of this same stanza is of particular import-
ance to us. Shamor ve'zakhor be'dibbur ehad hishmianu:
“observe” and “remember” were spoken in one word. The poet
here refers to the well-known Aggadah that both command-
ments relating to the Sabbath, in each of the two versions of
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Disunity and participate in the Sabbatical unification of the

Holy One and His Shekhinah. The Halakhah, which normally

presumes a pluralistic universe because it operates in the “real”

World of Disunity, thus reveals in its treatment of the Sabbath
its ultimate monism.

The Future

The middle and last stanzas of Lekhah Dodi speak of the
themes of Messiah, the redemption, and peace. The relationship
of these to the idea of Unity is obvious. The Shekhinah is in
exile together with Israel; the Kabbalah often refers to Shekh-
inah by the name Knesset Yisrael, the Congregation of Israel.
The redemption of Israel signifies the reunion of Shekhinah
with the Holy One, the beloved. The time we welcome the
Sabbath as the occasion for the meeting of the Holy One and
His Shekhinah is, therefore, most appropriately the occasion
for waiting and hoping and praying for the national yihud of
which the union of the Holy One and Shekhinah is hypostatic.
Shalom, peace, is the state at which Yihud aims, the condition
of complete and utter universal harmony and unity. R. Loewe
of Prague (the Maharal) declares, in a similar vein, that the
present mundane world is that of diversity, whereas the world-
to-come is that of oneness—thus extending the principle-from
Messianic to eschatological times. sy ekt Co\\ gy

THE DANGERS

Before proceeding to apply the insights of Jewish
monism to the contemporary world, it is in place to offer
caveats. In a critique of some of the ideas here presented) Dr.
Walter S. Wurzburger has pointed to a number of dangers in-
herent in this theory.® Thus, Hegel’s grandiose attempt to
reduce all reality to the One Absolute has led to the emergence
of modern totalitarian Marxism. However, 1 accept it as a
truism that the more potent and valuable an idea, the more
dangerous its misuse. This should not deter us from pursuing
the idea even while remaining alert to its disfiguration and
abuse.

Some of Wurzburger’s theological criticisms are more funda-
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logically, and axiologically uniform presence of God which
leaves all of creation a mere illusion, is “from His side.” But
“from our side,” man’s vision of the world and experience,
God relates to the world out of His transcendence, His non-
identity with the universe, hence allowing for the “real” ex-
istence of the cosmos in their richness, variety, and value
heterogeneity.”

This position is the reverse of that taken by R. Shneour
Zalman of Ladi, the most articulate and profound Hasidic
theoretician. He regards “from our side” as differentiated
immanence, and “from His side” as uniform transcendence,
removed beyond all human conception.*

Thus, both schools hold on to both polarities. However,
while the Hasidic school makes immanence pluralistic’®
and, hence, of immediate concern, the more vigorously hala-
khist Mitnagdim dismissed immanence as monistic and hence
a divine prerogative virtually irrelevant to man in his ex-
istential situation, and pointed to pluralistic divine transcen-
dence as the area of meaningfulness for man.

Now this presents us with a problem. If indeed Hasidism
saw divine immanence—its major emphasis—as differentiated
and allowing for value pluralism, whence the critique of R.
Hayyim? And whence, indeed, the tendency towards a monistic
leveling of all differences and categories? The answer must be
found in the quite predictable inclination towards a reverence
for the world and nature, a la pantheism, by the im-
manentist.* The inherence of divinity in the world tends to
overwhelm the boundary lines, to reject the pluralistic mold.
Holiness is hard to contain; it spreads out without taking
leave. But permission was not granted. These defections noticed
by R. Hayyim were thus unsanctioned by Hasidic theology,
even though they were not unexpected because of Hasidism’s
stress on divine immanence and the primitive religious en-
thusiasm it brought to it.

We have seen, therefore, that even the most ardent monists in
the Jewish tradition took great pains to keep it within bounds,
to safeguard the pluralistic foundations of the Halakhah, and
not to give way to the kind: of antinomianism which often
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insinuates itself into this theological framework. Both Hasidim
and Mitnagdim saw a fundamentally unresolvable tension be-
tween an ultimate unknowable reality (“from His side”) and
the necessary cognitive universe of man which, though of a
much lower ontological order, is the only one in which he can
operate (“from our side”). Both referred the fullness of
monism to the divine view, thus effectively sealing it off from
encroaching upon halakhic practice, with the difference that
while the classical halakhic theologians identified immanence
with monism, thus remaining transcendentalists for all practical
purposes, the Hasidim did the reverse. Hence, while the Unity
Theme may legitimately give cause to certain apprehensions,
these ought not be overstated as long as it is placed in the
framework of normative Judaism, in which the dualism of
“His side” and “our side” holds for preeschatological times.

Does this, then, mean that is is commonly agreed that
monism is “kicked upstairs,” that since it is referred to as the
divine as opposed to the human perspective, that it really
makes no difference, that it is nothing more than an ineffective
metaphysical abstraction?

That this is not so is abundantly evident from the facts of
the situation. Kabbalistic monism expressed itself in certain
longings and aspirations discussed in this chapter which colored
its whole approach to religion and existence. The same, of
course, is true of Rav Kook. Monism did, indeed, reenforce
the element of quietism that developed in Hasidism, and to
major work has been devoted.” While the
sense of resignation is not dominant in Halakhic Judaism, it
would not be correct to declare it “completely foreign to
Halakhic Judaism.”® It is present, in the dicta of the giants
of the Halakhah, as a counterpoint to the opposite strand, that
of human assertiveness in the presence of pain and suffering.”
Much more important, even R. Hayyim, who sought to place
all monistic and immanentistic influences out of bounds, never-
theless permitted them a role in religious life. While vigorously
referring practice to the human perspective—pluralistic-trans-
cendental—he assigned the ideal of prayer to the divine per-
spective: prayer, as an act of spiritual elevation, must aspire
to the knowledge of God “from His side,” i.e., the nonreality
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of all that is not God. This, says R. Hayyim, is what is meant
by praying to God as Makom (“place”).”® Clearly, R.
Hayyim does not banish monistic thought completely.

It is for this reason that I maintain, contrary to Rabbi
Waurzburger, that locating a monistic moment in the Halakhah
itself, relating to the Sabbath, does no violence to the Halak-
hah. Seeing in the halakhic proscription of fragmented labor
an opportunity presented to man to unify his personality and
experience, is no less offensive to Judaism’s normative emphases
than R. Hayyim’s designating Makom, God as the cosmos-
denying and all-effacing One, as the object of prayer, even
though the act of prayer is accepted in Judaism as a legitimate
subject of halakhic analysis and legislation. Indeed, the Mish-
nah itself, contemplating the Sabbath, characterized it as an
anticipation of the eschaton, “the day of eternal Sabbath.™*

Monism, then, must be prevented from overwhelming all else
and destroying the Halakhah, without which Judaism 1is in
shambles. But the Unity Theme, such safeguards granted, must
be allowed to exert its beneficent influence on a humanity
hungry for some unifying and integrating factor and looking
for it where it most appropriately belongs—in religion.

THE IMPLICATIONS

It now remains for us to investigate some of the implications
of this idea for modern Jews—modern in a chronological sense
only, for the implications we shall draw are valid for us only
as long as we locate ourselves ideologically in the context of
the Jewish tradition which gave birth to the Kabbalah and
especially the Unity Theme. In order to do this we shall move
from the esoteric and mystical world of the Kabbalah to con-
temporary, exoteric modes of thought, and follow some of the
consequences of the yihud idea in terms relevant to our own
current predicament, dealing with problems which are, at most,
only penultimate to the transcendent yihud of which the Kab-
balah speaks.

Disintegration

Modern man and the complex society he has built for himself
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are in a state of progressive inner disintegration. Psycho-
logically, socially, and spiritually, he has re-formed himself on
the pattern of his new industrial economy. With the obsoles-
cence of the artisan who fashioned the whole vessel, the Whole
Man has faded into obscurity. The division of labor, which is
1qd?genous to our modern economy, has begotten many other
d1v1§1ons in many other fields of human endeavor. In pro-
f.essmnal life, narrow specialization has replaced general prac-
Culturally, the expert dominates over men of broad
knowledge and general culture. Literature, which should strive
for t_he wholeness of man, has merely reacted to our inner
atomization and put under the literary microscope man’s base-
ness and degradation, in which only unrelated pieces of
fractured experience are regarded as real, and in which whole-
ness and higher integrity are considered meaningless abstrac-
Flons. ‘Literary criticism has turned upon the Bible and replaced
its unity with a Documentary Hypothesis which has made of
Scriptures a haphazard collection of disparate fragments. Philo-
sophically, the extreme logical positivism of some modern
Fhinkers and their reduction of all issues to linguistic analysis
is .S).'mptomatic of the same tendency. Man’s spiritual and
religious life has become a true World of Disunity. Long be-
fore the atom bomb struck Hiroshima, the modern world
sustained a historic atomization, the fission and dis-integration
of man’s heart and soul and mind, and the beginning of the
end of his universe.

Indeed there is a deeper relation between the splitting of the
atgm and the fragmentation of the Self. The tendency to view
existence as divided, in pieces or dualities, in “over-against”
‘terms,‘ must inevitably have a deteriorating effect upon the
integrity not only of man’s ideological orientation, but ulti-
mately also his social existence. It was Philo who traced war
and peace to man’s intellectual activity, particularly to his
' copception of the Deity. War, he said, stems from paganism
\ whlch, in its elaborate mythology, saw gods locked in combat
“w_nh each other, spying, stealing, and betraying in order to gain
\il'ctory. The pagan’s theology influenced his anthropology, his
iew of man. His social anschauung was thus compatible with
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constant conflict and war—a true imitatio Dei. The monotheist,
who knew of only One God Who embraces all existence in
His unity and Who prefers the state of peace which is the end
result of unification, naturally sought peace in his own social
and political relationships. A recurrent verse in our liturgy is:
“May He Who makes peace up above make peace for us and
for all Israel.” A divided society and fragmented polity is the
natural result of a World of Disunity.

Yet we are not here addressing ourselves primarily to the
obvious fact of the divisiveness of the world politically and
militarily, consequential as it is to our very existence. We are
emphasizing, rather, the inner peace without which there can be
no outer peace, for a fragmented world is merely fragmented
man writ large. It is this inner fragmentation of both ex-
perience and man’s beliefs and attitudes that must be over-
come as the World of Disunity if the social and political inte-
gration of mankind into one brotherhood is to be achieved.

It was Rabbi Abraham Isaac Hakohen Kook who gave the
Unity Theme its greatest development in modern times. Rav
Kook’s concern with man’s atomizing tendencies, and his
deep passion for unity throughout all existence, are apparent in
almost every page of his writings. Himself a Kabbalist of the
first order who was very much aware of the modern world, he
bridges the gap between the Kabbalah’s mystical yearning for
yihud and the need for unity in human affairs. In the following
paragraphs we shall draw upon many of his works, but
primarily upon the first volume of his Orot ha-Kodesh, pub-
lised in Jerusalem in 1938.*

In contradistinction to the usual interpretations of “holi-
ness,” Rav Kook sees in the concept of the sacred not the
element of separation and remoteness, but unity and cosmic
harmony. “Sin” is fragmentation, the introduction of dis-
sonance or divisiveness into the harmonious whole. “Repen-
tance,” therefore, marks the reintegration of one’s personality
into the divine harmony and the overcoming of the fragmen-
tariness of experience. It can readily be seen that this monism
lends itself to an Augustinian-type theodicy: evil and suffering




Ty e o TR

O SR S N e N S L
MONISM_EOR-MOBERNS— 59

contrast only subjectively. Spiritual insight, as opposed to in-
tellectual comprehension, is characterized by a total view, by
grasping all at once; the latter by its nature deals with specifics,
with fragments. The practical progress of the world requires
quantification rather than the total, unifying grasp of spiritual
insight. Yet spiritual cognition and scientific knowledge are
only apparently contradictory. It is a psychic gap that separates
the religionist’s striving for the overall from the scientist’s
critical eye for detail. It requires genius to be able to overcome
this abyss, this division, and arrive at their underlying oneness,
recognizing that objectively both forms of knowledge are one.

The yihud of knowledge is extended by Rav Kook to the
study of Torah. Torah cannot abide artificial distinctions be-
tween the inner life of man and the world at large, between
human individuality and universality. The emphasis on the
Prophets and Writings, as opposed to the Pentateuch, repre-
sents an imbalance in favor of inwardness, an imbalance he
regards as one of the “great pains of exile.” Both the element
of Prophecy (and Aggadah) and the legal element, that pre-
dominates in the Pentateuch, must be integrated with each
other. (This is a somewhat oblique criticism of the Christian—
and Emancipation’s—usurpation of the post-Pentateuchal por-
tions of the Bible and their spirit-against-letter and love-against-
law dualisms.)

Similarly, Rav Kook is unhappy with the chasm that sepa-
rates Aggadah from Halakhah. Superficially there is a dif-
ference between them. The Holy Spirit responsible for the
Written Law is different in quality from the Holy Spirit of the
Oral Law or Halakhah. Prophecy and Aggadah derive from
what might be translated as “idealistic dignity” whereas Halak-
hah issues from “royal strength.” But the world can be set
right only when they are united in the soul of the Jew, for
the strangeness of the Halakhist in Aggadah and the Aggadist
in Halakhah is destructive of spiritual growth. The yihud we
perform between them merely reveals the preexistent, original
identity of Halakhah with Aggadah: they are one and the
same. The attempt at harmonization must proceed by searching
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ceptions.” On this basis he denied the possibility of knowing
the Self. Following him, John Stuart Mill treated all psycho-
logical problems  as soluble by an atomistic psychology.
Hobbes saw society only as an aggregate of self-contained
individuals, assimilated through external instruments. One
writer, Dorothy Lee,?* has seen in this attitude 2 funda-
mental pattern of thinking characteristic of Western man. She
calls this preoccupation with proceeding from the parts tO the
whole a “lineal codification of reality,” 1n contrast to the
nonlineal approach of other cultures; a difference being, for
example, whether weé conceive Of society as @ plurality of
independent individuals, or of the individual as 2 di

fferentiated
member of society.
Fortunately, the pendulum seems now to be swinging from

an affirmation of the World of Disunity to 2 quest for the
world of Unity, if we be permitted to use these terms freely.
Some psychologists now believe that the differences between

atomistic and holistic psychology are being resolved in favor

of holistic or gestalt concepts, of “molar” as opposed to “molec-

ular” terms. Even Freud, who with his concentration on specific

biological needs and- his splitting of the Self into 1d, Ego, and

d to enhance the fragmentation of personality,

nevertheless contributed to 2 holistic or molar approach by

bringing into the scope of investigation many other hereto-
fore neglected areas of the Self and treating them all as a
continuity. One renowned researcher working on the biology
ms has concluded that only the sick of damaged
by examining its parts in isola-
tion; its relation tO the world can best be described in seg-
mented, additive terms. A fully functioning person, however,
can be described only in holistic terms. The yihud theme,
understood exoterically and anthropocentrically, is thus a striv-
ing for a higher sanity, an escape from the psychosis of the
World of Disunity. The yihud within God requires 2 correspond-
ing yihud within man, including, as Rav Kook writes, a
“merging of intellect and emotion, and the “integration of
11"—a reintegration of man’s personality in

Superego, seeme

of nervous syste
personality can be understood

reason and wi
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wh.ich his mental oneness will be paralleled by a spiritual
unity.

Theology

In 'his theological thinking, too, modern Western man behaves

atonystically rather than holistically. He is heir to a number of
dual‘xsms, which he usually accepts uncritically, that have come
to him from the ancient Greeks via Christianity, especially the
Church Fathers. Thus the distinction between the body and
sou‘l,.which in Judaism is essentially a diagnostic way of ex-
plaining the ethical tensions of man, is for Christianized
Weste'rn man a stark reality. When the Kabbalah unites, as it
\"_\\% oes in it's interpretation of the Sabbath, the spiritual and
X aterial, it denies the bifurcation of man’s Self into body
and soul as two Tﬁdependehﬂd}antagonistic entities. The
same can be said for the dichotomy of religious endeavor into
faith and works, of religious experience into eros and agape
or, for that matter, into love (ahavah) and fear (yirah.) Ali
such Gnostic distinctions are merely apparent. Underneath, they
are one, even as the Holy One and the Shekhinah are one. The
kabba?is‘tic formula recited before the performance of a mitzvah
to which we referred previously, includes the phrase bi'dehilu
u’re}:ximu—in fear and love. The Kabbalah, with its deep and
pasm.onate striving for yihud, cannot abide a bifurcated view
of life which accepts perud as a permanent and inherent
quality of all existence.

Of even greater moment is the distinction between sacred
an.d profane. At first glance it would seem as if the very
existence of these two categories, not only sanctioned by Torah
but crucial to its whole outlook, conveys a sense of perud
an absolute distance between the two, so that there can be nc;
undex"l)fing unity comprehending both. Yet the truth is that in
a rellglqn which did not make of the Devil an independent
personality pitted against the beneficent God, thus providing
for separate sanctions for the domains of the sacred and pro-
faflet but saw Satan as only one of the created angels com-
rryssxoned by God to execute His Will, there can be no absolute
distance between holy and unholy. A distinction there certainly
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is—the concept of havdalah with all its profound ramifications
attests to this—but it is accidental rather than essential, ap-
parent rather than real, extrinsic rather than intrinsic. This
is the gist of Rav Kook’s intention when he remarks that the
“foundation of the holy of holies” comprehends both the
“subject [or element] of the sacred and that of the profane.”
Even more poignant expression was given to this idea in a pro-
found homiletic observation by R. Isaac Halevi Horowitz,
author of Shnei Luhot ha-Berit. In' the Havdalah service
which marks the end of the Sabbath, he remarks, we proclaim
the distinction between sacred and profane, light and dark,
Israel and the other nations, and Sabbath and weekday. The
first two and the last are appropriate to the occasion. But
what is the relevancy of the havdalah between Israel and the
other nations in this context? He answers that there is a
difference not only between Jew and non-Jew, but between
the Jewish and non-Jewish understanding of the whole concept
of havdalah. The Gentile conceives of an absolute separation
between the sacred and the profane. The Jew, contrariwise,
understands that the gulf between sacred and profane is intro-
duced not to signify a permanent and irreconcilable dualism,
but to allow the sacred to be confirmed in its strength and
purity so that it might return and sanctify the profane. From
this point of view there is no holy and unholy; there is just
the holy and the not-yet-holy. This is identical with Rav
Kook’s assertion that the holy of holies includes the sacred
and the profane. '
Basically, this insight pertains most strongly today. We
modern Jews have, in our daily life and habit, adopted the
havdalah concept of the non-Jewish world. We have con-
ducted our affairs on the unspoken presupposition that there
is an unbridgeable gap between the two categories, each isolated
in its own cubicle. We go about life as if the American political
doctrine of the separation of church and state were a meta-
physical dogma. The modern Jew factually confines the ex-
pression of his religious convictions to several holy places and
holy moments, not to the entire week and every place. The
“Holy Sabbath-Point” of the American Jew's Sabbath, unlike
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that pf the Zohar, has no relationship to the six workdays
I?espxte his clearly defined occasions of holiness, which may be.
smcerel'y intended and genuinely experienced, he permits him-
self spiritual vulgarity, or spiritlessness, in the material en-
dFavor§ of life. Emotionally he is unrelated to his spiritual
dimension. We are different things to different people, different
people to ourselves. Finding ourselves, when within the large
area of the profane, thoroughly insulated from the influence
of. the holy, we are not only at an infinite distance from
God, but broken and fragmentized within, our knowledge
}mrelated and our experiences unintegrated. Our entire world
1s as much in danger from mankind’s internal fission as it is
from the fission of the atomic nucleus. The powerful secularism
of our day, which recognizes the sacred only so long as it
promises not to encroach upon the privileged domain of the
secular, is a reassertion of the non-Jewish concept of havdalah
a theology which we, in our yihud-obsessed world view’
cannot accept lest it disarm and emasculate the very essence o%

holiness whose function it is to fructify the profane and
secular.

#This position on the basic, underlying relationship and
dialectic of sacred and profane implies a critical reevaluation of
the whole educational structure and philosophy of most of
Orthodox Judaism today. Such an analysis is undertaken in

the next chapter, where Rav Kook’s views are compared to
ose of R. Samson Raphael Hirsch.

CONCLUSION™

We have seen how the theme of the oneness of God, funda-
mental to every manifestation of Judaism, is expanded’ by the
Kabbglah—especial]y in its treatment of the Sabbath and in the
peautxfu!ly expressed Lekhah Dodi—to an overwhelming, burn-
ing passion for the unification of all life and existence ir; all its
mu]ufa'nous aspects, in the unity of God. Where tile earlier
Kabbal.lsts, as in the Zohar, were satisfied to articulate this
theme in purely mystical terms, as the union of the Holy One
and thc? Shekhinah, its later exponents, and especially Rav
Kook, increasingly applied this thesis to the current, real
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world, the World of Disunity. Man,. as an active pamc)(f)rzxeltt;r; ‘
the yihud, must exert himself mightily in order to overz e
disintégrating tendencies of life and sgglety. We h'ave : ;e  how
the modern manifestations of the striving fgr unity, e
cending of petty dualisms and fragrnentlzatlons, are ;,;]r el
making themselves felt. Philosophically, psychplgglca y},]o]istic
logically, we must begin to move from an atomistic t0 @
pos\:’lt?; of the future? We must again return to.Rav Kg)c:kn:;r;
whose life and works are SO magnificently cgmpmed fsm:hs 'c}l( ee
and charm, power and elegance, tbe sudden 1ns.1ght]o ?—‘the
balist and the responsible thinking of the intel ecftua e
personification of the yihud which he pr'eached and for e
he yearned. Bo yavo, Rav Koc})lk proclallnsl;y Ith issharlllatic;? }.,ear
e. For the Jew, who canno . ;
zlnl‘slztmcym:\ his soul, it will appear ip his people’s n:dtei?r?n::a
The Diaspora, the national realization of fragmclt.n a n
disunity, is only ephemeral and pameally unrea”, ;oc:l o
later, Israel shall become “one nation upqn egrth. . ;11 kﬁdwl_
will come for all mankind. The futu're upxﬁcauon of a g
edge, all peoples, all existence i's“ mevnlt(atilheé sve;ijénpo;ounity
ace for all men will mar
Ivi:; ?g dsu};Zly coming, and which can be brought on even
own efforts. ‘
fas‘t‘in%y tct)l\:l?s:d will be King over all the ea’r,th; on that day
the Lord will be One and His Name will be One.

