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FOREWORD

David Sharz, Professor of Phi[osophy, Yeshiva Uni\'ersir,y

RABBI JOSEPH B. SOLOVEITCHIK (1903—93) was
not only one of the outstanding Talmudists of the twen-
tieth century but also one of its most creative and semi-
nal Jewish thinkers. His stature was such that he was
widely known simply as “the Rav"—"the Rabbt" par ex-
cellence. Drawingblue from a vast reservoir ot Jewish and
genem[ know[edge, Rabbi Solovertchik brought Jewish
thought and law to bear on the (mterpretation and assess-
ment of the modern experience. On the one hand, he
butlt bridges between Judaisim and the modern world; yet,
at the same time, he vigorously upheld the integrity and
autonomy of the Jew’s {aith commitment.

Nowhere 1 his writings does this dual, tenside, di-
alectical approach Lo modernity burst forth as powerfu[[y
as in Rabbt Solovettchik’s The Lonely Man of Faith—a work

Ch;ll'&lC[E‘l'iZE‘d b}’ one Wl‘i[ﬁ‘l‘ as “()1'16‘ O{ dlﬁ‘ most [heo[og—
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ically intoxicating essays ot the twentieth century.”' The
essay was otigin;lﬂy published 1 1965 1N Tradition, a jour—
nal of Orthodox Jewish thought. But it is by no means
parochial or sectarian. On the contrary, it speaks to the
predicament of all men and women of faith, or at least
adherents of Western religions. Signiﬁcandy, references
to Judaism and Jewish sources crop up in the essay almost
exclusively in footnotes, while the text is cast, predomi-
nantly, in universal terms.

No précis can tully capture the richness of the work,
nor can it project the deeply personal character of the
Rav's writing, the passion that mfuses every page, and the
moral sensibility that shines through. These qualities
must be experienced, not expounded. Let me nonetheless
try to frame the essay’s basic argument and assess its rel-

evance to the twenty-first century.

AT THE VERY outset the author makes clear that he 1s
not engaging the standard intellectual challenges to tradi-
tional religion. Evolution, the reduction of mind to mat-
ter, biblical criticism—mnone of these ate on his agenda.
Rather, his project 1s teligious phenomenology, the de-
scription of religious experience; or, alternatively worded,
religious anthropology, the study of what a religious per-

sonality is like. Rabbi Solaveitchik wants to discern
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whether, existentially, a person of faith can live and func-
tion in a modern technological society enamored of
quantitative methods and bent on material triumphs. The
challenge the Rav confronts is not secular knowledge but
secular man and secular society.” The person of faith feels
Ionely, estranged, alienated. What is the precise source of
this loneliness, and can the feeling be overcome?

As an entrée into these questions, Rabbi Solo-
vettchik begins—in a time-honored manner—by raising
a difficulty m a biblical text. In the opening of Genesis,
there appear to be two different and contradictory ac-
counts of the creation of Adam, one m chapter one of
Genesis and the other i chapter two. For Rabbi
Soloveitchik—as distinet from biblical critics who posit
two different traditions—"“the answet lies not in an al-
leged dual tradition but m dual man .. . in a real contra-
diction in the nature of man.”

Who ate these two Adamns, signifying two opposing
aspects of the human personality?‘; The first Adam seeks
to “tll the carth and subdue it” (Gen. 1:28); that 1s, to
conquer, to create, to dominate, to control. He seeks
“majesty’” and “dignity.” The goal is to “harness and
dominate the elemencal natural torces and to put them at
his disposal” He secks to vanquish disease, conquer
space, forge political structures, create things of beauty,

and legislate norms. Adam the First’s endeavors are legit-
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imate, indeed mandated; for God wills that he create and
that he master his environment. Adam’s creativity mani-
fests the “image of God” within him.

But Adam the Second has different goals. To begin
with, he s interested not in how things work but in why
the cosmos exists at all and what message it carries. In his
inner lite, furthermore, he experiences loneliness, by
which Rabbt Soloveitchik means an awareness ot his dit-
{erentness and uniqueness, which entail an inability to
communicate his experience. One can be lonely (in this
sense) even while not alone. Adam the Fust never sensed
loneliness; for him, having coworkers in assembly-line
fashion was enough to create a commumty. Adam the
Second secks not the functional utilitarian community of
Adam the First, dedicated to the production and distrt-
batton of goods, but a covenantal faith communitty that
involves a deep and ntimate telationship with other hu-
man beings—and with God. He thirsts for redemp-
tion—discipline, control over ones self—and even
wishes to be overpowered by God.

Because both petsonality types are willed by God, the
human bcing must attempt the sccmingly impossfble—to
be part of both communities, the utilitarian and the
covenantal. Thus, God bids the human being to live in a
dialectical fashion, oscillating between creative, victory-

bent man and hamble, submissive man. A person cannot
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throw otf either part of his or her personality. “Tn every
one of us abide the two personae” And here is the rub: the
need for oscillation means that the man of faith has no
single home. He is a wanderer, sttiking rooCs in one com-
munity, on]y to then uproot himself and travel to another,
in a perpetual cycle. This continuous oscillation is a
source of loneliness—and it cannot be overcome. Because
Adam the Second must, by divine mandate, enter Adam
the First’s community as well, complete redt‘.mption 1s un-
attainable.

Rabbt Soloveitchik believed, as he wrote in 1944,
that “religion 1s not, at the outset, a refuge of grace and
mercy for the despondent and desperate, an enchanted
steeamn for crushed spirits, but a ragmg, clamorous torrent
of man’s consciousness with all its ctises, pangs and tor-
ments.”* Turmoil and sacrifice, not comfort and placidity,
are, by divine edict, the hallmarks of authentic religious

life. How true that 1s of Rabbi Solovettchik's lonely man.’

THIS, IN THUMBNAIL form, is the dynamic of one
type ot loneliness that Rabbi Soloveitchik identities in
re[igious life. Before we turn to an;ﬂyze another type of
loneliness, let us reflect on the significance of Adam the
First,

Rabbi Solaveitchik’s endorsement of Adam the
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First’s creative activities says, in essence, that engaging in
gener;ﬂ culture ts neither re[igiously neutral nor antithet-
ical to faith. Rather, the quest for majesty and dignity is
built into human nature and is +equired by God. The Deity
wants man “to engage in the pursuit of majesty-dignity.”
Of the various activities of Adam the First—scientific,
political, aesthetic—Rabbi Solovertchik is most struck by
medical advances and technological achievements like
space travel (the essay dates from the age of Sputnik).
For him the value of these endeavors 1s that they enable
human beings to achieve digniry, fulfill thew responsibil-
ities, and indeed expand the scope of those responsibili-
ties (for example, only if you can cure a disease do you
have the responsibility to cure it). One might even msist
that Adam the First s not necessari[y motivated by religious
goals—he may be a secular man, even though many of
hts objectives and actions can be justiﬁed by re[igious and
ethical constderations.

By r;ltifying Adam the First's labors, Rabbi Solo-
veitchik blunts a widespread criticism of religion, that 1t
takes no interest in or even opposes “secular” endeavors:
and by the sane token he rejects views held by religious
thinkers who see no religious signiﬁc;mce in cultural de-
velopments. “T hardly believe,” writes the Rav, “that any
responsible man of faith, who is interested in the destiny

of his community and wants to see it thriving and vi-
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brant, would recommend now the philosophy of contemp-
tus sacculi” The Halakha, Jewish law, is brought to bear on
Adam the First’s community; “the Halakha believes that
there is only one world—mnoct divisible mto secular and
hallowed sectors.” These are ringing endorsements of
Adam che Firsts effores. Naturaﬂy, one can Clepict a
house of horrors wrought by technology, but Rabbi
Soloveittchik is speaking of scientific endeavor guided by
moral (and halakhic) values and therefore appropriately

controlled.

AND YET, NOTWITHSTANDING his praise for
Adam the First, Rabbi Solovettchik believes that in con-
temporary tumnes Adam the First is to blame for a new
type of loneliness attlicting the man of faith. This type
of loneliness is due not to the permanent natute of the
human condition {i“ontological" [oneliness), which re-
quires oscillatton between two communities, but to
spectfic man-tnade historical circumstances, the circumn-
stances of modernity. Contemporary Adam che Firsc re-
jects his dialectical nature. THe regards himself as the
tot;llity ot the human petsonality. He 1s narcssistic, “ar-
rogant,” “demonic.” He cannot hear Adam the Second;
he “dismisses the covenantal faith community as some-

thing superfluous and obsolete”; he ignores “the unique
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and strange transcendental experience which resists sub-
servience to the cultural interests of majestic man.” This
is not to say that contemporary Adam the First has no re-
[igion. He may well actend a house of Worship and par-
ticipate vigorous]y in institutionalized religion. But
Rabbi Soloveitchik's anaiysis, le seeks a religion that
caters to his interests; “he is searching not tor a faith in
all 1es singularity and otherness, but tor religious culture.”
He wants from his religion serenity, not sacrifice; com-
fort, not commitment; an aesthetic expertence, not a
covenantal one. Yes, the man of {aith can translate a por-
tion of his outlook 1ato cultaral categories, and indeed 1s
obliged to reach out in this way to Adam the First, to in-
pact “some component parts” of his transcendental ex-
perience. But this ts not to umpart (atth itself. The latter
cannot be reduced to cultural categories. And so, tragi-
cally, the dialogue between the Adams comes to an end.
Adam the Second “finds himself lonely, forsaken,
musunderstood, at times even ridiculed” He withdraws
from society, lonely and solitary. Thus, in modern times,
Adam the Second, covenantal man, finds it especially dit-
ficult to tulfill the divine edict that he belong to two
communities. Even so, the man of faith continues to try
to communicate to Adam the First. Pethaps, in fact, The
Lom’ly Man of Faith 1s an actempt ar such communication.

And even if Adam the First does not comprchend the
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message, speaking brings relief to the tormented soul of
covenantal man, and deﬁning this dilermma “will yield a

better understanding of ourselves and our commitment.”

OVER FORTY YEARS have passed since this essay was
first published, and the face of the world has changed.
Religion 1S NOwW a mighty, seeming[y ubiquitous force 1
the world. But it is often dominated by mortifs like polit-
ical power that evoke Adam the First. We find as well m-
ventions of new religions—often, to be sure, for the sake
of transcendence and spiritual meaning, but often, too,
for the sake of pleasure, comtort, and aggrandizement.
There 1s also even more tawdry commerctalism m the
selling of re[igion than when the Rav [odged his com-
plamt. Faith communitics, turthermore—so essential to the
existence of Adam the Second—are being supplanted by
highly mdividaalistic and tdiosyncratic forms of Dbelief
and practice, Finauy, the man of faith’s alienation from
contempotary society, his loneliness, 1s to«:lay a function
not of society’s technological pursuits buc of its moral-
ity. The gap between religious and secular moralities to-
day is far wider than in 1965. Withdrawal becomes
attractive to some as a strategy for spiritual and cthical
survival.

A 2006 version of Lonely Man might therefore recast
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some of the terms of the conflict between the Adams.
Buc the overall dilemmma—that retreat from the world is
opposed to the divine will and yet today’s man of faith
teels nmpelled co wichdraw—defines the modern reli-
gious predicament forcefully. Today’s men and women of
faith feel, no less poignandy than their predecessots, the
need both to engage the world and to aflirm themselves
as individuals seeking God who integrate themselves into
vibrant covenantal communities. Can they do both? It is
a tribute to this work and its remarkable author chat four

decades later 1t stll challenges us to ponder this question

1. Randi Rashkover, “On the Lonehness ot Faith.,” Cross-Currents 52, 4
[Winter 2000): 436.

2. See Jonathan Sacks, Tradition in an Untraditional Age (London: Valen-
ting, Mitchell, 1990), 49.

3. Note that Adam 1s a universal ﬁgure. not a Jew, further csrab]ishing
the untversal character of the work's message.

4. ]oscph B. Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. trans. Lawrence J. K:{pl;m
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1983), 142.

5. A[though Rabbi Soloveitchik in ar leasc one PLICC suggests that
the dialectical movements are in wruch complementary and unitied (pp.
79—380 ), the donmunant stress 1s on the opposition between the two com-

munities.



The basic ideas of The Lonely Man of Faith were tormulated
in Rabbi Soloveitchik’s lectures m the “Marriage and
Family” program of the Nartional Institute of Mental
Health Project at Yeshiva University in New York City.

The essay was first published in the journal Tradition in

1965,
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T 1S NOT THE PLAN of this essay to discuss the

millennium-old problem of faith and reason. Theory
is not my concern at the moment. T want instead to focus
attention on a human-life situation in which the man of
faith as an individual concrete being, with his cares and
hopes, concerns and needs, joys and sad moments, 1s en-
tangled. Therefore, whatever T am going to say here has
been derived not from philosophical dialectics, abstract
speculation, or detached impersonal reflections, but from
actual situations and experiences with which I have been
confronted. Indeed, the term “lecture” also 1s, in this
context, a misnomet. [t is rather a tale of a personal
dilemma. Instead of L;ﬂking Lheology, in the didactic
sense, eloquently and in balanced sentences, I would like,
hesitaml}’ and hal[ing[y, to confide you, and to share

with you some concerns which weigh heavily on my mind
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and which trequently assume the proportions of an
awareness of crisis.

[ have no problem-solving thoughts. T do not intend
to suggest a new method of remedying the human situa-
tion which I am about to describe; neither do I believe
that it can be remedied at all. The role of the man of
faith, whose religious experience is fraught with mner
conflicts and incongruities, who oscillates between ec-
stasy in God'’s companionship and despair when he feels
abandoned by God, and who is torn asunder by the
heightened contrast between self-appreciation and abne-
gation, has been a difficult one since the times of Abra-
ham and Moses. Tt would be presumptuous ot me to
attempt to convert the passional, antmomic faich-
expetience into a eudaemonic, hartmontous one, while the
Biblical knights of faich lved herorcally with thus very
tragic and paradoxical experience.

AIL'T want s to follow the advice given by Elihu, the
son of Berachel of old, who said. “T will spe;ﬂ( thae [ may
find reliet”; for there is a redemptive quality for an agi-
tated mind in the spoken word, and a tormented soul

finds peace in confessing,



HE NATURE OF the dilemma can be stated in

a three-word sentence. I am lonely. Let me em-
phasize, however, that by stating “T am lonely” T do not
intend to convey to you the impression that I am alone,
I, thank God, do enjoy the love and friendship of many.
I meet people, talk, preach, argue, reason; I am sur-
rounded by comrades and acquaintances. And yet, com-
panionship and friendship do not alleviate the passional
experience of loneliness which trails me constant.ly, [ am
Ionely because at times [ feel rejccted and thrust away by
everybody, not excluding my most ntimate {riends, and
the words of the Psalmist, “My father and my mother
have forsaken me,’ ring quite often 1n my ears like the
plaintive cooing of the turtledove. It 1s a strange, alas, ab-
surd experience engendering sh;u‘p, enervating pain as
well as a stimulating, cathartic teeling. T despair because 1

am lonely and, hence, feel {rustrated. On the octher hand,
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I also feel invigorated because this very experience of
loneliness presses everything in me into the service of
God. In my "desolate, howling solitude” T experience
a growing awareness that, to paraphrase Plotinus’s
apothegm about prayer, this service to which 1, a lonely
and solimry individual, am commitced 1s wanted and
gracefully accepted by God in His transcendental loneli-
ness and numinous solitude.

[ must address myselt to the obvious question: why
am I beset by this feeling of loneliness and being un-
wanted? Is 1t the Kierkegaardian anguish—an ontological
fear nurtared by the awareness ot nonbeing threatening
one’s existence—that assails me, or is this fecling of lone-
liness solely due to my own personal stresses, cares, and
{rustrations? Or s 1t perhaps the result of the petvasive
state of mind of Western man who has become estranged
{rom humself, a state with which all of us as Westerners
are acquainted?

[ believe that even though all three explanations
might be true to some extent, the genutne and central
cause of the feeling of loneliness from which I cannot free
myself is to be found in a different ditmension, namely,
in the experience of ftaith ieself. T am lone[y because,
in my humble, mnadequate way, T am a man of faith for
whom to be means to believe, and who substituted

“credo” for "cogito" in the time-honored Cartesian
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maxim.® Apparently, in this role, as a man of faith, I must
experience a sense of loneliness which is of a compound
natare. It is a blend of that which is inseparably inter-
woven into the very texture of the faith gesture, character-
izing the unfluctuating metaphysical destiny of the man
ot faith, and ot that which s extraneous to the act of be-
lieving and stems from the ever-changing human-
historical situation with all its whimsicality. On the one
hand, the man of faith has been a solitary figure through-
out the ages, indeed millennia, and no one has succeeded
in escaping this unalterable destiny which is an “objec-
tive awareness rather than a subjective fee[ing. On the
other hand, 1t s undeniably true that this basic awareness
expresses ttselt m a variety of ways, atilizing the whole
gamut ol one’s affective emotional lite which s Extreme[y
responsive to outward challenges and moves along with
the tide of culwural and historical ch;mge. Therefore, 1t 1s
my ntent to ;malyzc this experience at both levels: at the
Ontological, at which 1t 1s a root awareness, and at the his-
torical, at which a highly sensttized and agitatcd hearr,

overwhelmed by the impact of social and culcaral torces,

*This 1s, of course, a rherorical phrasc, since all emorional and voli-
ttonal actvity was included in the Cartesian cogitativ as modi mgi:amli. In {act,
taith in the existence of an invelligent causa prima was tor Descartes an in-
tegml part of his logical pos[ulate system, by which he proves cthe exis-
tence ot the external world.
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filters this root awareness through the mediuni of paintul,
frustrating emotions.

As a matter of fact, the investigation at the second
level ts my prime concern since I am mainly interested in
contemporary man of faith who 1s, due to his peculiar
posttion in our secular society, lonely in a special way. No
matter how time-honored and time-hallowed the nter-
penetration of faith and loneliness is, and it certamnly
gocs back to the dawn of the Judaic covenant, contempo-
rary man of faich Lives through a particularly difficult and
agomzing crisis.

Let me spell out this passional experience of con-
tetnporary man of faith.

He looks upon humselt as a stranger m modern so-
clety, which 1s technicaﬂy minded, self-centered, and self-
loving, almost in a sickly narcissistic fashion, scoring
honor upon honor, pi[ing up VICLOTy upon VICtory, reach-
ing for the distant galaxies, and seetng in the here-and-
now sensible world the on[y manifestation of being.
What can a man of faith like myschc, living by a doctrine
which has no rechnical potential, by a law which cannot
be tested i the laboratory, steadfast in his [oyalty to an
eschatological vision whose fultillment cannot be pre-
dicted with any degree of probability, let alone certainty,
even by the most complex, advanced mathematical

calculations—what can such a man say to a functional,
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utilitarian society which is sacculum-oriented and whose
practical reasons of the mind have long ago supplanted
the sensitive reasons of the heart?

