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T

he sermon Kol Dodi Dofek reflects a crucial and, in some
respects, pivotal change in R. Soloveitchik’s thought. In this
paper, I would like to briefly clarify the status of Kol Dodi Dofek
in the corpus of R. Soloveitchik’s philosophy, and to remark on its
standing in contemporary religious-Zionist circles.
STAGES IN R. SOLOVEITCHIK’S THOUGHT

A number of definitions are warranted: up to Kol Dodi Dofek, R.
Soloveitchik’s thinking patterns are phenomenological. From Kol Dodi
Dofek onward, his thinking is also existentialist. R. Soloveitchik’s main
phenomenological works are U-Vikkashtem mi-Sham and Halakhic Mind 1
while Kol Dodi Dofek, “Confrontation,” and The Lonely Man of Faith are
existentialist. This shift did not mean abandonment of phenomenological
thinking modes; quite to the contrary, R. Soloveitchik continued to pursue
them for the rest of his life. But true existentialist works only appear from
Kol Dodi Dofek onwards. Before I clarify these statements, I should note
that these terms are not used in their historical sense. I define “phenomenological” and “existential” from within R. Soloveitchik’s work, as follows.
REASON AND METAPHYSICS
R. Soloveitchik’s phenomenological thinking strives to understand the
structure of religious consciousness. It is an essentialist mode of thought,
since it wishes to isolate the essential components of the religious phenomenon. One of the components of the subjective consciousness is
metaphysical consciousness, i.e., the human consciousness which seeks
This article was translated by Amit Gvaryahu.
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the abstraction of the divine (divine attributes) and the causality and reason of divine actions. The starting point of R. Soloveitchik’s existential
thinking, on the other hand, is a complete rejection of the metaphysical
and the causal.2 Even the focus of scientific control of nature (majestic
man), which continues in R. Soloveitchik’s dialectic, does not concern
itself with reasons and causality: it continues to rely on Hermann Cohen
and the conventionalist school of philosophy of science, both of whom
reject metaphysics. Ergo, in his phenomenological period, R. Soloveitchik sought the abstract consciousness of, and presented various
models of, the divine. The existentialist discourse in his work, on the
other hand, rejects metaphysics outright, even as a component of consciousness. Understanding the divine per se no longer holds any interest;
R. Soloveitchik shifts his attention from the transcendent to the concrete
dimensions of earthly life.
DISTRESS
R. Soloveitchik’s phenomenological thinking mainly attempts to define
the essence of the relationship between man and God. This relationship
contains different aspects: love and fear, devekut and separation. R.
Soloveitchik’s phenomenological thought views these relations as normal
and typical of a religious personality. The dialectic poses no problem on
both the subjective and objective levels, and ultimately resolves itself into
a harmonious unity. Existential thinking, on the other hand, marks distress and suffering as its focal point. Man is by definition—as a human
being, and as a religious person—a suffering, shocked, angst-ridden,
mortal creature. R. Soloveitchik, in his existential works, attempts to
react to this given situation, while accepting the grundnorm of religious
existentialism: “There is no human solution to the human problem.”3 R.
Soloveitchik believes that there is no solution at all to the human
predicament, at least not a total solution; halakha, however, and only
halakha, allows humans the adequate means of coping with this distress.
Observance of halakha teaches men how to live with distress, not how to
overcome it, since that is impossible.
RESOLVING THE DIALECTIC
The ability to contain a paradox, R. Soloveitchik’s situation of
absurd, is characteristic of the consciousness and existence of humanity.
However, R. Soloveitchik’s phenomenological works often contain
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attemps to harmonize these contradictions. The Rav claims in UVikkashtem mi-Sham that the highest level of consciousness is at one
with itself. The existential portion of R. Soloveitchik’s works does not
attempt to harmonize and leave the dialectic and contradictory as they
are. R. Soloveitchik diverts his attention to locating the dissonance and
devising ways to live with it; he does not attempt to locate the harmonious or the harmonizing.