_ _ e——————
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|
I ‘ For R. Zvi Hirsch of Ziditchov, an eminent Hasidic
\ Rebbe, the divine unity and the unity of the human being
\ are reflected in the first two verses of the Shema. “Hear O
\ Israel, the Lord is God the Lord is One” affirms the
\ absolute unity of the Creator. “Blessed be the Name of
. His glorious kingdom for ever and ever” is a plea that we
" humans, denizens of the Lord’s earthly kingdom, achieve
our subjective, internal unification.22
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II

1. Amongst Jewish rationalists, Maimonides was the first to assert the unity
of existence as flowing from the unity of the Creator: “Know that this
Universe, in its entirety, is nothing else but one individual being. . . . The
variety of its substances . . . is like the variety of the substances of a human
being: just as, e.g., Said is one individual, consisting of various solid sub-
stances such as flesh, bones, sinews, of various humours, and of various
spiritual elements. . . . You must, therefore, consider the entire globe as
one individual being living through the motion of the sphere, which is endowed
with life, motion, and a soul. This mode of considering the universe is . i o
indispensable, that is to say, it is very useful for demonstrating the unity of
God; it also helps to elucidate the principle that He who is One has created
only one being. . . . There also exists in the Universe a certain force which
controls the whole, which sets in motion the chief and principal parts, and
gives them the motive power for controlling the rest. Without that force,
the existence of this sphere . . . would be impossible. It is the source of the
existence of the Universe in all its parts. That force is God, blessed be His
name!” (Guide to the Perplexed, 1:72). Cf. Yehudah Even Shmuel’s
(Dr. Y. Kaufman) Introduction to his edition of the Guide in Hebrew, Moreh
Nevukhim, Mosad Harav Kook, (Jerusalem: 1959) Vol. I, p. xlii-xliii. The
Kabbalists, of course, greatly elaborated on this theme. See, for instance,
Part III of Netzah Yisrael by Rabbi Loewe of Prague (the Mabharal), and
Part III of Nefesh ha-Hayyim by Rabbi Hayyim of Volozhin.

2. Monism, of course, has a respectable place in non-Jewish thought, both
mystical and philosophical. All of mysticism tends towards monism, though
there are important differences between its Eastern and Western varieties.
The striving for the One is well-known in Neoplatonic thought. Plato
himself sees an essential unity underlying all of existential diversity. His
monism, however, consists not in the denial of knowledge, but in the integra-
tion of experience through ratio. “In Plato, both divine inspiration and mathe-
matical science lead man upward—geometry leads to God. His world is
one, unbroken in its dynamic tension ” (Paul Friedlander, Plato: An Introduc-
tion, Pantheon [New York: 1958], p. 78). A theme similar to the one pre-
sented in this chapter has been pressed in recent years, but in a non-Jewish
and nontheistic form, by a number of Western Orientalists, notably Aldous
Huxley.

3. We shall dispense with individual references to the kabbalistic sources.
Readers will find most of them in the Zohar to Beshalah, Yitro, and
Va-yak’hel. Those who wish to pursue the matter further in secondary sources
may refer to Gershom G. Scholem’s Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism,
Schocken (New York: 1946), especially pp. 225-235, and in Hebrew, to
P. Lachover and Y. Tishbi, Mishnat Ha-Zohar, Hashiloah Press (Jerusalem:
1949), pp. 219-263.

4. The World
are not, as are t

Unity is that of the ten Sefirot which in the Kabbalah
Neoplatonists’ emanations, static steps mediating between
the Absolute d and the phenomenal world. They exist, rather, within
God; they are fhe “unified universe” of God’s life.

5. This holds true for the Zohar. For Luria, the “breaking of the vessels”
implies a djSsonance in the cosmos’ preceding the creation of man, See
Y. Tishbi, Torat ha-Ra ve'ha-Kelipah be'Kabbalat ha-Ari Sehantae o

| alems o8 Faith & Doubt—Addendum to p.66, end of note 3
4

/ The reader may wish to consult my 7he Shema:
Spirituality and Law in Judaism (Philadelphia: Jewish
Publ. Society, 1998), pp. 47-58 for a concise review of the
Kabbalistic views on the unity of God.
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o( h|§ works, many of which are now being published, and others which are
still in manuscript. For the English reader interested in the biography of
Kook, and a general discussion of his mystical monism, Jacob B. Augus’ Banner
of Jerusalem, Bloch (New York: 1946) may be recommended. The best
source fo!' Kook’s harmonism is the English translation of Professor Nathan
Rotenstreich’s Jewish Philosophy in Modern Times: From Mendelssohn to
Ro.renzufeig, ‘Holt, Rinehart and Winston (New York: 1968), Chap 7

21. Cited in Helen Merrell Lynd, On Shame and the Search for l'demity
Harcourt, Brace and Co. (New York: 1958), pp. 73 ff. ,

Faith & Doubt—Addendum to p.68., end

22. For more on the Ziditchover’s version of the Unity
Theme, especially as distinct from the views of R.
Hayyim Volozhiner and R. Shneur Zalman, see my The

Shema, pp. 47-57.
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Faith & Doubt—Addendum to p.69, bottom of the
page

>kFor a later and more elaborate treatment of this subject,
see my Torah Umadda: the Encounter of Religious

learning and Worldly Knowledge in the Jewish Tradition
(Northvale, NJ: Jason Aronson, 1990), especially Chapter

V.

CHAPTER II1 "
“Teaew Unm aoop
TWO VERSIONS OFAW\

FrOM THE very beginning of Jewish history, Judaism has, for
better or for worse, experienced some interaction with its sur-
rounding culture. A great part of the Bible is a warning, both
explicit and implicit, against assimilating the cultic pagan
practices.

However, with the rise of Greek philosophy and the promi-
nence given to reason and a more sophisticated culture, some
Jews began to expose themselves to the non-Jewish modes of
thought and to fall under their influence. Gradually, individual
thinkers such as Philo in Alexandria and, later, as in the “Golden
Age” in Spain, whol_e schools concerned themselves with the
direct confrontation of traditional Judaism and Western
thought.

With the Emancipation, this confrontation was no longer
confined to a few individuals or even schools. The interaction
between Judaism and the culture of the host people was now of
major import to the Jewish community as a whole. The variety
of responses to this massive challenge of Western civilization
is represented by the spectrum of Jewish allegiances extant
even today. They range from a complete abandonment of
Judaism and Jewish loyalties to an utter and complete rejection
of Western philosophical and scientific ideas. In-between there
exists a graduated fragmentation, a kind of Maxwellian distri-
bution of interpretations.

Our purpose, at present, is to analyze two versions of one
particular type of response to the challenge of modernity, one
that is more than a mere arithmetic decision on the proportion
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sonally responsible -for the flourishing * Denkglaubigkeit—or

enlightened Orthodoxy—that survives him to this - day..

Thoroughly Jewish, and also a completely modern Western |

man, he aspired to bring about a harmony between—or “syn- |

thesize”—the two traditions and outlooks. He tried to formu- |

late a Jewish Humanism, demonstrating that the Humanism so

popular in the Europe of his day had Jewish roots. Hence,

his superman, the Yisroelmentsch. And hence, too, his great

educational program of Synthesis under the slogan of Torah ’

im Derekh Eretzyg == gracy¥se ¥ o' tha et Tomd Unmetda -
Torah and Wisdom were not regarded by Hirsch as deadly

enemies, requiring from us an either-or choice between them.

It is true that he gave Torah primacy over secular education

if a choice had to be made.* But from his critique of Mai-

monides and Mendelssohn who approached Torah “from with-

out,” and from his development of his autochthonous attitude

to Judaism,” we get the impression that Hirsch believed in

the original identity of Torah and the secular disciplines which

now appear but in different forms. One cannot speak, there-

fore, of an essential conflict between them. But if no conflict

is theoretically or essentially possible, neither can there be any

meaningful dialogue between them. They can cooperate, even

as the limbs of the body cooperate and coordinate; but they

cannot interact and speak to each other, even as a sane and

balanced person does not talk to himself. Hirsch does not

say this explicitly, but it is an inescapablé conclusion and one

that will appear more significant when contrasted with the

position of Rav Kook.-Fhe—Synthesis=of Hirsch is pleasant,

harmonious, charming, and creative. The secular studies help

us to understand Torah more deeply,* even as the Torah tells

us how to contemplate nature and listen to history.* Con-

sidering the long estrangement of Jews from secular studies

since the Golden Age of medieval days, and the unhappy

record of the relations of science and religion in European his-

tory, this was a courageous attitude and a refreshing approach.

His stature must be assessed from this background, as well as

against the contemporary isolationism of East European Jewry.

Hirsch tried to show, in the words of his translator, Bernard
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/? This term has been replaced by the more accurate and
felicitous 7orah Umadda—IJewish learning and worldly ™

70  culture. The difference in n nomenclature is significant. It -
is this latter term that

of Jewishness to be aamittea n the make-up of the

Jew.”

The “Modern Orthodox” Jew in America represents the prod-
uct of such a response resulting from the confrontation between
authentic halakhic Judaism and Western thought. He is a novel
kind of Jew, a historical experiment in the reaction to the
great dialogue. His survival and success may very well have
the most fateful consequences for Jewry and Judaism through-
out the world. lg khaX used ks Vo

What is th€ peculiar pature of this new type of Jew?
q/agm%,, a word Ieaéﬁ/

University, the major school of American Orthodox
\__t-‘e’nﬁiwe shall use for the response to the Jew1sh Westem dia-

3

‘modern

cultural dxmensmns of the personallty forme as a result of
the encounter between traditional Judaism and modern non-

Wi m the language of the
T’Brah and Hokhma

There are, in the framework of what hds come to be called
Orthodox Judaism, two main theories of\Syathests that share
certain fundamental features and yet diverge from each other
in significant ways. These interpretations are to be found in the
writings of two distinguished Jews of modern times who were
deeply concerned by the confrontation of Torah and Wisdom.
(In a great measure they also represented and realized in
is not an abstract theory
that can be discussed, much less realized, in vacuo; it is an
event or process that takes place in the personality.) One,
is Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch (1808-1888), a West Euro-
pean Rabbi who has had a lasting influence on contemporary
traditional Judaism. The other, is the late Chief Rabbi of the
Holy Land and originally an East European, Rabbi Abraham
Isaac Hakohen Kook (1865-1935), whose general views were
adumbrated in the last chapter. The present chapter is an
elaboration and application of his theory to the area of educa-
tion.

Hirsch was one of the giants of German Jewry. As a
leader and educator he was eminently successful. He was per-

favored in the circles of Yeshiva-®/
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Drachman, that “Orthodox Judaism was not maintained solely
by the superstitious or narrow-minded older generation that
had never been initiated into the science or the culture of the
age.”®

Yet it is precisely a statement of this sort that makes us
wonder about the sufficiency of the Hirschian interpretation of
Synthesis for contemporary Orthodox Judaism. For Hirsch it
was important to produce a Westernized Orthodox Jew in
order to refute the charge that Judaism is a collection of old
superstitions. For Drachman in the America of his day, at
the very end of the nineteenth century, a college education and
a Ph.D. were social necessities lest Torah Jews be classified as
narrow-minded. Surely modern American Orthodoxy has pro-
gressed beyond the state where it has to prove itself, where an
English-speaking Orthodox Rabbi with a university~education
is an unusual phenomenon. Tore" \w Doz h Evais

Perhaps this statem 1
reader to feel the
#: “Pursued hand-in-hand, there is room for
both [Jewish and” general studies], each enhancing the value
of the other and producing the glorious fruit of a distinctive
Jewish culture which at the same time, is ‘pleasant in the eyes
of God and man.”” He seems to be delighted that he can
avoid those intellectually bloody conflicts between religion and
science, that he can steer clear of the ragged edges of discord
between Torah and Western Wisdom. “Hand in hand” they
will walk, and appear “pleasant” in the eyes of all. There is
something placid as well as idyllic and utopian in this vision.
It is too easy, too gentlemanly, too “cultured,” or, if one may
say this, too bourgeois.
~ The slogan Torah im Derekh Eretz would not be appropriate
risrow s Synihesis-envisioned-by Rav Kook, as it emerges from his
Orot ha-Kodesh (Jerusalem: 1938) and his courageous address
at the opening of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem.® Torah
“with” Derekh Eretz or secular wisdom implies that they keep
a respectable distance from each other, like neighbors who re-
main courteous as long as they do not become too intimate.
Torah “and” Derekh Eretz would be more fitting for the Kook
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version of Sym'he;L For there is a decided difference between
these conjunctions.” Torah “and” Derekh Eretz suggests a
meeting of two powerful personalities, the two of them coming
to grips with each other, with the very serious question of
whether this engagement will be an embrace or a wrestler’s
head-lock.

For Rav Kook, the educational problem is treated, not
cultural, but in a metaphysical frame. The categories with w
he operates are those of kodesh and hol, sacred and prof
and the issue transcends, therefore, the demonstration that
Orthodoxy is not narrow-minded or superstitious. Rav Kook °
speaks of two tendencies of the Jewish spirit. One is directed
inwards; it is a deepening of the sacred, and is represented
by the traditional yeshivot. The other is an outward one,
relating the within to the without. Just as the intensifica-
tion of the sacred is embodied in the old-type yeshivah, so
the relating of the sacred to the secular is the function of
the university.” (We must forgive Rav Kook if, despite his
courageous criticism and warnings issued at the time, he
allowed himself the extravagance of imagining that the Hebrew

University would fulfill the lofty mission he assigned to_ity=
hindsight is always wiser than foresigh&’ﬁl_t—mn_m
valid.) It is the second tendency, the cefntrifugal motion of the

sacred to the secular, that is of utmost consequence to us. The b
merging, or synthesis, of Torah with Wisdom is not meant to
make up for some lack of Torah, but rather to create something
new and original in the world of the spirit through these
combinations.” Kook tells us that the sacred is not antago-
nistic to science, but first he reminds us that it vitalizes all, it is
that which gives life to the secular disciplines.” Kodesh and
hol are functionally and indissolubly related to each other.
“The sacred must be established on the foundation of the pro-
fane.”** They are related to each other as matter to form—
the secular is matter, the sacred, form—and “the stronger the
secular, the more significant the sacred.”* Just as the body
must be healthy in order for the spirit to flower, so secular
knowledge should be of superior quality if the sacred is to
benefit.'”” This intimate relationship of sacred and secular is

R Aney navvate,

Y- oftan

Lu\\kv,

AwA Wy

\/7




74 NORMAN LAMM

gIven ts strongest expression when Rav Kook writes that the
yesod kodesh ha-kodoshim comprises both the element of the
sac.red and the profane.'® This implies the significant notion
which Kook later states explicitly,"” that there is nothin,
absolutel)./ profane or secular in the world. There is no absoluteg
metaphysical category called hol; there is only the holy and the
n.ot—yet-holy. This Kook version ef=Synthesis is the very antithe-
sis of secularism, which recognizes the sacred only in its in-
sulanFy. Kook’s centrifugal kodesh is so overpowering and
outgoing, that hol or the profane loses its absolute character
even before its encounter with the sacred It is, as it
fated fr'om its creation to submit to the sacrea. ’ e
.Hz‘wmg denied the absolute character of the profane, does
this imply a blurring of the distinction between kodes;z and
hol? Thc'a answer is an emphatic No. Tt is worth repeating an
obs.ervatlon here that we cited in the last chapter Ribbi
Isila‘h Hale_vi Horowitz, in his famous Shnei Luhot .ha-Berit
?Z.as,;,i:,h{;,emt .thedI;Iavdalah, is tbe.disFinction between Yisrae;
e ntioned? The other distinctions—between light and
» Sa bath and weekday, sacred and profane—are all ap-
propriate to the Havdalah, but that between Israel and tlI:e
n?.tlons seems irrelevant. He answers that there is a significant
dlﬁerenc? between Israel and the nations in how they conceive
of the dlst_inction between sacred and profane, etc. The non-
Jew conceives of an absolute separation between them. The
:Iew, however, belit?ves that the gulf between kodesh an'd hol
(lisuarlr.leantb not to introduce a permanent and irreconcilable
1Sm, but to allow the sacred to be confirmed in its strength
, and purity so that it might return and sanctify the unholy.*® ¢
ko;[‘hlls: 1s how Rav Kgok conceives of the relationship of
kodesk anfl hol. There is a havdalah, so as to allow for the
mfens_xﬁcatlon of the sacred in its centripetal motion;" and
this, xt.?elf, is prelude to its outward, centrifugal mov,ement
where it reaches for the profane and transforms it into the’
sacred, a transmutation for which it has been waiting from th
moment of.creation. The fact of wnp leads to the act of wyr» )
ThlS. brief survey of Hirsch,and Kook can give onl p'th
. barest idea of the similarities on the one hand, and the diﬁer)::ncez
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on the other. Both men and the Weltanschauungen they repre-
sent are relevant to our day and the shaping of Jewish destiny.
Each represents a different version of the Synthesis which is the
most characteristic aspiration of Modern Orthodox Judaism and
the major purpose of such institutions as Yeshiva University.
Hirsch, the aristocratic pedagogue, and Kook, the poetic Kab-
balist, both inspire admiration and deserve our gratitude. Yet
basically, Hirsch is the cultural thinker and educator, while
Kook is the metaphysician and mystic. Hirsch’s Syathesig
is one of coexistence, hence essentially static. Kook’s is one
of interaction, and hence dynamic. Hirsch is an esthete who
wants Torah and Derekh Eretz to live in a neighborly,
courteous, and gentlemanly fashion. Kook is an alchemist who
wants the sacred to transmute the profane and recast it in its
own image. From the point of view of Kook, it is not enough
to raise a generation of Orthodox Jews who will also be
cultured Western men, admirable as this ambition may be. It
is not enough to bear the two cultures as parallel lines which
can meet only in infinity. It is urgent that there be a confronta-
tion and an encounter between them. In the Kook version of
Synthesis, there must be a qualitative accommondation of both
studies; for the secular studies are not inherently and eternally
unholy, and the limudei kodesh are sterile unless they have
something not-already-sacred to act upon. The limudei hol
are part of the drama of kiddush.

For Hirsch, the direction of the interaction is from the pro-
fane to the sacred, that is, the secular disciplines are employed
to order, define, and assist the sacred and place it upon a firm
scientific basis. For Rav Kook, who demands interaction as the
central theme of Synthesis, the motion goes in both directions.
The less important one is the kind we have just mentioned,
the rationalization, explanation, and adornment of the sacred
by the profane. Kook calls this a right-to-left motion. Far
more significant and consequential is the left-to-right motion:
the radiation of kodesh towards hol, ennobling it, raising it to
the loftiest levels, sanctifying it, impregnating it with meaning
and purpose.*® Thus, whatever the interaction between ko-

desh and hol in the Hirschian bramd=of=Synthesis; it will be

Pro § o
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understanding of the two categories themselves. Whether we
relegate the sacred studies to an hour on a Sunday morning as
Reform does, or strive for the minimum secular studying re-
quired by state law as the Hasidic schools do, or somehow
try to accommodate both on an approximately equal schedule
as modern yeshivot do, the courses of study are departmental-
ized, unrelated, and merely coexist in splendid isolation from
each other within the individual student. The differences be-
tween the above systems thus seem to lie in the quantitative
distribution of the time allotted for each discipline. Yet this
is decidedly not in keeping with the vision of Rav Kook. As
long as this unrelatedness continues, we may be guilty of
wasting the resources of the sacred for the profane. State
law or economic necessity or social needs are not an answer
sufficient to define a consistent philosophic position. What is
required, rather, is the fundamental acknowledgment that the
secular studies are mot inherently and eternally unholy, and the
sacred studies-are sterile unless they have something other than
the sacred to act upon. There is no blurring of the distinctions

something on the order of using chemistry to clarify a ;;ro em
in Yoreh Deah or mathematics to settle a problem of the luah.
The dynamic relationship demanded by the Kook Syathesi
emphasizes the use of Halakhah in defining for the chemist or
mathematician how to shape his approach, his purpose, his
significance in the world. It requires the mastery of Torah so

its goal, to “create in the world new souls, and give life 2
new, thriving, healthy form. = In a word, Hirsch’s Torah
im Derekh Eret; aimed at bringing both disciplines together in
one person; Kook’s kodesh-hol dialogue strived to bring them
.toge'ther in one personality—in shaping it, inspiring it, vitaliz-

ing it.
& \,/ .Fifty. Or seventy-five years ago, in the conditions that pre-
/ vailed in this country, “Synthesis“even of the Hirschian type,
Was a utopian, wild, audacious vision. It was the kind of idea
wh.ich practical, hard-headed men dismiss as visionary, and
_@]?351}02:221“65 gre @uch togdlmlpractlcal to implement. To between sacred and secular. But there is an appreciation of the
{ il as an .1‘ eal was an act] that derr;anded 1 funqtlon of .the sacred in relati(?n to the secular. The secular
. na"]'.fg/fﬂdi oS . 1S no longer A rean?, . i g studies are lmportan.t not despite the fgct that‘ they are not
NEEr an experiment. American Orthodoxy today is a reali- ESt holy, but because this is the way in which all life, all knowl-
i edge, all existence is ultimately integrated in the great yihud
of the Holy One and His Shekhinah. Eventually all that is
profane (not-yet-holy) is to be found in and sanctified through
the Torah, for which reason—according to Rav Kook—it is

2oy %
|« zation of Hirsch’s vision and, given the conditions of our ¢
society, nothing but a Hirschian Synthesis can be the first ‘E
goal.  American Jewry has produced not only individuals §
but a whole community of people who live Torah im Derekh 3

o JEFerz Consi he vicissi 81"
WA < y ering  the Vicissitudes to- the past e i called de’kullah bah (“containing everything”) and is regarded
2/ years—the uprooting and the 1mm1gr.auon, the Hurban Eiropa y as the fulfillment of God’s blessing of Abraham ba-kol (“with
and the State of Israel, the economic growth and the social 2 everything”—Genesis 24:1).
changes, the scxenFlﬁc revolutions and intellectual displace- However, this ideal Ok=Symtirests envisioned by Rav Kook is
me;}tls—sicr; Rl aqnevemem can be classified only as heroic, : a_difficult, dangerous, and uncertain one. Because Kook’s
e w iti : 5 : . . .
tod - edifice of tradn.nona.l Judaxsm_ In this country dynamic conception affects personality, rather than mere co-
Fro?; :;Z“K‘:)p‘])(" th“S d“f” Hirschian educational fot{ndation. existence in a person, as with Hirsch’s more static version, it
cultural schi o Pef}Pf{C“"e, hoyever, we may be gmlty‘ of a can operate only in chosen individuals rather than on a broad, ‘
studlilé; ;Culiiq])hrema n our‘amtude.to secular and.relfgious public scale. For a Kook-type ynthesis requires a deepening ﬂ‘/
» fquivalent to what, in Shnei Luhot ha-Berit, is re. of scholarship, the development of singular thinkers who,

garded as the theological schizophrenia in the non-Jewish steeped in Jewish learning, especially Halakhah, will be able
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to sanctify the profane which they will know with equally

thorough scholarship. Rav Kook has set a high goal: qpwab,

variety. Anxiety and doubt and perplexity are necessary side-

~redctions of the act Ofy-Syathesis. Thus Hirsch writes to his

fictitious young friend: “Do not think our time so dark and
helpless, friend; it is only nervous and uncertain, as a woman
in childbirth. But better the anxiety that prevails in the house
of a woman about to give birth, than the freedom from
anxiety, but also from hope and joy, in the house of the barren
These words of comfort and encouragement strike
0 those in American Orthodoxy today who are con-
Oy the constant self-examination and critical self-evalua-

uon n 1ts ranks. They are signs of creation and birth.

s and the accompanying anxiety
1 similar terms.** He quotes Isaiah, 7215 anm o “and thy
eart shall tremble and be enlarged” (Isa. 60:5). The dynamic

Synthesis of Kook is fraught with danger and risk. Pahad,
fear, is inescapable. The centrifugal motion of kodesh, the sanc-
tification of the profane, suffers from a historical ambivalence,
as when it appeared in the controversy surrounding the trans-
lation of the Torah into Greek. Whenever there is an encounter
of sacred and profane there must be pahad, for who knows
but that instead of the kodesh converting the hol, the hol will
master the kodesh, as in Anatole France’s novel, Thais. If
it is security and freedom from fear that is sought, then it is
sufficient to withdraw into hermetically sealed ghettoes or van-
ish into easy assimilation; the confrontation between Judaism
and world culture is then either avoided or ended. But if
neither world is to be relinquished, and they are even allowed
to act upon each other, then one must accept pahad and the
sense of crisis and all the neurotic tensions that come with it.
He who enters into this dialogue of Torah and Wisdom must
tremble at the risks inherent in this kind of Synthesis, even

while acknowledging that it is his duty to undertalke it.

