Shalom Carmy
Shalom Carmy is editor of Tradition

ON CLEAVING AS IDENTIFICATION:
R. SOLOVEITCHIK’S ACCOUNT OF
DEVEKUT IN U-VIKKASHTEM MI-SHAM*

A

thinker’s image is often fixed unalterably by his first major texts.
Academic study and popular appreciation come belatedly to the
later work. In the case of maran ha-Rav Joseph Soloveitchik
z”l, the paucity of publications in the decades following the appearance
of Ish ha-Halakha in 1943 increased immeasurably this tendency to
exegetical inertia. While there are by now many papers interpreting and
rehashing Halakhic Man and Lonely Man of Faith (1966), the Rav’s primary discussion of religious existence, U-Vikkashtem mi-Sham (“And
you shall seek from there”), which first appeared in 1978, has yet to be
widely disseminated and digested. The essay’s complex structure, combined with a 30-year absence of an English version, have further discouraged pundits.1
The climax of the Rav’s analysis of man’s relationship with God is
his account of devekut—cleaving or adhering to God. On first reading,
this section is especially daunting for several reasons. To begin with,
unlike other doctrines in U-Vikkashtem, his conception of devekut cannot easily be anticipated on the basis of earlier works. In addition, the
Rav’s understanding of devekut is, not surprisingly, sharply at variance
with conventional notions of devekut associated with mystical religious
orientations. Lastly, in developing his depiction of devekut as a general
religious phenomenon, the Rav inexplicably takes phrases in rabbinic
definitions of devekut that refer to particular Jewish phenomena and
reformulates them in universal religious and ethical terms.
My intention in what follows is to review the Rav’s discussion of
devekut in its context as the highest level of relationship between man
and God and to call attention to the various literary and interpretive
moves through which he unfolds the concept. A careful exposition will
enable us to confront and elucidate elements in the Rav’s thought and
literary craft that may remain concealed when the deliberate structure
of the discourse goes unnoticed.
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I. THE STAGES BEFORE DEVEKUT
The Rav’s most familiar major works employ a typological mode of
exposition. Halakhic Man centers on three ideal types—cognitive man,
homo religiosus and halakhic man; Lonely Man introduces majestic man
and man of faith. These personality types are described in the present
tense, as it were, and analyzed in their absolute distinctiveness. Though
we learn to appreciate the gifts and inadequacies of each ideal type, and
though the Rav occasionally reminds us that the characteristics of each
co-exist in the human personality, they are juxtaposed rather than integrated. We are given no account of how or why one type might metamorphose into another or expand itself to embrace missing elements.
The result of this literary-phenomenological presentation is an understanding of the human condition that is palpably disharmonious. The
individual who recognizes the value of both may oscillate between the
majestic and faith communities, but finds no resting place; halakhic man
experiences irresolvable conflict because his project contains within itself,
so to speak, both cognitive man’s orientation and religious man’s yearning. The strategy is deliberate: the incommensurability of legitimate
human values and goals is, according to the Rav, a central feature of the
human condition. As he writes in a parallel context: “The conflict is
final, almost absolute. Only God knows how to reconcile; we do not. . . .
In the world of realities, the harmony of opposites is an impossibility.”2
This approach captures a great deal of importance to our understanding of the human condition. But disharmony and incessant conflict do not exhaust experience. That U-Vikkashtem mi-Sham offers a
more harmonious outcome to human striving is by now a staple of
commentary on the Rav. What is most important for our present discussion is not the fact that the contradictory and conflicting experiences
described in U-Vikkashtem be somehow reconciled, but that these fundamental experiences do not simply exist side by side in the same individual, but rather interact to produce higher stages of experience. To
that extent, the Rav’s method in U-Vikkashtem resembles Hegel’s
dialectic. While the higher stages do not annul the lower, it is impossible to enter into the higher stages without having incorporated the lessons of the lower. An experience that bears a certain kind of value at
one stage becomes transformed and expresses a radically different significance at a more advanced stage.