It would be worchwhile to add the foﬂowing n or-
der to place the dilemma in the proper focus. T have never
been seriously troubled by the problem of the Biblical
doctrine of creation vis-a-vis the scientific story of evo-
lution at both the cosmic and the organic levels, nor have
I been perturbed by the confrontation of the mechanis-
tic interpretation of the human mind with the Biblical
spiritual concept of man. 1 have not been perplexed by
the impossibihty of fitting the mystery of revelation 1nto
the framework of historical empiricisim. Moreover, have
not even been troubled by the theories of Biblical crit-
cism which contradict the very {oundations upon which
the sanctity and mtegrity of the Scriptures rest. However,
while theoretical opposttions and dichotomites have never
tormented my thoughts, T could not shake off the disqui-
eting feeling that the pmctica[ role of the man of faith
within modern soclety 1S a very difficult, indeed, a para-
doxical one.

The purpose of this essay, then, is to define the great
dilermma conﬁonting contemporary iman of taich. Of
course, as [ aleeady remarked, by detining the dilenma we
do not expect to tind its solution, for the dilemma is in-

soluble. However, the defining itself is a worthwhile cog-
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nitive gesture which, T hope, will yield a better under-
standing ot ourselves and our commitment. Knowledge
in general and self-knowledge in particular are gained not
only from discovering logical answers but also from for-
mulating logical, even t.hough unanswerable, questions.
The human logos is as concerned with an honest inquiry
into an insoluble antinomy which leads to ntellectual de-
spair and humility as it is with an unprejudiced true so-
lution of a complex problem arousing joy and enhancing
one's imtellectual determination and bolduess.

Betore beginming the analysts, we must determine
within which frame of reference, psychological and em-
pirical or theological and Biblical, our dilemima should be
described. T believe you will agree with me that we do not
have much choice in the matter; for, to the man of faich,
self-knowledge has one connotation only—to under-
stand one’s place and tole within the scheme of events
and things willed and approvecl by God, when He or-
dered fimitude to emerge ouc of inﬁni[y and the Universe,
including tan, to unfold 1tselt. This kind of selt-
knowledge may not always be pleasant or comtorting. On
the contrary, it might trom time to time express ieself 1n
a painfu[ ;1pptaisal of the difficulties which man of faich,
caught in his paradoxical destiny, has to encounter, for
knowledge at both planes, the scientitic and the personal,

is not always a cudaemonic experience. However, this un-
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pleasant prospect should not deter us from our under-
taking,

Betore T go any further, T want to make the follow-
ing reservation. Whatever [ am about to say is to be seen
only as a modest attempt on the part of a man of faith
to mterpret his spiritual perceptions and emotions in
modern t.ht‘ological and philosophical categories. My
Interpretive gesture 1is completely subjective and Iays no
claim to representing a definitive Halakhic philosophy. Tf
my audience will feel that these interpretations are also
relevant to therr perceptions and emotions, T shall {feel
amply rewarded. However, I shall not feel hurt if my
thoughts will {ind no response in the hearts of my lis-

rencrs.

WE ALL KNOW that the Bible offers two accounts of
the creation of man. We are also aware of the theory sug-
gested by Bible critics ;1t[tibuting these two accounts to
two different traditions and sources. Of course, stnce we
do unreservedly accept the uniry and integricy of the
Scriptures and their divine character, we reject this hy-
pothesis which is based, like much Biblical cricicism, on
literary categories invented by modern man, ignoting
completely the eidetic-noetic content of the Biblical

story. It is, of course, true that the two accounts of the
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creation of man differ considerably. This incongruity was
not discovered by the Bible critics. Our sages of old were
aware of it.* However, the answer lies not in an alleged
dual tradition but in dual man, not in an imaginary con-
tradiction between two verstons but n a real contradic-
tion in the nature of man. The two accounts deal with
two Adams, two men, two fathers of mankind, two types,
two representatives ot humanity, and it 1s no wonder that
they are not identical. Let us just read these two accounts.

In Genesis 1 we read: “So God created man m His
own image, in the image of God created He him, male
and female created He them. And God blessed them and
God satd unto them, be fruittul and multiply, and till the
carth and subdue it, and have domunion over the fish of
the sea, over the fowl of the heaven, and over the beasts,
and all over the ecarth.”

In Genests 2, the account differs subs[antiaﬂy {from
the one we just read: “And the eternal God formed the
man of the dust of the ground and breathed into his nos-
trils the breath of life and man becamne a living soul. And
the eternal God planted a garden eastward in Eden. . ..
And the eternal God took the man and placed him in the

Garden of Eden to serve it and to keep e

*Vide Berakbet, 61a; Ketuvot, 8a: Nachmanides, Genests 2:7; Cuzari, [V,
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[ want to poim. out four major discrepancies be-

tween these twoO accounts:

1. In che story ot the creation of Adam the first, it is
told that the latter was created in the image of God,
D’P'Ts 5‘73:, while nothing 1s satd about how hus body
was formed. In the account of the creation of Adam the
second, it is stated that he was fashioned from the dust
of the ground and God breathed into his nostrils the
breath of life.

2. Adam the first recerved the mandate from the
Almighty to fill the earth and subdue 1, SN TN‘Wﬁ
Rl~=r) ]’ﬂ“ﬂ. Adam the second was charged with the dury
to cultivate the gardcn and to kccp i, -mfiwiﬂ .‘I'ﬁ:vi?.

3. In the story of Adam the first, both male and fe-
male were created concurrently, while Adain the second
emerged alone, with Eve appearing subsequen[ly as his
helpmate and complement.

4. Fin;luy, and this 1s a disctepancy of which Biblical
criticistn has made so much, while 1 the first account
only the name of E-lohim appears, in the second, E-

lohitn s used in conjunction with the Tetragrammaton.

LET US PORTRAY rthese two men. Adam che first and

Adam the second, in typological categories.
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There 1s no doubt that the term “image of God” in
the first account refers to man’s inner charismatic en-
dowment as a creative being. Man’s likeness to God ex-
presses itself in man’s striving and abﬂity to become
a creator. Adam the first who was fashioned in the im-
age of God was blessed with great drive for creative ac-
tivity and immeasurable resources for the realization of
this goal, the most outstanding of which is the intelli-
gence, the human mind, capable of confronting the out-
side world and mquiring into its complex workings.* In
spite of the boundless divine generosity providing man
with many intellectual capacities and interpretive per-
spectives 1n his approach to reality, God, 1n unparting
the blessing to Adam the fiest and giving him the man-
date to subdue nature, directed Adam’s attention to the
tunctional and practical aspects of his mtellect through
which man ts able co gain control of nature. Other ntel-
lectual nquirtes, such as the metaphysical or axiologico—
qualitative, no matter how incistve and penetrating, have
never granted man dominton over his envitonment. The
Greeks, who excelled in phi[osophica[ noests, were less
skillful in technological achievements. Modern science
has emerged victorious from its encounter with nature

because it has sacrificed qualitative-metaphysical specula-

*NVide Yesode ba-Torab, TV, 8—o; Moreh Nevukban, 1, 1.
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tion for the sake of a functional duplication of reality
and substituted the gquantus for the qualis question. There-
{ore, Adam the first is interested i just a single aspect of
reality and asks one question only—"How does the cos-
mos tunction?” He 1s not fascinated by the question,
“\Vhy does the cosmos tunction at all?” nor 1s he inter-
ested in the question, “What is its essence?” He is only
curious to know how it works. In fact, even this “how”
question with which Adam the first s preoccupied is
limited in scope. He is concerned not with the question
per se, but with its practical imp[ications. He raises not a
metaphysical but a practical, technical “how” question.
To be precise, his question s related not to the genutne
functioning of the cosmos m itself but to the possibil-
1y of reptoducing the dynamics of the cosmos by erm-
ploymg qu;mtiﬁcd—mathcmatized medta which man
evolves through postu[ation and creative thinking. The
conative movement of attraction which Adam the first
experiences toward the world 1s not of an explotamry—
cognitive nature. It is rather nurtured by the selfish de-
sire on the part of Adam to better his own position
in relatton to his environment, Adam the first s over-
whelmed by one quest, namely, to harness and dominate
the elemental natural forces and to put them at his dis-
pos;ﬂ. This practica[ interest arouses his will to learn the

secrets of nature. He 1s completely atilitarian as far as
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motivation, teleology, design, and methodology are con-

C€1‘1’1€d.

WHAT 1S ADAM the first out to achieve? What s the
obj ective toward which he incessandy drives himselt with
enormous speed: The objective, it is self-evident, can be
only one, namely, that which God put up before him: to
be “man,” to be himself. Adam the first wants to be hu-
man, to discover his iclentity which 1s bound up with his
humanity. How does Adam tind himselt? He works with
a sumple equation mtroduced by the Psalmist, who pro-
claimed the singularity and unique station ol man (n na-
ture: “For thou made him a little lower than the angels
and hast ctowned him with glory and honot (dignity).”*
Man s an honarable being. In other words, man 1s a e:lig—

ntfied being and to be human means to live with dignity.

*As a matter of fact, the term kavod has a dual meaning in Hebrew: (1)
majesty, as in the phrasc Wﬂ'i:iWQ MAZ; (2) dignity, as in the Halakhic
phrase P27 TI2Z That dignity 1s a criterion by which the worth ot
an individual is mneasared can be demonstrated by the halakhali that
BYMNa, self-abased persons. are disqualified from giving testimony. Iu par-
ticular, the phmse :5:‘7 ~1 Pﬁw: H:WNH, “whoever eats in the street
ot ar any public place acts like a dog,” used by both the Talmud (Kiddushin
40b and Maimonides {:F\*[isl:nrb Torah, Edut X1, 51 15 characteristic of the ar-
titude of the Halakhah toward a man who has lost hus sense ot dignucy.
Likewise, T wish to point out the law that the principle of hwnan dignity
overrides certain Halakhic injunctions: vide Berakhor 19b. See also Nach-

manides, Leviticus 19:1 L(hc dcscripti(m of the qua]iry of sanchity).
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However, this equation of two unknown qualities re-
quires turther elaboration. We must be ready to answer
the question: What is digmity and how can it be realized?
The answer we find again the words of the Psalmist,
who addressed himself to this obvious question and who
termed man not only an honorable but also a glorious be-
ing, spelling out the essence of glory in unmistakable
terms: 1 hou hast made him to have dominion over the
works of Thy hands. Thou hast put all things under hus
feet." Tn other words, dignity Wwas equated by the Psalmuist
with man’s capability ot dominating his environment and
exercising control over it. Man acquires dignity through
glory, through his 1najestic posture vis-a-vis his environ-
ment.*

The brute’s existence 1s an undigniﬁed one because
it 1s a helpless existence. Human existence s a dignified
one because 1t 1s a glorious, majestic, powetful existence.,
Hence, cligmty s unobtainable as long as man has not
reclaimed himsel{ from coexistence with nature and has

not risen from a non-reflective, degradiﬂgly helpless mn-

*Tt might be pointed out that in the Septuagint the word T132 is here
given an intellectualistic coloring, bemng rendered as doxz. The Vaulgate had
the ore literal glo'rid. I other contexts in which the rerm S22 signiﬁcs

the haman Pcrsuu:{[ir}? rather than honor, it is variously translated. See,

.. Psalins 16:9, " )a2 ‘7:\’1 ’:l’ imie)g I:L/', where ‘ﬂ’:: is rendered pé
glossa mow and lingua mea, rcspectively; and Psalms 30:13, Vam 'r\ﬂ” Il’ﬁ ,

where aa is translared as bé doxa mou and gloria mea.
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stinctive life to an mtelligent, planned, and majestic
one. For the sake of clarification of the double equation
humanity = clignity and dignity = glory—majesty, it 1s nec-
essary to add another thought. There 1s no dignity with-
out responsibility, and one cannot assume responsibility
as long as he s not capable of Iiving up to his commit-
ments. Only when man rises to the heights of freedom of
action and creativity of mind does he begin to tmplement
the mandate of dignified responsibility entrusted to him
by his Maker. Dignity of man expressing itself in the
awareness of being responsible and of being capable of
discharging his responsibility cannot be realized as long
as he has not gamned mastery over his environment. For
life i bondage to insensate elemental torces is a non-
responsible and hence an undigniﬂed affar.”

Man of old who could not fight disease and suc-
cumbed 10 multitudes to yellow fever or any other plague
with degrading helplessness could not lay claim to dig-
nity. On[y the man who builds hospimls, discovers thera-
peutic techniques, and saves lwves s blessed with dignity.
Man ot the seventeencth and eighteenth centuries who

needed several days to travel from Boston to New York

*Vide Nachmanides, Genesis :24: 7 way s 01 a2l 230252
YR TTWW:W BYT2a1 Maana 1738 PR RIM “As o s wricten,
“and ( Thou ) hast crowned hum with honor and glory, which reters to his
(Le., mans) intelligent, wise, and technically resourcetul striving.”
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was less dignified than modern man who attempts to
conquer space, boards a plane at the New York airport at
midnight and takes several hours later a letsurely walk
;ﬂong the streets of London.* The brute is helpless, and,
theretore, not dignified. Civilized man has gained limited
control of nature and has become, in certain respects, her
master, and with his mastery he has attained dignity as
well. His mastery has made 1t possible tor him to act n
accordance with his responsibility.

Hence, Adam the first is aggressive, bold, and
Victory—minded. His motto 1s success, triumph over the
cosmic forces. He engages n creative work, trymg to im-
itate his Maker (imitatio Dei). The most charactetistic rep-
resentattve of Adam the fiest s the mathematical scientist
who whisks us away {rom the array of tangib[e things,
from color and sound, from heat, touch, and smell which
are the only phenomena accessible to our senses, into a
formal relational wortld of thought constructs, the prod-
uct of his “;1rbitr;1ry” postulating and spontaneous pos-
tting and deducing. This world, woven out of human
thought processes, funcrions wich amazing precision and

runs patallel to the workings ot the real multifarious

*It is obvious that this essay refers to Adan the first as a type repre-
senting the collective hutnan technological genius. and not to individual

members of the human race.
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world of our senses. The modern scientist does not try to
explain nature. He only duplicates it. In his full resplen-
dent glory as a creative agent of God, he constructs his
own world and in mysterious fashion succeeds in control-
ling his environment through manipu]ating his own
mathematical constructs and creations.

Adam the first is not only a creative theoretician. He
is also a creative aesthete. He fashions ideas with his
mind, and beauty with his heart. He enjoys both his in-
tellectual and his aesthetic creativity and takes pride m it.
He also displays creativity in the world of the norm: he
legislates for himselt norms and laws because a dignified
existence is an orderly one. Anarchy and dignity are mu-
taally exclusive. He s this-worldly-minded, tmitude-
ortented, beauty—centered. Adam the first s a]ways an
acsthete, whether engaged in an intellectual or m an eth-
1cal perfotm;mce. His conscience ts enetgized not by the
idea of the good, but by that of the beautitul. His mind
1s questing not for the true, but for the ple;ls;mt and func-
tional, which are roaoted in the aesthetical, not the noetic-

ethical, sphere *

*It is worthwhile to note that Maimonides illtcl‘prcrcd the story of the
fall of man m terms of the bctr:{yal of the mtellectual and the ethical for
the sake of the aestheric. The Hebrew phrase PRI 2 PP P was
translated by Maunowides as “And the tree ol experiencing the pleasant

and unplcasaur."
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In doing all this, Adani the first is trying to carry out
the mandate entrusted to him by his Maker who, at dawn
of the sixth mysterious day of creation, addressed Him-
self to man and swmmoned him to “fill the earth and
subdue it.” Tt 1s God who decreed that the story of Adam
the first be che great saga of treedom of man-slave who
gradually transforms himsell into man-master. While
pursuing thus goal, driven by an urge which he cannot but
obey, Adam the first transcends the limits of the reason-
able and probable and ventures mto the open spaces ot a
boundless universe. Even this 10nging {or vastmess, no
matter how adventurous and fantastic, 1s legitimate. Man
reaching {or the distant stars 1s acting n harmony with
his nature which was created, willed, and directed by his
Maker. It s a manifestation of obedience to rather than
rebellion agatnst God. Thus, m sum, we have obtained
the {oﬂowing triple equation: hum;mity = dignity =

responsibility = majesty.



II

DAM THE SECOND is, like Adam the first, also

inrrigued by the cosmos. Intellecrual curtosity
drives them both to confront courageously the mysterium
magnum of Being, However, while the cosmos provokes
Adam the first to quest for power and control, thus mak-
ing him ask the functional “how” question, Adam the
second rssponds to the call of the cosmos by engaging in
a ditferent kind of cognitive gesture. He does not ask a
single functional question. Instead his inquiry is of a
metaphysical nature and a threefold one. He wants to
know: “Why s i7" “What 1s i2” “Who s i7" (1) He
wonders: “Why did the world in its totality come 1ato
existence? V\-’hy ts man confronted by this stupendous
and mdifferent order of things and events?” (2) He asks:
“What is the puarpose of all this? What is the message
that s embedded 1n organic and inorganic matter, and

“’h&l[ C{O@S the gteat challenge f(??LChil‘lg me fthlll bC)"Ol‘ld
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the fringes of the universe as well as from the depths of
my tormented soul mean:” (3) Adam the second keeps on
wondering: “Who is He who trails me steadily, uninvited
and unwanted, like an everlasting shadow, and vanishes
into the recesses of transcendence the very mstant [ turn
around to confront this nwminous, awesome, and myste-
rious ‘He'? Who is He who fills Adam with awe and bliss,
humi[ity and a sense ot greatmess, concurrently? Who 1s
He to whom Adam clings in passionate, all—consuming
love and from whom he flees in mortal fear and dread?
Who is He who fascinates Adam 1rresistibly and at the
sume time rejects him irrevocably? Who 1s He whom
Adam experiences both as the mysterivm tremendum and as
the most elementary, most obvious, and most under-
standable truth? Who s He who s deus revelatus and deus
absconditus simultancously? Who 1s He whose life-giving
and life-warming breath Adam feels constantly and who
at the same tune remains distant and temote from all?”
[n order to answer this Ltiple question, Adam the
second does not apply the functional method invented by
Adam the first. He does not create a world ot his own.
Tnstead, he wants to understand the living, “given” wotld
into which he has been cast. Therefore, he does not math-
ematize phenomena or conceptualize things. He encoun-
ters the universe in all its colorfulness, sp[endor, and

grandeur, and studies it with the naiveté, awe, and admi-
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ration ot the child who secks the unusual and wonderful
In every ordinary thing and event. While Adam the first
is dynamic and creative, transforming sensory data into
thought constructs, Adan the second is receptive and be-
holds the world in its original dimensions. He looks for
the image of God not in the mathematical formula or the
natural relational law but in every beam of light., n every
bud and blossom, in the morning breeze and the stillness
of a statlit evening. In a word, Adam the second explores
not the scientific abstract universe but the irresistibly fas-
cinating qualitative world where he establishes an nti-
mate relation with God. The Biblical metaphor referring
to God breathing life into Adam alludes to the actual
preoccupation of the latter with God, to hus genume liv-
Ing experience of God rather than to some divine poten-
tial or endowment in Adam symbolized by imago Dei*
Adam the second lives in close union with God. His ex-
istential “T" experience is tmterwoven m the awareness of
communing with the Great Self whose ﬁ)o[ptints he dis-

covers along the many tortuous paths of creation.