‘x(ut‘q“

Many

~human casualties have already resulted, and there are more yet
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to come, from this historic program of Symthesic“Rav Ko

was not troubled by this phenomenon. On the contrary, !le re-
minds us that those who approached the encounter .w1'thout
pahad were failures—most of their descendant§ were as§1m11ated
and subsequently lost to our people. Only if there is paha,d
can there be hope to experience the second part of the Pfophet s
verse: 723% anm, “thy heart shall be enlarged,” true joy and

exultation.
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2. S. R. Hirsch, Judaism Eternal, ed. Dayan I. Grunfeld, Soncino (London:

1958), vol. 1, p. 170.

3. The Nineteen Letters of Ben Uziel, trans. Bernard Drachman, Bloch
(New York: 1942), Letter XVIII. Hirsch is severe in his criticism of
Maimonides who, he maintains, merely “reconciled” Judaism with Greek
philosophy, i.e., philosophy was superadded to Judaism, distorting it in the
process, rather than allowing a philosophy of Judaism to issue from within
the Jewish tradition autochthonously. Maimonides was “the product of
uncomprehended Judaism and Arabic science” and “was obliged to reconcile
the strife which raged in his own breast” (p. 181). He blames Maimonides
for emphasizing abstract rational principles as opposed to action and deed
as the highest expression of Judaism. “This great man is responsible, because
he sought to reconcile Judaism with the difficulties which confronted it from
without, instead of developing it creatively from within. . . . He entered
into Judaism from without, bringing with him opinions of whose truth he
had convinced himself from extraneous sources and—he reconciled!” Yet it is
not entirely fair to accuse Maimonides of “reconciliation,” with the implied
derogation of without-ness. Maimonides, like Saadia before him, believed in
the common origin of reason and revelation, hence of philosophy and Torah
(cf. Julius Guttmann’s Introduction to Chaim Rabin’s translation of the Guide,
East and West Library [London: 1952], pp. 9-31). All discrepancies must
then be considered as only apparent, and these are to be “reconciled,” but this
can hardly be subject to the accusation of stepping out of the realm of
Judaism to introduce, subversively as it were, alien ideas. Once the original
identity of Torah and Wisdom is granted, such a charge is irrelevant. When
Maimonides makes use of Aristotelian terminology and methodology, he is no
more “without” the pale of Judaism than is Hirsch himself when he employs
the dialectical modes of Hegelian thought popular in his day, albeit without
mentioning their source (cf. Noah H. Rosenbloom, “The ‘Nineteen Letters of
Ben Uziel,’” Historia Judaica [April 1960], pp. 23—60, especially p. 58).

4. Zvi Kurzweil, “Samson Raphael Hirsch,” Tradition (Spring 1960), p. 296.
Compare the attitude of R. Elijah, the Gaon of Vilna, as reported by his
student, R. Barukh of Shklov. The Gaon urged that as much of secular knowl-
edge be translated into Hebrew as possible, because OIXY 90MwW 7in 93 ™3
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9. Cf. the difference between N3 72371 and N10W 712397 in Guide for
the Perplexed 2:22.

10. Hazon ha-Geulah, loc. cit.

11. Orot ha-Kodesh, vol. 1, p. 63.

12. Ibid., p. 3.

13. Ibid., p. 145.

14. Ibid., p. 145; also p. 64.

: % R A
LI Yy T AN <0 g

NOTES 81

15. Ibid., p. 65.

16. Ibid., p. 64.
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18. The interrelationship' of Kiddush and Havdalah is evidenced in the
Halakhah too. Thus Maimonides (Hil. Shabbat, chap. _29)' defines Havdalah
1 as the Kiddush performed at the end rather than the beginning of the Sabbath. ‘
F Similarly, the Kiddush of Friday night implies the element of Havdalalf or
) separation of Sabbath from the preceding profane days. See gspecnslly
Maimonides, Sefer Hamitzvot, pos. com. #155; and cf. my article, “Al
Mitzvat Kiddush,” in Hadarom (Fall 1970). o )

19. This requirement for the sacred to deepen within 1tsel‘f before_ it under-
takes the venture of santification of the non-sacred has certain practical conse-
quences. It necessitates, for instance, the existence of thg “old fﬁshxoncd“
yeshivot which are fully devoted to Torah study, alongside the “modern
yeshivot where the actual interaction takes place. Cf. the remarkable letter
by Rav Kook in Iggerot Re’iyah 1, 206-7, also quoted in 105-6:  1"2*12 297
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21. Ibid., p. 63.
22. Ibid., p. 143.
23. Nineteen Letters, p. 201. &
24. Supza, n. 8.
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Add to F&D page 80, end of n. 7:

It is interesting to note that despite the association of Hirsch with his educational theory of Torah
im Derekh Eretz, the phrase appears neither in his Horeb nor in his Nineteen Letters. Indeed,
nowhere does he devote as much as an entire essay to the formulation of so much on which his
fame rests; Mordechai Breuer, great grandson of Hirsch, believes that Torah im Derekh Eretz
flows from Hirsch’s monistic view of the ultimate unity of Torah and secular values. See
Matthias Morgenstern, From Frankfurt to Jerusalem: Isaac Breuer and the History of the
Secession Dispute in Modern Jewish Orthodoxy, in Studies in European Judaism 6 (Leiden and
Boston: Brill, 2002) pp. 168-187, and the review of this volume by Alan T. Levenson in the

Jewish Quarterly Review (Summer 2004), pp. 552-555. '
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

1. In the Midrash a number of statements appear, all favoring a strong
anthropocentrism. But these references cannot be accorded real philosophic
significance, because they are probably hyperbolic homilies characteristic of
a didactic literature. See, for instance, Kohelet Rabbah 7: 28:°NR73W n 5y
SR DR 20MM 5phpn XYW INYT 1IN ONXR2 IP2wa  Also, Berakhot 32:
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2. Except for occasional references to the Arabic original, all quotations
are from Ibn Tibbon’s standard Hebrew translation, the Emunot ve’Deot
(hereafter abbreviated to EVD). English translation will generally follow
Samuel Rosenblatt’s The Book of Beliefs and Opinions, volume I of the Yale
Judaica Series, Yale University Press (New Haven: 1948). ~,

" 3. EVD, 1IV: Introduction: i 732 P27 . In the Arabjcy I(Kitsil‘J,
7o alyAméndt . . . ed. S. Landauer, Brill [ Léiden® 1880]), p. 146:3) ) yaall , 2
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5. Mayer Lambert, Commentaire sur le Séfer Yesirah (Paris: 1891), p. vii.

6. For a discussion of this point, see NN NI TIY0 299 DINT nawn
7221729 Nynw originally published in TI1XM |, ed. S. Ravidowicz
(1943), pp. 112-125, and reprinted in two parts in T19%¥2 Vol. IV No. 1 and
No. 3 (1943). References hereafter will be to the more readily available
11922 articles.

7. Ravidowicz, No. 1, p. 54.

8. EVD, Introduction, Chapter 5: 92, SXNDR2 MW 2wn 92T by oy
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9. Ibid., p. 180.
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14. M. Ventura, La /hilosophie de Saadia Gaon (Paris: 1934), pp. 85-86.
For Saadia’s reference to the fire-centrality of the Pythagoreans, see EVD,
Introduction, Ch. 6.

15. See supra, n. 6.
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No. 3, p. 192.
18. Guide for the Perplexed 111: 13.
19. Ravidowicz, No. 3, p. 195.
20. Lambert, op. cir. p. 48;. also, Saadia’s Commentary on Chapter I
par. 3, p. 71.
21. Ibid., p. 91 (commentary to Chapter IV, par. 1).
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of Saadia’s thesis of the superiority of man over angels, see Henry Malter,
Saadia Gaon: His Life and Works, Jewish Publ. Soc. (Philadelphia: 1942),
P- 212, n. 485, Much closer to our time, in the works of R. Hayyim of
Volozhin, we find an attempt to synthesize both points of view (Nefesh
ha-Hayyim 1:10). R. Hayyim,, however, does not directly quote Saadia, Ibn
Ezra, or Maimonides; instead his source is the Zohar (Zohar Hadash, Midrash
ha-Ne'elam, s.y., Jixb XKW and Zohar IIm, 129 b). Nevertheless, it js

Yefet ben Alj writes of those who rank man higher, and adds, “Wwe, however,
say that the angels are higher in rank than Adam, for it is written, Thou
hast made him lower_than the angels’ " (cf, Birnbaum, Yefet ben Ali on the
Book-of Hosea, Introduction, p. Xvi). 'See‘\.nqga, n. 28,

~7" 38, Ravidowicz, No. 1,p. 54, n. 1.

39. Sanhedrin 37a, where the importance of the Sanhedrin js explained by
its 8eographic position as the center of the world,

41. J.T. Hag. 1: |, AN 0027 M oW i 27T anx 10
AT YINNI 1 mbowy MW 1 Sxmaw
42. See, for instance, Zohar 1, 226a: XDPYT RDOYINR X7 oYYy

or II, 184b: xm»p RT 591 wpx TTPT X0 X2 537 RNPYIOX 7790
%7 N3 537 XN y¥nxa abeny | Especially see Zohar III, 161a and
b, where the idea js presented not only gcographically but also biologically.
Man, as a microcosm, also hag his most precioys organs at the center of hjs
bodily structure— (x92p9) N5y Xamay b PPOR Xnbya w1 93 7729 X732 T3
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——corresponding to the concentric spheres on earth, of which the mid point
is the QwIPn wip N2, of which the Zohar adds: XyIN 557 X35 N Xom
XONT 0w KT X2y B’[&_}JJ-’M—HH’!R‘N:MHNMW

43. Guttmann, p. 160, n. 1. See infper 1. 49,

44. A. E. Taylor, Plato: The Man ang His Work, Meridian Books (New
York: 1961), p. 450, Interestingly, Plato originally intended Timaeus to
be a ﬁfth-cemury Pythagorean, often expressing views of his own not
necessarily shared by Plato (op. cit., P. 446, n. 1). Yet Timaeus’ astronomical
ideas, while according with the Pythagorean assumption of the supremacy

45. De Caelo IT, 293a-b,

46. Taylor, p. 447,

47. Arthur O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being, Harper (New York:
1960), pp. 101-102.

48. 1t is interesting to note that Lurianjc Kabbalah has incorporated both
the centripetal ang centrifugal tendencjes. The centrifugal element ‘comes to
the fore in jts treatment of the D51y D100 9wy, or the concentric spheres
which came into being with the D1Xny, whereby the En-Sof performed the
act of self-limitation within Himself, The infinite divine Light recedes, as it
were, from a central point, and in this vacuum, uniformly surrounded by the
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CHAPTER V
THE RELIGIOUS IMPLICATIONS

OF EXTRATERRESTRIAL LIFE ¥

A JEWISH EXoTHEOLOGY

THE EXISTENCE of rational, sentient beings on a planet
other than earth is no longer a fantastic, remote possibility
conjectured by imaginative and unrealistic minds. It is de-
clared- not a possibility, but a probability, by an ever-growing
chorus of distinguished astronomers and eminent scientists in
all fields. Already there has been established a new science—
“exobiology,” the study of forms of extraterrestrial life—
although neither specimens of such living matter nor definite
proof of their existence is yet available. The speculation of
these men of science is that in many corners of the universe
life has developed to a degree far higher than here on earth,
so that, in the words of Walter Sullivan at the beginning of his
splendid volume on the subject, We Are Not Alone,* “not
only are we not central in the scheme of things, but we may
be inferior, physically, mentally, and spiritually, to more highly
evolved beings elsewhere.”

Almost all descriptions of the current attempts to discover
such extraterrestrial life are accompanied by exhortations about
the profound implications for humanity’s view of the universe
and the need for theologians and philosophers to reexamine
their doctrines. When the existence of life elsewhere is estab-
lished, and especially if some contact is made with intelligent
beings elsewhere, we will be confronted by as much of a
challenge to our established way of thought as when® the

cosmology have made significant strides. Nevertheless, the basic thrust of the

v (J L ' .
essay remains unchanged Qana"?Zallenged. If anything, the problem is more urgent
cogent because we now have much more reason to believe thay Pplanets
Jairly common throughout the universe.

and more

are
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Passages under discussion, Thus, using the original Arabjc text:AmIX Sys X»
ANRIME IR xSy TYORINY NN ’max IRPDROR X onn 23R m Syd
(II1:13); and, several lines later, TRCIROR DiX TRODROX NIXY x9N
IR DD 5xp 1xp DR2IOKY IXVPASX YRR YoxD T7IRID
Again, a bit later, in his logical refutation of Saadia: 31xp 9% N 191
X2ND KBDD 1T INOINOR 73 N
However, while this proposal will explain away the apparent inconsistency
of Maimonides with regard to the lack of ap inner Purpose of such species
as plants, and S€ems to accord with the language of the text, it remains
subject to the same logical attack directed by Maimonides against Saadia,
namely, if God could have created animals without plants (and He must have
been able to do so), then what purpose is there to plant life, since that for
which it ostensibly exists, animals, have no real need of it, and we have denied
it an immanent fina] cause of its own? Perhaps, finally, Maimonides does not
regard this attack against Saadia as decisive (for which reason he follows it
up immediately by pursuing the question of Purpose to the bitter end, e.g.,
. What is the purpose of worshipping God?), and therefore feels justified later
r" [ \in reserving immanent final purpose only for the translunar world. Also, see
X &fra, n, 62.
¥ 59. Ibid.

60. For a more elaborate discussion of the medieval cosmography, especially
concerning the conceptions of the relative size of the earth and the rest of the
universe, see Lovejoy, op. cir. pp. 99 ff.

61. Guide, I11: 14,

PIRT DXV 09001 29 BW DIXY fn nemwas MRXNIT OKX Sanwm
AR OR D35 oI Ty v B2NDT 95 Ty b myw X 75
VP P W A% 295 by 175321 1Ay ox Y UL MR T PR

0TI 2YY5wA mxoxn YNWI 1w 55 ,pmwan

62. Ibid, 1II: 13, spy T2Y0° e Mmon 15y MBI A PoRaS Tpwn
TMX°XD NYon wpa: xbw 2555 nanx nsyan K2 75y 1% wpay xb A%
¥ 105N wpas xS 1y me In other words, there s a trye
final cause, and that 119X Nv5on is: the will of God. This is, says Moses
Narboni (in his commentary to this chapter, which he regards as extremely
important), true for both Eternists like Aristotle and Creationists like our-
selves. The wil] of God, as any object’s first form, fepresents the highest
kind of existence. Now since (according to Aristotle) anything’s final purpose
is to reach its perfection, and jts perfection is the Form which originally
caused it, hence the First Cause s identical with the Final Purpose, i.e., God.
Maimonides, according to Narboni, thus €quates mechanistic origin with
teleological end. Narbonij especially applies this idea to man, whence the
complete ethic based upon imitatio De;. Actually, both Narboni and Shem
Tob, who follows him and €xpounds his ideas on this chapter, faj] to mention
that Maimonides explicitly makes this identity of mechanistic cause and
ultimate teleogical purpose in Part I, Chapter 69,

There Maimonides argues that just as ip the search for (mechanistic)
causes we go back in a recessive series until we come to the Uncaused Causer,
S0 with regard to Purpose: every object has a purpose, and that purpose
a further purpose, until we reach the end of the teleological line: the last
purpose, which is the execution of the wil] of God—or His wisdom, both
bcing not separate from His essence, “Consequentiy, [God] is the ultimate
end of everything” (Guide, 1: 69).

A problem is raised by Maimonides’ remarks in II7: 25 Here he appar-
ently drops his previous argument in favor of an immanent relog or an
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Postscript

Our thesis has been subject to criticism by Rabbi Louis Jacobs (4 Jewish Theology, New York:
Behrman House, 1973) pp. 103 — 107, to whom I am grateful for the close attention he paid to
this essay after it first appeared. The Kabbalah, Rabbi Jacobs argues, holds that every act of man
has cosmic significance, and that man is the bodily expression here on earth of the heavenly
realities, and thus the halakhic act enables the divine effluence to flow through all of creation.
Therefore, if there are sentient, moral beings elsewhere in the universe, “the whole Kabbalistic

system is rendered null and void.”

Now while it is true that Kabbalah invests the performance of the mitzvot with cosmic
significance, this does not necessarily cause the whole Kabbalistic system to collapse, as Jacob
would have it. First, there may, after all, be no sentient creatures “out there,” in which case there
is no problem. The Kabbalist can still extend the significance of humans onto a cosmic scale.
Further, if indeed there are moral, sentient creatures elsewhere, and if they have a Torah—any
form of divine revelation—then they too can influence the destiny of all the worlds. The planets
need not be in competition with each other... The “modern” Kabbalist can maintain that all
sentient, moral creatures any place in the universe may impel the divine grace throughout the
entire cosmos. We earthlings have no monopoly on God’s attention. Finally, there is nothing
wrong with utilizing some Kabbalistic insights while ignoring or rejecting other, even important,
sections of the Kabbalah. My purpose in this essay is not to advocate or expound or expatiate on
the Kabbalah as such, but to use some of its fascinating insights in different contexts.

Jacobs further disputes my interpretation of R. Hayyim because he was a Kabbalist who accepted
the doctrine of man’s influence on a cosmic scale. Here too my response is that this essay is not a
dissertation on R. Hayyim, but an attempt to use some of his theology without necessarily
committing myself to all he has to say.

Finally, Jacobs is disturbed by the possibility that non-human inhabitants of some distant planet
have no Torah, and along with that the probability that our Torah has no meaning for them.
Presumably this puts the validity of our Torah under a question mark. But this is not so, and it
does not impact my argument in the least. There are, I feel quite certain, many inhabitants of our
own modest planet who are either unacquainted with Torah, or reject it, or feel it is irrelevant to
them. This in no way vitiates the truth of Torah. Moreover, if there are such non-human
intelligent creatures elsewhere, it is quite possible that God revealed Himself to them in a totally
different and unimaginable way. Indeed, the Kabbalah itself speaks of different Torahs, all more
spiritual than ours, that exist in the three more spiritually refined worlds posited by the
Kabbalists. Here again, without committing myself to the doctrine of the Four Worlds (ours - the
world of Asiyah -- and the three superior ones preceding it), it is of considerable interest that
Kabbalists intuited the possibility of other Torahs, all “out of this world.” What is important is
that we find authentic Jewish sources that speak of different Torahs for different worlds. If that
turns out to be the case, I am sure that our successors will in some far-off millennium be glad to
invite the extraterrestrial Rosh Hayeshivah to deliver a sheur to Talmudically proficient
earthlings—on any subject of any Torah...
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25. Prof. Harry A. Wolfson, in his Philo, maintains that Philo notwith-
standing, the Jewish tradition holds that simultaneously with our world, God
created thousands of other worlds. Wolfson further asserts that, if not for
other complications, Saadia, too, would accept the plurality of worlds. See

, Chapter IV, n. 25.

26. Cf. Abraham Lifschutz, “Ha-adam Ba-mahshavah ha-Yisraelit ha-Datit,”
in Sinai, Vol. LV, No. 1-2 (Nisan-Iyyar 1964), pp. 56-64.

27. Marvin Fox, “Religion and Human Nature in the Philosophy of David
Hume,” in Process and Divinity: The Hartshorne Festschrift, 1llinois Freemen
Open Court Publishing Company (Illinois: 1964).

28. For a report on an unorthodox view of man’'s uniqueness by a contem-
porary biologist, see Marjorie Green, “Portmann’s Thought,” in Commentary
(November 1965) and, in the same issue, “The Special Position of Man,” by
Adolf Portmann himself.

29. Viktor E. Frankl, Man's Search for Meaning: An Introduction to
Logotherapy, Washington Square Press (New York: 1964), p. 154.

30. Alfred North Whitehead, The Function of Reason, Princeton University
Press (1929).

31. The formulation of the first of Maimonides’ Thirteen Principles as
found in the Prayer Book, “I firmly believe that the Creator . . . creates and
rules over all created beings, 1732% X7, and that He alone has made, does
make, and ever will make things,” would appear to contradict our assertion.
However, two things must be borne in mind. First, I am referring to the
absence of any disturbance in the rest of the dogmatic structure of Judaism
were God’s exclusive creatorship denied. Second, the version of the First
Principle that appears in the Prayer Book is not authentic. It is a conden-
sation of the much fuller original source, in Maimonides’ Commentary on the
Mishnah, Introduction to Chapter X of Sanhedrin. There one finds no mention
of God as the exclusive Creator of all creatures. Similarly, the poetic sum-
mation of the Principles in the Yigdal does not mention it. Neither is there
any reference to it in the third chapter of Hil. Teshuvah where Maimonides
presents the negatives of the thirteen ikkarim, i.e., the classification of heretics.

32. Avot 3:1.

33. Cf. Nahmanides to Gen. 1:1. R. Hayyim of Volozhin similarly defines
the mystical worlds of beriah and yetzirah, in which God’s creative power
unfolds, as yesh me’ayin and yesh me’yesh; cf. Nefesh ha-Hayyim 1:13, 2nd
~gloss. See e, chap. VI. .