The overture to the essay draws on the story of Shir ha-Shirim. The
human being quests for God; God searches for man. Nevertheless the
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hoped-for rendezvous does not occur. Typically the Dod (that is, God)
does not reveal Himself when the ra’aya (the people of Israel or the
individual) are sick with longing. And when God finally shows Himself,
the partner is strangely unresponsive. The lovers are separated and
estranged because each has a different goal and a different conception
of the other.
“Natural experience” (havaya tiv’it) reflects humanity’s quest for
God. It is manifested in the classical philosophical search for God, via
the study of cosmology, moral and aesthetic experience, logic and religious experience (where the religious, as in Karl Barth, is not identified
with divine self-disclosure in revelation). “Revelational experience”
(havaya gilluyit) occurs when God shows Himself to the human being.
The quest initiated by the human being aims to satisfy human needs
and desires. The visitation of man by God confronts the human being
with a reality that is not conformed to human needs and desires. For
the revelational consciousness, God is the source of commands, experienced in all their imperious force, not infrequently making demands
that run counter to human logic and rational ethical intuitions. From
the natural perspective, love of God is the hope of procuring a full
range of desired benefits from Him, and fear of God is the apprehension of privation and the desire to avert it. From the revelational perspective, man’s task is to obey, and the presence of God engenders fear.
At this stage, the Rav asserts, personal relation between man and God is
impossible: mere obedience does not constitute relationship. Man
would prefer untrammeled freedom: the divine imperative interferes
with his wishes. He must obey, but the ethic of command and obedience is an ethic of estrangement.
R. Soloveitchik takes it as a given that human beings cannot be satisfied with this situation. Man aspires to freedom in his relationship
with God. Although the law’s commands are imposed by God, man’s
quest for God can be fulfilled only if he experiences the law not only as
a military command, so to speak, but also as a law freely consented to.
Even the higher conceptions of love and fear of God, which evolve
from the more primitive and self-seeking emotions, do not bridge the
gulf separating man and God.
Beyond the dialectic of love and fear, in their various forms, the Rav
posits the imitation (or emulation) of God (hiddammut). Unlike obedience, imitation appears to involve a personal relationship between the
worshiper and the being that is emulated. The idea of imitating God is
well attested in the halakhic literature. Maimonides, for example, writes
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in the opening chapters of Hilkhot De’ot that the imitation of God’s
attributes is the foundation of character ethics.3 Ethical writers as different from Maimonides—and from the Rav—as Maharal, in his Netivot
Olam, and R. Moshe Cordovero, in Tomer Devora, assigned a place of
pride to this principle. From the perspective of general religious thought,
seeking to capture the essential logic of God-centered ethics, and to
avoid the impersonal one-dimensionality of regnant consequentialist or
Kantian systems, imitatio offers an attractive organizing concept for religious ethics.4 Thus it is not at all surprising that the Rav devotes a great
deal of attention to imitation of God in the second half of Halakhic
Man, a section that can be viewed as a prequel or transition to UVikkashtem. One might indeed expect this concept to provide the “synthesis,” so to speak, between the human quest for God driven by human
values, and divine revelation, with its uncompromising commanding
voice. Imitation brings man closer to God than mere obedience.