*Vide Nachmanides, Genesis 2:7: D=l 1'ER2 723 XI5 "2 92N

» mowbawma N2y AT e 2 N2 R 2y o
T DWR MR N 9ER 29m2n BSR “And it is staced that
He (i.c., Gndj breathed into lus (i.c., rnan’s;‘,‘ nostrils the breath of life be-
cause it (1., the soul) was not formed of the elements ... nor did 1t em-

anate from the Scparatc Intc“igcnccs burt it was God’s own breatlh.”
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I STATED PREVIOUSLY that both Adams are equally
provoked by the mystery ot Being even though che mech-
ods they employ in their heroic attempt to come to terms
and to arrange a modus vivendi wich the mysterium magnum
are mcongruous. Let me add now that not on]y the etio-
Iogica[ impulse and drive but also the objective and hence
the motivation are identical. Both Adams want to be hu-
man. Both strive to be themselves, to be what God com-
manded them to be, namely, man. They certainly could
not reach for some other objective siace this urge, as |
noted, lies, in accordance with God’s scheme ot creation,
at the root of all human strivings and any rebellious ef-
fort on the part of man to substitute something else for
this urge would be in distinct opposition to God’s will
which ts emmbedded tn man’s nature. The tncongruity of
methaods s, therefore, a result not of dwerse objectivcs
but of diverse interprecive ;1ppro;1ches to the one objec—
tive thcy both putsuc. The two Adams do not concur in
their interpretations of this objective, The idea of hu-
manity, the great challenge summoning man to action
and movement, 1s placed by them in two incommensurace
perspectives.

While Adam the first wants to reclaim himselt from
a closed-in, non-reflective, natural existence by setting
himself up as a dignified majestic being capable of ruling

his environment, Adam the second sces his separateness
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from nature and his existential uniqueness not in dignity
or majesty but in something else. There is, in his opinion,
another mode of existence through which man can find
his own self, namely, the redemptive, which is not neces-
sarily identical with the dignified. Quite often, an exis-
tence might be replete with dignity and mastery, and yet
remain unredeemed. An atheist cosmonaut circling the
earth, advising his superiors who placed him in orbit that
he did mot encounter any angels, might [ay clatm to clig—
nity because he courageously mastered space; he is, how-
ever, very {ar {rom experiencing a redeemed existence.

In order to delineate more sharply the contours of
Adam the second, who rejected dignity as the sole objec-
tive of human questing, let us add the following ob-
servation. Dignity is a social and behavioral category,
expressing not an ntrinsic existential  quality but a
[echnique of living, a way of umpressing society, the
knowhow of cotmmanding tespect and attention of the
other fellow, a capacity to make one’s presence felt. In
Hebrew, the noun kavod, dignity, and the noun koved,
weight, gravitas, stem from the same root. The man of dig-
nity 1s a WCighty petson. The pcoplc who surround him
teel his impact. Hence, Clignity {s measured not by the in-
ner worth of the in-depth personality, but by the accom-
plishments of the surface personality. No martter how

fine, naoble, and gifted onc may be, he cannot command
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respect or be appreciated by others if he has not suc-
ceeded in re;ﬂizing his calents and cornmunicating his
message to society through the medium of the creative
majestic gesture. In light ot the aforementioned, dignity
as a behavioral category can {ind realization only in the
outward gesture which helps the mner personality to ob-
jectify itself and to explain and interpret itself to the ex-
ternal world. Hence, dignity can only be predicated of
kerygmatic man, who has the capability of establishing lines
of communication with neighbors, :1cqtmintances, and
{riends, and of engaging them in a dialogue, nor of
words, but of action. Dignity is Iinked with fame. There
1s TIO dignity in anonymuity. I{ one succeeds putting his
message (L‘cr}gma) across he may lay claim to dignity. The
silent person, whose message remains hidden and sup-
pressed mn the tn-depth personality, cannot be considered
dignified.

Therefore, Adam the first was created not alone, but

together with Eve—male and female emerged simultane-
ously. Adam the first exists in soctety, tn community with
others. He 1s a social being, gregarious, communicative,
emphasizing the artistic aspect in life and giving priority
to torm over content, to literary expression over the eidos,
to practical accomplishments over inner motivation. He

is blessed with the gift of rhetoric, with the faculty of

communication, be it the beautitul word, the efficacious
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machine, the socially acceptable ethic-etiquette, or the
hush of the solemn memorial assembly. The visible, per-
ceptible public tmage of the personality is fraught with
majesty and dignity. Adam the first is never alone. Man
in solitude has no opportunity to display his dignity and
majesty, since both are behavioral social traits. Adam the
first was not left alone even on the day of creation. He
emerged into the world together with Eve and God ad-
dressed humself to both of them as inseparable members

of one cotmmunity.
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HE COMMUNITY OF which Adam the first,
majestic man, 1s a member, ts a natural one, a

Product of rl'lt‘ crt‘arivt‘., Social esture 1n Which Ad_am en-

g
gages whenever he thinks that collective Hving and acting
will promote his interests.* T term this community a nat-
ural one, because the urge for orgzmized activity at this
level is not nurtured by the singular needs and experi-
ences of spiritual man created in God’s image but by bi-

ologica], tnstincrual pressures. It is a natural reaction on

*The social-contract theory is not ro be mrerpreted in chronalogical
termns, It never claimed that mdividuals ever extsred outside of society. The
precedence of the individual over sociery is to be interpreted in concep-
tual terms: a Robinson Crusoe extstence 1s thinkable and morally justutied.
The most mmportant practical interence to be drawn trom this theory is
the moral right of the individual ot indviduals to secede from an existing
society and torm a new one. This kind of thinking, as we know, played an
enormaus role in the American as well as in the French Revolution. There-
fbrc, there is 1o conrradiction bchccn the Bib]ical story of the creation

of Adam the first :md the social-contract rheury.
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the part of man, as a biological being bent on survival, to
the menacing challenge of the outside world. In fact, the
root of the instinct of gregariousness which 1s the very
foundation ot the natural commmunity 1s o be found al-
ready in the animal kingdom. Let cattle grazing quietly
along a wide area of green pastures sense suddenly that
danger 1s lurking somewhere, thﬁy, overcome by mstinc-
tive panic, will begin to herd together and to cling to each
other as i mere physical contiguity could avert the un-
pending catastrophe. The difference between man associ-
ating with others and animals ﬂocking together COTSISES,
of course, in the fact that while the murte creatuares react
in a mechanical, spurious, and purposcless way. eloquent
and wise man acts mtelligently and teleologically. Yet thus
discrepzmcy does not contradict our preimise that the pri-
motdial urge to come togcther i tace of opposition 1s
shared by both animal and bio[ogica[ man.

Adam the first s Chaﬂeﬂgecl by a hostile environ-
ment and hence summoned to perform many tasks which
he alone cannot master. Conscqueﬂtly, he s impclled to
take joint action. Helpless individuals, cogmizant of the
difficulties they encounter when they act separately, con-
gregate, make arrangements, enter into treaties of mutual

assistance, sign contracts, form partncrships, ete.® The

*T am using the social-contract theory as an illustration of the func-
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natural community is born of a feeling of individual
helplessness. Whenever Adam the tirst wants to work, to
produce, and to succeed in his undertakings, he must
unite with others. The whole theory of the social con-
tract, brought to perfection by the philosophers of the
Age ot Reason, reflects the Chinking ot Adam che first,
identifying man with his intellectual nature and creative
technological will and finding in human existence cohet-
ence, legitimacy, and reasonableness exc[usively, To the
thinkers ot the Age of Reason man posed no problem.
He was for them an understandable, simple aftai. Therr
admiration, alas adoration, of the human mind hindered
them {rom rea[izing the metaphysic;ﬂ dilemma and exts-
tential paradoxicality, indeed absurclity, embedded i the
human “I” awateness. They saw man in his glory but
fatled to see him in his tragic plight. Thcy constdered the
individual ontologicauy perfect and existenti;ﬂly ade-
quate.® They admitted only that he was tunctionally
handicapped even though he could, like Robinson Cru-
soe, surtnount this difficulty, too. If the individual ts on-

tologically complete, even perfect, then the experience of

tional characrer ot the conununiry formed by Adam the first. However, 1
could also demonstrate this 1dea by mntroducing organuic theortes ot soc-
ety which emphasize the primacy ot society over the individual. Even, and
pethaps primarily, the corporate state is of a functional character.

*The same narverd in evalnating the role of man is to be found in the

Marxist philosophica] anrhropolog}-‘.
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loneliness muast be alien to him, since loneliness 1s noth-
ing but the act of questioning one’s own onto[ogic;l[ le-
gitimacy, worth, and reasonableness. In fact, according to
the Biblical StoTy, (God was not concerned with the lone-
liness of Adam the first. Netther was Adam aware of the
pronouncement 7137 DN DI 238 8Y, “It is not
good for man to be lonely.” Moreover, the connotation of
these words in the context ot the world view of Adam
the first, even if they had been addressed to him, would
have been related not to loneliness, an existential in-depth
experience, but to aloneness, a practical surface expert-
ence. Adamn the first, representing the natural community,
would translate this pronouncement (nto pragmatic cate-
gories, referring not to existence as such, but to pro-
ductive work. I pressed for an interpretation of the

pronouncemment, he would paraphrasc it, “Tt 1s not good

{or man to work (not to be) alone,” RTINT FTEY 278 N‘?
7-‘:‘7 H:NL/'?J The words “T shall make bim a helpmate”
would refer, in accordance with his social philosophy, to
a tunctional partner to whom it would be assigned to col-
laborate with and assist Adam che first in his undertak-
ings, schemes, and projects. Eve vis-a-vis Adam the first
would be a work partner, not an existential co-
participant. Man alone cannot succeed, says Adam the
first, because a successful life is possible only within a

communal framework. Robinson Crusoe may be self-
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sufficient as far as mere survival 1s concerned, but he can-
not make a success of his life. Distribution of labor, the
coordinated efforts of the many, the accumulated experi-
ences of the multitude, the cooperative spirit of count-
less individuals, raise man above the primitive level of a
natural existence and grant him limited dominion over
his environment. What we call civilization is the sum to-
tal of a community effort through the millennia. Thus,
the natural community fashioned by Adam the fiest 1s a
work commuuuty, commnitted to the successful produc-
tion, distribution, and consutmption of goods, material as
well as cultural.

Ecclesiastes (Kohelet) has portrayed the act of
grouping and coalescing as envisioned by Adam the firse
in unmistakable categories: “The two are better than the
one because they have a good reward for their labor. For
if they fall, the one will lift ap his fellow: but woe to him
that s alone when he falleth, and hath not another to
he[p him out.” The natural community of Adam the first
enhances man’s chances for successtul survival, yet does
not elevate or enhance his existential experience, since the
latter is in no need of redemption or catharsis. Adam the
first teels safer and more comfortable in the company of
Eve in a practical, not ontological, way. He will never
admic that he cannot, onrologic;ﬂl}n see himselt without

Eve. They, Adam and Eve, act together, work together,
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pursue common objectives together; yet they do not exist
together. Ontologically, they do not belong to each other;
cach is provided with an “1" awareness and knows noth-
ing ot a “We'" awareness. Of course, they comimunicace
with each other. But the communication lines are open
between two surface personahties engaged i work, dedi-
cated to success, and speaking in clichés and stereotypes,
and not between two souls bound together tn an mdissol-
uble relation, cach one speaking in unique logoi. The
in-depth personalities do not communicate, let alone
commune, with each other. “And God blessed them and
God said unto them be truitful and multiply and replen-
ish the earth and subdue it and have dominion over the
fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over
everything that creepeth over the earth.”

Male and female were summoned by their creator to
act tn untson tn order to act successfuﬂy. Yet they were
not charged with the task of existing 1n untson, in order

to cleanse, redeem, and hallow their existence.
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AVING DESCRIBED MAJESTIC Adam both

as an individual and as a member of a work

Communiry, let us return to Adam the St‘cond in his dual

role as a lonely individual and as one committed to a pe-
culiar community idea.

There are two basic distinctions between dignity and

cathartic redempr.iveness:

1. Being redeemed is, unlike being dignified, an onto-
logical awarencss. [t 1s not just an extrancous, accidental
attribute—among other attributes—of being, but a de-
finitive mode of being itself. A redeemed existence is in-
Ltinsic;ﬂly different {rom an unredeemed. Redemptivcness

does not have to be acted out vis-a-vis the outside world.*

*The Halakhic requiretnent of diguiﬁcd behavior, S13Y250 a2, ap-

plies 111 SOT1E CA56€5 [0 public actions while in other cases even to one’s pri-
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Even a hermit, while not having the opportunity to man-
ifest dignity, can live a redeemed life. Cathartic redemp-
tiveness s experienced in the privacy of one’s in—depth
Personality, and it cuts below the te[ationship between the
“T" and the “thou” (to use an existentialist term) and
reaches into the very hidden strata ot the tsolated “T" who
knows himselt as a singular being. When objectified in
personal and emotional categories, cathartic redemptive-
ness expresses itsclt in the feeling of axiological security.
The individual mtuits his existence as worthwhile, 1egiti—
mare, and adequate, anchored in something stable and un-
changeable.

2. Cathartic redemptiveness, {n contrast to dignity,
cannot be attained through man’s acquisition of control
of his environment, but thtough mans excrcise of control
over himself. A vedeemed lite ts ipso fucto a disciplined life.
While a digniﬁed existence s attained by majestic man
who courageously surges forward and confronts mute

nature—a lowetr {orm of being—in a mood of defiance,

vate actions. The problem of Y27 Max with which the Tahnud, Be-
rakhot 19b, deals 15 velared ro public oftensive actions, such as disrobing,
while in Sthabbat 81a and Fruvin 41b, the Talmud 1s concerned with undigmi-
tied action even i private. Apparently, the determiming tactor in these
cases 1s the nature of the act itself. A certain act, such as disrobing, 1s un-
worthy only 1" exposed to public view, whereas another, such as the lack
of bodily hygicne, is always disgraceful. This Halakhic approach does not
contradict our viewpomt that digniry is a sacial behavioral category and
that the hermit cannot realize it in full.
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redemption is achieved when humble man makes a move-
ment of recoil, and lets himself be confronted and de-
{feated by a Higher and Truer Being. God summoned
Adam the tirst to advance steadily, Adam the second to
retreat. Adam the first He told to exercise mastery and to
“fI1I the earth and subdue 1t,” Adam the second, to serve.
He was placed in the Garden of Eden “to cultivate it and
to keep it.”

Digruty 1s acquired by man whenever he triumphs
over nature. Man finds redemption whenever he is over-
powered by the Creator of nature. Dignity 1s discovered
at the swnmit of success; redemption in the depth of cri-
sis and failure: R PRYRR T 'rﬂN'\D, “Qut of the
dcp.ths have T called thee, O God." The Bible has stated
explicidy that Adam the second was formed f{rom the
dust of the ground because the knowledge of the hum-
ble origin of man ts an integra[ part ol Adam’s “T” expe-
rience. Adam the second has never torgotten that he s

just a handful of dust.*

AND DEFEATED MUST Adam the second feel the

very instant he scores his greatest success: the discovery of

*The Halakhah has linked human distress with the human capability

of renewal and self-transtormation. Man's confrontation with evil and
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his humanity, his “T" identty. The “T” awareness which he
attains as the result of his untiring search for a redeemed,

ecure existence br,ings its own antithesis to the fore: the

7]

awareness of [us exclusiveness and ontological incompat-
ibility with any other being. Adam the second suddenly
finds out that he is alone, that he has alienated himself
{from the world of the brute and the mstinctual mechan-
ical state ot an ourward existence, while he has failed to
ally himselt with the intelligent, purposive inward beings
who 1nhabit the new world nto which he has entered.
Each great redemptive step forward im man's quest for hu-
manity entails the ever-growing tragic awareness of his
aloneness and only-ness and consequently of his loneli-
ness and msecarity. He struggles tor the discovery of hus
identity because he suffers {rom the insecurity implied in
seeing the 1cy datkness of wniformuty and trresponstve-
ness, (n gazing (nto that senseless something wichout be-
ing awarded a reciprocal gaze, in being always a stlent
watcher without in turn being watched. With the redeem-
ing daybreak of a new “T" identity, Adam the second is
ushered nto a world of diversity and change where the

fecling ot insccurity expresses itselt in the fact that the

suffering must resulr, accm‘diug to the Halakhah, i the great act ol teshu-
vah (tepentance). “In thy distress when all these things are come upon
thee ... thou wilt return to the Lord thy God and hearken unto His voice™
(Deut. 4:30).
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3 11 . .
term “man” clothes a wondrous, unique, and mcommu-

nicable re;ﬂicY, m the gazing mto somebody who recurns

7

one

17/]

gaze suspiciously, i watching and being watched in
bewilderment. Who knows what kind of loneliness is
more agonizing: the one which befalls man when he casts
his glance at the mute cosmos, at its dark spaces and mo-
notonous drama, or the one that besets man exchanging
glances with his fellow man in silence? Who knows
whether the first astronaut who will land on the moon,
confronted with a strange, weird, and grisly panorama,
will feel a greater loneliness than Mr. X, moving along ju-
bilantly with the crowd and exchanging greetings on New
Year’s Eve at a public square?

Adam the sccond s still lonely. He separated him-
self from his environment which became the object of his
intellectual gaze. “And the man gave names to all the
beasts and to the fowl of the heaven and to every animal
of the field." He s a citizen of a new world, the world of
man, but he has no companton with whom to communi-
cate and therefore he is existentially tnsecure. Neither
would the availability of the female, who was created
with Adam the first, have changed this human situation
if not for che emergence ot a new kind of companton-
ship. At this crucial pornt, it Adam is to bring his quest
for redemption to full realization, he must initiate action

leading to the discovcry of a companion who, even
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though as unique and singular as he, will master the art
of communicacing and, with him, form a comlnunity.
However, this action, since it is part of the redemptive
gesture, must also be sacriticial. The mediwm of acmining
full redemption is, again, defeat. This new companion-
ship i1s not attained through conquest, but through sur-
render and retreat. “And the erernal God caused an
overpowering sleep to fall upon the man.” Adam was
overpowered and defeated—and in defeat he found hus
companion.