34. Thus R. Joseph Kimhi, cited by Nahmanides (to Gen. 1:26), explains
e-plural in the words “Let us make a man in our image, etc.” (Gen. 1:26);
i.e., here God-addresses _the_earth, indicating the special quality of man as a
«._compound of the strictly physical and spiritual-"See-trjism, chap. VI.
.35. See the letter mentioned above, n. 23.
This may well be the meaning of the Tree of “Knowledge” from the fruit
, as the serpent told Eve, “You will be like God knowing good and
evil.” In the Hebrew the word may mean not only knowing, in the passive
cognitive sense, but also informing or establishing knowledge in the active
sense. This iss\the meaning Maimonides (Guide, 3:24) gives to the verse in
Gen. 22:12—ki ata<yadati, “for now have I made known,” etc. This answers
the question posed by-Maimonides in Guide 1:2. The transgression of Adam,
therefore, lay in his usurpiq&tfle divine prerogative of setting the moral abso-
lutes.
37. See the thoughtful analys'}of\the Cain and Abel story by Israel Eldad
in his Hegyonot Ha-mikra. Also see infPi, chap. VL.

38. Reported in detail in Christianity Today, June 20, 1965.
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CHAPTER VI

ECOLOGY IN JEWISH LAW
AND THEOLOGY®

THE NEW AWARENESS

The uprecedented growth of science and technology which
has become one of the chief characteristics of Western civiliza-
tion, is today the subject of profound and trenchant criticism.
The very success of technology threatens to become its undoing.
Students of ecology now alarm us to the dangers that an un-
restrained technology pose for the delicate balance of nature
on which the survival of the biosphere depends. Ever since
the publication of Rachel Carson’s The Silent Spring, the
public has become more and more concerned about the possible
consequences of man’s unthinking interference in and disruption
of the natural processes which make life possible on earth.
Polluted air, dirty water, littered landscape, an environment
contaminated with impurities from radioactive strontium to
waste detergents—all of these place in jeopardy not only the
quality of life, but the very survival of many or all species,
including the human. Sheer necessity has caused ecology to
emerge from its ivory tower of pure science to pronounce a great
moral imperative incumbent upon all mankind—to curb its
arrogant and mindless devastation of nature.,

The case for the ecological movement is obvious and beyond
dispute. ‘One point, of the many cogent ones made in the
growing literature on the subject, is worth repeating here.
René Dubos has reminded us that we still know precious
little about pollution. Seventy percent of all the precipitate
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independent of later writing, whether by me or by others, and its major points have,
withstood the test of the past thirty years.
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in urban air are still unidentifiedands=twenty=to-
sdav=below-4he age-of-three
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wal undoubtedly show varying signs of chronic and permanent
| malfunction. Man is clever enough to conquer nature—and
b/ 8 upid enough to wreck it and thereby destroy himself.

The Theologians’ Masochism

Unfortunately, the ecology issue has itself inspired a new
pollution problem—a fall-out of silliness in the theological
environment. It has now become almost a dogma of the avant-
Xy garde cognoscenti, who only a short while ago were telling us
- that the Bible is an impediment to the search for knowledge
- and the advancement of science, that the cultural provenance
of man’s technological rapaciousness and extravagant exploita-
tion of nature is the Biblical mandate to man to “subdue” the
- carth. Ecclesiastical endorsement has been granted to this ac-
SR —cusation, in an altogether predictable theological conference on

b the subjecyy \"Under_the—esisp—tidle—afaa symposium on “The
* Theology of Survival,” a group of Protestant clergymen met
' at the School of Theology in Claremont, California, and
. “virtually all of the scholars agreed that the traditional Chris-
. tian attitude toward nature had given sanction to exploitation
of the environment by science and technology and thus con-
© tributed to air and water pollution, overpopulation, and other |
‘."Lfécologica] threats.”* In truth, such public theological self- |
© flagellation should occasion no surprise. After experiencing the
. convulsions of Radical Theology in the 1960’s and the attempt
. t0 write the obituary for the Deity and debunk His best seller,
_':there is nothing particularly startling about His deputies an.d
| interpreters asserting in the 1970’s that religion (and in this
. context “Christianity” is intended to be synonymous with
Judaism, since the culprit is identified as the Bible and the
. “Judaeo-Christian tradition”) is responsible for our dirty
"ﬁlanet, and that the solution requires another one of thoseé
. “major modifications” of current religious values. Such ex-
¢ hibitions of moral masochism have, regretfully, become com-
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ference. Perhaps never before have tHese laws been as mean-
ingful as in our times when the ecoldgy of the entire planet is
in such danger, when entire species i i
tien; when man has become capable of “ecocide.”

Interestingly, one of the major Biblical sources of the laws
forbidding such intermingling of species is immediately pre-
ceded by the famous commandment, “Thou shalt love thy
neighbor as thyself.”* Reverence for the integrity of
is common to both laws. Respect for the wholeness of
man’s autonomy must lead to respect for the wholenes
the Creator’s works, mute nature included. This autonomy
of nature is known in rabbinic literature as sidrei bereshit,
the “orders of creation.” The rabbinic attitude to these “orders
of creation” is manifest in the following passage:

Our Rabbis taught: once there was a man whose wife
died and left him with a nursing child. He had no money
to pay a wet-nurse. A miracle happened, and he de-
veloped two breasts like a woman and he nursed his child.
Said R. Joseph: “Come and see, how great is this man
that such a miracle should have been performed for him.”
Said Abaye to him: “On the contrary, how lowly is this
man that for his sake the orders of creation should have
been altered.”*

The “orders of creation” are the manifestations of the act
of creation, the juridical warrant for divine ownership of the
universe, and whosoever interferes with them is “a lowly
person.”

Thou Shalt Not Destroy

The Biblical norm which most directly addresses itself to
the ecological situation is that known as bal tashhit, “thou
shalt not destroy.” The passage reads:

When thou shalt besiege a city a long time, in making
war against it to take it, thou shalt not destroy the
trees thereof by wielding an axe against them; for thou
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chain of being. R. Isaac Luria taught that “even the most mute

objects, such as stones and dust and water, possess nefesh

(the lowest soul or spiritual dimension) and spiritual vi-

tality.”"!

From the above one might be led to conclude, although the
masters of Hasidism never did so explicitly, that Hasidism
attributes to nature the dimension of holiness. Moreover, once
the door has been opened to the theory that nature possesses
inherent sanctity, the next step follows: all of nature is uni-
formly holy, thus denying the pluralistic judgment of Halakhah
as to the hierarchy of holiness in the world—ten levels of
holiness, one higher than the other.”* Of course, there is a
fundamental difference between the halakhic category of ke-
dushah as applied to places (the Land of Israel, Jerusalem,
the Temple courtyard, the inner sanctum, etc.), and the im-
manentistic ascription of holiness to natural places and objects.
For the Halakhah, such holiness is not innate, a quality of
the object by virtue of its God-withinness, butSuperimposed’
on it by an external act of sanctification and, therefore, capable
:@Tf&nrarion. But the immanentistic view of the holiness
of nature, tending towards a sense of uniform sanctity, inclines
towards a displacement of the hierarchical structure as con-
ceived by the Halakhah. The danger inherent in such a
theology is obvious: the denial of the Halakhah which is
based on a value pluralism (ten levels of holiness, sacred
and profane, pure and impure, permitted and forbidden, guilty
and innocent, etc.) and the homogenization of all value distinc-
tions in an antinomian monism. And from here it is only
one short step to pantheism—and the common denominator of
pantheism and paganism is the ascription of divinity to nature.

As we mentioned above, Hasidic thinkers never came to such
strange and perilous conclusions which would have placed the
movement outside the pale of Judaism. There were some Mas-
kilim, Ephraim Deinard®* among them, who did indeed cate-
gorize Hasidism as pantheistic, but there is no doubt that
their conclusions are absurd and the result of dilettantism
instead of scholarship. The emphasis on the closeness of God
to man, His immanence, and hence the feeling of respect for

¥
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NOTES TO CHAPTER VI

1. The New York Times, May 1, 1970.

2. Gen. 1:29: “And God said: ‘Behold, I have given you every herb
yielding seed, which is upon the earth, and every tree in which is the fruit
of a tree yielding seed—to you shall it be for food.’”

3. Ibid., 9:2-6.

4. 1bid., 3:15-19.

5. 1bid., 4:12.

6. Ibid., 6:11-12. Alternatively, the last phrase may be translated “T will
destroy them from the earth” (see Rashi ad loc.), both implying the reciprocity
between man and nature.

7. Isa. 11:6-9.

8. Exod. 23:29-30, and see Deut. 7:22 and 11 Kings 17:25.

9. See Deut. 23:13-15. This has been brou
by Mr. Eric Freudenstein, since published in

y not be deposited,
$ not set up, within the same distance of the city.
he Halakhah's insights into the nature of S
rest, see Chapter VII; on the Kabbalistic conception of the Sabbath, see
Chapter II.

11. Tamid, end.

12. Lev. 19:19. The verse begins with the admonition, “Ye shall keep
hukotai, My laws,” upon which the Talmud (Kid. 39a) comments: “Laws
which I have legislated in My world,” implying that these laws protect the
integrity of the world. See Ramban and Seforno, ad loc., and commentaries
of Chief Rabbi i
Noahides as well as Israelites—grafting branches of diverse species, and
interbreeding livestock. The kilayim of garments, seeds, and vineyard are
forbidden only to Israelites. Sanh. 56b; Maimonides, Hil. Melakhim 10:6.

13. Lev. 19:18.

14. Shabbar 53b.

15. Deut. 20:19, 20.

16. Sefer Ha-hinnukh, No. 529.

17. R. Yaakov Zvi Meklenburg, Ha-Ketay Ve’ha-Kabbalah to Deut. 20:19.
He interprets the phrase ki ha-adam etz ha-sadeh, etc., not as above (“For is
the tree of the field man that it should be besieged of thee?”), but as:“For as
man, so is the tree of the field when it is besieged of thee,” i.e,, just as the
énemy who has surrendered and is willing to pay tribute must not be
destroyed, so the fruit tree which gives you tribute (fruit) must not be cut
down.

- II Chron. 32:2-4,30.

- Pes. 56a. See Rashi ad loc.

- IT Kings 3:17-20.

. Commentary to the Mishnah, Introd. to Seder Zera'im.

. Shabbat 77b.

. B.B. 26a; BK. 96b; Mak. 22a; Maimonides, Hil. Melakhim 6:8.

. Loc. cit., 9.

- Commentary to B.K. 91b.

- Commentary on the Torah, to Deut. 20:20; supplement to Commentary
on Maimonides’ Sefer Ha-mitzvot, Pos. Com. #6.
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27. Indeed, Nahmanides (ibid.) appears to permit this too, considering it
necessary destruction and hence justifiable; the prohibition is limited to
unnecessary and pointless devastation.

28. Sifre to Deut. 20:19. Maimonides, loc. cit.

29. Maimonides, loc. cit., 10. Apparently this passage implies that de-
struction of material other than fruit trees entails a rabbinic violation, and
so did most commentators read Maimonides. Earlier, however, in his Sefer
ha-Mitzvot, Maimonides held that other objects were equally included in the
Biblical proscription. Others, too, hold that all objects are included in the
Biblical commandment; so SeMaG, Sefer Yere'im, and apparently Sefer
Ha-hinnukh. Minhat Hinnukh, however, reads this passage in Maimonides to
mean that all objects are covered by the Biblical prohibition, but whereas
the destruction of fruit trees takes flogging as a Biblically prescribed
penalty, because it is explicit, the ruining of other objects is forbidden by
Biblical law, but no punishment declared for it. Such punishment (flogging)
is, however, ordained by rabbinic decree.

30. See Hullin 7b; Tos B.K. 115b, s.v. ve’lo yashkeh; Sh. A. Harav, Hil.
Shemirat Guf Va'nefesh 14.

31. B.K. 91b; Maimonides, loc. cit. .

32. B.K. 92a; Tzemah Tzeddek, cited in Pahad Yitzhak on Bal Tashbhit.

33. Turei Zahav to SH.A.Y.D. 116:6.

34. Responsa Havot Yair, no. 195.

35.. Shabbat 140b. The reason given is not the usual one, namely, that
danger to life cancels out most other obligations. Such a rationale would
limit the dispensation to severe illness entailing danger to life. Rather, the
Talmud reasons that bal tashhit applies to one’s body as well as to one’s
possessions, indeed more so, and, therefore, it is preferable to harm a tree
than one’s health. This reasoning is not limited to critical illness.

36. Yevamot 44a.

37. 1bid. Cf. SeMaG, Neg. Com. 229.

, n. 16.
. Ibid. The source for this is B.B. 25b., Cf. Maimonides, loc. cit. 6:9.
, n. 28.

41. Hazon Ish to Maimonides, Hil. Melakhim 6:8.

42. Sh. A. Harav, loc. cit. However, a problem is posed by the com-
mentary of R. Asher to Middot 1:2 (and Tamid, chap. I, end) who says
that destruction of property countenanced by the law for disciplinary purposes
is not in violation of bal tashhit because of the principle that-the courts declare
such property ownerless (hefker bet din hefker). This implies the reverse of
the ruling of Sh. 4. Harav. But see Responsa Noda Bi'Yehudah, II, Y.D. 10;
and appendix to Responsa Devar Avraham, Part I.

43. B.K. 92b.

44, B.K. 89a.

45. Exod. 25.

46. Exod. R., 35.

47. Supra, n. 33.

48 Se/gg,l_iaxidim, Tzavaot R. Yehudah He-hasid, 45, and gloss of R.

* Reuven Margoliot. .
49. Cited in The New York Times report, ,n. 1.

50. Isa. 6:3.

51. Cited in R. Shneour Zalman's Shaar ha-Yihud ve’ha-Emunah, chap. I.
Cf. R. Shneour Zalman’s teaching of divine immanence by equating the
numerical value of the divine Name Elohim to ha-teva, nature (loc. cit.).

52. Mishnah, Kelim 1:6.

! 3 59. M. Tanhuma, Tazria.
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~peoplel “Leisure is part of man’s ultimate concern. It is a cru-

cial pafrt of the very search for meaning in life, inasmuch as
the social malaise of our time has been diagnosed as anxiety
and boredom, alienation and meaninglessness.” But whether
Or not we consider leisure as a theological problem per se, cer-
tainly the profound changes it can cause in man’s outlook and
disposition represent . a challenge to religion and require that
guidance be provided in adjusting to the changing economic
conditions and social patterns. In short, it is desirable that
efforts be undertaken to develop a Jewish ethic of leisure.

A Leisure Explosion?

Before proceeding any further, it is best to clarify thé em-
pirical situation: is there indeed a sudden excess of isure
SO as to raise serious problems for us? On the face of it/ there
certainly is a leisure explosion. President John F. K nnedy
announced at the beginning of the seventh decade of - cen-
tury that the major domestic challenge of the 60’s would be
that of automation, and he included in it not only the economic
problems raised by the subsequent unemployment and need for
retraining, but also the deeper and subtler problem of the
utilization of this new-found leisure. Towards the end of that
decade, the Southern California Research Council predicted
that by 1985 the typical worker in the United States will have
the choice of a 25-week vacation, retirement at age 38, or a 22-
hour workweek—a truly frightening situation for the typical
American who spends Sunday morning at church praying for
eternity and the same rainy afternoon is at his wits’ end because
he cannot attend or watch the ball game on TV and has no
idea what to do with his time!

Yet a caveat sheuld be inserted here. Despite what has been
said above; so richly supported by popular wisdom, not all
experts. agree that the situation is so happy as to constitute a
threat. In a research study sponsored by the Twentieth Cen-

'

/tury Fund, it was found that, the unemployed and part-time

worker aside, the typical American is working only a few
hours, if any, less than his counterpart worked a hundred years
ago. Moonlighting, travel to and from the job, making neces-
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sary home repairs, etc., leave almost as little time for fu]l ]eisvrlre
as a century ago. The conclusion is that “the more t1me-§avnlgs
machinery there is, the more pressed a person is for tlme.'
(Actually, the paradox is not a new one. .John Stuar’t Mill
noticed the failure of “labor-saving devices” in the 1860.5, and
so did Samuel Butler.)* Amdﬁm:&-mﬂ&)gj'n a lgadmg ar-
ticle in a prestigious business journal, one writer ]a.ld to .rest
all the predictions as to the sudden abundance 'of lelsu're time
in the forseeable future. The United States will continue to
have a “scarcity” economy, and “the prospect pf greatly reduc-
ing the hours on life’s treadmills remains r?othlng more than a
prospect.” The more time we save in making goods, the m.ore
time we spend in providing services. Hence, “for a long t@
we’ll probably have to work as hard as ever.” — '
Nevertheless, all this having been noted, there is little doubt
that we do have sufficient leisure around to warrant our atten-
tion and concern, whether more or less than in the past, and
whether or not more can be expected in the future. The problem
may not get worse, but it is bad enough. Furlherrpo.re,
leisure is not an affliction peculiar to “affluent” societies
alone. The distinction between work and leisure as tv‘vo
separate states appears to be universal. The Dutch linguist
Huizinga has observed, in his Homo Ludens, that every language
he had examined had a different word for work and a different
one for play, the distinction thus pointing to something inm%te
rather than socially acquired and conditioned. Furthermore, while
the full-time workingman may have little significantly increased
leisure time, there has been a redistribution of available time that
has served to create a special problem for those least capablé of
solving it. Free time goes increasingly to those with the least re-
sources to enjoy it: the worker suddenly laid off, with no money
to enjoy his new free time, and early retirement at a time of in-
creasing longevity, or longer vacations for those whose educa-
tional backgrounds have not prepared them for a life of cul-
tivation of the mird. At the same time, those best equipped
1o use leisure creatively—scholars, thinkers, the managers of
wealth, etc.—are the ones who teday work long hours.® There

PAGE 188. end-of paragraph2~= While that forecast has proven quite prcmat.urc(,i (;gst;)i:g *l‘ :
g [ ' - od disturbing B ==
intervening dawn of the information and electronic age, the problem has remaine 3 §
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even four decades later.
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is a real element of tragedy in the otherwise comical situation
described by Robert Browning:

When a man’s busy, why, leisure
Strikes him as wonderful pleasure;
’Faith, and at leisure once is he?
Straightway, he wants to be busy.

Leisure has become for us, and possibly has in some measure
always been, a source of anxiety and worry.

Leisure as a Problem

The problem of leisure is of crucial importance for our
society. Historians have hinted ominously at the relation be-
tween the fate of a civilization and the way its members use or
abuse their leisure. It might seem frivolous to suggest that, for
instance, the future of Western civilization hinges on the success
of the bowlimg imewstry. Yet it is quite reasonable to assume
that the vigor and toughness of a nation is displayed in its

choice of leisure activity, which is more descriptive of its inner
character than work, for the character of its work may be dic-
tated by necessity rather than by choice. The communal uses
of leisure may well make or break a culture, revealing its inner
moral worth and determining its cultural growth or decline
for a long time to come.

The notion that a man’s true character is revealed in his
disposition of his “play” time is anticipated in the Talmud’
which tells us that a man’s character can be tested in three
ways: be’kiso, be'koso, u've’kaaso, by his pocket—is he a
miser or is he a spendthrift? by his cup—how does he respond
to the temptation of alcoholic excesses? and by his temper—
can he control himself in the presence of provocation? These
three provide a guide to what kind of person a man is. But
there is a fourth test according to some, a fourth index of
character or personality: af be’sahako, also by his “play”—
how does he use his leisure? That will reveal the essential
quality of a man. _

Our major problem is that boredom—the concession of
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awesome. If these predictions, indeed, become a reality in the
next few yaaes, as they show aueé promise of doing, what in
heaven’s name will our people do with all that spare time?
Cultivate the soul and mind? Or dull their brains and fill
their cranial cavities with that ceaseless flow of tripe and terror
that issues from television and other channels of mass com-
munication? Or, worse yet, will they seek the cheap thrills of
social, moral, and legal delinquency?

WORK AND REST

e
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Now, one cannot speak of the Jewish view of leisure. The
situation has simply never presented itself in just those terms
to allow the most authoritative expositors of Judaism to pro-
nounce on it and allow a consensus—or several of them—to
develop. What we must do is refer to the sources and make a
modest attempt at adumbrating the outline of @ Jewish ethic
of leisure. There is no suggestion here of thoroughness in ex-
amining these sources, merely a gathering of some major
passages and opinions and an attempt to organize them co-
herently and make explicit some of the values which have not
heretofore been brought out into the open.

It is well known that the Rabbis of the Talmud did not dis-
dain manual labor. Indeed, most of them, if not all, were en-
gaged in various occupations in order to earn their livelihood:’
the rabbinate first emerged as a profession in the Middle Ages.
Yet work was looked upon as something necessary, not an
autonomous virtue. There are values that transcend that of
work, such as the study of Torah. R. Simeon b. Yohai ex-
posed an apparent contradiction between two Scriptural verses.
In Deuteronomy (11:14) we read that we are to gather in our
corn and oil and wine, implying that we are to do the work. In
Isaiah (61:5) the promise is given to the “mourners of Zion”
that strangers will tend their flocks and foreigners till their
soil. ' How do we resolve the contradiction? The verse in
Isaiah refers to the times the Israelites perform the will of
God, the one in Deuteronomy to when they fail to perform His
will.'®  Work is thus a necessity, not a blessing."*

But, to skip a whole period of history, the desire for leisure

‘——,,
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the Septuagint.’® One of the changes agreed to independently
by each of the seventy translators concerned the verse: “...on
the seventh day God finished His work which He made; and
He rested on the seventh day.”® If God finished His work
on the seventh day, that implies that He worked into the Sab-
bath day. Hence, to avoid this error, they translated, “...
on the sixth day God finished His work ...” Now, this may
serve to clarify the problem in Greek; what, however, of the
original Hebrew? The Rabbis answer with a parable which &\ ok
indicates that the culmination of all creation was created on
the Sabbath day: menuhah, rest.”* Obviously the definition of
“rest” or leisure is not mere passivity or time off, simple re-
laxation, but something far more significant and novel, some-
thing which requires creation and which itself is the culmina-
tion of all previous creations.

This the Greeks did not understand. The pagan mentality
could not grasp that menuhah has positive content. Even
Hellenistic Jews were misled as to this interpretation of menuhat
Shabbat. They understood the Sabbath as an opportunity to
refresh oneself the better to be able to work the next six days—
almost a capitalistic dispensation: I will let you take one day
off, but get a good rest so that you can produce more the
following week.