What is surprising is not that the Rav introduces the idea of hiddammut, but that he finds it almost as unsatisfactory, with regard to
transcending the opposition of quest and confrontation, as the more
primitive stage that precedes it in the Rav’s exposition. It does not supply the autonomy craved by man; it does not truly overcome human
alienation from God. One is struck by the boldness of the Rav’s ambition for the religious individual. Here is how he states the limitations of
imitation as the ultimate stage of religious experience:
In the principle of imitation there comes to expression from one side
the terrible despair of powerless man, who cannot realize his yearning
for adherence (hitdabbekut) to God, through which he can achieve
complete and absolute freedom. . . . Man subjects himself to an
inscrutable fate that divides him from the realization of his sole hope of
attaining freedom through devekut, and he says: even though one cannot cleave unto Him, one can imitate Him. In the act of imitation there
is a confession of failure in the proud attempt to reach total devekut; if
one is attached to God it is unnecessary to imitate Him. (180)

Imitation thus becomes a compromise:
The revelational imperative, that lacks justification, blends at this stage
with the normative creative consciousness and becomes an ethical commandment full of reason and purpose. For the man of God (ish haElokim) it is as if the revelational command imposed upon him by
compulsion arose from complete freedom. . . . (180)
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Thus the religious personality cannot be fully satisfied with imitation,
and therefore must aspire to devekut. It is through devekut, the Rav
assures us, that man can find the path to full relationship with God,
including the experience of autonomy. The chapter following the discussion of imitation is entitled: “from imitation to devekut.”
This background explains why devekut is necessary if man is to
achieve a harmonious relationship with God that is rooted in freedom.
Now the Rav need only explain what devekut means. All we must do is
trace his exposition step by step.

II. THE DEFINITION OF DEVEKUT
The first step is the assertion that devekut is a mitsva, just like imitation
(187ff). While the Rav immediately associates this command with the
“mad love” described in the culminating chapter of Rambam’s Hilkhot
Teshuva, devekut is given a specific halakhic identity. The following paragraphs, however, seem to offer a mystical conception: the Rav speaks of
the eschatological fulfillment of the divine name, citing kabbalistic
sources. He completes this section by mentioning halakhic contexts,
such as visiting the Temple and the joy of holidays, in which man stands
in the presence of God. These phenomena assert something like
devekut, but they do not provide a definition. Thus the reader seemingly has not been brought closer to an understanding of what devekut
means, other than that it involves closeness to God, which he or she
already knew.
The next chapter, headed Lev Mitdabbek (the heart cleaves, 189ff)
contrasts the Jewish conception of devekut (“with Halakha in the vanguard”) and the mystical idea of unio mystica. Playing off the Talmudic
question (Ketubbot 111b) how man can cleave unto God, when God is
a consuming fire, the Rav answers, in the name of the mystic: “Let the
supernal fire consume the being of the person bound on the altar of His
love.” He opposes this dramatic solution with what the Talmud actually
says: Man adheres to God by adhering to talmidei hakhamim (Torah
scholars).
One cannot help noting that the Talmudic answer sounds disappointing, parochial and prosaic in the light of the glowing claims made
for devekut within the dialectic of U-Vikkashtem. In the very next sentence the Rav feels impelled to paraphrase the Talmudic dictum with a
more general statement: “In other words, let him live a life of value and
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elevation (191).” But this gloss is even more puzzling. To begin with,
the Talmud spoke specifically of getting closer to Torah sages. The Rav
replaces this with a vague recommendation to live a good life. How
does this in any fashion capture the message of the Gemara? Furthermore, the empty generality of this ideal cannot coincide with the place
of devekut at the pinnacle of religious existence.
In the two paragraphs that complete this chapter the Rav does supply some content to his differentiation of the ideal of devekut from the
mystic view.
1) As is already evident, Judaism does not advocate the annihilation
of human individuality in the fire of mystical devekut.
2) Furthermore, the mystic values inner, private, introspective experience, and does not value external behavioral manifestations of religion.
Hence, the mystic is also prone to dismiss the value of social attachment
as a distraction from the pure encounter between God and man. It
seems that the Talmud’s emphasis on contact with Torah scholars corresponds to the social dimension omitted by conventional mysticism.
3) Lastly, the Rav states that mysticism, because it does not care
about external behavior, also fails to grasp the role of “living history”
that takes place in the social arena: “society is both the subject and the
object of the historical unfolding.” While this idea appears to be
entailed by the second point, it is unclear, at least to the first time reader, what the comment about history and its unfolding adds to the statement about the social aspect of devekut. It neither elucidates the Rav’s
rephrasing of the Gemara nor does it, at first blush, deepen the general
philosophical thesis.