Again, the contrast between the two Adams comes
into focus. Adam the first was not called to sacritice in
order that his female companion come 1nto being, while
it was mdispensable for Adam the second to gve away
part of hunsell in order to find a companion. The
Community—ﬁlshioning gesture of Adam the first s, as 1
indicated before, purely utilitarian and intrinsically ego-
tistic and, as such, rules out sacrifictal action. For Adam
the second, communicating and communing are redemp—
tive sacrificial gestutes. Thus, in crisis and distress there

was pl;mted the seed of a new tvpe ot community—the

*The Biblical account of the original sin is the story of man of faith
W}m realizes suddcnly t]lat f;li[h can be utilized far thc acquisi[i(m ot
majesty and glory and who, instead of fostering a covenantal community,

prcﬂ:rs tu organize a pulirica[ utilitarian community cxpluiting the smcer-
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farth community which reached full fruition in the con-
venant between God and Abraham.*

THE COVENANTAL FAITH community, m con-
tradistinction to the natural work community, in[erptets
the divine pronouncement "It 1s not good for man to be
alone;” 17125 DN M9 232 8D, not in utilitarian bue
in ontological terms: it is not good for man to be lonely
(not alone) with emphasis placed upon “to be.” Beng at
the level of the faith community does not lend itselt 1o
any equation. " To be"” 1s not to be equated with “to work
and produce goods” (as historical matertalism wants us to
be[ieve). “To be” s not 1dentical with “to think” (;15 the
classtcal tradition of philosophical rationaltsm through—
out the ages, culimmating tn Descartes and later in Kant,
tried to convince us). “To be” does not exhaust itself ei-
ther in suftering (as Schopenhauer preached) or in enjoy-
ing the world of sense (in accordance with ethical
hedonism). “To be” 1s a unique tn-depth expertence of
which only Adam the second 1s aware, and 1t 1s unrelated
to any function or performance. “To be” means to be the
only one, singular and different, and consequently lonely.

For what causes tman to be lonely and feel insecare if not

try and uuqualiﬁcd cotmmitiment of the crowd {or non-covenantal, Wurldly
purposes. The hismry of arganized rcligion 1s repletc with mstances of

dCSCCI‘;lriO n Ot- [hﬁ‘ covenanc,
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the awareness of his uniqueness and exclusiveness? The
“T” is lonely, experiencing ontological incompleteness and
casualness, because there 1s no one who exists like the “T”
and because the modus existentiae ot the “1” cannoc be re-
peated, fmitated, or experienced by others.

Since loneliness reflects the very core of the “T" ex-
perience and is not an accidental modus, no accidental
activity or external achievement—such as belonging to
a natural work community and achieving cooperative
success—can reclaim Adam the second from this state.
Theretore, T repeat, Adam the second must quest for a
different kind of community. The companionship which
Adam the second is secking is not to be found in the de-
personalized regimentation ot the army, mn the automatic
coordination of the assembly line, or in the actvity of
the mstitationalized, soulless political communuty. His
quest 1s for a mew kind of feuowship, which one finds in
the existential community. There, not only hands are
joined, but experiences as well; there, one hears not only
the rhythmic sound of the pro«:luction line, but also the
rhythmic beac of hearts starved for existential compan-
ionship and all-cinbracimg sympathy and experiencing the
grandeur of the taith commitment; there, one lonely soul
finds another soul tormented by loneliness and solitude

yet unquali{ied[y committed.



T THIS POINT, the main distinction between

the nacaral commmunity of Adam the tirst and the
covenantal faith Communit}’ of Adam the second be-
comes clear, The first s a community of interests, ﬂ)tged
by the mdomitable desire tor success and triumph and
consisting at all times of two gtamln;ltical personac, the “1”
and the “thou” who collaborate in order to {further their
interests. A newcommner, upon joining the comlnunity,
ceases to be the anonymous “he” and turns into a know-
able, communicative “thou.” The second 1s a community
of commitments born in distress and defeat and com-
prises three participants: “I, thou, and He,” the He in
whom all being ts rooted and n whom everything finds
its tehabilitation and, consequently, redemption. Adam
the first met the female all by himself, while Adam the
second was mtroduced to Eve by God, who summoned

Adam ro join Eve in an existencial commnnity molded by
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sacrificial action and suffering, and who Himself became
a partner in this community. God is never outside the
covenantal community. He joins man and shares in his
covenantal existence. Finicude and inﬁnity, temporality
and eternity, creature and creator become mvolved in the
same community. [hey bind themselves together and
participate in a unitive existence.

The element ot togetherness of God and man s -
dispensable for the covenantal community, for the very
validity of the covenant rests upon the juridic-Halakhic
principle of free megotiation, murtual assumption of du-
ties, and full recognition of the equal rights of both par-
ties concerned with the covenant.' Both parties entering a
covenantal relattonship possess malienable nights which
may only be surtendeted by mutual consent. The para-
doxical experience of freedom, reciprocity, and “equal-
i[y” (n one’s persona[ confrontation with God ts basic for

the undct_‘staﬂding of the covenantal faich cornmunity.*

*The whole concept ot Maa "IN 2Y “T shall be wich how tn trou-
ble” can only be understood within the perspecuve ot the covenantal com-
mumty which involves God in the destuny ot His fellow members. Vide
Sanbedrin, 46a; Yeruskalmi, Sukkab, 4, 3.

The strange Aggadic stories about a theorerical Halakhic “contra-
versy” between the Almighty and the Heavenly Academy (NP2YR2
NI}"D-\-[) and about R. Joshta b. Chanania’s refecting a Divine deciston
which favored a MO OPILoT over that of the majority are character-
stic of the mtimare Halakhic-covenantal re[ariouship prevailiug between
man and God. Vide Bava Mezia 50b and 86a.
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We meet God in the covenantal community as a comrade
and fellow member. Of course, even within the frame-
work of this community, God appears as the leader,
teacher, and shepherd. Yet the leader is an integral part of
the community, the teacher is insepamble {from his pupi]s,
and the shepherd never leaves his flock. They all belong
to one group. The covenant draws God into the society
of men of taith: “The God before whom my tathers did
walk—the God who has been my shepherd all my life”
God was Jacob’s shepherd and companion. The covenan-
tal faith community manitests itselt i a threefold per-

sonal union: I, thou and He.®

*Vide Leviticus 26:12, Stfra and Rashi

. The giving of the law on Mount Sinat was a result of {ree negotia-
tion between Moses and the Pcuplc who consented ta submir themselves
to the Divine Will, The Halakhah weats the Sinal and Moab covenants n
caregories and terms governing any civil agreement. The Talmudic opm-
on vi:f{/;;zblmt 88;1), a2 Hn Eﬂ"?l.’ a2 a, that there was coetrcive action
on the part ot God duning the Sinai revelation, does not refute our the-
sts. The acuon o which the Talmud refers was taken after the covenant
had been vo]untutily transacted on the preccding d;ly (the tifth ot Siv;m:'v
according to the chronology claborated by Rashi (based on the Mekkilta).
Even Nachmanides, who disagreed with Rashi and aceepred the opposite
view to the Mekhdia, placing the transaction on the seventh of Sivan after
the ultimatum had been (ssued to the cotmnunity, mast admmut that the lar-
ter obligated itsell to abide by God’s will prior to the vevelation, as it s
distinirly stared in Exodus 19:8. Nachmamides ditfers wirh Rashi onl}-‘
with reference to the solemin tormalization of che covenant as told in Ex-
odus 24:3-8.

In light of this. the Talmudic saying (lec. cir) D=2 YR ’I ==

Nﬂ“ﬁﬁb’% 1s puzzling mmasmuch as coercion was applied only to the im-
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plcnwnr_;lriou and not to the assumption ol the covenantal obligariml. To
be sure, chis phmse ts not to be construed n its liceral nieaning, smice 1o
scholar has ever questioned the validity ot the Sinai covenant even prior
to its reaffirmation in the days of Mordeca and the other men of the
Great Assembly to which the Talmud (lec. cit. ) refers. The idea underlying
this phrasc is to be understaod as referring to a moral mitigating circum-
stance rather than a juridic-Halakhic defense. See Chiddicshei ha-Rambai, ad
lﬂ[l“n.

[c appears that God rcquircd two cotunitments on the part of the
comtnunity: a geuﬁral one to abide by the will of God while the commu-
niry was still unaware ot the natare ot the commirtiment and a specitic one
concerning cach individual law. The second commitment was assumed un-
der constraint. Vide Mekhilta quoted by Rashi, Exodus 20:1; Rashi and
Nachmanides, Exodus, 24:1. See Tosafor, Shabbat 83a, sub NPTWMR, and Kid-
dushin, 61b.

The reasan tor inrmducing an element of coercion into the great Sinat
covenant, m Cuntr;lclistinctiun, prmmjduc, ta the Biblical story, lies i the
idea that covenantal man feels (J\'erp(m’ered and defeated by God even
when he appears to be a free agent of his own will.



VI

VEN THOUGH, AS we said betore, the man of

faich is pmvoked, like Adam the first, by the cos-
mos about which he is inquisitive, the covenant, not the
Cosmos, provides him with an answer to his que_stions.
The covenantal confrontation is indispensable for the
man of faith. In his longing for God, he is many a time
disenchanted with the cosmic revelation and lives rhrough
moments of despair. Naturally, he is inspired by the great
joy experienced when he gets a glimpse of the Truly Real
hiding_ behind the mzlgniﬁccnt cosmic facade. However,
he 1s also tormented by the stress and exasperation felt
when the Truly Real seems to disappear from the cos-
mic scene. OF course, God speaks through His works:
k) ‘TN a2 DYERD DM, “The heavens declace
the glory of God and the firmament showeth His hand-
work.” Yet, let me ask, what kind of a tale do the heav-

ens tell? [s 1t a petsonal tale addressed to someone, or is
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it a tale which is not intended for any audience? Do the
heavens sing the glory of the Creator without troubling
themselves to find out whether someonce 1s listening to
this great song, or are they really interested in man, the
listener? T believe that the answer to this question 1s obvi-
ous. It the tale of the heavens were a personal one, ad-
dressed to man, then there would be no need for another
encounter with God. Since God in His infintte wisdom
arranged for the apocalyptic—covt‘nanta[ meeting with
man, we may conclude that the message of the heavens is
at best an equivocal one.

As a matter of fact, at the leve]l of his cosmic con-
{rontation with God, man s faced with an exasperating
patadox. On the one hand, he beholds God i every nook
and corner of creation, in the ﬂowm‘ing_ of the plant, n
the rushmg of the tide, and n the movement of his own
muscle, as if God were at hand close to and beside man,
engaging bhim in a ﬂ‘ienclly clialogue. And yet the very mo-
ment man turns his face to God, he linds Him remote, un-
approachable, enveloped in transcendence and mystery. Did
not [saiah behold God R&33 B9, exalted and enthroned
above creation, and at the same time D’N'??ﬁ \’BWN
Bb”ﬂﬂ DPIN, the train of his skires ﬁﬂing the Temple, the
great universe, from the flying ncbulae to one’s most

intimate heartbear? Did not the angels sing 352 @352
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v inip) holy, holy, holy, transcendent, transcendent, tran-
scendent, yet TTIZD PINTT 52 K92 723 7 He is the
Lord of the hosts, who resides in every intinictesimal pat-
ticle of creation and the whole universe is replere with
His glory? In short, the cosmic experience is antichetic
and tantalizing. It exhausts itself in the awesome di-
chotomy of God'’s involvement in the drama of creation,
and His exaltedness above and remoteness from this very
drama. This dichotomy cancels the meumacy and tmrme-
diacy from one'’s relationship with God and renders the
personal approach to God complicated and difficult.
God, as the cosmic ruler, s beheld in His boundless
majesty reigning supreme over creation, His will crystal-
lized in the natural law, His word determining the behav-
ioral patterns ot nature. He 1s everywhere but at the same
tume above and outside of evetything. When man who
just beheld God's presence turns around to address him-
self to the Master of creation in the intimate accents of
the “Thou,” he finds the Master and Creator gone, en-
Veloped in the cloud of mystery, winking to lum trom the
awesome “beyond.” Therefore, the man ot taith, in order
to redeem himself from his loneliness and misery, must
meet God at a personal covenantal level, where he can be

near Him and feel free in His presence. Abraham, the
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knight of faith, according to our tradition, sought and
discovered God in the starlit heavens of Mesopotamia.
Yet, he felt an intense loneliness and could not find sol-
ace in the silent companionship ot God, whose image
was reflected in the boundless stretches of the cosmos.
Only when he met God on earth as Father, Brother, and
Friend—mnot only along the uncharted astral routes—did
he teel redeemed. Our sages said that betore Abraham ap-
peaved majestas dei was veflected only by the distant heav-
ens, and it was a mute nature which “spoke” of the glory
ol God. It was Abraham who “crowned” Him the God
of earth, 1.e., the God of men.!

Majestic man, even when he belongs to the group of
homines religiosi and fecls a distinct need for transcendental
experiences, 1s gratiﬂed by his encounter with God within
the trammework of the cosmuic drama. Sice najestic man
15 incapable of bre;lking out of the cosmic cyclﬁ, he can-
not interpret his transcendental adventure in anything
but cosmic categories. Therefore, the divine name of
E-lohim, which denotes God being the source of the cos-
mic dynamics, sufficed to characterize the relationship
prevailing between majestic tman and his Creator address-
ing Himself to him through the cosmic occurrence.

However, covenantal man of faith, craving for a pet-

sonal and intimate relation with God, could not find it in



49

THE LONELY MAN OF FATTH

the cosmic E-lohim encounter and had to shift his tran-
scendenctal experience to a ditferent level at which che fi-
nite “TI” meets the infinite He "face-to-face.” This strange

communal relation between man and God is syimbolized

4

by the Tetragrammaton,* which therefore appears in the

Biblical account of Adam the second.

*This distinction berween E-lohim and the Tetragraiminaton was de-

ve[oped in detail by ]uclah Halevi.

L. Bereshit Rabhak, s9; Rashi, Genests 24:7. | mntentionally used the term
“costmic” iustead ot “cosinological.” While oue 1nay speak ot the cosinic
controntarion of man and God as an experiential vealiry, it is hard to
speak ot a cosmological expertence. When God 15 apptehended in reality
it 15 an expetience; when God 1s comprehended through reality 1t ts just an
intellectual performance. Theretore, one must not equate the cosmic ex-
perience, no matter how inadequate 1t s, with Judah Halevi's “God of” Ar-
istorle” As we mentioned in the rext, the casmic CXPCU.CTICC. s parr of the
patriarchial tradition. The Halakhah has granted full recognition to this
experience, which s reflected i mnany of our benedicrivns.

The trouble with all rational demonstrations of the existence of God,
with which the hisrory of philosophy abounds, consists 1 their beiug ex-
actly what they were meant to be by those who tormulared chen: absteace
logical demonstrations divorced from the hving primal experiences in
which these demonstrations are rooted. For instance, the cosmic experi-
ence was transformed 1nto a Cosrnologis;;ll ptoof; the ontic experience Mo
an ontological proof; et cetera. Tnstead of stating that the most elemen-
tary existential awareness as a subjective “T exist™ and an objective “the
world around me extsts” awareness is unattamable as long as the ultimate
realit}-‘ af God is not part of this awareness, the rheo[ogi;ms engaged i
tormnal postulating and deducing i an experiential vacuuin. Because of
this, they exposed thetiselves to Humie's and Kanr's biting criticism that
logical categories are applicable only within the linuts ot the human sci-
enatic experience.

Does the loving bride in the embrace of her beloved ask for proof that
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he 1s alive and real? Must the prayerful soul clinging in passionate love and
ecstasy to her Beloved demonstrate that He exists? So asked Soren
Kierkegaard sarcasucally when told that Anselm ot Canterbury, the tather
of the very abstract and s;omplex ontologic;ll pm()ﬂ spent many d;lys n
prayer and supplication that he be presented with rational evidence of the
existence of God.

Maimonides' term 13-1"‘7 (Yesode ba-Torah, 1:1) transcends the bounds of’
the abstract lngm and passes over imto the realm of the boundless mtumate
and nmpassioned experience where postulate and deduction, discursive
knowlﬁdge and mtuitive thinkmg, conception and pm‘cepriou, subjecr, and
abject, are one. Ouly in paragmph tive, atrer the aboriginal experience ot
God had been established by b as a tirm veality (in paragraph one ), does
he mtroduce the Aristotelian cosmological proot of the unmoved mover.



VII

MENTIONED PREVIOUSLY that only the

covenantal community consisting of all three gram-
matical personae—I, thou, and He—can and does alleviate
the p;lssion;ll experience ot Adam the second by offeting
him the opportunity to communicate, indeed to com-
mune with, and to enjoy the genuine friendship of Eve.
Within the covenantal community, I said, Adam and Eve
participate in the existential experience of being, not
mere[y working, t.ogether. The Change Trom a technical
utilitarian celationship to a covenantal existential one oc-
curs in the following manner. When God joins the com-
munity of man the miracle of revelation takes place in
two dimensions: in the transcendental—Deus absconditus
emerges suddenly as Deus revelatus—and m the human—
hotiio absconditus sheds his mask and turns into homo revela-
tus. With the sound of the divine voice addressing man by

his name, be it Abraham, Moses, or Samuel, God, whom
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man has sought along the endless trails of the universe,
is discovered suddenly as being close to and intimate
with man, standing just opposite or beside him. At this
meeting—iuitiatecl by God—ot God and man, the
coven;mtal—prophetic community 1s established. When
man addresses himself to God, calling Him in the infor-
mal, friendly tones of “Thou.” the same miracle happens
again: God joins man and at this meeting, nitiated by
man, a new covenantal community is born—the prayer
community.

I have termed both communmuties, the prophetic and
the prayertul, covenantal because of a threefold reason.
(1) In both communities, a confrontation of God and
man takes place. Tt 1s quite obvious that the prophecy
awareness, which ts fofo genere different {rom the mystical
experience, can only be mterpreted in the unique cate-
gories of the covenantal event. The whole idea of
propbecy would be ﬁ‘aught with an tnner contradiction if
mans ;1ppro;1ch to God remarned indirect and impersona[,
expecting natute to mediate between him and his Creator.
Only within the covenantal community, which is formed

by God descending upon the mount® and man, upon the

3 "N '7” T I9Y: “And the Lord came down upon Mount Sinat”’
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call ot the Lord, ascending the mount,® is a direct and
personal re[ationship expressing itselt in the prophecic
“face-to-face” colloquy established. “And the Lord spake
unto Moses face to tace as man speaketh unto his triend.”

Prayer likewise 1s unimaginable without having man
stand before and address himselt to God in a manner
retminiscent of the prophet’s dialogue with God. The cos-
mic drama, notwithstanding its grandeur and splendor,
no matter how distinctly it vetlects the image of the Cre-
ator and no martter how beautifu“y it tells His glory, can-
not provoke man to prayer. Of course, it may arouse an
adoring—ecstati ¢ mood in man; it Inay even Inspire man to
raise his voice in a song of praise and thanksgiving, Nev-
ertheless, ccstatic adoration, even tf expressed m a hymn,
1s ot prayet. The latter transcends the bounds of [iturgi—
cal worship and must not be reduced to its external-
technical aspects such as praise, Lh;mksgiving, or even

petitton. Prayer ts basicaﬂy an awareness of man ﬁncling

A OPn = N ON e NN “And he Lord called

Moses up to the top of the mount, and Moses went up.”