Leisure as the Purpose of Creation

However, the authentic Jewish view is not that the Sabbath
was created for the six days, thus reducing menuhah to the
character of a vacation, but that the six days were created for
the sake of the Sabbath; that, as indicated, the menuhah was
itself the apex of the order of creation. The point is corrobo-
rated by Don Isaac Abravanel, the great Spanish exegete and
thinker, in his commentary on the very first word of the second
chapter of Genesis. We read, Va-yekhulu ha-shamayim ve'ha-
aretz, “the heaven and the earth were finished.” Va-yekhulu
is translated as “finished.” But that is not its only meaning.
Va-yekhulu also comes from the word takhlit or “purpose.”
In English, as in Latin and Greek, the same double meaning
occurs. Thus the word “end” has two meanings: conclusion
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hibition of labor, implies the cessation of our activities imposed
by us as creative personalities upon the natural world. But
authentic menuhah requires that on the Sabbath we direct these
creative changes not onto nature but onto ourselves, spiritually
and intellectually. Menuhah is not a suspension, for one day
of the week, of our creative energies, but a refocusing of our
creative talents upon ourselves. The difference between the
prohibited melakhah and the recommended menuhah lies not
in the fact of creativity, but in the object of one’s creative
powers: oneself or one’s environment, the inner world or the
outer world.

Hence, menuhah is now seen as religiously enforced leisure,
a model for all leisure activity, defining leisure, optimally, as
creativity turned in on oneself.

The Misuse of Leisure

With the above in mind, we may now turn to an analysis
of the forms of leisure, in the hope that this classification will
offer us the beginnings of a more detailed Jewish ethic of lei-
sure. In Hebrew we find not one but three terms for leisure,
each of which has a different value and different signification
within the context of menuhah.

The first of these is sehok, or play. This term is frequently
used in rabbinic literature as a euphemism for the three car-
dinal crimes: unchastity, idolatry, even murder, in the sense
of tormenting a victim. Sehok is the misuse of leisure. It in-
dicates a debilitating kind of idleness, a useless and-degénerate -
play. So, when two English researchers reséftly discovered that
the chief diversion of young English people is increased sexual
itineracy,** they confirmed what the Jewish Sages warned of
many centuries ago. “Sehok is primarily sexual immorality,”
said the Rabbis.” The exact definition of sehok was a matter
of dispute between two first-century Sages, R. Eliezer and R.
Simeon b. Gamaliel.** The problem concerned the enforced
idleness (batalah) of a housewife, either because of an abun-
dance of servants, or because her husband vowed not to benefit
from her personal labors. Both Rabbis agreed that the situa-
tion was intolerable. R. Eliezer maintained that even if she
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nature, with so¢iety, with business, man is permitted self-expres-
sion. His real {'self” comes to the fore. He does not have to
be busy taking notes or selling or buying or fighting. By
means of shevitgh on his Sabbath day of “rest,” he can start
-expressing the-#set self that lies within. Shevitah is thus the
use of leisure to restore one’s individuality in all its integrity.
By pulling out of the routine of weekday involvement, I con-
front myself in order to find out who I am. Leisure helps me
resolve my “identity crisis.” By getting away from my normal
activities, which harness me into the measured responses of a
Pavlovian, completely deterministic way of acting during the
week, my inner, original ego emerges; I can rediscover myself
when I am taken out of the matrix of these challenges and the
responses which are expected of me. In this sense, shevitah
exploits the limits of my character and my potentialities

we shall see shortly, it exploits them but it cannot
them.) It is the desirable result of available time not

in sehok. ,

In practical terms, leisure is a time for games. Leisure refers
not only to zime, but also to the nature of the activity.** You
can drive a car and it is part of your work, because you are a
cabdriver; but you can drive and consider it leisure. You can
just think and regard that as work, if you are a professor or
a student; but you can also think and feel it is a delight and
a joy—whether you are a taxi driver in the one case or an in-
tellectual in the other. Leisure is a game activity in the high-
est sense. We place a person in a new environment, in new con-
ditions, allow him to bring out unsuspected skills that were
heretofore latent in him, to express himself in new ways, whether
of esthetics or athletics or any other way to which he is un-
accustomed during the week.

Nofesh

From here we go to the next step, nofesh. Nofesh is more
than self-discovery, it is the use of leisure for self-transforma-
tion. Paradoxically, it is in a sense more passive than.shevitah.
Instead of activity for the purpose of self-expression, it may
require a certain kind of personal, inner silence in which you
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make yourself available for a higher impression. 1t is the in-
corporation of the transcendent rather than the articulation of
the immanent. You try to respond to something that comes
from without, from above. Nofesh means not to fulfill your-
self but to go outside yourself, to rise beyond yourself; not to
discover your identity, but rather to create a new and a better
identity. Nofesh requires of us that we take our creative tal-
énts, which during the week are applied to impersonal nature
~ or unengaged society, and now turn them inwards and create
a new, real self. This is the inner and deeper meaning of menu-
hah: it is re-creation, not relaxation.

Tradition speaks of an interesting phenomenon concerning
the Sabbath. During the week everyone has a neshamah, a
soul. But on Shabbat we receive a neshamah yeterah, an
“additional soul:”—THTs : t i ~k1
undeveloped facet of persbnality, a spiritual dimension, of
which we remain unaware in the normal course of events. On
Shabbat (in the nofesh sense of a menuhah) we are given the
time to enrich ourselves by developing or creating this spiritual
dimension. Hence, whereas shevitah implies the development
of a latent, preexistent talent, nofesh means the creation of a
novelty within the personality, bringing in something new,
transforming the self by growing into a neshamah yeterah.

The question is: how is this done? The act of shevitah, of
expressing oneself, is something in which social workers are
expert. The more difficult challenge is: how do you transcend
yourself, how do you effect nofesh?

Doing Nothing

Perhaps the first answer should be: do nothing. By simply
removing the distractions and the obsession with work which
chokes off creativity during the week, man’s innate propensity
for self-creativity may come to express itself quite naturally.
When Alexander the Great asked Diogenes whether he could
- do anything for him, the famed philosopher replied, “Just
stand out of my light.” And Hasidim of the great R. Nahman
of Bratzlav used to set aside an hour a day known as the
Dead Hour, in which al] business would be set asid nothing
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structured Apermitted, allow the ressed soul to come to
the fore; dead to the worl nd alive to oneself. Shevitah
itself may lead quite effortlessly, at least with some people, to
a nofesh-use of menuhah. Perhaps some day we shall know
how to heighten creativity. Until then, one of the best things
we can do for creative men and women is to “stand out of
their light.”**

The Study of Torah

Second, and more important, Judaism provides its classical
answer to the ideal nofesh-utilization of leisure time. It is the
intellectual way: the study of Torah. “The Sabbaths were
given to Israel in order that they might study Torah.”* The
Sabbath, both as a specific day and as the model for an ethic
of leisure, is the occasion for study.

The ancient Greeks regarded the use of leisure for contempla-
tion as a central element in their culture. The Greek word for
leisure, schole, is the origin (via the Latin schola) of our word
“school.” In the period of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, the
idea of leisure meant being engaged in something desirable for
its own sake—the composition of music or poetry, conversa-
tion—and above all it meant the exercise of the speculative
faculty and the cultivation of the mind. Contemplation was
for Plato and Aristotle the way to truth, and the via contempla-
tiva was therefore cherished more than the via activa.

Modern civilization, however, is too action-oriented to adopt
the peripatetic ethic as a way of life for leisure expression.**
Study is more active than contemplation as such, and hence
more accessible to it. (Nevertheless, we must not underestimate
the value of leisure for education, not only as simply available
time, but as a necessary component of the educational process.
Scott Buchanan has pointed out that Socrates was not only a
noisy questioner, but a great brooder. “This is a good descrip-
tion of teaching: brooding, almost in the literal sense, the way
a hen broods over her chickens.”)®

More importént, intellectual development has never been
enough for the Jew; it must be informed with moral purpose.
Such moral-oriented study is what is meant by talmud torah.*®




—

206 NORY AMM

For the Jewish tradition] the study of the Torah is the
highest value; it outweighs alllother commandments.*” The moral
quality of Torah study is indirgct. One need not study only with
the specific intention of knowing how to practice, although

Meatiuns one mus_t never study with the-dea that he will not carry it out
7 in practice.”® It is a most unusull idea in the history of re-
ligion; an entire people is commanded to study not. only
so that they may know what to believe or how to observe, not
only so that they may survive and perpetuate themselves, but
because study itself has an innate value, because it is by itself
the supreme value for which other things are propaedeutic, only
means leading to this end. Torah is thus, primarily, an in-
tellectual activity, but one informed with moral purpose and
infused with religious meaning. So important is' thé¢ study of
Torah that one scholar of the second century, R. Ishmael,
explains, that only because the Bible explicitly tells us: *. .. if
ye shall hearken diligently unto My commandments . . . I will
give the rain of your land in its season ... that thou mayest
gather in thy corn and thy wine and thine oil,”** are we
permitted to work during the week. If not for this verse, a man
would never be permitted to work, to “gather in” his “corn and
wine and oil.” Why not? Because he would be obliged to do
only one thing all his life, namely: to study Torah, “to medi-
tate in it by day and by night.”*° For Jews, the study of Torah
is not something you do when you take time out of your
“normal” activity. Rather, what we are wont to call our
“normal” activity is the time that we take off, legitimately or
illegitimately, from what normative Judaism considers our
major activity, the study of Torah. That is why the Talmud
speaks of the need for a special dispensation to engage in
work other than Torah.

Constancy of Study

Study was considered not a dispensable virtue, but one that
if one fails to do it, one is guilty. Bittul Torah, the neglect
of study, when circumstances allow for study to take place, is
a cardinal sin. Thus the Rabbis taught that one ought not
engage in frivolous conversation with a woman lest such@\g
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flirtation lead him to neglect his studies, and this will cause
him “to inherit Gehinnom.”™' For this reason the Halakhah
regards man’s normal state that of preoccupation in the study
of Torah; every other activity is a temporary distraction. Thus,
although every other blessing pronounced over the performance
of a commandment must be followed immediately by the act
of mitzvah so that, if one is interrupted between blessing and
performance with some profane activity it must be recited again,
this does not hold true for the blessings recited in the morning
over the study of Torah.*” The commandment to study Torah
is thus total, it applies to all times and takes precedence over
all other activities.** This general principle is expressed pro-
grammatically by Maimonides** who divides the day into twelve
hours—three for working and nine for studying. This idea
may appear unusual to moderns because of its time allotment,
but it is an illustration of the fact that there is in Torah enough
material to occupy a man’s mind for a full lifetime, and that
Judaism sees Torah study as the Jew’s major occupation. And
because it is also a mitzvah, or morally-infused intellectual labor,
it is more than innately worthless, time-filling “plowing of
parched fields,” a sort of “make-work” scheme for idle mind
t the kind of pursuit which can change a man’s life and

redefine for him, progressively, his place in the universe and his
relations with his God. , %ﬁ‘;ﬂm\/‘ and
— Hence we must attempt to find leisure expre y

in the standard ways to which we are normally accustomed/
» \_Lh.LcLugh\iar:es, skills, aesthetics, art, song, choreography“—

although “thés” too must never be overlooked, for thie—# legiti-
mate as the shevitah aspect of menuhah. Indeed, simple relaxa-
tion can have religious significance. Maimonides*® tells us that
upon arising each morning a man “must know before whom he

lies.” But we must progress beyond this and find an outlet in
the most creative activity known to Israel, namely, study.

ETHIC OF LEISURE

Leisurely Study

Now when I say that nofesh requires that we use leisure
for Jewish learning, I do not mean necessarily scholarship of
the professional kind, or the kind of education our children

v—CO/
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We mentioned earlier that the same activity can be of the nature
of work or that of a game. In the history of Jewish scholar-
ship, there is 3 long story of reaction during the last three
hundred years or SO against the Talmudic methodology called
pilpul, subtle dialectics (pejoratively called “hair-sp]itting"),

of the earth and build difficult, abstract, and abstruse con-
ceptual structures. Those who opposed pilpul believed in
straight and unéncumbered analysis. One would be hard put
to find anyone reckless enough to venture a defense, let alone
advocacy, of pilpul today. But in truth, pilpul has been un-
fairly maligned, for this s the way the intellect “plays,” the
way the mind indulges in its delightful games and exercises,

I am doing, but jf I go to the gym and I do the same kind of
exercise playing basketball, T enjoy it. Similarly, the mind can
think along straight analytic terms and it is part of its “work,”
but when it relaxes and spins off ideas in the stimulating
patterns of dialectic, it js a happy game, a leisure-tyﬁe.thinking.
Perhaps we have to rediscover that technique for our own
times, especially for the highest kind of leisure activity, nofesh.

CONCLUSION

essence of the Messianic vision:

The Sages and Prophets did not hope for the coming of
the Messiah in order that they might rule over the world,
or have dominion over the other nations, or that they

P g e e
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Mosad Harav Kook, p. 228,

24. Downtree and Lavers, in English Life and Leisure. “

25. Tanna de ’bei Eliyahu Rabbah, 13.

26. Ketubot 59b.

27. Ketubot 61b.

28. This definition of nofesh (see further in text) seems to be belied by
IT Samuel 16:14 where we are told of King David and his people arriving
weary: va-yinafesh sham, “and he rested there.” At first glance, the word as

here used has a purely physical connotation, as opposed to ayefim, tired. ke

e
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);% However, the verse must not be taken out of context: David’s sagging
I8 morale was a result of his pursuit by his son Absalom, and his humiliation
§ by Shimi. Va-yinafesh may then refer not so much to his physical fatigue
3 as to his psychological rehabilitation after suffering indignities. The re-
- ' maining verse where nofesh is used in verbal form is most enlightening. God

gave the Sabbath, the Torah teaches (Exodus 23:12), so that thy ox and
thy ass can yanuah (rest, from menuhah), and so that the son of thy maid-
servant and the stranger may ve'yinafesh. The concept of Sabbath-rest is
thus not the same for animal and for man. For animals the Sabbath
achieves, maximally, menuhah (of the form shevitah), the kind of “leisure”
that will free the animal from the enforced labor to which it is subjected by
its human masters, and allow it to exercise its own “individuality” which,
# in this case, means to graze, drink, breathe, and fulfill its other biological
functions without-interference. One cannot, of course, speak of development
and transformation with regard to an animal’s self or character. With regard
¥ to humans, however, the Torah changes its terms. The structure of the

'.::-‘a‘f ;_j»\l«.c-!_ s

& sentence is parallelistic, in keeping with Biblical literary style, but that does
b not diminish the significance of the specific words used by the Bible. The
“son of thy maid-servant and the stranger” may also experience, on a human

03 : .
% | IS level, menuhah (of shevitah). But Sabbath-rest, the archetype for leisure time,
A 4

has a more creative function for human beings: nofesh.

a, end of Chap. L.

30 See further on this. sspra, Chapter VI.

“Teisure 1s the state of being free of everyday necessity. . The man
in thls state is at leisure and whatever he does is done leisurely ’ —Sebasuan de
Grazia, in Of Time, Work, and Leisure.

32. John W. Gardner, No Easy Victories, Harper and Row (New York:
1968), p. 50.

33. J. T., Shab. 15:3.

34. See Graham C. Taylor, “Work and Leisure in the Age of Automation,”
in Main Currents in Modern Thought (May-June 1966), p. 118.

35. Embers of the World: Conversations wilh Scott Buchanan,. ed., Harris
Wofford, Jr., The Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions (Santa
; Barbara, California: 1970), p. 50.% Tevrah Lit
ik 36. See Chapters II1, VI, and VII of my

*
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_37, Peah 1:1.
38. , n. 35, and see below, Chap. VIII, on “Scholarship and Piety.”
. Deut. 11:13-14.

. Ber. 35b.

. Avot 1:5.

. Tos., s.v., she’kevar, Ber. 11b, and see Sh. A. O. H. 47, especially
Turei Zahav (8). R. Yair Bachrach (Responsa Havot Yair) considers the

earning of a livelihood as an indirect form of ‘“engaging” in Torah, since

it is a means of allowing study to continue; hence the verb la’asok, rather
than /i’lmod in the formula of the blessing.

43. See my article on the study of Torah in Hapardes, Vol. 28, No. 11.

44, Hil. Talmud Torah 1:12.

45. Guide for the Perplexed, 3:51.

. Hil. Melakhim,

12:4,5.
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CHAPTER V11T
SCHOLARSHIP AND/,‘ PIETY

tion is.” More significantly, it is against the u;ziversity itself, as
the symbol of American education, that much of youth rebel

T rejecty the antiseptic disinterestedness of much of the irrelevant
and pedantic academic exercises that substitute for scholarship.

ZAnd i repelled by that part of the academic community that

However, if pure scholarship is dismissed as irrelevant, and
industry or defense work is a case of “selling out,” must the yni.-
versity necessarily commit its scholarly resources to those social
and political causes Which—the. most radical and vocal Students
demand?
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NOTES TO CHAPTER VIII

o Eh:l’;fzhv]ll..l, and elsewhere throughout the entire literature. See supra, end
- 1 A{e/esh ha-l_i.ayyim (hereinafter: NH) 4:10.
i. S—}';f? c(led. Fncdmgn) Ekev, _48; Avot 6:1; Nedarim 62a, etc.
tion.cd - ﬁ‘-:umcnlauon for thls.asscrtion,. as well as the previously men-
) rah-concept of R. Hayym? and his definition of Torah lishmah, is
- th A more Flaboratc discussion ::md
- U o ey

yyim of

f Rabbi Hg

L
|

’

» chapters IT1-v1yy

- L~<in=—49 . €, 100, my “Pukhovi s : "
Lt.;hngf?, 1;1 Jewish Social Studies, Vol?l XXX Noo;lalcl:l; 192;;ccpt S
. - oure, loc. cit.; Ber. 17a; J. T. Ber 13 S ; idim,
sz , ' a; - 1:5; Sefer Hasidim, ed. Mar oliot
‘g n? ;I::vusYa]&l)? 119955;))),;:3&9’::;_& Elijah de Vidas, Reshit Hokhmah (Jerusglc:n-

5 . ion, pp, 2a, 3b; R. Isaiah Halevi Horowitz, Shenei

, 1989)

Luﬁho;?ha-Bebril (Jerusalem: 1959), Pp. 99-101
- Ber. Sb; Midrash Tehillim (ed. S. Bub, :
S hy-ata / - S. Buber) 3.1.9, Pp. 240f.; all through
ey Yyahu, see Introduction by Friedman to his edition of this work, pp.
7. Sifre (ed. Friedman) Va-ef’hanan :
od. L ! -et’} » 32, p. 73a; Sotah 31a: J i
& é?)?jeso;:i’; 5.T5, zvianmomdes, Commentary to the Mishnah, eﬂda:)f'lt;;'kf;:. agng
E mem;ry tc; th:xpl;v(:h, 10:4, 5; Sefer Hasidim, No. 289; Nahmanides éom-
3 2 ntateuch, to Deut. 6:5; Crescas, Or Adonai, 2:6, Chaps i and
8. Zohar Hadash, Tikkunim 63a, b; i i 1
< begin;l(ing of Shaar Hanhagat ha-Limmud, "™ Vitah Peri Etz Hayyim,
- Keter Shem Tov, p. 19¢; R. Pinh
$ ) : A » K. Pinhas of Korzec (Koretz , Likkuti -
E ;xggs )p.t 4bl,, R. Jagob Joseph of Polonne, Toledot Yaako)v }ios:/m(,Li:I:rz.
5 il 0 a-yelzez,. p.. 28d, and to Shelah, p. 123d; R. Yosef Yitzhak f
% S:h(?]::;Ch"‘éukk:’el; Dibburim, Vol. III, No. 22, pp. 890-892: cf. 'Gérsho?n
S s evekuth, or Communio i " Revi Religi
g : x% No: 2, Jantony 1950, o 1o 1on with God,” Review of Religion, Vol.
3 - NH 4:3, based on Ned. 62a, and '
5 A 2 0
E;) cf.l,l{v?lfh de Rs.'mehan (Version A) to »h'()ICZ:’;]Z"‘1 o R d s e o
i ]2. Thus, ifre (eq. Friedman), Ekev, 48, Ber. 17a, and elsewhere.
_g " us, inter alia, NH 1:21, pre-4:2 (“pre-4” refers to the unnumbered
S
=
w
3
h\

note 4

section between Parts 3 and 4), 4:7.

13. The term Yefers specificall isti

) Th | Te ally to study as distinct from pra
glrs;ocmnon ‘Pr.mcnplc (on which see infra) was meant espzciaylf;' :g: :::
Amderh as dlstmgux‘shcd from the latter. Thus, the Mitnaged in Metzaref
' ah, a pseudeglgraphxc pro-Hasidic polemic, is at one point willing to
ign nt to his %;la;tdlc controvc'rsialist the need for fervor and religious gzeal
fror;:'a:';:, }\;':slic(;)ichc hafi prcwousfly denied, but withholds such acquiescence

: > requirement of devotional consci i
dosiog T8 corr i ousness and enthusiasm

L our y of Torah, because of the j ibili
votional meditation and ratiocination: 9y 0397w n:[:;(;ms:;“sbl]ﬁn‘;yvggg d:;

937
2T W YT 95 Amne T°%3 Sax nuaang manbnna nvnb TRY

' "ﬁr ”p. . <. TINY A%on pan TS A ™ 9D R7RW
! » P. 45. e, n. 36,
14. This term should be taken in its i i
\ . 1 showu generic .sense of piety, and
fear in crontradlstmcuon to love as a specific religious cnl:otizl)n. r"IhuljsOtt:es

|
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term as employed by R. Hayyim would no doubt incl)\de‘ﬁie' love of G
which, according to some, such as Maimonides (swped, n.7), is the essen

of lishmah. If by “love” is meant the contemplative ] irftended, for
instance, by Maimonides, this will be covered i € second of the three
categories, that of the devotional mood;~f-it is taken to mean the affective,
emotional, ecstatic love, as the Hasidim generally interpreted it, it belongs
to the first of these cal ies, the devotional experience.
15. See especially NH 4:2. For some aspects of R. Hayyim’s critique, see
p. VL.
16. In addition to R. Hayyim’s personal 'discipline and almost Spartan
restraint mentioned by his biographer, (Mosheh Shmuel Shapiro-Shmukler,
“IMYRNM BN 1229 MI2IN,” Bnei Brak [1957]), his displeasure with any
untoward and immodest display of emotion is illustrated by the incident
of “Rabbi Berach the Galician,” a highly emotional itinerant preacher who
attracted large audiences to his sermons. R. Hayyim, despite the hesitations
of many leading Rabbis, was skeptical of the preacher’s hysterics and
histrionics, and pursued him until he was forcibly -ejected from a synagogue
in Minsk, in about 1810. R. Hayyim's antagonism to Rabbi Berach was based
upon a letter, now lost to us, to R. Hayyim from R. Ephraim Zalman Mar-
golies. We do not know exactly what happened to this preacher; it is con-
jectured that he either became an apostate or went mad. (Yaakov Lifschitz,
“apy® N1 [Kovno-Slobodka, 1924] I, p. 24f. and cf. his article in “D927"
1898; and Shapiro-Shmukler, pp. 144-148. These sources also tell of R.
Hayyim’s highly developed intuition in suspecting “The Crimean,” a Czarist
police spy looking for, Jews dealing in contraband; R. Hayyim’s actions saved

Vilna Jewry.).