As if finally acknowledging that his previous remarks had circumnavigated devekut without offering a straightforward account, the Rav
opens the next chapter, “His left hand beneath my head, while His
right hand embraces me” with a question: “Now we must ask: What is
hitdabbekut according to Judaism?”5 (193)
Instead of directly answering his question, however, the Rav insists on
rehearsing ground already covered: the central idea that the terror and
the desire to flee God’s presence discussed earlier in the essay express
superficial levels of religious consciousness. After several paragraphs in this
vein, the Rav circles around to the Talmudic formula discussed in the previous section. This time he supplies a new paraphrase of the dictum, one
closer to its literal meaning. One achieves attachment to God through
attachment to those who know Him. In the Rav’s view, this entails that
the attachment occurs via the act of knowing itself, where knowing is
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defined not as a purely intellectual process, but as the synthesis of knowing, willing and action. Where this equation holds, man both imitates
God (because He too unites intellect, will and action) and cleaves unto
Him, because man thus shares in His unified intellect, will and action.
The next section (195ff), expounding the theory of human participation in divine knowledge, is regarded as a particularly recondite passage, replete with Maimonidean references and Kantian and neo-Kantian
echoes. When the Rav presented this material in a public lecture at Lamport Auditorium at Yeshiva University the consternation and bewilderment among the non-philosophers in attendance was unmistakable. The
historical and philosophical background of this section was the subject of
a study by Prof. Aviezer Ravitzky.6 My own concern is with the place of
devekut in the larger framework of religious development and the apparent obliqueness in the Rav’s exposition. Thus a simplified account of this
passage will be sufficient.
Knowledge, in general, posits an opposition between subject and
object. The object is distinct from the knower; it stands against him, so
to speak. The basic thesis taken from Maimonides is that this does not
apply to divine knowledge. God’s knowledge is not analogous to a copy
or photograph of an object, but is more like self-knowledge, or even
better, it is like knowledge of something the knower herself has created.
God does not know the world as something separate from Him because
the world is not genuinely independent of Him. Building on Maimonides’ Guide, the Rav asserts that human knowledge, too, may participate infinitesimally in the divine knowledge that transcends the
dualism of subject and object.
To this point then, the Rav has actually offered two definitions of
devekut on the basis of the Talmudic injunction to cleave unto Torah
scholars. The first attempt—“let him live a life of value and elevation”—
we found inadequate because it is insufficiently specific. The second
attempt brings us closer to the language of Hazal—one adheres to God
through the study of His Torah. As the Rav stresses repeatedly, the
encounter with God via intellectual enlightenment must embrace the
entire human being—thought, will and action. It must therefore be the
kind of knowledge that connects essentially to moral action. Halakhic
cognition exemplifies such knowledge; morally neutral modes of cognition do not qualify.7
This formulation, too, is not wholly satisfactory to the modern
reader. For one thing, its plausibility depends on medieval metaphysical
theories filtered through a Kantian prism. Of course there is theological
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and historical value in demonstrating that the Rav’s understanding of
Judaism is a legitimate successor to Rambam’s. Moreover, old philosophical images frequently possess enduring analogical or metaphorical
significance, and convey insights that are not rendered obsolete by
more advanced techniques and more modern structures of argument.
Nevertheless, explaining the philosophical meaning of devekut to modern readers by invoking medieval metaphysics is liable to leave the idea
more muddled instead of more accessible. I cannot imagine the Rav, in
any of his major philosophical works (mentally review Halakhic Man,
Halakhic Mind, Worship of the Heart or Emergence of Ethical Man),
resting so much on a consciously archaic philosophical theory.8
It is not only the limited resonance of the Rav’s philosophical baggage in this passage that a good reader might find troubling. The idea
that devekut is knowledge, even when qualified to include the practical
moral aspects of that kind of knowledge, is psychologically abstract—it
posits an achievement rather than describing the path to that achievement—when the thrust of the Rav’s thinking, particularly in UVikkashtem, is persistently concrete. To put it differently: If the Rav had
stopped here, he would have established an equation of Torah study, or
more specifically Torah study integrated with practice, and devekut. He
would not have delineated clearly what devekut adds, experientially, to the
idea of Torah study.