This verse relling us abour the prophetic encounter of Moses wich
God describes che 1deal state ot pmphccy as 1t was attamed by Moses. The
Bible wselt 1 another passage contrasts the Mosaic controntation with
God with that of other prophets who failed to reach the same heights and
hence expenienced the numinous apocalyptic dread and awe. Vide Exodus
33:17; Numbers 12:6, 8; Yesode ka-Torah, V1I: 6.
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himiself in the presence of and addressing himiself to his
Maker, and to pray has one connotation only: to stand
before God.* To be sure, this awareness has been objecti-
fied and crysmﬂized in standardized, definitive texts
whose recitation is obligatory. The total faith commit-
ment tends a[ways to transcend the trontiers of ﬂeeting,
amorphous subjectivity and to venture into the outside
world ot the well-torimed, objective gesture. However, no
matter how mmportant this tendency on the part of the
faith commitment is—and it is of enormous significance
in the Halakhah, which constantly demands from man
that he translate his inmner life into external facticity—it
remains unalterab[}‘ true that the very essence of prayer is
the covenantal experience ot bemg together with and
talking to God and that the concrete petfotmance such as
the recitation of texts represents the technique of imple-
mentation of prayer and not prayer itself! In shorr,
nations of

prayer and prophecy ate two synonymous desig

*The fact that we commence the recital of the “Eighteen Benedic-
tions’ by addressing ourselves ro the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob
is dicative ol the covenantal relationship which, i the opinion ot our
sages, lies ar the very root of prayer. The tact thar prayer 1s tounded upon
the covenantal relationship s responsible tor the onussion ot Malkbut
[God's cosmic kinship or sovereignty | from the “Eighteen Beredictions.”
In order o avoid misunderstanding, T wish to add that the phrase melckk
ha-olam (King of the universe) was climinated trom the basic benediction
formula, while the term inelekh (King) does appear in several places; vide

Tosafot, Berakhor 40b sub V=N
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the covenantal God—man colloquy. Indeed, the prayer
community was born the very instant the prophetic com-
munity expired and, when it did come into the spiritual
wortld of the Jew of old, it did not supersede the pro-
phetic community but rather perpetuated it. Prayer is
the continuation of prophecy, and the feﬂowship of
prayerful men is ipso facto the fellowship of prophets. The
ditference between prayer and prophecy 1s, as | have al-
ready mentioned, related not to the substance of the di-
alogue but rather to the order in which it s conducted.
While within the prophetic community God rakes the
mitiative—IHe speaks and man listens—in the prayer
community the tnitiattve belongs to man: he does the
speaking and God, the listening. The word of prophecy
s God'’s and 1s accepted by man. The word of prayer 1s
mans and God accepts it. The two Halakhic traditions
tracing the origin of prayer to Abraham and the other
Patrtarchs and atteibuting the authorship of  statutory
prayer to the men of the Great Assembly reveal the Jadaic
view of the satneness of the prophecy and prayer comn-

munities.* Covenantal prophecy and prayer blossomed

*Vide Berakbot 20D, 3335 Megillak 18a. Tt 1s not my intention here to inves-
tigate the controversy between Maimonides and Nachmanides as to
whether the precept of prayer is of Pentateuchic or Rabbinic origin, All
agree that statutory standardized prayer was introduced b}-‘ the men of the
Great Assemb]y.
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forth the very instant Abraham met God and becamie in-
volved in a strange coHoquy. At a later date, when the
mysterious men of this wondrous assembly witnessed the
bright suiminer day of the prophetic community, full of
color and sound, turning to a bleak autumnal night of
dreadful silence unillumined by the vision of God or
made homely by His voice, they refused to acquiesce in
this cruel historical reality and would not let the ancient
dialogue between God and men come to an end. For the
men of the Great Assembly knew that with the with-
drawal of the colloquy trom the tield of consciousness of
the Tudaic comimunity, the latter would lose the mtimate
companionship of God and consequently its covenantal
status. In prayer they found the salvation of the colloquy,
which, they insisted, must go on forever. If God had
stopped calling man, they urged, let man call God. And
so the covenantal colloquy was shifted {rom the level of
prophecy to that of prayer.

<z) Both the prophetic and the pr yetﬂﬂ communi-

ties are threefold structures, consisting of all three gram-

marical personae—I, thou, and He. The prophet in
whom God confides and to whom He entrusts His eter-
nal word must always remember that he is the repre-
sentative of the many anonymous “they” for whom the

message is earmarked. No man, however great and noble,
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is worthy of God's word if he fancies that the word is his
private property not to be shared by others.*

The prayerful community must not, likewise, remain
a twofold affair: a transient “I” addressing himself to the
eternal “He.” The inclusion of others 1s indispensable.
Man should avoid praying for himself alone. The plural
form of prayer s of central Halakhic significance.
When disaster strikes, one must not be immersed com-
p[etely in his own passional dt‘.stiny, thinking exclusivdy
of himself, being concerned only with himself, and peti-
tioming God merely {or himself. The foundation of
etficactous and noble prayer is human solidarity and symn-
pathy or the covenantal awareness of existential together-
ness, of sharing and experiencing the travail and suffering
of those for whom majestic Adam the f{irst has no con-
cern. Only Adam the second knows the art of praying
since he confronts God with the petition of the mary.
The fenced-in egocentric and ego-ortented Adam the

first 1s ine[igib[e to join the covenantal prayer comnmni[y

*The strict Halakhic censure of the prophet who fails to deliver the
divine message underscores the public character of prophecy. Vide San-
hedrin 89a. Tt should be noted that Maimonides speaks also of prophecy
confined to the individual; see Yesode ha-Torah, VI, 7 and Morel Nevukhim, T1,
37. However, such individual illmnination cannot be termed covenantal
prophecy.

"Vide Berakket 12b; Bava Kamma 92a; Shabbar 12b.
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of which God ts a fellow member. If God abandons His
transcendental numinous solitude, He wills man to do
likewise and to step out of his isolation and aloneness.”
Job did not understand this simple postulate. “And 1t was
so, when the days of their feasting were gone about, that
Job sent and sanctitied them, and rose up early in the
morning, and offered burnt offerings according to the
“number of them all”t He did pray, he did offer sacrifices,
but only for his houschold. Job failed to understand the
covenantal nature of the prayer community m which
destinies are dovetailed, sutfering or joy s shared, and
prayers merge into one petition on behalf of all. As we
all know, Job’s sacrifices were not accepted, Job’s prayers
rematned unheard, and Job—pragmatic Adam the first—
met with Catastrophe and the whirlwind up—rooted hun
and his houschold. Only then did he discover the great
covenantal experience of being toge[her, praying togethet‘
and for one another. “And the Lotd turned the captivity
of Job, when he ptayed for his friends; also the Lord gave
Job twice as much as he had betore” Not only was Job

rewarded with a double measure in material goods, but

*This 1s the reason 1111dcr|ying the mstitution of MNAYRN ﬂ‘?ﬂn, the
recital of prayers with the cungrcgariun, which uccupic.s such a pmmincur
position m the Halakhah.

Tob 1:5. See Bava Kamma 92a.
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he also attained a new dimension of existence—the
covenantal one.

(3) Both communities sprang into existence not only
because of a singular experience of having met God, but
also and perhaps mainly because of the discovery of the
normative kerygma entailed in this very experience. Any
encounter with God, if 1t is to redeem man, must be
crystaﬂized and objectiﬁed in a normative ethico-moral
message. If, however, the encounter is reduced to its
non—kerygmatic and non-imperative aspects, no matter
how great and magniﬁcent an experience it 1s, 1t cannot
be classified as a covenantal encounter since the very
semantics of the term “covenant” implies freely assumed
obligations and commitments. In contradistinction to the
mystical expetience of intuition, tluminacion, or union
which rarcly results 1n the formulation of a practical mes-
sage, prophecy, which, as [ emphasized before, has very
little 1n common with the mystical experience, 15 MMscpa-
rable from its normative content. Isaiah, Ezekiel, or other
prophets were not led through the habitations of heaven,
past the seraphim and angels, to the hidden recesses
where God 1s enthroned above and beyond cverything in
order to get the overpowering glimpse of the Absolute,
True, and Real, and to bring their individual lives to com-
plete fulfillment. The prophetic pilgrimage to God pur-

sues a practical goal in whose realization the whole
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covenantal community shares. When confronted with
God, the prophet receives an ethico-moral message to be
handed down to and realized by the members of the
covenantal community, which 1s mainly a community m
action. What did Isaiah hear when he beheld God sitting
on the throne, high and exalced? “Also T heard che voice
of the Lord saying, "Whom shall T send and who will go
for us...? ” What did Ezekiel hear when he completed
his journey through the heavmly hierarchy to the myste-
rious sanctuary of God? “And He said unto me: son of
mamn, [ send thee to the children of Israel, to a rebellious
nation that hath rebelled against me....” The prophet is
a messenger carrying the great divine umperative ad-
dressed to the covenantal community. “So T turned and
came down from the mount. ... And the two tablets of
the covenant were on my two hands.” This terse dcscrip—
ton by Moses ol his noble role as the carrier of the two
tablets of stone on which the dwvine norm was engraved

has untversal signiﬁcance apphcable to all prophets.* “1

*That every prophecy is normative does not contradict the statement
of our sages, NP2 737 WTﬂH NS N33 I'Nw Mxan n'ﬂ.\', that
no prophet is allowed to change even the smallest detail of the law [ Torar
Kohanim 12.0; Temurak 16a; Shabbat 1042; Megilldk 3a; Yoma 303). The aL‘ljﬁcti\‘c
“normative” has a dual conmortation: first, [cgislativc action; second, exhor-
tatory action, While Mases’ propht:cy established a new covenant ental-
ing a new moral code, the prophecies ot his followers addvessed

tht‘nlse[ves ro d’lt‘ commnuenient t;{kt‘l‘l on by rh(‘ covenaural COHLﬂILll‘lith ro
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will raise them up a prophet. .. and will put my words
into his mouth. ... Whosoever will not hear unto my
words which he shall speak in my name, T will require of
him.”

The above-said, which s true of the universal faith
community m geueral, has particular validity for the Ha-
lakhic community. The prime purpose of revelation in
the opinion of the Halakhah 1s related to the giving of
the Law. The God—man confrontation serves a didactic
go;ﬂ. God avolves Himself i the covenantal community
through the medium of reaching and (mstructing. The
Halakhah has looked upon God since tume tmmemortal
as the teacher par excellence.* This educational task was
in turn entrusted to the prophet whose greatest ambition
is to teach the covenantal community. In shott, God's
word is ipso facto God’s law and norm.

Let me add chat for Judaism the reverse would be
not only unthinkable but tmmoral as well. Tt we were to
eliminate the morm from the prophetic God—man en-
counter, confining the latter to its apocalyptic aspects,
then the whole prophetic drama would be acted out by a

limited number of privilcged individuals to the exclusion

realize the covenant m tull. Vide Chagigal 1ob; Bava Kamma 2b; Niddah 23a;
Yesode ha-Torah IX, 1—4.
*There are many allusions m our Aggadah and Liturgy to the teaching
- -~ LT - " ) o -
of Torah as part of God's “routne!
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of the rest of the people.* Such a prospect, turning the
prophetic colloquy into an esoteric-egotistic affair, would
be 1tmmoral from the viewpoint of Halakhic Judaism,
which is exotericaﬂy—minded and democratic to its very
core. The democratization of the God—man confronta-
tion was made Possible by the centrality of the normative
clement in prophecy. Only the norm engraved upon the
two tablets of stone, visible and accessible to all, draws
the PEOP[(:‘ into this confrontation “Ye are placed this
day, all ot you, before the Eternal, your God; your heads
ot your tribes, your elders and your bailifts, with all the
men of Israel...from the hewer of thy wood unto the
drawer of thy water.” And how can the woodchopper and
the water drawer participate m this adventurous mecting
of God and man, if not through helping in a humble way
to realize the covenantal norm?

Prayer [tkewise consists not only of an awareness of
the presence of God, but of an act of comtnitting one-
sell to God and accepung His ethico-moral auchority.?

Who is qualified to engage God in the prayer collo-
quy? C[eat[y, the person who is ready ro cleanse himself

of imperfection and evil. Any kind of injustice, corrup-

*According to our tradition, the entire communuty, even at the revela-
tion at Sina, heard only the tirst two, not all ten, commandments. Vide

Makkot 2.4a.
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tion, crucelty, or the like desecrates the very essence of the
prayer adventure, since it encases man in an ugly liccle
world into which God is unwilling to enter. If man craves
to meet God in prayer, then he must purge himselt of all
that separates him from God. The Halakhah has never
looked upon prayer as a separate magical gestare in which
man may engage without integrating 1t into the total pat-
tern of his life. God hearkens to prayer if it rises from a
heart contrite over a muddled and faulty lite and {from a
resolute mind ready to redeem this life. In short, only the
committed person is qualiﬁed to pray and to meet God.
Prayer is always the harbinger of moral reformation.’
This ts the reason Why prayer per se does not occupy
as prominent a place m the Halakhic commumnuty as 1
does 11 other faith communities, and why prayet (s not
the great religious actwvity claimimg, f not exclusiveness,
at least centrality. Prayer must always be related to a
prayerful life which s consecrated to the realization of
the divine umperative, and as such tt 1s not a separate en-

tty, but the sublitne prologuc to Halakhic action.

IF THE PROPHECY and prayer colloquy {s based upon
friendship and solidarity nurtured by the “we” con-
sciousness at the experiential as well as the normative

level, as a consciousness of both mutual concern and
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sympathy and of commion commitment and determina-
tion to bring the divine impemtive to tull realizacion, the
reverse is also true—rthe honto absconditus cannot reveal
himself to his fellow man without joining him in cov-
enantal prayer and moral action. In the natural commu-
nity which knows no prayer, majestic Adam can offer
only his accomplishments, not himself. There is certarnly
even withm the framework of the natural community, as
the existentialists are wont to say, a dia[ogue between the
“T" and the “thou.” However, thus dialogue may ounly grat-
ily the necessity for communication which urges Adam
the first to relate himselt to others, since communication
for him means information about the surtace activity of
practical man. Such a dialogue certanly cannot quench
the butning thirst for communication tn depth of Adam
the second, who alw;lys will remmain a homo absconditus of the
majestic logol ol” Adam the first should serve as the on[y
medwm of CXPression. What really can this clia[ogue re-
veal of the numinous in—dep[h personality? Nothing! Yes,
words are spoken, but these words reflect not the unique
and intimate, but the universal and public in man. As homo
absconditus, Adam the second is not capable of telling his
personal experienti;ﬂ SCOTy 1N majestic formal terms. His
emotional life is inseparable from his unique modus existen-
tiae and therefore, if communicared to the “thou” only as

a piece of surface information, uninte”igib]e. This story
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belongs exdusive]y to Adam the second, it 1s his and only
his, and it would make no sense if disclosed to others.
Can a sick person afflicted with a fatal disease tell the
“thou,” who happens to be a very dear and close friend,
the tale of a horror-stricken mind confronted with the
dreadful prospect ot death? Can a parent explain Lo a re-
bellious child, who rejects everything the parent stands
for, hus deep—seated love for him? Distress and bliss, joys
and {rustrations are ncommunicable within the {rame-
work of the natural dialogue consisting of common
words. By the time homo absconditus manages to deliver the
message, the personal and intimate content of the latter
is already recast in the lingual matrix, which standardizes
the unique and universalizes the individual.

If God had not joined the community of Adam and
Eve, they would have never been able and would have
nevetr cared to make the paradoxical leap over the gap, n-
deed abyss, separating two individuals whose personal
experiential messages are Written in a private code unde-
cipherable by anyone clse. Without the covenantal expert-
ence of the prophetic or prayerful colloquy, Adam
absconditus would have persisted in his he-role and Eve
abscondita in her she-role, unknown to and distant from
cach other. Only when God emerged trom the transcen-
dent darkness of He-anonymity into the illumined spaces

of community knowabilit.y and chargcd man with an eth-
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ical and moral mussion, did Adam absconditus and Eve ab-
scondita, while reve;ﬂing themselves to God in prayer and
in unqualified commitment, also reveal themselves to
each other in sympathy and love on the one hand and in
common action on the other. Thus, the final object.ive of
the human quest for redemption was attained; the indi-
vidual felt relieved from loneliness and isolation. The
commmunity ot the committed became, ipso facto, a com-
munity of friends—not of neighbors or acquaintances.
Frienclship—not as a social surface-relation bur as an ex-
istential 1n-depth-relation between two individuals—is
realizable on[y within the framework of the covenantal
community, where in—depth persona]ities relate them-
selves to cach other ontologically and total commuitment
to God and [ellow man is the order of the day. In the ma-
jestic community, in which surface personalities meet and
commitment never exceeds the bounds of the uclitarian,
we may find coﬂegi;ﬂity, ncighborlmess, Civility, or cout-
[esy—bu[ not {"tiendship, which is the exclusive experi-
ence awarded by God to covenantal man, who is thus

redeemed from his agonizing solitude.

LET US GO further. The existential insecurity ot Adam
the second stems, to a great extent, also from his tragic

role as a t.cmporal being. He simply cannot pinpoint his
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position within the rushing stream of time. He knows of
an endless past which rolled on without him. He s aware
also of an endless future which will rush on with no less
force [ong after he will cease to exist. The link berween
the “before” in which he was not involved and the “after”
from which he will be excluded is the present moment,
which vanishes before it is experienced. Tn fact, the whole
accidental character of his being is tied up with this
{rightening time-consciousness. He began to exist at a
certamn point—the significance of which he cannot
grasp—and his existence will end at another equally at-
bitrary point. Adam the second experiences the tran-
stence and evanescence of a “now” extstence which 1s not
warranted etther by the “before” or the “after.”

Majestic man 1s not confronted with this tune
dilemma. The time with which he works and which he
knows is quantified, spatialized, and measured, belonging
to a cosmic coordinate system. Past and future are not
tWo expetien[i;ﬂ realities. They Just represent two hori-
zontal directions. “Before” and “after” are understand-
able only within the framework of the causal sequence of

events.® Majestic man lives in micro-units ot clock time,

*t 1s quite characteristic that Arwstotle, the man of science, derived
time trom motion. while Plotinus, the phi[osophcr—mystiC—cvcu though,

as 4 Pé-lg.’-lll, unaware Of d’lt‘ idt‘(—l O{: d'lt‘ covenmﬂ—reversed [ht‘ Ofdt‘l‘. Qf
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moving with ease from “now” to “now,” completely un-
aware ot a “before” or an “after.” iny Adam the second,
to whom time 1s an a”—envcloping persona] expcricncc,
has to cope with the tragic and paradoxical implied in it.