THE OTHER
R. Soloveitchik’s phenomenological thinking does not deem the
Other worthy of discussion. It does take the time to define the relationship of single people in society, but the Thou, in relationship to
the I, does not constitute a main part of his thought, nor does it form
a basis for it.4 R. Soloveitchik’s existential thought sets the problem of
the Other at its center: one of the major focal points of any existential
philosophy is the inability to communicate with others, whether one’s
fellow-humans, or God himself. Connection and dialogue are the focal
point of R. Soloveitchik’s existential philosophy. Let us clarify: the existential dialogue is not the conversation with others itself. Phenomenological thought can also contain the mutual turning of people and
God toward each other in revelation. But existentialism assumes that
an authentic relationship of subjects is difficult, and nearly impossible.
Subjects cannot know each other since they are, by definition,
immutable. Inter-subjective communication is, therefore, the focal
point of R. Soloveitchik’s existential works. A similar focal point is the
question of community: regulation of inter-existential relations of subjects in a community is derived from the question of the Other.
TELOS
R. Soloveitchik’s phenomenological philosophy is the result of two combined motives: (1) Curiosity and the quest for knowledge. The philosopher feels an intellectual and emotional need to understand and expose
the essential components of religious consciousness. (2) Religious perfection. An understanding of religious consciousness paves the road to
devekut, based on understanding the higher stages of the development of
said consciousness. The telos of R. Soloveitchik’s existential philosophy,
however, is first and foremost therapeutic: we have already explained that
R. Soloveitchik’s focal point is the distress of the individual and his or
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her unique subjective situation; in other words: the feeling that the individual’s situation and problems are not understood. Articulating the
problematic existential situation is a therapeutic attempt at coping with
loneliness and the inability to communicate with others. This can explain
two phenomena: (1) the personal style R. Soloveitchik uses often in his
existential philosophy; (2) the central place given to suffering as a given
starting point. The author is suffering.
As we stated before, Kol Dodi Dofek is the first methodological
work which marks the existentialist stage in R. Soloveitchik’s work, as
we shall briefly demonstrate. Kol Dodi Dofek has been discussed in different settings, especially the terms “berit goral” and “berit ye’ud.”5 I
am not sure, however, that these discussions have brought the full variety of meanings of this work to light.
THE REJECTION OF METAPHYSICS
Kol Dodi Dofek begins with the concept of suffering as a given characteristic of human existence. 6 The initial response of the individual
exposed to the reality of suffering is shock, followed by an attempt to
uncover the rationalist foundations of suffering. I would like to extensively analyze part of the beginning of the sermon to point out its freshness. R. Soloveitchik writes:
After this psychic upheaval of the sufferer as the immediate reaction to
evil has passed, there follows the intellectual curiosity which endeavors
to understand the cosmos and thereby undergird man’s confidence and
security. In this stage, a person begins to contemplate suffering and to
pose grave and difficult questions. He tracks the intellectual foundations of suffering and evil, and seeks to find the harmony and balance
between the affirmation and the negation and to blunt the sharp edge
of the tension between the thesis—the good—and the antithesis—the
bad—in existence. As a result of the question and answer, problem and
resolution, he formulates a metaphysics of Evil wherewith he is able to
reach an accommodation with evil, indeed to cover it up. The sufferer
utilizes his capacity for intellectual abstraction, with which he was
endowed by his Creator, to the point of self-deception—the denial of
the existence of evil in the world (Kol Dodi Dofek, 3-4).

R. Soloveitchik’s words are extreme. They essentially mean that
during the many years of Jewish thought—which dealt with the problem of evil extensively, in many different ways—the thinkers missed the
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mark, erred, and misled their readers and adherents. The end of the
quote, for example, contains allusions to two major attitudes toward the
problem of evil.
Kabbala
The Kabbalists presented an especially structured theory (or “metaphysics”) of evil, and pointed to its source in the divine world. The side
of impurity (tum’a), “the other side” (sitra ahra, kellipot), exists alongside of purity. The former are the exact opposites of the divine sefirot.7
Maimonides
Maimonides denies the actual existence of evil. He solved the problem
of emanation of evil from the divine, which is entirely good, by claiming that evil does not exist, and is a negation (Guide III:10). R.
Soloveitchik, however, regards “denial (kefira) of the existence of evil in
the world” as nothing less then self-delusion.