The last section of chapter XIV 9 supplies the final ingredient in the
Rav’s account of devekut. In the light of our previous discussion we can
appreciate the precision with which the opening question is stated. The
Rav asks: “But how is one to imagine the realization of this sublime
vision?” (204)
Note well: by this point in the essay, the Rav has already completed
the definition of devekut as an intellectual-practical engagement. What
is missing is the experiential and imaginative correlate.
As before, the Rav seemingly repeats himself, only to add, once
again, a loaded paraphrase that marks a crucial new stage of exposition.
Here is what he writes:
As we said above, the realization comes about through the act of cognition charged with will and action. In other words, by the human being’s
identification with the Supreme Will expressed by the Halakha, which
translates thought-will into will-action. [204; my italics.]

The first stage in U-Vikkashtem describes the human being seeking God
and the conflicting motion of God’s confrontation with man, in which

107

TRADITION
God is the commanding presence, and the human role is exhausted in
obedience. For the seeker who aims at a personal connection to God
grounded in human autonomy this is no relationship at all but the imposition of self-sacrifice and self-negation: to the commandment corresponds the obedient, commanded person. Imitatio dei provides an
obvious model for relationship: not only obedience, but also imitation of
God. And finally, after a long and complicated journey, the Rav arrives at
the psychological-phenomenological model corresponding to the mitsva
of devekut. It is identification (hizdahut) with God’s revealed will. In this
act of psychological identification, the human being becomes God’s
partner in the work of creation, in a rabbinic phrase already used at the
end of Halakhic Man. The image is not that of the soldier confronted by
the Commander, or even the admirer emulating the ideal, but rather
that of the co-worker standing side by side with the Eternal.10
III. ACTUALIZING DEVEKUT
The Rav’s concern for translating the formula of devekut into a living
experience governs the rest of the essay. The three media that express
the aspiration of combining the natural quest for God with the revelational confrontation are the sovereignty of intellect, the elevation of the
body and the perpetuation of the word of God. Through these media
the entire human being, in all his concreteness, participates in the religious life.
There is little need for us to comment here on the first two ways.
The third requires more elaboration. What does it mean to perpetuate
God’s word, to extend the gift of prophecy, as it were, into the present
moment? Superficially, because the perpetuation occurs through Torah
study, this appears to be the same as the first, engaging the intellect.
However, the Rav’s purpose here is not simply to extol learning, but
rather to depict a community of learning, marked by creativity. This is
more than a collection of brilliant intellectual workers; it is a dialogue.
The charming anecdote at the end of U-Vikkashtem, often quoted out
of context, about the Rav’s first personal encounter with the Rambam,
in the crib adjoining the room in which his father taught, and the subsequent expansion of the company to include a vast array of gedolim
through the generations, all crowded around the adult Rav’s table, is
not a mere literary flourish. Rather, it illustrates vividly the social and
historical nature of the activity called talmud Torah, and more particularly the study of Torah she-b’al Peh, which is, by its very nature, an act
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of oral transmission and dialogue. We noted above that the Rav, in contrasting the Talmudic teaching on devekut with mysticism, spoke not
only of the social dimension of halakhic life but also mentioned its historicity. This was to prepare us for the closing vision, in which the sages
of the Oral Law transcend the bounds of time and mortality to form an
eternal creative community, where the conflict between man’s desire for
freedom and the constraints of divine heteronomy are overcome.
IV. THE ROAD NOT TAKEN
Some of the Rav’s explicit statements reveal a desire to provide an alternative to mystical conceptions of devekut. To that extent, U-Vikkashtem
mi-Sham continues the contrast between halakhic man and homo religiosus that plays such a large role in Halakhic Man. The Rav’s analysis
also conforms to the principle enunciated there, and elsewhere, that
Halakha is “democratic,” that it is addressed to every Jew and not only
to the spiritual elite: if devekut is a halakhic obligation, then it must be
formulated in an exoteric manner.