[n the covenantal community man of faith finds de-
liverance from his isolation in the “now,” for the latter
contains both the “before” and the “after”” Every cov-
enantal timne experience 1s both retrospective, reconstruct-
ing and reliving the bygone, as well as prospective,
anticipatmg the “about to be." Tn retrospect, covenantal
man re-experiences the rendezvous with God wn which
the covenant, as a promise, hope, and vision, origmated.
In prospect, he beholds the tull eschatological realization
of this covenant, its promuise, hope, and vision. Let us not
{orget that the covenantal community includes the “He”
who addresses Himself to man not only from the “now”
dimension but also {rom the supposed[y ;1lte;1dy vantshed
past, from the ashes of a dead “before” facticity as well
as from the as yet unborn fucare, for all boundaries estab-
lishing “betore,” “now,” and “atter” disappear when God
the Eternal speaks. Within the covenantal community not

only contemporary individuals but generations are en-

coutse, tor Aristotle, even though he kaows ot three kinds ot motion, che
hig[‘vest is related nminly o 111()tp['10[0giced d‘l;mge, the transition from
possibility to actuality.
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gaged in a colloquy, and cach single experience of time is
three-dimensional, manifesting itself in memory, actual-
iy, and anticipatory  tension. This experiential triad,
translated into moral categories, results i an awesome
awareness of responsibility to a great past which handed
down the divine mperative o the present generarion in

trust and confidence and to a mute future eXpecting this

uq

generation to discharge its covenantal duty conscien-
tiously and honorably. The best illustration of such a par-
adoxical time awareness, which 1avolves the imdividual in
the historic performances ot the past and makes hin also
participate in the dramatic action of an unknown future,

can be found in the Judaic masorah community. The latter

work of calendaric tume but the unton of the three gramm-
matical tenses in an all-embracing time experience. The
masorab community cuts across the centurtes, indeed mul-
lennta, of calendaric time and unttes those who alrcacly
p[ayecl their part, delivered their message, ;1cquited fame,
and withdrew from the covenantal stage quietly and
humbly with those who have not yet been given the op-
pottunity to appeat on the covenantal stage and who wait
tor their turn in the anonymity ot the “abour to be.”
Thus, the individual member of the covenantal faith
community feels rooted in the past and related to the fu-

ture. The “betore” and the “after” are interwoven in his
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time experience. He is not a hitchhiker suddenly invited
to get 1nco a swif-tly rr: veling vehicle which emerged from
nowhere and from which he will be dropped into the
abyss of timelessness while the vehicle will rush on into

PQF[S UﬂkﬂOWﬂ_. COﬂtiﬂU&”Y lﬂkiﬂg Q1 New PRSSCI’I,C_’TCI'S Jl’ld

dtopping the old ones. Covenantal man begms to find re-
demption from insecurity and to feel at home in the con-
tinuum of time and responsibility which s experienced
by him i its endless toraliry.® D‘ﬂv - D{”vﬁ, from
everlasting even to everlasting. He is no longer an evanes-
cent being. He 1s rooted in everlasting time, in cternity
itself. And so covenantal man confronts not only a tran-
sient contemporary “thou” but countless “thou” genera-

tions which advance toward him from all sides and engage

*In rca]ity there are no pure r}’pologica] structures and hence the
covenantal and majestic cotmmunities overlap. Therefore, it s not Surpri-
ing that we come across the three-dimensional time experieuce, which we
have preseuted as typicaﬂy covenantal, in the majestic community as well.
The historical conmiamty rests, m fact, apon this peculi;{r tme experi-
ence. What 15 historical belonging it not the acceptance of the past as a
reality to which one 15 indebted and the antictpation ot a tutare to which
one is responsible? Historical action is never confined to the “now” Tt
crosses the frontiers of perceptible time and relates itsell to a unitary ex-
perience of time embracing the “before” and the “after” 1f the stream of
titne be broken down into micro-units, there would be no p]ace for his-
tory. Living i llistur}’ means experiending the rotal dramna of histury
srrerching across calendaric time. This peculiarity of the histortcal experi-
ence was kunown to E. Burke and E. Renan. However, this tithe awareness

was borrowed by majestic histm‘y from covenantal hisrm‘y.
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him in the great colloquy in which God Huuself partic-
ipates with love and Joy.

This act of revelation does not avail itself of univer-
sal speech, objective Iogical symbols, or metaphors‘ The
message communicated from Adam to Eve certainly con-
sists of words. However, words do not always have to be
identifted with sound.® Tt s rather a soundless revelation
accomplished in muteness and in the stillness of the
covenantal community when God responds to the prayer-
ful outcry of lonely man and agrees to meet him as
brother and friend, while man, in turn, assumes the great

buarden which 1s the price he pays for his encounter with

God.

*9aW in Hebrew means both to say and to think.

1. The popular Biblical term tgfillub (pr;{yer) and the esoteric Halakhice
tecn avodab shebelev { setvice ot the heart’) reter to an inner activity, to a stare
ot nund. Kavvanah { intention ), related to prayer, 1s, unlike the kavvanak con-
cerming other mitzvah (good-deed) performances, not an extraneous ad-
dendum but the very core ot prayer. The whole Halakhic controversy
about kavvaiak vis-a-vis other mitzvot has no relevance to prayer, There is
not a smgle opimton that the latter can be divorced from kavvanak. More-
over, the substance of the kavvanak as (ar as prayer is concerned differs fun-
Clamcnr,;lﬂy trom that which some require duritlg the pm'{ormance of
other mitzvor. While the tormer denotes a state ot mind, aun all-embracing
awareness ot sr:ulding betore the Ahnighry, the larrer mamitests irselt only
in the normartive intenrion on the part ot the mitzvab-doer to act 1n accor-
dance with the will of God. Kavvanab in both cases, of course, expresses
direction or atming. However, in prayer one must direct his whole seli” to-
ward God whereas in the case ol other mitzvot the directing 1s conlined to

a singlc act. Vide Berakhot sz, 30&—13, ;1]:), 332, Sanhedrin 22a; Maimonidcs,
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Hilkkot Tg‘fllldl), IV, 16; V, 4. The fact that kavvanab 1s indispensable 0111}' for
the tirst benediction of the Silent Prayer daes not contradict our prenuse.
The Halakhah sunply took mto consideration human weakness and in-
ability to tmmerse in the covenantal awareness for a long time and, in sym-
pathy with the worshiper who 1s incapable of sustaining a continuous
contemplative moad, related the initial kavvanab to the entire Tefillab. Vide
Bevakhot 34b and Chidushe R. Hayyimn Halev TZ_’ﬁ'[[al:, V, 1.

barb This MRt e

recitarion of Shema with its benedictions be joim:d to the rectral of Igﬁllﬂ/},

2. The Halakhic requircinents of ni

the “Eighteen Benedictions,” is indicative of this idea. One has no right
to appear betore the Alnlighr}-‘ without acceptmg previously all che
covenantal commitments mnplied in the three sections ot Shema. Vide Be-
rakhat ob and 29b. Both explanations wn Rashy, Berakkot 4D, actually express
the sume dea. Vide Berakket 14b and 153, where 1t 1s stated that the reading
of Skema and the prayers is an integrated act of accepting the Kingdom of
Heaven in the most complere manner. Te should nevertheless be pointed
out that the awareness required by the Halakhah during the recital of the
first verse of Shema and that which accompanics the act of praying (the
recital of the {irst benediction) are related to two different ideas. During
the recital of Skerma tnan ideally feels torally commnitted ro God and his
awareness s related to a normative end, As51g1INg o man ontological le-
gitimacy and worth as an ethical betng whom God charged with a great
mission and who 1s conscious of his freedom etther to succeed or o fal
i that musston. On the other hand, the awareness which comes with
prayer is rooted in man's expertencing his “creatureliness” (to use a term
coined by Rudolf Otta) and the absardity embedded in his own existence.
In contrast to the Shema awareness, the Lefillah awareness negates the legit-
nnacy and worth of human existence. Man, as a slave of God, s comn-
plctcly dependent upon Hun, Man enjoys no {reedotn. “Behold, as the
eyes of servants unro the hand ol their master, as the eyes of a maiden
unto the hand ot her mistress, so our eyes look unto the Lord our God
unul He be gractous unto us.”

When the Talmud (Berakbor 14b and 150) speaks of 7P
el DYl M2, the umtary acceptance of the Kingdom of God,
it refers to the two awarcnesses which, notwithstanding their antithetic
character, merge mto one C()mprchfnsivt‘ awarcness ol man who s at the
same time the free messenger of God and His captive as well,

However, whether the awareness of prayer per e is, from a Halakhic
viewpoint, to be construed as mie)ivg rﬁ:&ﬂ D720, as an act of accept-
ance of the Kingdom of Heaven, 1s discussed 1 another passage; see Be-
rakhot 212 and Rashi there.

3. The mnterrelatedness of prayer, moral lite, and repentance was em-
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phasized ah‘eady m Solomon's prayer, T Killgs &:34—s1; I Chronicles
7:36—40. See also Exodus Rabbal, XXT1:3: “Tust as they puritied their hearts
and uttered Song...so must a man purity his heart and then pray. ...
This is what Job said: ‘Alchough there s no violence in my hands and my
praver is pure’ (15:7 . Rabbi Joshua the priest the son of R. Nechemiah
said: ‘Ts there, then, an impure prayer? Noj; but he whae prays unto God
with hands sailed from wiolence 1s not answered. ... Rabbi Chama b.
Chanina said ‘whence do we know that the prayer of one who has com-
mitted violence s tnpure? Because it says, “And when you spread forth
your hands... [ will not hear because your hands are tull of blood”
Whence do we know thac the prayer of” him who removes himsell” from
violence 1s pure? Because it says .. D Saadya, Etnunot Ve-Deot, V:6. Also
Maumonides, discussing the precept ot prayer during times of cuisis, says
in unequivocal terms that prayer is only the medium through which man
may norma”y rehabilitate himself, although with regard to dai]y prayer he
omitred mention of this rclati(mship. Vide Taanit 1, 1—3; E’ﬁllﬂ[:, IV, It is
errhy af nate that there 1s a double discrepancy between the Talmud ( Be-
rakhot ,‘lb) and the abuve—«:[uumd Midrash. The Talinud coufined the verse
of lsaiah 1115 to the sin of murder which disqualifies the priest from -
parting the priestly blessiug. The Midrash extended it to all kiuds of vio-
lence (embezzlemenc or other corrupt practices) and barred nor only
priests trom blessing the conumunity bur all people trom prayer.

In my opinion, the discrepancy is only a single one, pertaining to the
meaning of the P]‘Il‘}lSE “your hands are tull of blood,” whether it be lim-
ited to murder or extended to all acts of dishonesty and carruption. How-
ever, there is no contradiction between the two intcrprctatinns as far as
extending the app]icability of the verse to Tefillabh; nor could there be,
since, i the latter part of the verse, Isaiah hanself explicitly mentions
Lefillab— **Yea, when ye make prayers, | will not hear!” However, the Tal-
mud and the Midrash treared the verse of Isatah ar two ditfervenr levels.
While the Talmwud speaks in tormal Halakhic categories, the Midrash
places 1t m a metaphysico-moral perspective. The Talnd treats the prob-
lem of disqualification; whoever conmitted murder forfeits the priesty
prerogative and tig]‘lt to bless the peop]e. Tn Halakhic terms, T would say
that murder results m a X922 7IRE. in the emergence of a personal in-
adcqt,lacy Indeed, m Mainmonides’ view, it is not the moral Culpabiliry for
the sin of murder but the bare fact of being the agent and instrument of
muarder which causes this disquahﬂcariom Hence, the disquahﬁcation per-
sists even atter the inurderer has vepented; vide Iefillab, XV, 3, aud Tosatat,
Menachot 109a. Such a disquﬂliﬁcation 18 iu;{pplic;{ble To prayer. The privi-
lege and right of prayer cannot be dented to anyone, not even to the most
wicked. The Psalnust alveady stated that everyone 1s adnutted to the realm
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of prayer: IN2Y w52 'r-“,’ ﬂ‘75ﬂ PRI “O Thau who hearkenest
to prayer; unto Thee doth all flesh come.” (Even drunkenmiess does not
disqu;ﬂi{y the persor, but nullifies the act of prayer because of the lack of
kavvanak; see Mattmontdes, Tgﬁllal; 4, 17.;‘,‘ In fact, the Midrash never stated
thar a siner has been srripped ol the privilege of prayer. It on[y emph;{—
sized that prayer requires a clean heart and that the prayer ot a sintul per-
son s umpertect. The Midrash employs the terms P2t 788 and
AMNIY 720, which denote pure and unpure prayer. Mamonides
quoted the Midrash not in the section on Tc_’ﬁ/lﬂk, which deals with the Ha-
lakhic rcquircmcnts af prayer, but in that of ETSI)HW‘(/), which deals with che
metaphysical as well as the Halakhic aspeets of repentance, where he says
distinctly that the immiporal person’s prayer is not fully acceprable to
God— ¥ "33 ﬂ‘?ﬁﬂ A5 TR B3 RN TAES AN PIﬁx
“He peritions and 1s not answered, as it is written, Yea, even ye make tnany
prayers T will not hear” ” As a matter of tact, Mamonides extended che
requiretnent tor moral excellence to all mutzvab peri‘brnmnces—ﬂ?"ﬂﬂ
TAEa P—HN rﬁﬁﬂ'ﬁ'l IMIBR “He pertorms mitzvet and they ate thrown
back in his face” T is of course self-evident that the impertection nher-
ent in the deed does not completely nullify the objective worth of the
deed. Maimonides’ statermnent ar the end of T{ﬁllaf] “that you do not pre-
vent the wicked person from doing a good deed” is not only Halakhically
bur alsa psyclmlugica“y relevant. We ler the sinful priest, as lung as he has
not committed murder or apostasy, unpart his blcssings to the congrega-
tion. Likewtse, we encourage the sinmer to pray eveu though he 15 not
ready yet lov repentance and moral regeneration, because any mitzval: per-
tormance, be 1t prayer, be 1t another moral act, has a cleansing ettect upon
the doer and may influence his life and bring about a complete change in
his petsonulity. Vide also, Tntroduction ta Beth Halevi on Genesis and Ex-
odus.

In S;lady;l"s enameration of the reasons which prevent prayer from
being accepted we find a mixture of Halakhic and metaphysical consider-
ations. The fiest reason for the rejection of prayer is of a Purc]y mcmphys—
ical nature: one’s prayer is not answered if it is offered “after the decree
was tssued ;1gamsr," the person. As an illustrarion, Saadya mrroduces the
case ot Moses besceching the Lord to allow him to cross the Jordan and
not being answered. On the other hand, the second reason—the lack of
sincere intention—is Halakhic. T is, therefore, hard to determine whether
the five reasons which are related to moral impurity are classified as Ha-
lakhic or metaphysical deterrents to prayer.



VIII

AVING ARRIVED AT this point, we begin to
see the lines of the destiny of the man of faith
converge. The man of faith, as we explained previously, is
lonely because of his being himselt exclusive[y and not
having a comrade, a “duplicare 17 The man of faith, we
turther broughr our, finds redemption in the covenantal
farth community by dovetailing his accidental existence
with the necessary infrite existence of the Grear True
Real Self. There, we pointed out, homo absconditus turns
into homo revelatus vis-i-vis God and man as well.
However, the element of the tragic 1S not fu[[y elim-
inated from the destiny of the man of faith even after
joining the covenantal community. We satd at the very be-
ginning of this essay that the loneliness of the man of
{atch 1s an integta[ parc of his des[iny {rom which he can
never be completely liberated. The dialectical awareness,

the Steady oscillating between the majestic natural com-
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munity and the covenantal faith conmuunity renders the
act ot complete redemption unrealizable. The man of
farth, in his continuous movement between the pole of
nacural majesty and that of covenantal humilit)’. is pre-
vented from tota]]y mmmersing in the immediate covenan-
tal awareness of the redeemmg presence, knowabﬂity. and
involvement of God in the community of man. From
time to time the man of faith is thrown into the majestic
community where the colloquy as well as the covenantal
consciousness are swept away. He suddenly tinds himself
revolving around the cosmic center, now and then catch-
ing a glimpse of the Creator who hides behind the
boundless drama of creation. To be sure, this alternation
of cosmic and covenantal mvolvement ts not one of
“[ight and shade,” enhanced actvity and fatigue, as the
mystics are accustomed to call their alternating experi-
ences, but tepresents two kinds of creative and sponta-
neous activity, both wiled and sanctioned by God.* Let
us not forget that che majestic community 1s willed by

God as much as the covenantal faith commurnuty. [He

*Man’s dialectical seesawing between the costnic and the covenantal ex-
perience of God is reflecred in the benediction fortnula in which we ad-
dress God w both the second and third person. See Nachmanides, Exodus
15:26, and R. Shlomo b. Aderet, Respmsa, V. 52. To be sure, the 111iughng ot
gramumatical persons ts quite normal 1n Hebrew syntax. Tn this case, how-
ever, our medieval scholars atcributed p;ltticu[;lr pbﬂosophiml signiﬁinnce
to the C]‘!;ll‘lge.
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wants man to engage in the pursait ot majesty-dignity as
well as redemptiveness. He summoned man to retreat
{from peripheral, hard-won positions of vantage and power
to the center ot the taith experience. He also commimanded
man to advance {rom the covenantal center to the cosmic
Periphery and recapture the positions he gave up a while
ago. He authorized man to quest for “sovercignty”; He
also told man to surrender and be totally committed. He
enabled man to interpret the world in functional, empir-
ical “how" categories to explain, for instance, the se-
quence of phenomena in terms ot transeunt, mechanical
causality and a quantified-spatialized, basically (if not for
the law of cntropy) reversible time, suitable to the human
majestic role. Stmultancously, He also requires of man to
forget his functional and bold approach, to stand in hu-
mility and dread before the mysterium magnum surrounding
him, to interpret the world tn categortes of purposive ac-
tivity instead of those of mechanical facticity, and to sub-
stitute tume, wedded to eternity, stte[ching {rom arche to
eschatos, for uniform, measured clock-tume.