17. Abraham Kariv, ”> D790 X157, in R0 M%7 (Mosad Harav Kook,
Jerusalem: 1959), p. 9f. Lithuanian Jews, Kariv writes, even observed the
commandment “Thou shalt be joyous in thy festivals” with solemnity. The
only time they permitted themselves to drink beer in the vicinity of the
synagogue was on 717N NNNW, and its total effect was to make them sing
“\1°pYR T1N2”.This was the only time, other than a wedding, or other nnw,
MX» bw, that there was any cpmmunity singing of a happy nature.

18. Thus the story of the “dreamer” reported by R. Hayyim towards the
end of his Foreword to the “ XMY X7 XI90 ¥y X”9a1 79K2.” (R. Hayyim
relates that he heard this directly from the Gaon himself.) A Vilna Jew
who was reputed to have revealed secret knowledge gained by means of
dreams was brought before the Gaon. He told the Gaon that two weeks
earlier he had heard certain discourses in Torah whilst R. Simeon b. Yohai
sat on his right and R. Isaac Luria on his left. The Gaon paled when he
heard the story—he evidently regarded the dream as substantially true and a
case of valid clairvoyance—and looked deeply into the dreamer’s face, and
recognized that he was probably a melancholiac who, despite his psychological
aberrations, often experiences true dreams. He therefore commanded that

the dreamer be banished. .

19. The ideal halakhic personality, according to Rabbi Joseph B. Solo-
veitchik (“719%77 WOR”, in Talpiyor [1944],1:3-4, p.699), is wary of becoming
intoxicated with joy, without any basig for its magnitude in logic or reason,
preferring instead what William James has called “solemnity,” i.e., an affective
life which keeps to moderation and away from the extremes of excessive joy
or despair. This emotional quietude, which stoic quality befits the esteem
of the Halakhist for the intellect, was particularly characteristic of R. Hayyim.
His opposition to the exaggerated experientialism of the Hasidim is thus not
only a matter of taste and personal predisposition, but a reflection of R.
Hayyim's successful achievement of the ideal halakhic personality, the ~wIx

o5 VY,
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719977 # described by Rabbi Soloveitchik. This does not mean, of course, the
abandom.'ncn of all emotion or experience in favor of the implement;tion
of an c.ob!ect' e, legalistic, a priori, and impersonal “system,” which would reduce
the religiouf life of the Jew to an intellectualized, ritualistic behaviorism, The
concern of fR. Hayyim for Yirah, and his intense preoccupation with Kabbalah
certainly bg¢lie any such notions. R. Hayyim does, however, follow the idcaf
typology Rabbi Soloveitchik in that his religious experiences are more in-
ward than outward, more 'intensive and contemplative than ecstatic, as befits
8%:472?73:;?5 that experience follows and must be based upon cognition

20. Thus, R. Pinhas of Koretz, “0p> DovIprs” itz:

o e ol 0P D'LP%” (Chernowitz: 1864), p. 2c.

22. Yoma 72b.

23. NH 4:4.

24. Sab. 31a.

25. NH 4:4,

26. NH 4:5.

27. Ibid. -

28. One could hardly be more mistaken than §. Y. Charna M "
“ARTD NN PN in TN SR of N onhawm T e ,o'('asn l171112:11)

p. 312, who describing R. Hayyim’s negative reaction to ieti
» Who, descrit . B the extreme
of Hasidism, maintains that . RIS

RN OTH AXOIDT APNP0I AXPA DY TMOA Sw arnea A XA

‘R. }-_{ayyim, in fact, wants not a synthesis in which each element loses its
_gdentlty! but. an accommodation or coexistence of the two in the context of

mention of “robbery” refers to Sab. 31a where Raba
compares the relation of Yirah to Torah with that of preservative to produce;
without at least a kav of the former, a whole kur of the latter is spoiled’.
’I"he Talmuq (ibid.) then appends a remark relating this metaphor to a
1t\e.ral case in financial law: a man who sells a- kur of grain may include
a kav of the preservative without fear of violating the law of deceit, i.e.
from the l?uyer the amount by which a kav of grain costs more thax;

a kav 0 eservative. What R. Hayyim means, therefore, is that only a kav
¢ € _1s permitted; more than that constitutes fraud or misrepre-
sentation. HenCe;_in terms of the metaphor, the amount of time allotted to

Yirah over and aboVe-the amount needed for the i i
preservation of Torah -
tutes theft or fraud. (See s n. 40.) rat const

33. NH, loc. cit.

34, NH 4:10.' What R. Hayyim says here of devekut applies a fortiori to
XD NR9, for if study of Torah automatically constitutes the former, which
is usyally defined (i.e., by Hasidism) as an active and intense experience
certainly so is it an act of the latter, a far more passive state of mind. '

35. Thus, for R. Joseph-Karo, MP27T and RN™7IXT XN are identical.
Throughout his QW n 170", devekut means meditating on Halakhah in
general'and, for Karo, on Mishnah in particular. “Karo's Maggid expresses
the typically rabbinic view of the matter: the study of the law can simply
be equated with devekur. The Torah is God’s word, His revealed logos, a
mystical manifestation of the Shekhinah” RJ.Z. Werblowsky, Joseph Ka,ro:
Lawyer and Mystic, Oxford University Press (London: 1962), p. 158.
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36. NH 4:3. This Hasidic rebuttal to the NH, the pseudepigraphic Metzaref
Avodah, mentioned earlier, appreciates the fact that R. Hayyim restricts the
Dissociation Principle only to study, but not practice (including prayer);
thus, on p. 45»" pyn> 03772 MATPNAA 72 TS Ny Yo Ty DX
AT DK M ARPA PIY2 NN DBAN ITINSM At the same time:
PAR NuNINTA Mantnna neaY TIRY w0 0097w nvab ', avvona

o X”RW 927 W1 1INYT ODY AMNA Tvva  See supra, n. 13.

37. Note the distinction between devekut and “fear of the Lord” and “fear
of sin.” The former, when consciously observed, is an intense, galvanizing
experience; but, when one studies the Torah, according to R. Hayyim, one
enacts devekut even in the absence of this emotional experience. “Fear,”
however, is the setting of the devotional mood, rather than experience, and
hence is recommended by R. Hayyim even when devekur is observed auto-
matically by means of study of Torah. See next note.

38. NH 4:6. R. Hayyim thus identifies Halakhah as the Will and Aggadah
as the Word of God; but since the two are identical with the divine essence,
therefore the study of any part of Torah is an act of devekut with God.
It must be emphasized that when R. Hayyim declares study to be an
automatic devekut, he accepts—as he does whenever using the term—the
Hasidic version of the concept. This, however, is nor the meaning of
lishmah,. for lishmah, unlike devekut, requires much greater discrimination;

" because' of its primary intellectualistic sense, it applies with much greater

force to Halakhah than to Scripture or, presumably, Aggadah. Thus his
criticism of the Hasidic interpretation of lishmah as devekut in NH 4:2.
39. R. Hayyim’s literalness in this case may be more than a fortuitous
instance of a text which he could not help but interpret in a clever homiletic
fashion to prove his point. His student, R. Zondel Salanter, recalls in his
name that the Talmud’s principle that YWD >» XXV RIPH X refers not
only to Scripture but to the words of the Sages, i.e., Talmud, and the Kabbalah
(!) as well. It is also reported that one Friday afternoon, after the students
had left the Yeshivah in Volezhin in order to prepare for the Sabbath,
R. Hayyim was found rolling on the floor of the Bet Hamidrash. He
explained that he was executing literally the words of the Mishnah (Avot
1:4) O7°539 90P2 paxnm ", that one must “roll in the dust of the feet”
of scholars of Torah, i.e., figuratively, one must pay close attention to their
teachings (Dov Katz, »qomi nyun” [Tel Aviv: 1950], Vol. I, p. 108, n.12).
The story is probably apocryphal, and does not have much verisimilitude in
the light of what we know of R. Hayyim’s general personal restraint and
sobriety. It is, nevertheless, an interesting insight into his reputed tendency
to take the words of the Talmud literally.
= , n. 32. The Talmud recommends a maximum of a kav of
preservative to a kur of produce. R. Hayyim calculates this, on the basis of
Talmudic weights and measures, to be in the proportion of 1:180, hence,
programmatically, five minutes to fifteen hours. The Hasidic rebuttal manages
to interpret the same text to arrive at a much greater allowance for Yirah:

one-quarter hour at the beginning, followed by one festudy;=then—f
all is “going well,” only about twwm%m next hour, etc.,
etc. (Metzaref Avodah, p. 48); imfwr=T1. 58.

.41. Avot 3:9:  nnond nNTP IRLA DIRPW b9 IR XOVT 12 X2n °29
J2°PNR AN R.Hayyim takes it in its chronological sense, as priority in

time, rather than as a value judgment, priority in importance.

42. Ruah Hayyim (on 1:1), p. 10.
43. NH 4:7. R. Hayyim justifies this midday meditation by referring again

{
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o the Talmudic metaphor: the preservati
throughout the produce if it is to be effective.’
44. Cf. NH 4:2.
45. NH 4:7:
O¥R 2WnNAY TNY? Dnnw omp Ny Y5 mxy pand pIRTd WY NN
7 DR 257 nanva v P oy
As it appears literally, it would seem that “/;7 NR” is itself a distinct unit,
he first of four. However, this is in all probability a stylistic awkwardness,

and is intended as the generalization, with the specifics—three of them—to
follaw.

46. Ibid.

47. Ibid.: \NXM YMIT PYMN2 WOY NYA pATNTN WpNAS Savw 1o
o7y . Alternatively,
these first two may be read as one: to repent from sin in order better to be
able to achieve this devekut through Torah. R. Hayyim’s style is imprecise
and hence results in this ambiguity, but the sense of the passage would indi-
“cate the three separate elements mentioned.

48. Ibid. This recalls the prayer composed by R. Isaiah Halevi Horowitz
for recital prior to the study of Torah: “m9an nmY nw” (Jerusalem: 1959),
ny1aw noon , pp. 99-191.

49. Both R. Hayyim and R. Shneour Zalman resort to the idea of changed
circumstances, usually for the worse, in order to reconcile their views with
conflicting texts. Thus R. Shneour Zalman considers the contemporary
elevation of worship over study a result of the debilitation of the spirit
since Tannaitic days (see his YR NR*IP WW,in”297 NMT°0”; his letter, cited
by H. M. Heilman, >33 n%2” (Berditchev: 1903), p. 38f; and “A71n WP~
to 1aNNXY,” p. 12b). R. Hayyim, similarly, concedes the need for a de-
votional literature because the worsening spiritual condition of the times
requires it (NH 4:1.). Yet R. Hayyim prefaces this by remarking that in
his immediate age the spirit is in an especially low estate, to wit the
tendency to replace halakhic studies with devotional works (ibid.). See also
the reference, supra, n. 20, to R. Pinhas Koretzer.

50. p. 11a.
bal7anin '7Y IPR XM, vy DYTPA D*OYANN MM q0M) “NW DwnInY

O7ypn anrwh u‘ll(J'?]DD a0 2Py 9m P".‘Iﬁﬂ'? noidn n°a

51. In #w~»2°97 DXNX”.

52. Sukkah, 28a.

53. The Besht interprets 773991 not as the name of a doctrine or study,
but literally as a vehicle, in keeping with the Kabbalistic idea that each man,
like the Patriarchs, must become a “vehicle” for God by submerging his will
and ego entirely in offering to become His spokesman or means of carrying
out the divine Will and purpose in the world.

54. *w°Qw Nd”, p. 16b.

55.7079° DOLPYY”,p. 4d. This is already recommended by the Talmud

(J. T. Shekalim, 2:5, end), but without the explanation of its effectiveness.
56. “w~2°971 nRNR”

57. *20 QW N9” 11, p. 22b:

AU I TeA (3 P MaR) mawna YT mon 1KY Py m
T VBRY WO TITA THAR KT @IEAT M ©M ... nIwnn P 0Om
WIY PUOE Y73 nwmsn pUoEm anen ,TIane owha AT KD T

NIwn npnn 77anY awan

meditation in the middle, and not only at the beginning, of one’s studies;

2

»t
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Shhm, n. 40. However, R. Hayyim too “permits” a very brief period -

~NH-4:F7(>wpma, n. 43). While the difference practically may seem 10 be
merely a question of the economy of time in the construc':tion of a curriculum,
the essential theories that inform the different points of view are of paramount
significance in defining both the purpose of Torah and its position in the
hierarchy of Judaismi’s values. Furthermore, Merzaref Avodah is a re}atlycly
late Hasidic work, and despite its polemical nature shows a decided mcl.mzf-
tion towards reconciliation, and has thus already bcncﬁ_ted from R. Hayyim’s
objections to original Hasidic doctrine (see my article on .thc M'etzm:ef
Avodah in the Joshua Finkel Festschrift to be published by \.’eshnva Umve.rsxty
in 1971-72). Further, R. Hayyim’s acquiescence to a period of deyotlonai
meditation in the middle of the course of study is clearly a concession that

is offered by R. Hayyim only begrudgingly; see later in this chapter.

59.7May 773”7, p. 48.

60. See the beginning of this chapter, and nn. 16-19.

61. Werblowsky, op. cit., p. 307f. .

62., R. Hayyimy (irt: his Introduction to Gaon's “ 'tﬂ"?.i( nw,”a commen-
tary on Mishnah. Seder Zeraim) refers to many uppuphshed manuscripts by
the Gaon on Kabbalah. Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik relates that h_e xpet
one of the last survivors of the old preachers (D°9°Y%) of the l_lovevex.Zlqn
movement, R. Yehudah Leib Yevzerov (d. Bayit Vagan near Tf:l Avnv., in
1935), who told him of having visited R. Spemaryahu Zuckerman in Mohn_lev,
on the Dnieper, who took him to his attic and there showed him an II’O{I
storage-box full of unpublished manuscripts of the Gaon"op Kabbalal‘n' (J. L
Dienstag, * n°0731°%2°2 WD ; KAV WK AT " in “mpbn” [July,
1949], p. 269, n. 6). )

63. R. Hayyim's Foreword to the “RMy°3¥7T X750 5y X720 K27

64. Ibid. ’

ky, p. 22. ) )

25()5 ‘}zﬂg:)z'sir:'spf‘oreword . . . Whereas this particular .refercnce is tg
esoteric knbwlcdge, it is apparent from other passages taken‘ in context,] s;(l;::
as his reference to the Maggid of}lR. Joseph Karo, .that he includes hala hxc
information as well. Indeed, revelations of halakhic content havc’a rather
long history; see, for instance, Prof. E. E. Urbach’s “n20ni 7'79: }(1_195%),
pp. 154, 174-175, and the Introduction by R. Reuben Margoliot to :;:ch;,
Mosad Harav Kook (Jerusalem: 1957) of the twelfth-century 12 M
“DMWi by R. Jacob the Pious of Marvege. Werblowsky (p. 15, ef seg.)
has shown that Maggidim and other such paranprma] phenqmena werle_ :lr
more widespread and valued by well-known writers than hitherto reJa lz;h.
Perhaps one reason for this may be the traditional rglpctancc.of fewnlsf
mystics to speak of their intimate experiences, tht'xs exercising a.k.md o scls-
censorship; see Gershom Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, pp. 15,
16, 147. - .,

67. R. Hayyim’s Foreword . . .: o o
X nnon X9 nbny RS WR AN WY DTARA D’DR‘?D:‘I'Y:n n;;g. A\

68. R. Hayyim Vital, “0°213%237 990”, (Przsemysl: 1876), p. 87b; "qsmpb‘:,
end' ©°913537 YVW. Vital maintains that Karo was occasionally misled by
his Maggid. The Gaon, however, apparently did not question the _authgmlcnty
of Karo's Maggid’s teachings, but did suspect such phenomena in his own
times:

MMIT VAR SAW NIRD ‘2 030% AT A A P 0 7an 1R D AR IR
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DI DX"BNBA 1AW any 12 x5 OTIPA DRI 557 N M ,mp’n':
M2 B9 ,550 21y ow vva oy WP 0 w59 xR Sina
253 %50 1ok poawm 1A ¥%1 b3 monma wbs 7MNa XY wx
(R. Hayyim’s Foreword . . .). It is not unlikely that by the epithet BX95n1,
the Gaon was referring to the Hasidim, and especially to Besht who also
reported extended ;W3 N5y and considerable revelations. See infra, n.71.
69 , N.67.
0. R. Hayyim’s Foreword . . .: -

RL°TP K701 20007 2 993 *amm Y113m jopa onx Yxx IR a7 mhow |

TR IROD DWW P3P0 RHW Mmwn MEI 15 mxd RS bt weme pan
TR IRTD PHX X A3 KD 2 05 vER K3 WX

Interestingly, a remarkably similar story is related, elsewhere, in a manner
hat emphasizes the difference between this approach and that of the Hasidim.
‘\ grandson of R. Yitzhak Shor of Gwazdicz relates the following told to
- 'm by the eminent halakhic scholar R. Joseph Shaul Nathanson, Rabbi of
".wow, in 1873, and which he, in turn, heard from those who knew R.
Yitzhak Shor personally. The latter had several chance meetings with R. Israel
Besht, and the Besht was deeply impressed both by his scholarship and piety.
At the third of these meetings, the Besht said to him, “The prophet Elijah
sent me to inform you that tonight he will appear to you.” The answer. of
R. Yitzhak Shor—even more emphatic than that of the Gaon in R. Hayyim’s
report—was: “I desire neither him (Elijah) nor you. I study Torah lishmah
and Heaven forfend that I be distracted even for a brief moment from my
studies ” (Introduction to R. Yitzhak Shor, M@ na”n*1w~ [Kolomea: 1888]).
A similar story attributing to Hasidim this aversion to Torah gained without
intellectual effort is told by Rabbi S. Y. Zevin (“07°0n1 Y100~ to *Mmpina
No. 301) concerning R. Aaron Leib of Premishlan and R. Elimelekh of
Lizensk. However, the story is unreliable, and is quoted in an entirely
different fashion in other sources; see Bezalel Landau, “ T9%K /9 397
POIYIHYN ” (Jerusalem: 1963), p. 126f. and p. 190, n.22.

71. R. Asher Cohen, *o%»n DMITMR — WK NI’ end NPWYDT DYINDRD”
"MNW  No. 2. This is in keeping with the ambivalent attitude of R.
Hayyim towards the Gaon's mystical adventures as expressed in his Fore-
word. There, he both admires the Gaon's charismatic prowess and yet
approvingly cites the Gaon’s own distrust of the resultant revelations.
Interestingly, the same source (ibid., no. 13) cites the Gaon (apparently
quoted by R. Hayyim) as attributing nocturnal - mystical dream-experiences
to the Besht!

DUWYIIW A 5D WKY ... 2"m OWI MO mD DBRA AT xFTS 19
: 1% 501 mbn nbRw sy San mon vy
At first blush, this is nothing less than fantastic, especially in the light of
R. Shneour Zalman's complaint that the Gaon and the Mitnagdim refuse to
acknowledge that the Hasidic doctrines originate in revelations by Elijah
(Heilman, p. 40-43), Nevertheless, this may possibly be genuine, and reflect
that Gaon's contempt for easy and effortless pneumatic triumphs. This is
confirmed by his conversation with R. Hayyim in which he grants the possi-
bility, but not the full authenticity, of contemporary mystical revelations,
and especially his reference to DXDNNA | supra, n. 68. It should be pointed
out that this book was published in 1819, whilst R. Hayyim was yet alive,
and publication of the Gaon’s comment about the Besht must have been
seen and, to judge from the absence of any recorded reaction to the con-
trary, approved by R. Hayyim. Cf. the articles on the gaon by Prof. Hayyim
Hillel Ben Sasson, in Zion (1966), pp. 39-86, 197-216, and in my forth-
coming~s00X~oh Torah Lishmah, chap. 1, pp. 41-45,
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72. The term, coined by Werblowsky (p. 43), is stylistically felicitous,
but can be misleading. The Gaon was both a Halakhist and a supernaturalist,
as the above sources make abundantly clear; especially considering that the
Gaon committed to writing many of the esoteric mysteries revealed to him
supernatura , n.63). What the Gaon opposed was the free crossing
mﬁm:wecn the two domains; in other words, what we have
termed the “Dissociation Principle.”

3. Werblowsky, p. 43.
74. sepra, n. 67:°N0ON X921 nYnY XS WR. So, too, in passages referred
to in nn. 66 and 71.

75. See “9DW MK " in “K*737 NI’ on the Blessings of the Torah:
AP L IAMEN AN XD RO POYM TP TN M X YR
‘N 12 0°PaT LK 1YY LaONN AP KT LI MR MNG DR yTh

MM WD 1T
This would indicate that the Gaon esteemed the possession of sacred kngwl-
edge more than the process of its acquisition, the reverse of R. Hayyim's
judgment. Nevertheless, it is abundantly clear that the intellectual endeavor
is prerequisite and of great value in the opinion of the Gaon'.

76. Werblowsky (p. 41, n. 2) correctly relates the emphasis on Sny fmd the
rejection of indoctrination, by vision or inspiration, to the Talmudu‘: con-
ception of the ultimate bliss of the soul as the study of Torah in the
celestial academy. This is contrasted by him with the usua »
mysticism in Catholic doctrine, that of the anticipation of the
in this life.

77. NH 4:2. )

78. From a manuscript copy by R. Joseph Zondel, in ______. e aeany
(1”530 .@%5w1) “nam Yt aov 9 pr1xne, pe 111,

79. Ibid., p. 110. :

80. Cf. 19K n%y~, p. 33. R. Boruch Epsztejn “T192 Mpn”, Vol. I,
p. 1563f.) records an incident characteristic of the Gaon'’s phcnomenal inten-
sity in his intellectual endeavors, as related by R. Hayyim, wpo was an
eyewitness, to the latter’s nephew, R. Abraham Simhah of Amstislow.

81. R. Israel of Shklov, ”Jm>wiT nxo~, Introduction.

82. R. Hayyim, Foreword . .. . ) )
83. R. Hayyim, Open Letter, announcing the establishment of the Yeshivah
of Volozhin; for the best version, see Samuel K. Mirsky, “PHSN N

in his D171 D322 ADVRA ANMNG NITOM” (New York: 1956), p. 5.

84. Rav Tzair [Chaim Tchernowitz] “*p0Ida NYT9N”, 11 p. 278; Jacob
Dienstag, in Talpiyot Vol. IV (1949-1950), p. 263, n. 70.