Yet one cannot help noticing the availability of another alternative
to the ideal of unio mystica that the Rav rejects. Ramban, in his commentary to Deuteronomy 11:22 depicts the ideal of devekut in this
worldly terms: “to remember God and His love always, not to deflect
your thought from Him when you go on your way, when you sleep and
arise, until one speaks with human beings with one’s mouth and
tongue, but his heart is not with them but before God.”11 Gershom
Scholem wrote a well-known essay in which Ramban exemplifies Jewish
mysticism’s abstention from unio mystica.12
Despite the Rav’s much-discussed affinity for Ramban, he fails to
mention this famous passage, either positively or critically. Why not?
Does not Ramban, after all, define devekut as a commandment that can
be attempted by everyone, not through mystical rapture or loss of individuality or withdrawal from the world but by carrying out one’s daily
tasks with appropriate concentrated intention?
In one sentence, I would say that Ramban’s path did not attract the
Rav because, despite its consistency with halakhic form, it remains a
contemplative stance, distancing the man of God from the world. There
are additional factors linked to this that would further lead the Rav to
seek a different formulation. Ramban’s approach, despite its accessibility
to all in theory, may be psychologically esoteric to all but the elite who
can achieve the double consciousness, dealing with human beings while
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communing with God, that Ramban requires. Another way of saying
this is that Ramban’s prescription is that the individual concentrate his,
or her, thought on the divine, which places enormous weight on the
triumph of an intense, undistracted naked consciousness, as it were,
without elaborating on how that consciousness is attained. The Rav
does not rely on the gift of a certain kind of contemplative awareness,
but instead defines a goal that can be approached gradually by means
of, not in spite of sustained human involvement in the full array of
human activities, intellectual, physiological and social. The quest for
devekut is not about how one thinks, but about how one conducts
one’s life. While these considerations are sufficient to differentiate the
Rav’s outlook from Ramban’s, the conflict may not be explicit enough
to demand open critique and dissociation.
Apart from differences in outlook, the Rav’s view of devekut offers
him other benefits that could not be derived from straightforward
adoption of Ramban’s description. While the study of Torah is no
doubt a primary ingredient in the quest for spiritual completeness
according to all traditional Jewish thinkers in all era, the Rav’s teaching
demonstrates very specifically the way in which study—and study of
Torah rather than other philosophical or scientific disciplines—is
uniquely integrated in the dialogue of man and God. In the same spirit,
the doctrine of devekut in U-Vikkashtem highlights the centrality of
transmission and human dialogue in the achievement of devekut. Concomitantly, the Rav’s working out of the dialectical logic of devekut supports his emphasis on creativity as a central value in Torah study, in
moral life and in Judaism. The creature who yearns for communion
with the Creator, who accepts the yoke of His commandments and the
obligation to imitate Him, also accepts willingly the obligation of
“becoming His partner in creation.”13
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NOTES
* Page references to U-Vikkashtem (in Ish ha-Halakha, galuy ve-Nistar,
Jerusalem, 1979) will appear in the text.
1. “Majesty and Humility” (Tradition 17:2, Spring 1978), 25
2. As the Rav discussed in a halakhic essay on erasing the divine names (Shiurim l’Zekher Avi Mori II, Jerusalem, 2002, 185ff), imitation also plays an
additional halakhic role, based on Sota 14a. But whereas the latter source
derives specific actions, like visiting the sick, welcoming guests and burying
the dead, from God’s actions, the former, derived from Sifre, is concerned
with the formation of character traits. The importance of imitatio Dei for
Maimonides and for the Rav following in his footsteps was emphasized by
Rabbi Wurzburger; see his “Imitatio dei in the philosophy of Rav Joseph
B. Soloveitchik” in Hazon Nahum: Studies in Jewish Law, Thought, and
History presented to Dr. Norman Lamm on the occasion of his seventieth
birthday, edited by Yaakov Elman and Jeffrey S. Gurock. (New YorkHoboken, 1997) 557-575, and “The Maimonidean matrix of Rabbi
Joseph B. Soloveitchik’s two-tiered ethics” in Through the Sound of Many
Voices: Writings contributed on the occasion of the 70th birthday of W. Gunther Plaut, edited by Jonathan V. Plaut (Toronto, 1982) 172-183, both
reprinted in Rabbi Wurzburger’s Covenantal Imperatives and Other Essays
(New York, 2008), edited by Eliezer Jacobs and Shalom Carmy.