On the one hand, the Bible commands man, “And
thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart and
with all thy soul and wich all thy might," a petfotm;mce
of which only covenantal man is capable since he alone
possesses the talent tor complete concentration upon and

immetsion in the focus without being distracted by pe-
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ripheral interests, anxicties, and problems. On the other
hand, the same Bible which just enjoined man to with-
draw from the periphery to the center commands him to
recurn to the majestic community which, Preoccupied
with peripheral interests, anxieties, and problems, builds,
P[ants, harvests, regulates rivers, heals the sick, partici—
pates in state affairs, is imaginative in dreaming, bold in
planning, daring in undertaking and s out to “conquer”
the world. With what sumplicity, not paying the least at-
tention to the staggering dialectic implied m such an ap-
proach, the Bible speaks of an existence this—wor[d[y
centered—""When thou buildest a new home; when thou
cuttest down thine harvest; when thou comest nto thy
neighbor’s vineyard"—yet  theo-oriented and unquali-
ﬁedly cominitted to an eternal purpose! It one would
inquire of me about the teleology of the Halakhah,
I would tell him that it mantfests itsell exactly i the
paradoxical yet magnificent dialectic which undetlies the
Halakhic gesture, When man gives himsell to the cov-
enantal community the Halakhah reminds him that he
is also wanted and needed in another communiry, the
cosmic-majestic, and when it comes across man while
he is involved in the creative enterprise ot the majestic
community, it does not let him forget that he is a
covenantal being who will never find selt-fultillment out-

side of the covenant and that God awaits his return to the
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covenantal commuanity® T would also add, i reply to
such a question, that many a time [ have the distinct im-
pression that the Halakhah considered the steady oscil-
thing of the man of faith between majesty and covenant
not as a dialectical but rather as a complementary move-
ment. [ he majestic gesture of the man of faith, T am -
clined to think, is looked upon by the Halakhah not as
contradictory to the covenantal encounter but rather as
the reflex action which is caused by this encounter when
man feels the gentle touch of God'’s hand upon his shoul-
der and the covenantal mvitation to join God is extended
to him. T am prompted to draw this remarkable inference
{from the fact that the Halakhah has a monistic approach
to reality and has unreservedly rejected any kind of dual-
ism. The Halakhah believes that there is only one
wotld—mnot divisible tnto secular and hallowed sectors—
which can etther p[unge Lo ugliness and hatefulness, or
be roused to mcaningf:ul, redecmi‘ng activity, gathering up

*Nor only Halakhic releology bur also posirive Halakhic rhinkmg 1s

)
dialectical. The lacter tollows the rules ot an N-valued logic rather than
those ot a two-valued logic. Posiive Halakhah has never honored the
sacrosanct classical principle of the excluded middle or that of contradic-
tion. Quite often it has predicated of x that it is neither a nor b or that it
ts both 2 and b at the same time.

It 1s worth mentionimg that it took scientific rhinking avery kmg tirme
to H'lﬂkt.‘ [I1C CliSC(JVCl‘y [Il:lt tI1C CUII’IPICX C(JSH’ILC accurrence d()‘:s nat lCI’ICl
ttself to a rwo-valued Iogical (mterpretation. [The role of mulrivalued
logic in Halakhah is discussed by Rabbi Soloveitchik i The Halakkic Mind
(New York: Free Press, 1936).]
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all latent powers into a state of holiness. Accordingly, the
task of covenantal man is to be engaged not in dialectical
surging forward and retreating, but in uniting the two
cotmmunities 1Mto one cormmunity where man is both the
creative, free agent, and the obedient servant of God.
Notwithstandmg the huge dispatity between these two
communities, which eXpresses itself in the t.ypological
oppositions and conftlicts described previous[y, the Ha-
lakhah sees 1n the ethico-moral norm a uniting force. The
norm which originates in the covenantal community ad-
dresses itselt almost exclusively to the majestic commu-
nity where tts realization takes place. To use a metaphor,
I would say that the norm n the opinion of the Ha-
lakhah 1s the tentacle by which the covenant, like the vy,

attaches itsell to and spreads over the world of majesty.'

THE BIBLICAL DIALECTIC stems from the fact that
Adam the first, majestic man of donmunion and success,
and Adam the second, the Ioncly man of faith, obedience,
and defeat, are not two difterent people locked in an ex-
ternal confrontation as an “T" opposite a “thou,” but one
person who is involved 1n self-controncation. “I” Adam
the first, confront the “T)" Adam the second. In every ong

of us abide two personae—the creative, majestic Adam the
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first, and the submuissive, humble Adam the second. As we
portmyed them typoiogicaﬂy, their views are not com-
mensurate; their methods are different, their modes of
thinking, distinct, the categories in which they interpret
themselves and their environment, incongruous. Yet, no
matter how far-reaching the cleavage, each of us must
willy-nilly identity himself with the whole of an all-
inclusive human pei‘sonaiity, charged with responsibility
as both a majestic and a covenantal being. God created
two Adams and sanctioned both. Rejection of either as-
pect of humanity would be tantamount to an act of dis-
approval of the divine scheme of creation which was
approved by God as being very good. As a matter of fact,
men of faith have acccptcd Adam the first a long tume
ago. Notwithstanding the fact that Adam the second 1s
the bearer of a untque cotmrmitment, he rematns also a
man of majesty who ts inspit‘ed by the joyous spirit of

Ct‘cativity and constructive adventure.®

*T hardly believe that any responsible man of faith, who 1s verily inter-
ested 1n the destiny ot his community and wants to see it thriving and -
brant, would recommend now the philosophy of contemptus saeculi. T believe
that even within the classical medieval tradition the monastic-ascetic ap-
pruac]i Was [ust an undercurrent and thar the philusuphcrs and moralists
moving with the mamstream of rﬂligiuus t]mug]it Pre:{chcd the doctriue

of hutnan opriinisin and activism.
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SINCE THE DIALECTICAL role has been assigned Lo
man by God, it is God who wants the man of faith to os-
cillate between the faith community and the community
of majesty, between being confronted by God in the cos-
mos and the mumate, mmediate apprehension ol God
through the covenant, and who therefore willed that com-
pler.e human rcde.mpt.ion be unattainable.

Had God placed Adam m the majestic commuanity
only, then Adam would, as it was stated before, never be
aware of existential loneliness. The sole prob[em would
then be that of aloneness—one that majestic Adam
could resolve. Had God, vice versa, thrust Adam into the
covenantal community exclusively, then he would be be-
set by the passional experience of existential loneliness
and also provided with the means of finding redemption
from this experience through his covenantal relatron to
God and to his fellow man. However, God, 1n His in-
scrutable wisdom, has decreed diﬁcerently. Man discovers
his loneliness in the covenantal community, and before he
ts given a chance to clunb up to the high level of a comn-
p[ete covenantal, revealed existence, dedicared in faith to
God and in sympathy to man, man of faith is pushed into
a new community where he is told to lead an exp;mded
surface existence rather than a covenantal, concentrated
in-depth existence. Because of this onward movement

from center to center, man does not feel at home in any
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community. He is commanded to move on before he
manages to strike roots in either of these communities
and so the ontological loneliness of man of faith persists.

Verily, “A straying Aramean was my facher.”*

¢JCV§'iSh C.scharolng}' beholds the greart vision of a united rnajcstic—
covenantal cormmunity in which all oppositions will be reconciled and ab-
solute harmony will prevail. When Zechariali proclaimed “the Lord shall
be King over all the earth; on thar day the Lord shall be one and His name
one,’ he reterred not ta the uuity of God, which 1s absolute and perfecr
even now, bur to the furure umity ot creation, which is currcndy Torn Asuil-
der by wnmer contradictions. On that distant day the dialectical process
will come to a close and man of faith as well as majestic man will achieve

fall redemption in a united world.

1. Vide Berakkot 35b; Shaboar 330. Mauimonides disungmshes between two
kinds of dialectic: (1) the constant osci“,ating between the majestic and the
covenantal community: (2) the simultaneous involvement in both commu-
niries, which is the llighcsr form of dialectical exisrence and which, ac-
cording to Matinonides, only Moses and the Patriarchs achieved. See esode
ba-Torah V11, 6: “Hence it may be inferred thar all Pruphﬁrs when the
prophetic power left them returned to their tents, that they attended to
the satisfaction of their ph}.‘sical needs. Mases, our teacher, never wenr
back to his former tent. He, accordingly, permanently separaced himselt
trom his wite, and abstained trom smular gratlﬁc.luons. His nund was
«:Iosely attached o the Rock of the Universe. .. " This, however, is not to
be intetpreted as 1t Moses had abandoned the majestic commumty. After
all, Moases dedicated his life to the fﬁshinning of a majestic-covenantal
community bent on conquest and po]itical—cconomic nnrmalcy on the
one hand, and the realization of the covenantal kerygma on the other.

Mannonides is more cxp[icit in the Morek, 111, 51 where hie portrays the
routine ot the Parriarchs who, like Moses, achieved the highest torn of
dialecrical existence and vesided 1 borth communities concurrend}n “The
Patriarchs likewise attained this degree ot pertection. ... When we there-
tore tind them also engaged in ruling others, 1n increasing cheir property
and endeavoring to obtain possession of wealth and honor, we see in this
fact a proot” that when they were occupied in these things therr bodily

limbs were at work while their heart and mind never maoved away from the
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nae ot God. ... Tu other words, the Patriarchs were builders of soctery,
sociable and gregarious. They made triends wich whom they participated
in the majestic endeavor. However, axiologically, they valued only one in-
volvement: their covenantal friendship with God. The perfect dialectic ex-
presses itsell 1n a plurality of creative gestures and, at the same time, in
axiological monoideism.

The conc]t,lding paragraphs of Hilkkat Shemitak Ve-Yavel should be inter-
preted i a similar vein. CL Nefesh ba-Chayyim, 11, 1.

The unqu;ﬂiﬂt‘d acceptance of the world of majesty by the Halakhah
expresses itselt in its nataral and inevitable involvernent in every sector of
human majestic endeavor. There 1s nor a sing[e theoretical or ted’mo[ogi—
cal discovcry, from new psychological insights into the human personality
to mans attempts to reach out among the planets, with which the Ha-
lakhah is not concerned. New Halakhic problems arise with every new
scientific discovery. As a matter of fact, at present, in order to render pre-

ise Halakhic decisions in many ficlds of haman endeavor, one must pos-

o]
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ess, besides excellent Halakhic tratning, a good workimg knowledge m
those secalar ficlds in which the problem oceurs.

This acceptance, casily proven in regard to the total majestic gesture,
is tnost prouounced i the Halakhal's relatiouship to scientitic medicine
and the art ol healing. The latter has always been considered by the Ha-
lakhah as a great and noble occupation. Unlike other taich communities,
the Halakbic community bas never been troubled by the problem of hu-
man interference, on the part of the physis;i;m and patient, with God's
will. On che contrary, argues the Halakhah, God wants man to ﬁgh[ evil
bravc]y and ta mobilize all his intellectual and tcc]nm]ogica] ingcnuit}' n
order to defeat it. The conquest of disease 1s the sacred duty of the man
of mnajesty, and e muast nor shirk it. Fromn the Biblical P]]F&SC “Qu]y le
shall pay for the loss of his time and shall cause hin to be thoroughly
healed” {:Exodus 2118, thmugh the Talmudic period m which sctentitic
medicine was considered authorirative w situations m which the saving ot
a human lite, W23 TIPE, requires the suspension ot the teligious law, to
the Judeo-Spamish tradition of combining Halakhic scholarship with
medical skill, the Halakhah remained steadfast in its onulty to screntitic
medicine, Tt has never ceased to emphasize the duty of the sick person to
consulr a competent physicimLThc staternent quorcd in bath the Tur and
Karo's Shidchan Aruch, BN2T "EW! movEn TRRY P DRY, “And if he
reframs [ﬁ‘om Consulting a physiciau], it 1s as if he shed his own blood,”
which can be traced iudirectly to a Talinudic passage, 1s a coruerstoue ot
Halakhic thinkmg. Vide Yoma 82a, 82b, 83a; Kiddushin 82a; Rashi sub 2&;
Bava Katuma 8sa, Tosatot sub MaSV3W; Tur Yoreh Deab 336; Bayit-Cladash sub
N, See also Pesachim 56a, Rashi and Maimonides’ Commentary.
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Nachtuanides’ observation tn Leviticus 26:11 refers to an ideal state of
the covenanral conumunity enjoying unliniired divine grace and has no ap-
phc;—luon, therefore, to the mpertect state ot attairs ot the Ot‘dmat‘y world.

The passage in II Chronicles 16:12: “yet in his disease he sought not to
the Lord. but to physicians” referred to priest-doctors who employed pa-
gan rites and magic in order to “heal” the sick.

The doctrine of tauth in God's charity, pﬂﬂ:, ts not to be equatcd
with the folly of the mystical doctrine of quictisin, which i its extrane
form £XeTNPLs 1narn from his duty of atr,c:udmg to his own needs and lets
hitn wait in “holy” idleness and indifterence tor God's inrervention. This
kind ol repose is wholly contrary to the repose which the Halakhah vec-
omummends: the one which tollows human ettort and remedial action. Man
must tiest use hus own skl and try to help hunselt as much as possible.
Then, and onIy then, man may find repose and quietude in God and be
confident that his effort and action will be crowned with success. The -
tiativu, says the Halakhuh, bcl(mgs to man: the successtul rcalizarion, ro
God.

Ccrminly, “CXCc:Pr the Lutd build the Iu)uss, rlmy labor i1 vaim that
build it,” but il those who labor stop building, there will be no house. The
Lord wants 1nan ro underrake the task which He, w1 His nfuuite grace,
completes.



IX

HILE THE ONTOLOGITCAL loneliness of

the man of faith is due to a God-made and
willed situation and s, as part of his destiny, a whole-
some and integrating experience, the special kind of
loneliness of contemporary man of faith referred to at
the begirming of this essay 1s of a social narare due to a
manmade historical situation and s, hence, an unwhole-
some and frustrating experience.

Let me diagnose the situation in a few terse sen-
tences. Contemporary Adam the ficst, extremely success-
ful in his cosmic-majestic enterprise, refuses to pay
carnest heed to the duality 1n man and tries to deny the
undeniable, that another Adam exists beside or, rather, in
him. By rejecting Adam the second, contemporary man,
€0 ipso, dismusses the covenantal faith community as some-
thing superfluous and obsolete. To clear up any misun-

derstanding on the part of my audience, [ wish to note
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that T am not concerned in this essay with the valgar and
illiterate atheism professed and propagated in the most
ugly fashion by a natural-political community which de-
nies the unique transcendental worth ot the human per-
sonality. I am referring rather to Western man who 1s
affiliated with organized religion and is a generous sup-
porter of its institutions. He stands today in danger of
losing his dialectical awareness and of abandoning com-
p[etely the metaphysical polarity imp[amt‘d in man as a
member of both the majestic and the covenantal commu-
nity. Somehow, man of majesty considers the dualectical
awareness too great a burden, mterfering with his pursuc

ot happiness and success, and is, therefore, ready to cast

it off.

LET US TRY to describe n briel the philosophy by
which successtul Western man s guided in his appratsal
of his transcendental commitment.

[ said a while ago that T am speaking of Western man
who belongs and extends help to some religious estab-
lishment. Nevertheless, no matter how conscientious and
devoted a tellow member he is, he belongs not to a
covenantal faith community but to a religious commu-
niey. The two communities are as far apart as the two

Adams. While the covenantal faith community is gov-
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erned, as T emphasized, by a desire for a redeemed exis-
tence, the teligious community is dedicared to the atcain-
ment of dignity and success and is—along with the
whole gamut of communities such as the pohtical, the
scientific, the artistic—a creation of Adam the first, all
conforming to the same sociological structural patterns.
The religious community 1s, therefore, also a work com-
munity conststing of two gtammatic;l[ personac not includ-
ing the Third Person. The prime purpose is the successtul
furtherance of the interests, not the deepening and en-
hancing of the commitments, of man who values re[igion
in terms of its usefulness to him and considers the reli-
gious act a medium thtough which he may tncrease his
happmess. This assumption on the part of majestic man
about the role of re[igion 1s not completely wrong, if
only, as I shall explam, he would recognize also the non-
pragmatic aspects of re[igion. Faith is indeed televant to
tman not only mctapbysicaﬂy but also practically. It gives
his life, even at the secular mundane level, a new existen-
tial dimension. Certain aspects of the doctrinal and
normacive covenantal kerygma of faith are of utmost im-
potrtance to majestic an and are, in a paradoxical way,
translatable into the latter’s vernacular. It is very certain
and self-evident that Adam the first cannot succeed com-
p[ete[y in his eftores to atcain majesty—dignity without

having the man of faith contribute his share. The cultaral
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edifice whose great architect Adam the first s would be
built on shifting sands if he sought to conceal from him-
self and from others the fact that he alone cannot imple-
ment the mandate of’ majescy—dignity entrusted to him by
God and that he must petition Adam the second for help.
To be sure, man can build spaceships capable of reaching
other planets without addressing himself to the mystery
of faith and without being awakened to an enhanced,
inspired life which retlects the covenantal truth. He cer-
tainly can triumph to a limited degree over the elemental
forces of nature without crossing the frontiers of here-
and-now sense-facticity. The Tower of Babel can be buile
high and mighty without beholding and acknowledging
the

idea of majesty which Adam the first s striving to realize

great verity that Heaven 1s yet higher. However, the
embraces much more than the mere building of ma-
chines, no matter how complex and efficacious. Success-
ful man wants to be a soveteign not only in the physical
but also o the spiri[u;ﬂ world. He 1s questing not only for
material success, but for ideological and axio[ogical
achievements as well. He is concerned with a philosophy
of nature and man, of matter and mind, of things and
ideas.

Adam the first is not only a creative mind, inces-
santly looking and pressing forward, but also a meditat-

ing mind, casting a backward glance and appraising his
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handiwork, thereby imutating his Maker who, at the end
of each stage of creation, inspected and appraised it.
Adam frequently interrupts his forward march, turns
around, views and evaluates his creative accomplishments,
making an effort to place them in some philosophical
and axiological perspective.

Furthermore, as I commented previously, Adam dis-
tinguishes himselt not only in the realm of scientitfic the-
ory but in that of the ethico-moral and aesthetic gestures
as well. He 1egislates norms which he mvests wich valid-
iy and grear worth. He fashions beautitul forms and
considers the encounter with them ennobling and cleans-
ing, exhilarating and enriching. All this Adam the first
seeks, yet he s not alw;lys Iucky to find t. For the retro-
spective appraisa[ and appreciation of the cognitive
drarma as well as the successful performance at the ethico-
motal and aesthetic levels are unattainable as long as man
moves Continuously within the closed, vicious cyclc of
the insensate natural occurrence and never reaches for the
“beyoﬂd." To take an illustration, the paraﬂdisrn between
cogitatio and existentia, between the pure logica[ construces
of the mind and the teal dynamics ot nature, on which
modern science rests and which troubles the meditating
mind of Adam the first, will remain a mystery as long as
he will not admit that these two parallel lines of thought

and facticity converge in infinity within the True, Real
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Self. Tn like manner, the worth and validity of the ethical
norm, if it is born of the finite creative-social gesture of
Adam the first, cannot be upheld. Only the sanctioning
by a higher moral will is capable of lending to the norm
ﬁxity, permanence, and worth. Likewise, majestic man 1is
quite often in need of the redemptive and therapeutic
powers inherent in the act of believing which, in times of
crisis, may give aid and comfort to the distressed mind.
In sumilar fashion, the aesthetic experience to which con-
temporary man abandous hunselt with almost mystical
ecstasy remains incomp[ere as long as beauty does not tise
to sublimity and remains unredeemed. However, redemp-
tion s a covenantal category and the sublune s insepara-
ble from the exalted. And how can majestic man be
confronted with redeemed beauty in which the exalted 1s
retlected it he ts enclosed m a dreary mechantcal world
{rom which he has neither sttength not courage o {ree
himselt? In short, the nessage ot faith, if translated into
caltural categories, fits mnto the axio[ogica[ and philo—
sophical frame of reference of the creative cultural con-
sclousness and 1s pertinent even to secular man.