The main approaches of Jewish thought, therefore, cannot supply
the solution to the problem of evil, since this solution is impossible; R.
Soloveitchik sharply negates the metaphysical approach to suffering
thus:
Only if man could grasp the world as a whole would he be able to gain
a perspective on the essential nature of evil. However, as long as man’s
apprehension is limited and distorted, as long as he perceives only isolated fragments of the cosmic drama and the mighty epic of history, he
remains unable to penetrate into the secret lair of suffering and evil. To
what may the matter be compared? To a person gazing at a beautiful
rug, a true work of art, one into which an exquisite design has been
woven—but looking at it from its left side. Can such a viewing give rise
to a sublime aesthetic experience? We, alas, view the world from its left
side. We are, therefore, unable to grasp the all-encompassing framework of being. And it is only within that framework that it is possible to
discern the divine plan, the essential nature of the divine actions (Kol
Dodi Dofek, 5).

R. Soloveitchik’s underlying assumption is that man, as a finite creature, is unable to grasp the “all-encompassing framework of being.”
This sort of assumption can lead to two alternative conclusions:
(1) Understanding of the universe, as a whole, is humanly impossi-
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ble. It is, however, incumbent upon humans to strive and understand as
much as they can of the given universe.
(2) Since man will never achieve an “all embracing” understanding,
there is no point to attempt a partial understanding.
R. Soloveitchik inclined towards the second conclusion. A partial
understanding is useless. Looking at the unembroidered side of the carpet
is devoid of both aesthetic and informative value. It is obvious, therefore,
that the language of metaphysics cannot be understood.8 Like the early
Wittgenstein, R. Soloveitchik did not claim that metaphysics does not
exist, but that although it may exist, it cannot be perceived. The idea
that there is a cosmic—but untenable—good, necessarily means that
there is no reason to dwell on the matter. Thinking in metaphysical
terms is like describing a carpet from its “left” side.9 The use of negative
Kabbalist terminology reflects, yet again, the criticism R. Soloveitchik
levied on the attempt to metaphysically explain evil. For instance, in
U-Vikkashtem mi-Sham, R. Soloveitchik ignored metaphysics per se
since he chose a completely different method of reading religious life:
the phenomenology of religion of Rudolph Otto, Max Scheler, and
Reinhold Niebuhr. Metaphysics is of value only inasmuch as it reflects
religious consciousness. In Kol Dodi Dofek, however, and in his subsequent existential works, R. Soloveitchik criticized metaphysics outright.
He confronted metaphysics claiming it did not have an answer for existential problems. By consigning metaphysics to religious irrelevance, by
claiming that religious thinking has an independent approach, R.
Soloveitchik is following “crisis theology” on the one hand, and existentialism on the other.
Following this discussion is the conclusion that R. Soloveitchik was
compelled to resent an original Jewish religious philosophy. Was it not
he who harshly criticized the philosophical attempts that preceded him
in the Jewish world, presenting them as blurring the problem and selfdelusion? He therefore used a system of sources which were not in
common use in the philosophy of his Orthodox contemporaries: existentialist philosophy. It is precisely here, in R. Soloveitchik’s critique of
the existing Jewish philosophy, that the first currents of existentialism
can be found in his work. According to Walter Kaufmann, the first characteristic of existentialism is a critique of existing philosophical trends as
ignorant of “real life” and the inability they have dealing with real problems; in fact ignoring them. Kaufmann claimed that Kierkegaard, for
example, attacked the accepted terms in Christian thought, and this fact
is a constitutive point of his philosophy.10 In the same manner, R.
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Soloveitchik disapproved of the given trends of thought in the traditional Jewish world, and it can be read that he believed that they missed
the main problem their philosophy was supposed to confront.
R. Soloveitchik is therefore “forced” to present an innovative philosophy, since he excluded traditional Jewish thought from his discussion.
The meaning, not the metaphysics, of suffering, must be sought. This
meaning is halakha. The originality of R. Soloveitchik’s philosophy is
found in his conception of halakha as an effective confrontation of suffering, by eking out the full spectrum of its meaning:
In this dimension the center of gravity shifts from the causal and teleological aspect of evil (the only difference between causality and teleology being a directional one) to its practical aspect. The problem is now
formulated in straightforward halakhic language and relvolves aroud
one’s daily, quotidian tasks (Kol Dodi Dofek, 7).