3. See, among many examples, the chapter on Karl Barth in Gene Outka,
Agape: An Ethical Analysis (New Haven, Yale University Press, 1972).
4. My translation follows the wording in the first edition, in HaDarom 5738.
5. See Aviezer Ravitzky, “Rabbi J.B. Soloveitchik on human knowledge:
between Maimonidean and neo-Kantian philosophy” (Modern Judaism 6,
2 (1986) 157-188). Yehonatan Blass, Mi-Nofet Tsuf Part I (Neve Tsuf,
2006) is a careful study of topics in Maimonides’ Guide written from a rabbinic, but academically informed perspective. Though he does not mention
R. Soloveitchik, his approach to the chapters in the Guide that form the
backdrop to the Rav’s discussion will be helpful to many readers.
6. This, despite the fact that Maimonides, Hil. Yesodei ha-Torah 2:2, recognizes knowledge of nature together with Torah study as means to the love
of God, and the Rav (202), in quoting this text approvingly, equates love
of God with devekut. Perhaps one should distinguish between achieved
devekut, where natural consciousness is in harmony with revelational consciousness, and the commandment of devekut, which requires explicitly
normative categories. This would also explain why Maimonides, in Sefer
ha-Mitsvot, Aseh 6, defines devekut in practical rather than intellectual
terms, and why devekut is enumerated in Hil. De’ot , and not in Hil.
Yesodei ha-Torah.
7. Contrast, for example, the use of neo-Kantianism in Halakhic Man. By the
1940’s, the particular doctrines critically analyzed in the Rav’s dissertation,
though not moribund, were visibly past their prime, both on the Continent and in America. While the Rav employs the terminology of neo-Kan-
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tianism he explicitly notes that the fundamental insights of Halakhic Man
are not dependent on the truth of neo-Kantianism in any of its forms, and
that his use of that vocabulary is for explanatory purposes. (see 27, n. 18)
8. Chapter XVI in first edition.
9. Psychoanalysts speak of the internalization of an ideal object. Imitation and
identification would be different aspects of such internalization. I note the
parallel for heuristic purposes only.
10. Ramban’s language is similar to Rambam’s ideal in Guide III, 51. Maimonides, however, is describing the culmination of the religious life while
Nahmanides, by contrast, is attempting to define the commandment of
devekut. Rambam’s definition of devekut as a commandment, like the
Rav’s, looks to the society of sages as its arena of realization. Note that
Ramban quotes the passage in Ketubbot in his commentary to Deuteronomy 6:13. See on this R. Shalom Barazovski of Slonim, Netivot Shalom, Vol
I (Jerusalem, 1982) 63ff.
11. “Devekut, or Communion with God” in The Messianic Idea in Judaism
(New York, 1971), 203-226. Scholem asserts that no source is more
important than this passage and notes the parallel to Maimonides (204f).
Moshe Idel’s disagreement with Scholem about the absence of unio mystica in Jewish sources is not pertinent to our discussion.
12. The theme of partnership in creativity already appears in the second half of
Halakhic Man. On the importance of creativity in the Rav’s thought, see
Rabbi Wurzburger, “The Centrality of Creativity in the Thought of Rabbi
Joseph B. Soloveitchik” (in Covenantal Imperatives).
13. Special thanks to David Shatz for his comments on an earlier draft.
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