For good reason did the thinkers throughout the
centuries speak of philosophical religion which emanates
from the deep recesses of the human personality. They
knew very well chat che human, creative, cultural gesture

is incomplete it it does not relate itself to a higher modus
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existentize. No wonder that the Kantian and neo-Kantian
phﬂosophies, sctentific and empiric;ﬂ as they are, let the
creative cultural consciousness pick out from the flow of
transient impressions, abstract constructs, and ideas
those bits that point toward the infinite and eternal.
From these elements they tried to construct a pure, ra-
tional re.ligious awareness i order to endow the whole
creative gesture with intrinsic worth and with ultimate
and unconditioned validity.® Since majestic man 1is in
need of a transcendental experience in order to
strengthen his culrural edifice, 1t 1s the duty of the man
of faith to provide him with some component parts
of this experience. God would not have implanted the
necessity i majestic man for such spiritual perceptions
and 1deas it He had not at the same tume endowed the
man of faith with the skill of converting some of Tus
;1poc;11yptic expetiences—which are me[a—[ogica[ and

nonhedonic—into a system of values and verities com-

*According to Kant, the need for a rational metaphysics is constantly
reasserted by the pure reason even though the latter cammot grauly rhis
need. However, whar the pure reason cannor achieve is accomplished by
the ptactical reason or the moral will which is an tntegral part ot the free,
creative cultural consciousness. The three postulates ot the moral will—
freedom, God, and immortali[y—h;we very lictle 1n common with che
covenantal doctrine pertaining to these postulates. They are pure, rational
tdeas which make the cthical pertormance meamingtul. Tn other words, the
need for religion is part of the all-inclusive Timan need for cultural self-

cxprcssicm.
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prehensible to majestic man, the experimenter, aesthete,

and, above all, the creative mind.

AT THTS POINT, however, the crisis in the relations be-
tween man of faith and majestic man begins to develop.
It the job of translating faith mysteries nto cultural as-
pects could be fully accomplished, then contemporary
man of faith could free himself, if not from the ontolog-
ical awareness which is perennial, then, at least, from the
peculiar teeling of psychological loneliness and anguish
which s due to hus historical confrontation with the man
ol culture. The man of {faith would, if this illusion came
true, be ac peace with the man of culture so that the lat-
ter would fu[[y understand the signiﬁcance of human di-
alectics, and a perﬂ‘ct harmonitous rc[ationship would
prevail between both Adams.*

However, this harmony can never be attaned since
the man of faith s not the compromising type and his
covenantal commitment cludes cognitive analysts by the

lqgos and hence does not lend itself completely to the act

*The 1dea that certam aspects of faith are translarable mto pragrmatic
terins s not new. The Bible has :Llrc:ls:ly puiutf:d out that the observance
of the Divine Law and obedience to God lead tnan to worlc”y happiness,
to a respectable, pleasant, and meauingtul lite. Religious pragmartisin has
a p[ace within the perspective of the man of taich.
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of cultural translation. There are simply no cognitive cat-
egories in which the total commitment of the man of
{aith could be spe“ed out. This commitment 1s rooted
not in one dimension, such as the rational one, but in the
whole personality of the man of faith. The whole of the
huwman being, the rational as well as the nonrational as-
pects, 1s committed to God. Hence, the magnitude of the
commitment is beyond the comprehension of the logos
and the ethos. The act of faith is aboriginal, exploding
with elemental force as an all-consuming and all-
pervading eudaemonic—passional experience n which our
most secret urges, aspirations, fears, and passions, at
tunes even unsuspected by us, manifest themselves. The
commuitment of the man of fatth is thrown mto the mold
of the in-depth personality and immediately accepted be-
fore the mind s given a chance to nvestigate the reason-
ableness of this unqualiﬂed commitment. The tntellect
does not chart the course of the man ot faith: its role is
an a posteriori one, It attempts, ex post fucto, to retrace the
footsteps of the man of faith, and even i this modest at-
tempt the intellect is not completely successful. Of
course, as long as the path of the man of faith cuts across
the cerricory ot the reasonable, the intellect may tollow
him and identify his footsteps. The very instant, however,
the man of faith transcends the frontiers of the reason-

able and enters into the realm of the unreasonable, the in-
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tellect 1s left behind and must termunate its search for un-
derstanding. The man of faith animated by his great ex-
perience s able to reach the point at which not only his
logic of the mind but even his logic of the heart and of
the will, e\-‘erything—even his own “T" awareness—has to
give In (o an “absurd” commitment. The man of taich s
“insanely” committed to and “madly” in love with God.'

“Stay ye me with dainties, refresh me with apples,

{for T am lovesick.”*

THE UNTRANSLATABILITY OF the complete faith
experience is due not to the weakness, but to the great-
ness of the latter.

If an aH—embracing translation of the great mystery
of revelation and its kmygma were possiblc, then the
uniqueness of the faith experience and s commitiments
would be lost. Only peripheral clements of the act of
faich can be projec[ed on a cognitive, pragmatic back-
ground. Prayer, for tnstance, might appeal to majestic

man as the most uplifting, integrating, and puritying ace,

*Vide Matmonides, Hilkkot Teshuvah, X, 3. “What s the love of God
that is befitting? It is to love the Eternal with a grear and exceeding love,
so strong that one'’s soul shall be knit up with the love of God, and one
should be continually enraptured by it. like a lovesick individual whose

N - - - - - N 1”
l‘llll‘ld 1s at no rime free tTO'[‘ll 1ts P(—lSSlOH. [P
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arousing the finest and noblest emotions, yet these char-
acteristics, however essential to Adam the first, are of
marginal interest to Adam the second, who experiences
prayer as the awesome confrontation of God and man, as
the great paradox ol man conversing with God as an
equal fellow member of the covenantal society, and at the
same time being aware that he tully belongs to God and
that God demands complete surrender and self-sacrifice.

There is, of course, an amazing parallelism between
the cultural experience and the apocalyptic one. Yet, I re-
peat, no matter how Impressive the stmilarities are, the act
of faith is unique and cannot be fully translated into cul-
tural categories.

In a word, the message of translated religion 1s not
the only one which the man of faith must address to ma-
jestic man of culture. Bestdes this message, man of faith
must bring to the attention of man ot culture the kerygina
of original faith 1n all its singalarity and pristine purity,
n spite of the incompa[ibili[y of this message with the
fundamental credo of a utilitarian society. How stagger-
ing this incompacibilicy is! This unique message speaks of
defeat instead of success, ot accepting a higher will in-
stead of comm;mcling, of giving instead of conquering,
of retreating instead of advancing, of acting “irra-

tionnﬂy" instead of being ;ﬂways reasonable. Here the
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tragic event occurs. Contemiporary majestic man rejects
his dialectical assignment and, with it, the man of faith.

The situation has deteriorated considerably in this
century, which has witnessed the greatest triumphs of
majestic man in his drive for conquest. Majestic Adam
has developed a demonic qua[ity: layiug clamm to unhm-
ited power—alas, to infinity itself. His pride 1s almost
boundless, his imagination arrogant, and he aspires to
complete and absolute control of everything. Indeed, like
the men of old, he 1s engagecl 0 constructing a tower
whose apex should pterce Heaven. He 1s intoxicated with
his own adventures and victories and 1s bidding for unre-
stricted dominton. In order to avoid misinterpretation,
let me say that T am not teferring here to man’s daring ex-
perunents in space. From a L‘e[igious pomnt of view, as [
said before, they are quite legitimate and i compliance
with the divine testament given to Adam the fitst chat he
should rule nature. When T say that modern man s pro-
jecting a demonic 1mage, [ am thinking ol man’s atcempt
to dominate himself, or, to be more precise, of Adam the
tirst’s desire to identify himselt wich the rotal human per-
sonality, declaring his creative talents as ultimnace, ignot-
ng completely Adam the second and his preoccupation
with the unique and strange transcendental experience

which resists subservience to the cultural interests of ma-
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jestic man. Notwithstanding the fact that Western man is
m a nost;ﬂgic mood, he is determined not to accept the
dialectical burden of humanity. He certainly feels spiritu-
;ﬂly uptootecl, emotiouaﬂy disillusioned, and, like che old
king of Eccelesiastes, is aware of his own tragedy. Yet this
pensive mood does not arouse him to heroic action. He,
of course, comes to a place of worship. He attends lec-
tures on religion and appreciates the ceremontal, yet he is
scarching not for a faith in all its singularity and other-
ness, but for religious culture. He seeks not the greatness
{found in sacrificial action but the convenience ome dis-
covers in a comfortable, serene state of mind. He is de-
sitous of an aesthetic experience rather than a covenantal
one, of a social ethos rather than a divine imperatwve. In
a word, he wants to find in faith that which he cannot
find m his laboratory, ot m the privacy of his luxurcious
homme. His efforts are noble, yet he 1s not ready fora gen-
uine faith expertence which requires the giving of one's
sell unreservedly to God, who demands unconditional
commitment, sacrifictal action, and retreat. Western man
diabolically insists on being successful. Alas, he wants to
be successtul even in his adventure with God. Tf he gives
of himselt to God, he expects reciprocity. He also reaches
a cavenant with God, but this covenant s a mercantile
one. In a primitive manner, he wants to trade “favors”

and exchange goods. The gesture of faith for him is a
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give-and-take affair and reflects the philosophy of Job
which led to catastrophe—a philosophy which sees faith
as a quid pro quo arrangement and expects compensation
for each sacrifice one offers. Therefore, modern man puts
up demands that faith adapt itself to the mood and tem-
per of modern times. He does not discriminate becween
translated religion formulated in cultural categories—
which are cerminly fluid since they have been evolved by
the human creative consciousness—and the pure {aith
commitment which s as unchangeable as eternity itself.
Certainly, when the man of faith interprets his transcen-
dental awareness in cultural categories, he takes advantage
of modern interpretive methods and is selective in pick-
g his categories. The cultural message of faith changes,
indeed, constantly, with the flow of time, the shiﬁing of
the spiritual climate, the tluctuations of axiological
moods, and the tise of social needs. However, the act of
fatch itself is unchangeable, for it transcends the bounds
of time and space. Faich 1s born of the intrusion of eter-
nity upon temporality. Its essence is characterized by fix-
1y and enduting identity. Faich 1s experienced not as a
product of some emergent evolutionary process, or as
something which has been bmughc nto existence by
mans creative cultural gesture, but as something which
was given to man when the latter was overpowered by

God. Tts prime goal is redemption from the inadequacies
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of finitude and, mainly, from the tlux of temporality.
Unfortunately, modern Adam the first refuses to accept
this unique message, which would cause him to become
involved in the dialectical movement, and he dings mn-
stead Zealously to his role as majestic man exclusive]y, de-
mancling the surrender of faith to his transient interests.
In his demonic quest for dominion, he forgets that rela-
tivization of taith, doctrine, and norm will inflice untold
harm upon him and his majestic interests, He fails to re-
alize that the reality of the power of faith, which may set
modern man free from anxiety and meurotic complexes
and help him plan the strategy of invincible majestic liv-
ing, can only be experienced if the faith gesture is left
alone, outside of the flecting strcam of socto-cultural
metamorphoses and toletated as something stable and
unmutable. Tt the taith gesture should be cut loose from
its own absolute mootings and allowed o {loat upon the
migbty waters of historical Ch;mgc, then it will forfeit 1ts
tedemptive and thetapeutic qualitie&

It is here that the dialogue between the man of faith
and the man of culture comes to an end. Modern Adam
the second, as soon as he finishes translating religion into
the cultural vernacular and begins to talk che "foteign"
language of faith, finds himselt lonely, forsaken, misun-
derstood, at times even ridiculed by Adam the firse, by

himself. When the hour of estrangement strikes, the or-
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deal of man of faith begins and he starts his withdrawal
from society, from Adam the first—Dbe he an outsider, be
he himseltf. He returns, like Mases of old, to his solitary
hiding and to the abode of loneliness. Yes, the loneliness
of contemporary man of faith is of a special kind. He ex-
periences not only ontologic:ﬂ loneliness but also social
isolation, whenever he dares to deliver the genuine faith-
kerygma. This is both the destiny and the human historical
situation of the man who keeps a rendezvous with eter-
nity, and who, m spite of everything, continues tena-

Cious[y to bring the message of faith to majestic man.

1. Our description of the “individuality” and autonomy of the faith
gesture should not be assactated with Tertullian's apothegm credo quia ab-
surdism est. Neither should it be cquatcd with Kicrkcgaard’s "lcap into the
absurd.”

Tertallian tried not unly’ to free the act of faith from its subservience
to the mtellect bur acmally to posit themn as two inexorable foes. Thus, he
considered any atrempt to rranslare aspects ot faith into culrural-majestic
categories as iﬂegitmmte and negating the Very essence of taich. This kind
ot antivauonalism led to complete rejection ot majestic man willed and
created by God. Small wonder that Tertullian's contemporary Tatian con-
demned the majestic gesture as the work of the devil.

Tertullian was wrong also m another respect. The terms “reasonable”
and “unreasonable” bc]ong cxch,zsiva]y to the realin of the Zogos and are,
therefore, in;lpplicablc to the act of faith. Neither does one belieye be-
causc it is reasonable to do so, since the reasonable is affirined on logical
grounds and 1s in no need ol being atfivmed by an act of faith, nor s 1t
sensible ro say thar one has faich because the larter coneradicrs human rea-
son. The taith gesture is not motivated by intellectual tnsights or convic-
tions.

The term “absurd” n the Kierkegaardian philosophy is both a logical
and a psychological category. Tt refers not only to logically false statements

but also to unreasonable psycholagical maotivation, The act of “repeti-
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tion” precipirared by talure and resIgNation 1s absurd and belongs, there-
tore, to the realm of faith. Tn a word, tor Kierkeg&al‘d, taich supetsedes the
majestic posture ot man. The world ot taith rises upon the runs and de-
bris of the world of majesty.

This thesis is unacceptable, as we indicated in the text, to the Ha-
lakhah, which insists apon the dialectical mavement berween these two
worlds. Thcy do, indeed, exist concurrcnt]y according to the Halakhah.
Mouareover, Kierkcgaard lacked the undﬁrsrrmdmg of the ccmrality of the
act of objectilication of the mner movement of faith m a normative and
doctrinal postul;uf systein, which forins the very foundarion of the Ha-
lakhah. The Halakhic world of taith is “rervibly” articulare, “unpardon-
ably" dynamic, and "fi)ohshly" CONSISTent, nsisting that ﬁ:ehng becore
thought, and that experience be acted out and wanstormed into an objec-
tive event. Kierkegaard's existentialist world, like Schleiermacher’s pretistic
world, 1s a p]ace of silence and passivity, far removed from the cornp]ex

array of historical events, not hungcrinq for action or movermnent.
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So ke departed thence, and found Elisha, the son of Shafat, who was

plowing with twelve _yo/ce of oxen bgfore him and he with the twelftb;
and Elz_'/'a}z passm’ by him and cast his mantle upon bim. Aud he lgﬁ
the oxen and ran after Elijah, and said, “let me [ pray thee kiss my
Sather and my matker and then [ will follow thee)” and he said unto
him, “g0 back again for what have I done to thee” And he returned back
from him and took a yoke of oxen and slew them, and boiled their flesk
with the instruinents of the oxen and gave unto the people and they did
eat. Then ke arose and went after E/L'ja/: and ministered unto him.

(T Kings, 19:19—21)

LISHA WAS A typical representative of the ma-
jestic community. He was the son of a prosperous
farmer, a man of property, whose interests were centered
around this-wortldly, matertal goods such as crops, live-
stock, and market prices. His objective was economic
success, his aspiration—material wealth. The Bible por-

trays him as efticient, capab[e, and practic;ﬂ, remindful of
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a modern business execative. When Elijah met him, we
are told, he was supervising the work done by the slaves.
He was with the twelfth yoke in order not to lose sight
of the slave-laborers. What did this man of majesty have
in common with E]ijah, the so]itary covenantal prophet,
the champion of God, the adversary of kings, who
walked as a stranger through the bustling cities of Shom-
ron, past royal pomp and grandeur, negating the worth of
all goods to which his contemporaries were commuitted,
reproaching the sinners, preaching the law of God and
portending His wrath? What bond could exist between a
complacent farmer who enjoyed his homestead and the
man in the hairy dress who came trom nowhere and who
finally disappeared under a veil of mystery? Yet unexpect-
ed[y_. the call came through to this unimaginative, self-
centered farmer. Suddenly the mantle of Elyah was cast
upon him. While he was engaged tn the most ordinary,
Cveryd;ly activity, mn tiﬂing the sotl, he encountered God
and felt the Lr;msfotming touch of God's hand. The
strangest metamorphosts occurred. Within seconds, the
old Elisha disappeared and a new Elisha emerged. Majes-
tic man was replaced by covenantal man. He was initiated
1nto a new spiticu;ﬂ universe in which c[umsy soctal-class
distinctions had little meaning, wealth played no role,
and a serene, illuminated, universal “we” consciousness

supplanted the small, limited, and selfish “T" conscious-
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ness. Old concerns changed, past commutments vanished,
cherished hopes taded, and a new vision of a reclemptive—
covenantal reality incommensurate with the old vision of
an enjoyable—majestic reaﬁty beckoned to him. No more
did the “farmer” care {or the oxen, the means of making
the soil yield its abundance, which were so Precious to
him a while ago. No more was he concerned with any-
thing which was so dear to him before. He slew the oxen
and fed the meat to the slaves who, half-starved, tlled the
sotl for him and whom he, unal that meeting with Ehjah,
had treated with contempt. Moreover, covenantal man re-
nounced his family relationships. He bade farewell to fa-
ther and mother and departed from their home for good.
Like his master, he became homeless. Like his ancestor Ja-
cob he became a “straying Aramean” who took defeat
and humiliation with Charity and gratitudc. However, Eli-
sha's withdrawal (rom 1majesty was not final. He followed
the dialectical course of all our prophets. Later, when he
achieved the pinnacle of faith and arrived at the outer
boundartes of human commitment, he came back to so-
ciety as a parcicipant in state attarrs, as an adviser of
kings and a teacher of the majestic community. God or-
dered him to return to the people, to otter them a share
in the covenantal drama and to involve them in the great
and solemn colloquy. He was God's messenger carrying,

like Moscs, two tablets of stone containing the cove-



106

JOSEPH B. SOLOVEITCHIK

nantal kerypma. Many a tume he felt disenchanted and
frustrated because his words were scornfully rejected.
However, Elisha never despaired or resigned. Despair and
resignation were unknown to the man ot the covenant
who found triumph in defeat, hope in failure, and who
could not conceal God's Word that was, to paraphrase
Jeremiah, deeply implanted in his bones and burning in
his heart like an all-consuming fire. Elisha was indeed
[onely, but in his loneliness he met the LOUEIY One and
discovered the singular covenantal confrontation of soli-
rary man and God who abides in the recesses of transcen-
dental solitude.

Is modern man ot faith entitled to a more privileged

positton and a less exacting and sacrificial role?
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