According to Kol Dodi Dofek, halakha possesses three unique advantages:11
(1) Explication. Halakha exposes the very existence of the struggle
with suffering as a given situation. A close reading of halakha’s direction
reveals its recognition of suffering as a phenomenon which should be
confronted.
(2) Disillusion. The active, practical, and moral structure of halakha
helps one understand that metaphysics alone is ineffective at coping
with suffering. Halakha is perceived as an anti-delusional system.
(3) Tools. Halakha supplies the ways to cope with the objective situation of suffering. The commandments of halakha encourage creativity
and practicality. The tool most paradigmatic of halakha in this confrontation is the mitsva of teshuva, an act of self-improvement (tikkun).
Halakha is, therefore, a way of confronting the given condition of
suffering. It is proper to compare briefly the status of halakha in R.
Soloveitchik’s phenomenological works and its status in his existentialist
works. Up to Kol Dodi Dofek, the following characteristics can be discerned:
A. The Objective Dimension. R. Soloveitchik claimed that the religious consciousness does not equal its subjective content. The consciousness also has an objective dimension of prescribed norms and
actions which reconstruct the subjective dimension. Halakha is the
objective dimension of the religious consciousness.
B. Balance. Halakha is the organizing and balancing factor within
the religious experience. Every stage in the subjective religious experi-
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ence has a halakhic basis, and halakha accompanies the experience to its
climax (devekut).
In short, halakha is a crucial factor in religious consciousness. From
Kol Dodi Dofek onwards, however, the observance of halakha is the
activity which imbues the existential conditions of suffering and distress
with meaning. Halakha is what allows living with loneliness as well as
creating meaningful communications with others. This approach
appears consistently in R. Soloveitchik’s existential works.
FROM THE INDIVIDUAL TO THE NATION
The original approach of Kol Dodi Dofek—the rejection of metaphysics
and placing a philosophy of halakha as concrete action in its stead—was
expanded to the community and the Jewish nation as a whole. The
actual existence of the Jewish people is an existence of suffering due to
the obtuseness of objective existence.12 Jewish nationalism, according to
R. Soloveitchik, is also rooted in the given situation, which cannot be
explained metaphysically or rationally. The term “covenant of fate”
(berit goral) reflects a state of irrational loneliness, characteristic of Jewish history. Antisemitism and discrimination against Jews are the direct
consequences of this condition. The historical situation forced on the
Jews as a “strange isolation” and an “incomprehensible alienation” (p.
43), developed a consciousness of solitude. R. Soloveitchik did not
explain if the collective loneliness preceded the individual loneliness,
i.e., the loneliness of the Jew as an individual. On the one hand, loneliness is forced on the Jew since Jews are “a people that dwell apart.” On
the other hand, nationalism is perceived as a therapeutic invention,
developed as a response to the loneliness of the individual. “The
oppressive sense of fate undergoes a positive transformation when individual personal existences blend together to form a new unit—a people” (p. 54). Nationalism does not remedy the problem of existential
loneliness, but coming to terms with the Other’s loneliness relieves the
existential suffering of the individual.
National suffering manifested itself especially in the traumatic
events that befell the Jewish people in the middle of the 20th century.
These events can be understood in two basic ways:
(1) Reason and Telos. The metaphysical approach strives to understand the reasons for the Holocaust and sees the establishment of the
State of Israel as its telos.
(2) Meaning and Action. Halakha searches for meaning in the
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Holocaust and independence, and decrees that meaning is the fulfillment of practical divine injunctions.