85. Shapiro-Shmukler, p. 193. See, however, the story he cites from
Frumkin about R. Elijah Kalischer’s discovery of R. Hayyim’s disguised
Kabbalism in his halakhic exposition, ibid. p. 175f, n. 4. See, too, Bezalel
Landau, “R1%"M» TON7  WAT”, Usha (Jerusalem: 1965), p. 142, n. 20.

86. Charna, op. cit., p. 314.

87. Avor 3;17.

88. NH 4:1. R. Hayyim probably had in mind the proto-Hasidic literature
which prepared thc'way, psychologicdlly, for the advent of Hasidism, and
which was then quite popular.

89. Ibid.

90. Ibid.

91. NH 4:8.

92. Ibid. »

93. NH 4:9. R. Hayyim’s emphasis on study of Torah lishmah as giving
rise to piety is not meant to exclude she'lo lishmah as having such a beneficial
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)
side effect, but to exclude the devotional definitions which require a conscious-

ness of some element other than the cognitive examination of the subject
matter.

e e e b i - S B A
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94. NH 4:9, and see impem—tin. 102, 114. This emphasis and the rolexL
assigned to the Evil Urge by R. Hayyim is paralleled by the diametrically
opposite view of Besht who regards study of Gemara and its commentaries”
to the exclusion of the study of Musar as submission to the blandishments of

the Evil Urge (2”271 NXNX”). L

95. R. Asher Cohen, 21 MANX — WKI N3” end 7NN TN 5.

96. Ibid. Cf. the rejection by R. Hayyim of Brisk ‘of the request by
R. Isaac Blazer that Musar studies be instituted.in Volozhin. R. Hayyim
maintained that a normal, healthy organism_does not need radical mcaicines;
so a healthy Jew studies Torah. Only.if he is “sick” does he need anything
as severe as the Musar studies. See Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik, “
"na%an loc. cit., p. 698. .~

97. Ibid. Cf. infea; =102,

98. Most devotees of the study of Musar, even before the birth of the

movement by that name, did not conceive of it as primarily a means of

encouraging the study of Torah. R. Hayyim’s attitude should be contrasted
with—as an illustration—that of R. Jonathan Eibeschiitz (ca. 1690-1764)
for whom the devotional introduction to Halakhah-study is meant expressly
to teach the student that practice, and not study, is most important:
I TIX YT OTIAY 0D @OMYD D AT 8% NIAK 733 AR M2 02K
MR ov %3 MOKRS 0IRY oUnIw ORI WD XD TY A0 XM nop
PRRWR N 17 20 AN PAY NApIm 0MOn PYI ALK Ypwn 1991 Ipaa
197 yaua ©°%2%m A M oaw 2% MRIDI AN AN SO Ty
9T AR WP 29y 0 Y02 mpt 1Oy avna andd Sxw owaw on
12 XY PaR 475w ‘o Y wTRM 01973 @029 970 O WX oM vmon
TPAWK 7T WY IWRD am P ...0PI72 WP L. 0 Dnoa wn
0L 2”21 DM o eRdn oy MY A mwyb nyT My T v
W YN? A75wn MR AT ony TS PO X M3 MW ony b onno
(27 AWIT X7IT 7WIAT M) co YN ROX WY WA XY 0
99. ‘Metzaref Avodah, p. 23—
NIRV VKD P93 oM s T xR oA YD AMna pow oTRwST
D% X MY TITA 2w W0 Mt TOW PR WPa XOW 112
™20 73 13 MY XK TP X VAR 1907 1mb 1w w XOK P1onb
293 0M> 37K @PA Y3 TMbM AMnT WY 5y oMM 0m
The author appends the parenthetical note: o
TR%n /TY0 ‘7 DR NYRY 13 ‘0N IBNX. !

‘The 9701 or compiler is in all probability identical with the author
of t'hls apocryphal work. R. Saadia, one of the key anti-Hasidic contro-
versialists, was a student of the Gaon, and emigrated o the Holy Land with
other students of the Gaon in 1809-1810. He was a brother-in-law of
R. Shelomoh Zalman, the brother of R. Hayyim (D. Z. Hilmann, "5y N1938”
“RIN7 [Jerusalem: 1953] p. 98, end n. '6). The entire incident, if it ever
did occur, sounds much more like R. Hayyim, who was concerned with the
problem, than like the Gaon whose writings evince no special interest in it.
One may conjecture that the incident described occurred to R. Hayyim, and
the author, who may have heard it from R. Saadia, ascribed it to the Gaon
as a literary polemical device in the context of the rest ofthe book.

N 100. In a conversation with R. Joseph Zondel Salanter, cited by R. Isaac
| Blazer in his 9872 Mx”, p. 24. See Dov Katz, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 91.
/ 101. Avor 2:9.
(’.\b°t‘/‘/‘\ “.>102. Ruah Hayyim (on 2:9), p. 35. fffj@m, nn. 94, 97.
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103. R. Israel Salanter is normally considered the founder of the movement,
in the sense that he introduced what was for R. Joseph Zondel a personal
mode of pious conduct into the public domain and began to seek adherents;
thus, Katz, op. cit., 11, p. 137. H. L. Gordon (“IX171”, December 11, 1964,
p. 88) considers R. Joseph Zondel the originator of Musar in that he ad-
vocated its study as a regular part of the curriculum, and R. Isaac Blazer
as the most powerful figure in the dissemination of its doctrines and influence.

104. Katz, Vol. I, pp. 86-91.

105. Ibid., p. 87. But see inft, n.-114. - oanimeoes

106. NH 4:7; supsa, n. 43.

~—coper

; \.y}*-- 107 NH 4:9:

Wowa Mpwe WX D3 XUR AR NMIPY Mananaa- oy awhia XY 0D

S0 AR NMIPA PIoYY Y NS MR X1 NYA AT N30y 1yan oab

Unquoted by Blazer is the rest of the passage:

A0 DR1AN v ovrpm Mmwi Tnsb

108. R. Isaac Blazer, ”9X2W> X", p. 24. In effect, this prepares the

N\ way for Musar to replace Halakhah as the principal subject of the curriculum

“and the goal of the study of Torah. H. L. Gordon, writing from his personal

experience as a student in the Musarite Yeshivah X% N2 nNoid in Slobodka,

maintains that when Musar was introduced into the academies it tended to

overwhelm_all else and displace Talmudic studies as the central subject

("IR1T7”, December 18, 1964, p. 108f).

109. Ibid.

110. NH 4:1; see supra, n. 88.

111. Ibid.:

72 DOOMT AR IWKRD AR T Oya Xpna? oyn X0 Sw 00T 10 mIn

opoy1 oMy ap Y5 Wmw DTRbnan Andw Ty 0K Oma Pvab MRID n

PR AR PR OR 2 nIwna 1wy 550 nhr X% 1A% amn Sw abwbea py

J1220

~_112. Katz, Vol. I, p. 88. Katz has been severely criticized, especially

\ for his history of the movement prior to World War I, by H. L. Gordon,

\ whogites a number of personal experiences to underscore Katz's unreliability

“in the “early history of Musar ( ”9R1777”, December 11, 1964, pp. 88-90;
December.18, 1964, p. 108f).

113. Ibid:; p. 89.

114. Ch. Zaichyk,”Q %1737 NYMX21”(2nd ed., Balshan, [New York:1962]),
p. 119: Also quoted, in approximately the same manner, in #9017 »1”, (Bnei
Brak [1964]), Volf"lI,» p. 37, No. 209. The reversal of roles attributed to the
Evil Urge brings the Musarites, in this respect, quite close to the Hasidim
as opposed to R. Hayyim: cf. sigaa, n. 94.

115. Gedaliahu Alon, “5X7W° MT7N2 0*PNN” (1957). p.6; Rabbi Joseph
B. Soloveitchik, loc. cit., p.698.

116. While R. Hayyim remains consistent throughout in theory, his con-
cessions in practice—and they are frequent—introduced considerable ambiguity
into his position; thus, for instance, his allowance for brief devotional periods
in the midst of one'’s study (sygse, n. 43) which left him open to misinterpre-
tation, or at least reinterpretation, by R. Isaac Blazer (sapra, n.108); his
allowance for laymen (n.97), etc., etc. It is probably this attempt at re-
conciling the conflicting and legitimate demands of both scholarship and
piety that left the erroneous impression that R. Hayyim had not developed
a firm and consistent point of view, and that allowed opposing schools to
read their own ideas into his words. The Implications of this unintended
vagueness was to be spelled out much later when the famous student “strike”

™
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standards) immoralism }éaving its genesis in an excess of moral

fervor. But this calls for some preliminary remarks.
- g o 3

. N t - eral term that
IDGN%—WW% CONTHCITE ovenTreTTts—mr—the
R DO moral  Tondue AT SV
annoyed at the prominence given to sex in the public dis

of Fhe 'theme-though they, themselves, usually devote most of
.thelir time to it. The New Morality, they assert, not without
Justice, is a wide-ranging ethical theory that covers much md
than sexual conduct. Nevertheless, we shall here confine oursel
largely to the problems of sexual morality both because they hate
proven most engaging to the confused public and, if that bk
unfairly adjudged as mere titillation, because these problems are,

from both a Jewish and general human point of view, most con-
sequential.

248

Two Levels

Np»}/, in speaking of the New Moralitygve must be careful
tq distinguish between two general layers. One is that associated
leth the name of Hugh Hefner, founder of the American institu-

on’ nownas the “Playboy CuB,” This profitable commercial

ntgrprlse Is accompanied by the €xposition of a totally immoral
“philosophy,” and made to appeal mostly to professional bache-
lors who prefer the pleasures of married life without any of the
obligations and encumbrances that issue from the legal commit-
ment called marriage. The major theme of this school is “play
it cool,” do not become involved. Indeed, its philosophy of sex
1s really a modern variant of ancient Gnostic antisexualism, in
which, as Hans Jonas has shown,* contempt for this phys’ical/a“
world is expressed either by abusing sex or by abjuring it copf’
pletely; both the disuse and misuse of sex are indicative a
fundamentally negative orientation to sex. The Hefnery 4fe
essentially contempttious of women, whom they regard as merely
candidates for sexual exploitation. The casual relationship which
they advocate is no relationship at all; it takes no account of the
existential nature of sexuality, treating coitus as an episode rather
than a means to the most profound personal communication,

PAGE248—=—hrE3 - The term “New Morality” the was popularized in the 1960s and 197(
has had serious repercussions on the decades following, so much so that it is no longer cor
“new.” It includes various and often conflicting movements in the sudden turn in both mo

conduct and theory. Serious advocates of this revisionist morality

VA& \9vs g’L\rAw\\S ‘
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One can fully sympathize with thel revulsion against this attitude
expressed by they Wemenedsiberatien groups. We shall not deal
with this point of view at all here, save to observe that Jewish
opposition to this view is based not only on the grounds that it is
exploitative, but that it is fundamentzilly antisexual and denies
the Image of God in which woman, as well as W

It is the second form of the New Morality wiseH is of much
greater interest, if only because it is a more potent and serious
adversary of the moral code to which religious Jews are com-
mitted. This interpretation emphasizes and cherishes the relation-
ship dimension of sexuality, the “sex community,” and considers
exploitation the original sin. Here we find a blending of the
desire for maximum freedom from inherited moral codes together
with a deep concern for personal sensitivities, for communication
between persons as persons. It is this variety of the New Morality
to which we shall henceforth refer by this name.

Underlying the particular sexological philosophy of the New
Morality is the hedonistic ethos which is so integral to the entire
modern experience. To enjoy, to derive pleasure, is not only the
privilege, but the duty of man. Not to have experienced a par-
ticular form of pleasure means to have tolerated a vacuum in
one’s existence, to have failed in the human mission of tasting of

every cup o‘T]?qr' passed at the banquet of life.

Hedonism

Connected with this hedonism is a positive ethical moment: ,
respect for the integrity and sensitivity of one’s partner, his or her
autonomous right to self-development and self-expression. Jews
can have little argument with this principle. Its emphasis on not
injuring anyone, on protecting the interests and integrity of the
personality of the other, on the Kantian teaching that man is,an
end and not a means, is something which needs constant reitera-
tion in our depersonalized technopolitan society. It is not that
Jews have never heard of this idea before—it is ingrained in the
very fiber of Judaism—but it never hurts to be reminded of our
own moral obligations by the noble impulses that grace others.
Those who are uncompromisingly committed to the moral code
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of the Halakhah kngw that Hahleﬁa-l(li/k;a any code of law, may
inflict injury upon individuals.” Such casualties are inevitable for
the greater good to be attained by society (or, in our case, the
Jewish people) as a whole. Nevertheless, it is our ethical duty
to mitigate any such suffering which results from the. tce of:
Halakhah. Such was the motivation of Jewseh-Talmudic scholars
of all generations in their orientation to the problems of the
Agunah as one example. It behooves us to rise to new levels of
moral courage to discover genuine halakhic remedies for similar
and new problems that afflict our particular generation.

Now situationalists—the theoreticians of the New Morality—
have attempted to dissociate themselves from the charge of
hedonism. Thus, Joseph Fletcher,® one of the leading spokesmen
for situational ethics, attributes a naturalistic hedonism, opposed
to the Christian ethic, to Hugh Hefner’s doctrine of promiscuity
and its celebration of “fun.” Hefner maintains that any action
is unobjectionable if no one is hurt thereby, whereas Fletcher
demands of every action that it “help” somebody. Unfortunately,
however, a mere epigram is simply not adequate to defend situa-
tionalism against the same charge. First, the terms “help” and
“hurt” do not exhaust all alternatives in sexual conduct. Could—
indeed, would—Fletcher argue that. sexual behavior which
neither hurts nor helps (and this is a large area by any standard)

centered ethic. Second, the word “help” is notoriously capable of
an infinity of self-serving interpretations. The same criticism has
been offered by a number of writers of Fletcher’s (and others’)
fixation on “love.” James M. Gustafson is right when he declares
that, for all Fletcher’s efforts to avoid the charge of hedonism,
he ends with an egocentric self-expressionism or an unsophisti-
cated self-realizationism.”

For all its nobility, this as-long-as-you-don’t-hurt-anyone mo-
rality threatens to undermine the whole structure of morality
as we know it, and to destroy the family as the fundamental col-
lective unit upon which society is based. The negative rule of
not-hurting-anyone-else is bound to become the sole normative

- o e
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criterion for all legal codes in the Western world. (The situation-
alists’ emphasis on “love” cannot, by its very definition, be legls-
lated.) Thus, adultery and homosexuality will be legally per-
mitted where both parties consent—and are of the age of con-
sent—and no third party is injured thereby. And what becomes
legally permissible tends to become the moral norm as well for
society at large+ - | have written on the Jewish attitude to homosexuallty in\

the Encyclopedia Judaica ica Yearbook (9% Cta "“\\ “- jay-20&- AR

/

rerfectionism

A second element, to which we referred earlier, must be kept
in mind. The New Morality is of one piece with the rest of con-
temporary nihilism which, as has reesetly been suggested,® is a
moral protest against a hypocritical society. The modern’s sense
of justice is outraged. By what right do we dare to frustrate the
emotional and physiological expression of a human being because
of some abstract code of sexual inhibitions, when untrammeled
sexual expression would injure no one? Where is the fairness in
imposing a double standard in sexual morality which disadvan-
tages women? How can society demand of its younger members
that they abide by a code which is honored by their elders more
in the public pieties they utter than in the private lives they lead?
An extreme skepticism is thus combined with a zealous moral
perfectionism to produce the New Morality: a nihilistic im-
moralism powered by a pathological moral impulse, which is in
turn doubtlessly abetted by the primitive libidinal desire to
throw off all inhibiting factors and accept all allies in this self-
liberating campaign.

It is the presence of these two moral aspects that commend

,tnon Indeed, it is largely this consideration, plus some inevitable
sociological factors, that have not only introduced the peeblens )

raised by the New Morality to serious religious leadership, but
in many cases forced the representatives of old and established
eligious traditions radically to revise their inherited codes and,
effect, to incorporate a good deal of the New Morality into

" in addition to its apparent durability and even dominance 1n

the twer\\ty-ﬁrst century,




PAGES3=hnesd2 - Half a century later, its basic premises are clearly recognizable in the
theory and practice of Left-leaning religious groups, both J_e»\\/lsh and Christian.

252 v NORMAN LAMM a

their stated church policies, and to’ search out theological justi-
fications for these changes. ‘

RELIGION AND THE NEw MoraLITY

It is one such effort that stands out as particiflarly important
in its integrity and openness. It is a major endeavpr by an official
Christian body to come to grips with the Newﬁ Moralitybotk 2

i teally~and to listen sympafhetically to the
criticism of the established moral traditions ¢f the Western
world. The Christian statement to which I refer §is an authorita-
tive document, Sex and Morality, cogently formhulated and re-
sponsibly presented in October 1966 as the Report by the
Working Party to the British Council of Churches)It is deserving
of serious attention and criticism by Jews conc€rned with so-
ciety’s changing moral patterns with which they are confronted
and which Hiﬂi:::ﬁmﬁb;.profoundly affect the Jewish com-
munity.

There are certain features of this report that speak highly in
its favor. It is certainly not propaganda. It sets out to understand,
not condemn. It is a thoughtful and analytic document, distin-
guished by a refreshing open-mindedness. It states its conviction
that many questions do not admit of any precise “answer.” Now
that is all to the good and deserves commendation—although
one recalls, in reading the Report, what Lionel Trilling once said:

“Some people are so open-minded their brains fall out . . .” One
may add—even if the brains remain in, the moral walls may
collapse.

Antisexualism

From a purely parochial point of view, Jofvs can warmly
applaud certain parts of this Report. Thus, its/rejection of early
Christian antisexual attitudes brings it close/to classical Jewish
views. Judaism never accepted the severely antisexual views of
early Christianity, especially of the first four centuries. The
patristic writers regarded sex as an enemy of the spirit, and
woman as the mediatrix of damnation. Christians were urged to
renounce Eros and Venus, to flee from sexuality as a hindrance

. éo\g\cmu» by Xerv obse e )
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to salvation. Jerome was particularly inclined to the Mani ,hean
dualism which pitted f)ody against soul; Origen castrated himself
in a literal attempt to make himself “a eunuch for the sakefof the
Kingdom of God.” While Jewish sources show a variety of atti-
tudes toward sex and sexuality, swsedy such extremes ar clesrly
ugfesestable. Of course, one must be charitable to the Church
Fathers, and this becomes much easier from a historical perspec-
tive. The world of late antiquity was that of a declining culture
marked by a sense of doom and a sterile and feverish eroticism.
It was as a reaction against the brutal lasciviousness of the pagan
world in the waning years of the imperial Graeco-Roman civiliza-
tion that the Church Fathers developed their ascetic antisexual-
ism, based upon the Gnostic and Manichean dualisms. But this
attitude survived the death of the pagan licentiousness against
which it rebelled, and remained as a distinguishing characteristic
of classical Christianity. Our Report now rectifies, this imbalance
by rejecting these early antisexual attitudes and accepting the
nature of human beings as- a complex psycho-physical unity
rather than as a bifurcated one, in which body and spirit are
locked in eternal strife. Unfortunately, this is vitiated by a certain
typical Christian lapse of objectivity, crediting Jesus with ending
“the fatal dualism of flesh and spirit.”"?

Legalism

Jews will have to exercise an even greater measure of Jewish
charity and forgive the offensiveness of the Report when it un-
thinkingly falls back on other old Christian canards, comparing
the Pharisees unfavorably with Jesus. Thus the invidious com-
parison of Jesus’ moral teachings “with the ‘code-morality’ of the
Pharisees, and also his concentration on motives and ideals of
character rather than on external conformity.”* Such pejorative
over-simplifications for the purposes of confessional self-gratula-
tion are not only unjust, they also are unenlightening. Obviously
the authors were ignorant of the “Pharisee” principle that in
many ways immoral thoughts are worse than immoral acts;" of
the blessing to be recited after the first conjugal act; of the
Kabbalists’ insistence upon pure thoughts during the act of coitus:
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de rerum natura in such categories as adultery, abortion, or, for
. . . |
that matter, any major moral infraction.

Halakhic Law and Morality

It is, however, questionable whether the Halakhah can be
justly burdened with an unqualified ontological morality. This is
not the place to treat exhaustively the whole issue of the concep-
tion of Biblical law and morality by the Talmudic/Rabbis; that
would take us too far afield. But certain points ought to be raised
which will at least render arguable the siluationz;’li'sts’ easy as-
sumption that Judaism, along with the rest of the ‘old morality,”
can be categorized as legalistic and intrinsicalist. |

An intrinsicalist would argue, as we have said/ that goodness
or evil is connected with being itself, that it islan ontological
property. There is a prominent opinion amongst the Rabbis, how-
ever, that implicitly denies this assumption. Referring to the law
that forbids the Jew meat from an animal not slaughtered accord-
ing to exact prescriptions, they said: “What difference does it
make if an animal is slaughtered from the throat or the neck or
in any other way? The commandments were given in order to
purify people.”* The object of Biblical legislation was to train
man, to discipline his character, to restrain his passion and incul-
cate moral qualities in him. The objective act, in and of itself,
however, is neutral, neither good nor bad.

The basic non-fixity of the Halakhah, its very pliability at the
hands of the much maligned pilpul, is in itself a symptom of the
extrinsicality of law; maintains that in order to qualify for
membership in th€ SanHedrin, a candidate had to be able to
prove, from Bibfical sources, the ritual purity of sheretz (“swarm-
ing” or “creeping” creatures—explicitly declared impure by the
Torah).* Ray, and according to another version Ravina, at-
tempted to Ho just that, although the Talmud declares their
efforts to haye been unsuccessful.’” R. Meir was praised for his
ability to defonstrate the ambivalence in the law; he was so pro-
found that hi colleagues could not follow him, and therefore the
halakhic decisjons usually went against him.** The Rabbis of the
Jerusalem Talmygd were less tolerant of such casuistry. They con-
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mission to partake of similar substances or commit similar gcts
marks the original prohibition as subjectively oriented, as ex-

Commentary on the Mishnah, tractate Avot), Maimonides at-
tempts to reconcile the apparent conflict between the “Philoso-
phers” (Aristotle) and the Rabbis as to the identity of the ideal
ethica] personality. The Greeks held that the Hasid, the saint,
IS superior to the Moshel Benafsho, the man who achieves self-
control. One whose inner instincts respond to good and evil

that are intrinsic, and some that are extringic No generalization

authors of Sex gng Morality of quite a serious charge: that of
being mealymouthed, At the crucia] point in the development
of their thesis, they lose theijr courage. Daring analysis gives way
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criterion by which to recognize at least the absence of love, how
shall we recognize it at all?** In more practical terms, if love is
determinative, and love is so thoroughly subjective, who is to tell
when it is authentic or just an illusion thrown up from within the
psyche to give respectability to base passions? The moral philoso-
pher must here ask the same question so often asked by young
girls approaching marriageable age: “How will I know that I
truly love him?” Mother’s answer—"“You’ll just know, darling”—
is simply inadequate as the foundation of all ethics.