R. Soloveitchik rejected a priori, rather harshly, the first approach,
even on the national level: “If we should succeed in formulating this
teaching without getting involved in the question of cause and telos,
then we will attain complete redemption. . . .” (p. 18). The discussion
of Shoah and tekuma must be conducted from within the question of
meaning. Halakha, once again, supplies the answer to the question of
the meaning of the Holocaust and the State. Halakha’s answer is rooted
in the concept of interdependence—arevut: the spiritual and physical
well-being of the State must be looked after. R. Soloveitchik points an
accusing finger at American Jewry here, as well: it did not take the
actions of solidarity the Holocaust required, and was lax at affecting the
spiritual and physical existence of the State of Israel. In other words,
American Jewry extracted meaning from neither Shoah nor tekuma,
and these meanings are the requirements of halakha itself.
THEN AND NOW
Up to this point we have briefly dealt with several aspects of Kol Dodi
Dofek, and we have seen that it marks a change in R. Soloveitchik’s philosophy. The criticism Kol Dodi Dofek levies both towards traditional
modes of thought and towards organized American Jewry, is intense. I
would now like to briefly present reflections on the status of Kol Dodi
Dofek in the perspective of religious-Zionism.
In many respects, R. Soloveitchik’s philosophy stands in stark contrast to religious-Zionist thought, which takes metaphysics as its grundnorm.13 An imaginary meeting between Rav Kook and R. Soloveitchik
would probably consist of lack of dialogue and mutual misunderstanding. The two expressed their ideas in completely different modes of
thought and in terminology foreign to the other. The formative element
of Rav Kook’s philosophy is metaphysical, causal, and teleological historical philosophy and historiography. Rav Kook himself, his son, Rabbi
Tsevi Yehuda Kook, his students, and his students’ students to this very
day expound on history as a progressive march towards redemption. R.
Tsevi Yehuda Kook’s explanations for the Holocaust, for example, are
antithetical to the entire thrust of R. Soloveitchik’s thought. According
to R. Tsevi Yehuda Kook, the “accomplishments” of the Holocaust are:
(1) Disengagement from Foreign Lands. Since the Jewish people
refused to leave the Diaspora, God forced them to.
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(2) Training of the refugee-survivors for the task of redeeming the
Land of Israel. The almost suicidal struggle of the ghetto uprisings in
the Holocaust was reintroduced (successfully this time) in the underground struggle which led to the establishment of Israel.
(3) A cathartic event which ripened nationalist sentiment and created awareness of national psychological characteristics. The Jewish people realized that its “inner life” continues to exist even under threat of
annihilation.
Rav Kook and his son adhered fanatically to this kind of metaphysical theory of history; but explanations of this kind were in the vogue in
general religious-Zionist philosophy as well. This is exactly the kind of
explication that R. Soloveitchik quietly struggles against. As far as he was
concerned, these reasons are a pointless and superfluous guess as to the
mysterious ways of God. His great message was to the call to focus on
the question of meaning, and on the halahkic answers to this question.
The rejection of metaphysics in R. Soloveitchik’s work relegated it
to the margins of Israeli religious-Zionist consciousness. The figure of
R. Soloveitchik as a gadol who was religious-Zionist was a source of
admiration and pride; his works were diligently studied in Zionist
yeshivot. They were not, however, a constitutive component of the religious-Zionist consciousness. Kol Dodi Dofek was always seen as a model
of religious-Zionist darshanut, but its anti-metaphysical ideas were
never internalized. If we compare the place of R. Soloveitchik’s work to
Rav Kook’s in the consciousness of the religious-Zionist youth, we will
understand the relegation of the former to a marginal place in the public discourse of these circles. The mainstream concept was that of a
metaphysical monolithic nation, in which the collective possesses a transcendent meaning, and the only possible mode of reading history is the
messianic one. The existential concepts of R. Soloveitchik, that view the
meaning of Jewish existence as real solidarity, governed by halakha, did
not constitute a main driving force.
This situation has changed in the past fifteen years. Religious-Zionist
society has undergone social, communal, and political changes that have
yet to receive adequate sociological treatment. I shall, therefore, present
nothing but a preliminary survey: the religious-Zionist collective continues to exist, but it now fosters a new-found individualism. Examples for
this phenomenon are the “Hilltop Youth”14 and Orthodox Feminism.15
Another example is the multitude of nationalist yeshivot, which tripled in
number over two decades. The vast multiplicity of yeshivot emphasize
individualist tendencies in the yeshiva community and traditional lernen
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(studying Emuna, community service and outreach, a multitude of military occupations available to hesder students, etc.)
At the same time, R. Soloveitchik’s work is making its way to the
center of consciousness in Zionist yeshivas. The latent call to abandon
metaphysics and to return to “real” existence is shaping the lives of
many religious-Zionists. The erosion in the status of metaphysical unity
allows individualist tendencies to flourish and thrive. According to our
reading of Kol Dodi Dofek, we can safely say that this work has become
the unofficial manifest of the next generation of religious-Zionism. If,
in the past, Rav Kook and his circle were setting the tone of religiousZionism single-handedly, today R. Soloveitchik’s approach is becoming
a real alternative.
Another factor which demands extensive treatment is the status of
Erets Yisrael ha-Shelema in the face of territorial compromises in the
past 32 years. Religious-Zionist thought has developed two distinct
concepts of Erets Yisrael:
(1) A Mundane Land. This “instrumental” approach views Erets
Yisrael as a prerequisite for a full realization of halakha, devoid of any
metaphysical meaning. The Land is the only place which will bring
about not only the welfare, but the cultural and religious development,
of the Jewish people. Those who espoused this approach were influenced by 19 th century nationalist ideals, and saw the motherland
(moledet) as an important factor in developing a volksgeist. To them, the
advantage and importance of the Land are mainly instrumental, and are
measures inasmuch as they foster a connection with the Jewish nation.
This connection is first and foremost the realization of halakha.
(2) A Divine Land. This concept of Erets Yisrael, which we can call
“ontological and essentialist,” claims that the Land has an independent
mystical quality (segulla), and that the combination of this quality and
national particularity (segullat Am Yisrael) brings about results far more
powerful than the normal national condition. This approach starts at
the peak of the previous approach: the volksgeist, meaning the romantic
and organic components of the nation, including the moledet, is nothing but a starting point. This approach understands the combination of
nation and land as a combination and even a melting together of two
independent and metaphysically autonomous beings, the radical messianic consequences of which are easy to discern. This approach presents the Land of the nation as an independent personal being, with a
will and a holiness of its own. Rav Kook and his circle fostered this
approach, and it became prevalent in religious-Zionism.16
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R. Soloveitchik can be viewed as a central speaker for the instrumentalist position. Although he occasionally used essentialist idioms
when referring to the Land, he regarded Erets Yisrael as a place where
halakha may fully manifest itself. Kol Dodi Dofek can be read as pointing
to an answer to this issue as well: metaphysical meaning has proved useless, and the meaning inherent in the concrete action of halakha has
replaced it. Concrete living in the Land is the realization of the vision,
not fostering metaphysical reasoning. The scale of values which R.
Soloveitchik introduced in Kol Dodi Dofek realized itself, and finally
became the only approach which does not struggle with history and
does not seek to explain it in terms which are less and less compatible
with reality. R. Soloveitchik’s approach prevents a crisis of disappointment with the collapse of vision.
R. Soloveitchik’s thought and its adoption therefore befits recent
developments within religious-Zionism. Seeing his work as a guide and
focal point is becoming natural and sensible. It is still early to determine
the exact sphere of influence of the ideas of Kol Dodi Dofek, but there is
no doubt that this sphere is not diminishing.

NOTES
1. We will not consider Ish ha-Halakha in this study since it is completely different in both form and purpose. Cf. D. Schwartz, Haguto ha-Filosofit shel
ha-Rav Soloveitchik vol. I (Alon Shevut: Tevunot, 2004). For a detailed
analysis of Kol Dodi Dofek see idem, “Sermons and Preachers in Religious
Zionism” [in Hebrew], in A. Sagi & D. Schwartz (eds.) Me’a Shenot Tsiyyonut Datit vol. II (Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 2004), 368-384.
2. Some have claimed that Kierkegaard, as an existentialist philosopher,
expanded the subjective as lending meaning by combining it with the
sphere of moral obligations (responsibility, connection, choice, etc.). See
R. Poole, Towards Deep Subjectivity (New York: Harper and Row, 1972),
97. R. Soloveitchik’s approach reflects a different theory: he believed that
the meaning of existentialism is the alteration of the subjective by disconnecting it from the metaphysical (if only as a mode of consciousness).