It is here that the Report fails as a religious document. It con-
fuses humanistic existentialism expressed in religious vocabulary
with an authentic religious stand. It has de-theocentricized all of
life, and particularly sexual morality. The religious Jew cannot
accept this. With all our concern for man and society, the goal
of life is holiness, and the reason for this is imitatio Dei: “Ye
shall be holy, for I the lord your God am holy.”** Certainly bios
is inadequate, and we must strive for humanum; but humanum
alone is insufficient without divinum: “Thou shalt love thy
neighbor as thyself, / am the Lord.” That is why we can and
ought feel profound sympathy (to use the two cases cited in the
Report) with the young man who wants intercourse with an
“understanding woman” in order to allay his anxieties about his
potency, or with a woman married to a near-impotent or homo-
sexual husband who craves “occasional satisfaction, without com-
plications, outside marriage.”*® But we can never condone such
actions as anything less than corrupt and polluting. It is only
by cutting themselves off from their theistic roots and adopting
an exaggerated anthropocentric morality that the authors can
suspend their judgment in such cases and, to compound the
injury, add the piddling afterthought that “the phrase ‘without
complications’ overlooks the fact that intercourse can lead to all
sorts of complications.”” 4Fhisismincffect-a-gesturc-of-approval—r 4

HstorFrriy-Chatterlysdsovers) Judaism, however, has declared such
unchastity—for that is certainly what it is—so grave an offense
that one should rather submit to death than violate it, even if
one needs it for therapeutic reasons.**
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Meaningful Personal Relations”

This capitulation by theologians to nontheistic interpretations
of mor.al codes is not confined to theoretical expositions such as
Fhosc in Sex and Morality. In a less sophisticated but more
immediate manner, this tergiversation of the clerics came forcibly
to public attention during 196768 in widely publicized stands
taken by the Jewish and Protestant counselors to Columbia Uni-
versity students on the controversy surrounding a male student
und'a Barnard coed, both unmarried, who, in defiance of uni-
versity regulations (in the polemics hardly anyone mentioned the
v1o.lat10n of moral standards), shared an off-campus apartment.
This convenient system became known as “The Arrangement”
(a term already obsolete in the breathlessly rapid turn-over in
tbe semantics of our contemporary moral revolution), and its
Xlrtues. were extolled widely as enabling participants to find
meaning in life,” to reject the “hypocrisy of their parents,” and
to pay better attention to their studies. (The writer, being a
Square over the age of thirty, is both culturally and chrono-
logically disqualified from commenting frankly on these profound
arguments.) The reaction of the Jewish chaplain is, though trivial
and of no importance in itself, interesting as a pathological
symp'tom of how far far-out liberalism has gone. “The crucial
question,” the press reported his sage observation, “is not that
§tudents are living together, but whether or not the relationship
is meaningful and worthwhile.” Here again we find a secularized
moralism leading to immoralism: “Meaningfulness” excuses all
else. (But what does “meaningful” mean? And “worthwhile” to
whom? To two 18-year-olds overcome in a moment of passion?
To yesterday’s high-school students breathing their first air of
freedom? To their parents? To their future happiness?)
~There is a psychological underside to this “rabbinic endorse-
/ment for the campus’ enthusiasm for an end to rules and in-

hibitions. “The Israelites knew that idolatry is insubstantial and
empty; but they worshipped the idols in order to secure a dis-
pensaFion for their public immorality.” ** When the ancient
sraelite was overwhelmed by lust, he did not merely indulge

\\
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his passions—his feeling of guilt would have been too great_.
but he declared himself a communicant in the idolatrous cult.
He was therefore able to participate in the obscene rites re-
spectably, that is, with “religious” sanction. e

I suspect that this suppest=by—~the-ehaplaimemtiifs ritualistic
incantation of “meaningful personal relations,” and this very
high-minded excitement with a moral system that removes most
moral prohibitions, are tranquilizers for a vestigial conscience
aroused by an excess of non-restraint. They are a hekhsher for
what one intuitively knows is treif. Non-morality becomes more
palatable to one brought up in a religious atmosphere if it is
presented as a New Morality. The chaplains have lent them-
selves to an unworthy task and, in the process, revealed the
bankruptcy of the moral relativism showing underneath their
ecclesiastical cloaks. Yet such endorsement is truly superfluous;
no one on campus really cares what these religious counselors
say. In a few short years, college students have by-passed the
New Morality. “The Arrangement” is not a gesture of defiance,
not the institutionalization of a revolutionary sexual ethics, but
the practical consequence of a thoroughgoing indifference to
any and all moral considerations. This is perhaps the ultimate
irony: religious folk giving up their most sacred principles in
order to appeal to those who couldn’t care less; stewards of
great religious traditions performing a theological strip-tease
for an audience that is probably amused, possibly entertained,
but certainly not attracted; spiritual mentors, hurt to the quick
by stinging criticisms of their hypocrisy, who try to come clean
by throwing in the towel.

Antinomianism

We now turn to another Jewish criticism of this “religious”
variety of the New Morality, namely, that it reveals an atavistic
antinomianism. There is in this report a return to the Pauline
polemic against the Law (Torah) via the uncertainties of situa-
tional ethics. To adopt two rules “which would, we believe, at
present rule out most of the extra-marital intercourse which
actually occurs,” is in effect to abandon all rules. The state
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molishes the normative basis of morality, pushing “code-moral-
ity” out of the front door, and then invites it in by the back
door. It wants all the advantages of a halakhic approach with-
out a Halakhah. Thus, its remarkable plea for living by the
rules. without having rules: «'. . every action, no matter how
private, has some repercussions on society sooner or later. Thus,
it can be argued that even an engaged couple are doing a dis-
service to society. if they ‘anticipate marriage’ . . . To weaken
. the rule may well encourage free sexual intercourse between
the unmarried, and ultimately increase the incidence of promis-
ity and adultery.”® Despite all the polite hesitation and the
courteous restraint, the rationalization does not come off. A
young man in a situation of temptation, were he confronted by
such an argument, would simply shrug his shoulders and say, “So
what?” And indeed, in terms of the Report itself, So what?
—and why not?
Jewish morality would, for better or worse, not hesitate. Its
verdict is clear: no excuse for a man to have “intercourse with
his betrothed in the home of his father-in-law.” The first blessing
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christelt, so judelt sich,” was not Heine but R. Judah he-Hasid
of medieval Germany. And his statement (Ke’minhag ha-notzrim

ken minhag ha-yehudim) was made specifically about sexual
matters.

If this Repert—and-the—eind of morality it espeuses should
ultimately become the policy of most of Protestantism, and if
the avant-garde liberals in the Catholic Church should gain suf-
ficient momentum, and if; i t is

: wJewish groups, too, should declare for major
“revisions” of the Jewish moral code, it is quite conceivable that
religious Jews will be left alone, as they were in the ancient past,
afone to proclaim the Word of God to an unredeemed world in
matters of marriage and morality. Unquestionably this will in-
creasingly polarize the Jewish community, accelerating the cen-
trifugal forces which will make the assimilationists even more
aggressive in rejecting Jewishness, and intensifying the centripetal
currents which will force the segregationists to withdraw even
more apprehensively, and with greater justification, from the
general society and turn their backs on the world in an attempt
to preserve what precious little is left to us of a sacred and
magnificent tradition. It will make more difficult than ever before
the attempt to remain in and with the world and yet keep our
ideals and principles intact.

No matter what new strains will be imposed on the Jewish
community as a result of this religiously sponsored permissive-
ness, and no matter what approaches may emerge in order to
keep the two—Judaism and general society—from flying apart,
committed Jews will have to bear a great burden. It is a double
burden: to keep alive and whole the Jewish heritage of personal
and public morality, and to keep challenging the conscience of
the Western world until it shall have passed through this period
of doubt and darkness. One can only hope that' the Christian
churches, heretofore the guardians of the moral heritage com-
mon to the great monotheistic religions of the West, will re-
consider what appears to be their imminent capitulation to a
triumphant moral nihilism which may yet bring down all of
civilization.
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CHAPTER X
SELF-INCRIMINATION IN LAW
AND PSYCHOLOGY: THE FIFTH

both attacked and defended ¥have prompted students of Jewish
law to examine its equivalent in traditiona] Halakhah.* A
comparison of the principle of self-incrimination, as embodied
in constitutiona] law and in the. Halakhah, is revealing on the
level of both theory and practical consequence.

The embattled Amendment, with' its provision that “no per-
son . .. shall be compelled in any case to be a witness against
himself,” is certainly one of the most fundamental and ad-
vanced principles of Anglo-American jurisprudence. Two great
legal thinkers, Dean Griswold and Supreme Court Justice
Douglas, writing Separately, have referred to it in identical
terms: an old friend and a good friend.® Its significance in our
whole tradition of liberty cannot be overrated.

BACKGROUND

English Law

The law against self-incrimination is not found in ancient
Roman law or ip any of its later developments. It was not
part of the Magna Carta, and was unknown in the earljer
Common Law. For Mmany centuries, a prisoner was carefully

—&¥Amined by the ma istrate before the trial, and by the judge
e 1€ current chapter, in jts original form i1 1956, has been cited in

two landmark decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court, once by Chief
ce Earl Warren and once by Associate Justice Wi]h'am'DougJas
In the half century since then, the lemperature of controversy has ’
gong down by a few degrees as other legal issyes have dominated the
public sphere, but the lines pro and con are stjj] very firm. Thus, the

quest.ion of Q1e view of the Halakha on thjs constitutional jssye
ICINAINS pertinent no less today than thep, T L
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seldom used. Hence, without the obstruction between them, the
owner of the roof could see all that occurred in his neighbor’s
courtyard and, thus, deprive him of his privacy. This viewing
is regarded as substantial damage, as if he had physically
invaded his premises. Therefore, it is incumbent upon the
owner of the roof to construct the wall and bear all the ex-
penses, and so avoid damaging his neighbor by denying him
his privacy. It is thus not the potentially aggrieved part@'(ho—j
.~ would benefit from who has to pay for it, but the one
who threatens to perform the intrusion.

Thus, the Halakhah insists upon the responsibility of each
individual not to put himself into a position where he can
pry into his neighbor’s personal domain, and this responsibility
can be enforced by the courts.?*

It should be added that while the discussion in the Talmud
concerns = visual access to a neighbor’s domain, the principle
may be expanded to cover eavesdropping as well. One promi-
nent medieval commentator, R. Menahem Meiri,** decides that
while we must guard against hezek re’iyah, visual surveillance,
we need not worry about hezek shemiyah, aural surveillance.
Hence, the wall the partners can demand of each other must
be solid enough to prevent overlooking each other’s affairs, =
but need not be so strong that it prevents overhearing each
other’s conversations. But the reason Meiri gives is not that
eavesdropping is any less heinous than spying as an invasion
of privacy, but that people normally speak softly when they
think they will be overheard. Where this reason does not
apply, such as in wiretapping or electronic “bugging,” then
obviously hezek shemiyah is as serious a violation and a
damage as hezek re’iyah. All forms of surveillance—natural,
mechanical, and electronic, visual and aural—are included in
the Halakhah’s strictures on hezek re’iyah.

The gravity of nonphysical intrusion is only partially evident
from the fact that the Halakhah regards it as tortious, in that
prevention of such intrusion is legally enforceable. More im-
portant is the fact that such surveillance is considered not only
as a violation of civil law, but, what is more serious in the
context of Judaism, it is considered as issur, a religious trans-
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gression. Visual or aural invasion of privacy is thus primarily
a moral offense, and the civil law and its requirement of
monetary compensation is derivative from it.2

It is instructive, therefore, that the discussion recorded in
the Talmud on hezek re'iyah prefigured by many centuries—
indeed, almost two millenia—the conflicting interpretations
of the Fourth Amendment to the U. §. Constitution. The theory
that visual penetration cannot be considered the equivalent of
physical trespass finds its spokesman in Mr. Justice Black who,
in his strict interpretation of the ‘Constitution in his dissent
in' Griswold v. Connecticut*" and. again- in Katz v. U.S.*
fails to uncover anything in the Fourth Amendment forbidding
the passage of any law abridging the privacy of individuals.
The opposite point of view, which considers hezek re’iyah

cas(substantial_ damage, was expressed by Justice Brandeis,*

~Justice Douglas,* and by Justice Stewart speaking
(s 9@:.“5“5? the majority of the Court. Until this last decision, the

—yddgment of the Halakhah resolving the dispute in the Talmud
in favor of holding nonphysical violation of privacy to be an
actionable damage, i.e., equivalent to actual trespass, had not
been fully adopted by the Supreme Court, which had to a
large extent let the majority decision in Olmstead (in which
the Court was closely divided) remain as the interpretation of
the Fourth Amendment, while considering most questions of
privacy, such as wiretapping, under Section 605 of the Federal
Communications Act of 1934. In July of 1967 Attorney
General Ramsey Clark issued a memorandum anticipating
the decision of the Supreme Court that, even in the absence
of physical trespass, any electronic eavesdropping on conversa-
tions is in violation of the Fourth Amendment. Later that
year the Court, in the Katz decision, with the notable dissent
of Justice Black, held that the Fourth Amendment “protects
people, not places,” and reversed itself on Olmstead, holding
that there was no constitutional significance attached to physical
penetration in electronic eavesdropping, and that all wire-

tapping or bugging is proscribed by the Constitution even with-
out trespass.  American law has thus just recently developed
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» Disclosure

' The Halakhah considers intrusion and disclosure as two
{ separate instances of the violation of privacy. Interestingly,
7 the Biblical commandment concerning forced entry by the
¢ creditor into the debtor’s home to secure a pledge—a case
"of intruSion—is immediately preceded by the commandment
to remember the plague that afflicted Miriam who was thus
punished for speaking ill of Moses to their mutual brother,
Aaron—a case of disclosure.®*
The law against disclosure is usually divided into three
separate parts: slander (i.e., false and defamatory information),
talebearing, and gossip. The last term refers to the circulation
of reports which are true; the “evil tongue” is nevertheless
forbidden because it is socially disruptive, since it puts the
victim in an unfavorable light. However, in its broadest and
deepest sense disclosure is not so much an act of instigating
social disharmony as the invasion of personal privacy. Thus,
- the Mishnah teaches that, after a trial presided over by more
" than one judge, each of them is forbidden to reveal which
of the judges voted for acquittal and which for conviction.*
. The Talmud relates that the famed teacher R. Ami expelled

a scholar from the ae ealed a report he
i entially twenty-two years earliéi¥ Afiformation
Onfidentially may not be disclosed even if it is not
ging or derogatory as long as the original source has sot
xpressly released it.** Even if the original source subsequently
revealed this information publicly, the first listener is still
bound by the confidence until released*—a remarkable example
of the ethics of information. Unauthorized disclosure, whether
the original information was received by complete consent or
by illegal intrusion, whether ethically or unethically, remains
prohibited by the Halakhah.

Protection of the Mail ‘ \

We have discussed so far two kinds of intrusion, visual and

fop
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' words are recorded.” That awareness and that sensitivity are the

‘ moral and psychological background for successful legislation

] and for interpretations of the right to privacy by the courts.

‘ ' And they will have been largely anticipated by Jewish law.
“Observe therefore and do them; for this is your ‘wisdom and
understanding in the sight of the peoples, that when they hear
all these statutes shall say, ‘Surely this great nation is a wise
and understanding people’ ” (Deut. 4:6).
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21. B.B. 3:7. The Mishnah speaks only of the courtyard of partners, but its
intention is to prohibit opening windows even into a partner’s courtyard,
certainly that of a stranger; so in the Gemara, B.B. 59b. Judge Hofstadter
(op. cit, p. 2) was, to my knowledge, the first to point out that the Talmud
anticipated Warren and Brandeis on privacy as a right by some seven
centuries.

22. B.B. 2b, 3a, et passim. Maimonides, Hil. Shekhenim, 2:14. Our thesis
is strengthened by the following consideration that emerges from the relevant
Talmudic discourse (at the beginning of B.B.): even those who hold that
hezek re’'iyah is not an actionable tort agree with the basic principle prohibit-
ing visual violation of privacy. Thus, in such cases as a fence which fell and
must be rebuilt, and the need for an adequately high parapet on a roof imme-
diately adjoining a courtyard, the Talmud unanimously considers that provi-
sion must be made to protect the potential victim from visual surveillance.
The principle is this: where one has already disported himself uninhibitedly
in an area on thg assumption that his privacy is intact (as: where his yard
was protected by a fence) or where he cannot make any private use of his
property because he has no way of knowing when he is being spied upon
(as: when another’s roof adjoins his yard), all agree that his claim is action-
able; the invasion of privacy, although no physical trespass occurred, is
considered a tort. The controversy on hezek re’iyah arises only in such cases
where the plaintiff can determine when his neighbor is in a position to spy
upon him, and is able to protect himself by retreating to a safe area, and has
not yet established a pattern of conduct that would make such inhibition
unlikely. However, the necessity for such caution is inconvenient, and it also
diminishes the value of his property because he cannot pursue all his private
affairs without restraint. Here one school holds that the hezek re’iyah is
tortious and actionable, and the other holds that because the victim can
avoid the disruption of his privacy, the hezek re’iyah is not an actionable
tort; we do not consider his inconvenience a monetary damage. It is there-
fore evident that both Talmudic schools will consider the great majority of
instances of privacy invasion under discussion today as tortious and action-
able in a court of law.

23. B.B. 6b.

24. On the moral background of this law as an outgrowth of the rabbinic
concept of the sanctity of the individual, see Samuel Belkin, In His Image,
Abelard-Schuman (London, N. Y., Toronto) pp. 126-128.

25. Bet Ha-behira to B. B., ed. Sofer, p. 6.

26. Nimukei Yosef to B. B., ch. III (60a). At least one commentator has
attempted to distinguish legally between the moral and monetary aspects of
the offense. Thus one author (quoted in Likkutim to Mishnah B. B. 3:7, in-
" terpreting RaSHBaM) differentiates between hezek re’iyah as a tort and
tzeniut, modesty, as a moral principle. In the case of the former, if the
- plaintiff had not complained for a period of three years during which there
obtained a condition of the violation of his privacy, we assume that he has
waived his rights, and his claim is dismissed; thus the law of viewing a
neighbor’s courtyard, where he may carry on his business. In the latter case,
since we are dealing with a moral rather than a civil or proprietary right, no
presumption of waiving is ever established, no matter how much time has
elapsed since the protest could have been made but was not; thus the law of
installing a window with direct access to the window of a neighbor. See
Nahmanides to B.B. 59.

27. 381 U.S. 479, 507 (1965).

28. Sypra, n.2.
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29. In his law review article, supra, n. 10, and in his dissent in Olmstead v.
United States, 277 U.S. 438, 471 (1928). In the case of visual and aural
violation of privacy, as we have seen, the Halakhah had already established
this right as non-derivative; on the other forms of intrusion, see later.

<30. Groswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 483-85, et passim.

31. In-Katz;swpru, n.2.

.~32. Yet according to the interpretation of Attorney General Jackson, in a
letter to Congress in 1941, Sec. 605 does not forbid wiretapping as such
but only the divulging of the contents of such eavesdropping.

33. Deut. 24:8-9, referring to Num. 12:1-15. Rabbinic tradition thus
associates the ailment of rzaraat (commonly mistranslated as leprosy) with
slander and gossip.

34. Sanhedrin 3:7.

35. Sanhedrin 31a. Cf. Mahatzit ha-Shekkel to Sh. A., Orah Hayyim 156.

36. Yoma 4b.

37. Magen Avraham to Sh. A., Or. H. 156:2; Hafetz Hayyim, 10:6.

38. Louis Finkelstein, Jewish Self-Government in the Middle Ages, pp.
171 ff., 178, 189.

39. Long, p. 159.

40. Responsa Emek Halakha# (New York: 1948) II, No. 14.

41. Yalkut Shimoni to Esther 1:1046.

42. See preceding chapter on “Self-Incrimination.”

43. Sanhedrin 32a, b.

44. Cf. Garrity v. New Jersey, 17 L. Ed. 2nd 562 (1967).

45. Long, p. 220. .

46. William O. Douglas, in an address to the American Civil Liberties

Union, San Francisco, Calif., May 20,1967 (printed in Vital Speeches of the

Day [September 1967], p. 704).

47. Cf. Robert M. Hutchins, Two Faces of Federalism (1961), p.22.

48. Prof. Arthur R. Miller, in testimony before the Senate Subcommittee
on Constitutional Rights; N.Y. Times, February 24, 1971.

49. Ps. 32:1, according to rabbinic interpretation and Prov. 28:13.

50. Yoma 86b.

51. Prov. 26:11.

52. Perceptive observers have seen in the characteristic impersonality and
anonymity of apartment-house dwellers in our great urban centers a vital
defense mechanism against the encroachments on their privacy. See, for
instance, the discussion in Harvey Cox, The Secular City, pp. 29-46.

53. Gen. 1:26, 27.

54. Mekhilta to Beshalah 3: Shab. 133b. Most of Jewish ethics is predi-
cated on this idea of imitatio Dei. See supra, chapters 6 and 7.

55. Thus, Hag. 12b, 13a, reconciling Ps. 18:12 and Dan. 2:22.

56. “In what is wondrous for thee thou shalt not inquire, and in what
is hidden from thee thou shalt not seek”—Ben Sira.

57. Ex. 3:6. .

58. Hag. 2:1, according to Jerusalem Talmud (Hag. 2:1-8b) which con-
siders the two items in the Mishnah, theosophic overreaching and offense
against the dignity of God, as one.

59. Thus, R. Menahem Mendel of Lubavitch (Derekh Mitzvotekha, p. 59)
applies the term giluy arayot, normally reserved for sexual immorality, to
the exposing of what is and should be private, secret, and mysterious in the
Kabbalistic sense.

60. The same holds true, mutatis mutandis, of our conception of God.
Denial of either of these poles results in a denial of personality to God.
Belief in an uncommunicative, deistic God is, as Schopenhauer put it, a
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polite atheism. And the assertion of a God who has dispossessed Himself of
His transcendence, who has exhausted and dissipated His privacy, is a rather
impolite atheism—the atheology of those who proclaim that His life has
come to an end.

61. Micah 6:8.

62. Exod. 4:21, 7:3, et passim.

63. On the rights of privacy versus the claims of history, see my article on
“The Private Lives of Public Figures,” in Jewish Life (January-February
1967), pp. 7-10, 15, 16.
~—64. Supm, n.2.

65. Avor 2:1.