3. J. Macquarrie, Studies in Christian Existentialism (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1965), 8.
4. Of course, Husserl’s phenomenology treated the problem of communication between subjects at length, as well as the acquaintance with the Other
(see, for example, his fifth Cartesian Discourse). R. Soloveitchik hardly
uses these distinctions. The problem of the Other stems from the possibility of dialogue and communication (or lack thereof).
5. See, for example, G. (Y). Blidstein “On the Jewish People in the Writings

70

Dov Schwartz
of Rabbi Joseph Dov Soloveitchik” [in Hebrew], in A. Sagi (ed.) Emuna
bi-Zemanim Mishtanim (Jerusalem: Eliner Library, 1997), 149-174.
6. R. Soloveitchik was a long way off from the classical biblical and rabbinic
view of suffering as divine retribution for sins. The petitions and challenges
of biblical characters such as Abraham and Job defy the sins attributed to
them but do not challenge the principle of suffering as retribution. See J.
Bowker, Problems of Suffering in Religions of the World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), 24-25. R. Soloveitchik is equally distant from
ascetic tendencies which surfaced in Christian thought which established the
choice of suffering as a sign of shunning this world and choosing to live in
the realm of the spiritual. See, for instance, O. Chadwick, Western Asceticism
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1958). R. Soloveichik obviated the issue of
justification and understood that suffering was a primary existential given
which requires no justification, which is impossible.
7. It should be noticed that R. Soloveitchik describes fatal existence using
mythical and demonic terminology. The man of fate intuitively anticipates
the “intellectual” stage by seeing evil as an expression of demonic forces.
8. The existential concepts that form the base of Kol Dodi Dofek can mostly
be found in Kierkegaard, especially the struggle in a given objective reality,
the dichotomy of object and subject in human existence, and the rejection
of metaphysics as a subject of interest and meaning. R. Soloveitchik understood the focal point of existentialism as the negation of the ability of
metaphysics to achieve an absolute truth. To him, a fragment of truth is no
truth at all. Students of existentialism debated whether rational knowledge
was obtainable according to existentialist thought a few years after Kol
Dodi Dofek. Some denied this possibility while others claimed it was possible, albeit meaningless and of no value, and that only knowledge of the
existentialist human situation had any value. See, for example: W. Barrett,
Irrational Man: A Study in Existential Philosophy (New York: Doubleday
Anchor Books, 1958); R.G. Olson, An Introduction to Existentialism
(New York: Dover, 1962), 87.
9. R. Soloveitchik is obviously alluding to the Kabbalistic term “sitra dismola” (the left side). See for example Zohar Bereshit, A, 17a and 22b.
10. W. Kaufmann, Existentialism from Dostoyevsky to Sartre (New York: Penguin,
1956), 17.
11. On the place of halakha in the form and content of Kol Dodi Dofek, see M.
Fox, “The Unity and Structure of Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik’s Thought,”
Tradition 24:2 (1989), 49-56.
12. See D. Schwartz, Erets ha-Mamashut ve-haDimyon: Ma’amadah shel EretsYisrael ba-Hagut ha-Tsiyyonit ha-Datit (Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 1997), 188198; idem, Etgar u-Mashber be-Hug ha-Rav Kook (Tel Aviv: Am Oved,
2002), 297-307.
13. See D. Schwartz, Faith at the Crossroads: A Theological Profile of Religious
Zionism (Leiden: Brill, 2002).
14. See S. Kaniel, “The Residents of the Hills: Biblical Sabras? A Preliminary
Study of the Residents of the Hills in Judaea and Samaria” [in Hebrew], in
A. Cohen and Y. Harel (eds.), Ha-Tsiyyonut ha-Datit: Idan ha-Temurot
(Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 2004), 533-558.
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15. Cf. for example: D. Schwartz & J. Tydor Baumel, “Women’s Status and
Identity in the Religious Zionist Movement,” The Review of Rabbinic
Judaism 8:1 (2005), 189-209.
16. For further reading on this matter, see Schwartz, Erets Ha-Mamashut vehaDimyon.
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