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CHAPTER 1: GOD’S CALL TO MAN

Difficult Beginnings

You have just finished writing a composition, a short story, a scientific article or a
philosophical work. And yet, your greatest creative challenge remains before you. How
to begin? How can you succeed in transporting your reader from his own reality, and
entice him into this new world that is of your making?

This question, the plague of every writer, arises in areas far beyond the sphere of the
pen and quill. The enigma of beginnings appears during any attempt to effect a profound
change of direction. How can we break the chain of everyday experience and begin
afresh? You long for someone to open his door to your new ideas. What course should
you take? Should you ring the doorbell, or knock? Bashfully or boldly? And is there
indeed only one correct approach, or are there many ways to begin? How must man

approach his listeners? And how does God approach man?

Once upon a time, a righteous and upright man heard a knock at his door. The visitor
was a heavenly angel. A messenger of God appeared to the king of the Khazars in a
dream, and endeavored to change his life. The door remained unopened. And yet the
angel knocked again and again, until his approach was acknowledged.

»This king...dreamed one dream repeatedly. In his dream he beheld an angel
speaking to him and saying: 'Your intention is acceptable to the Lord, however
your behavior is not acceptable to Him.’ ... This caused the king of the Khazars to
search and explore religion and philosophy, and finally he converted to Judaism
along with many of his subjects.” (Kuzari, Chapter 1, Introduction)

Gateways to God

What is the significance of a dream? Certainly, a dream can be viewed as a miraculous
beginning. God, in His benevolence, opened the door for this righteous man, opened the
path to a relationship with the spiritual.

The Talmud (Berakhot 57a) tells us that a dream is one-sixtieth of prophecy. It
confronts man with the spiritual mysteries that float beyond his reach. Through the
prophetic dream, God approaches man. An appropriate beginning indeed, to a
relationship with the divine: Man’s religious faith is awakened through a supernatural

extraordinary experience, which summons him into another world.



This, then, is our first lesson from the Kuzari. And this conception of God’s relations
with man does in fact tally with the other components of Rav Yehuda Halevi’s
philosophical methodology, as we will yet discover.

Our discussion of beginnings requires that we move past the issue of the dream and
its significance, to address a larger existential question: What is the starting point, the
original impetus, for man’s search for God? As we consider this theme, we will probe
the depths of the king’s dream and its implications, beyond the specific instance which
it describes.

A prophetic dream is indeed an invitation from the Divine, a spiritual beginning
initiated from above. However, it is not the only option. The familiar midrashic tale tells
of Abraham, who beheld an illuminated castle and concluded that the castle must have
a proprietor. God’s prophetic communication with Abraham stemmed from Abraham’s
previous religious inquiry. There are turning points whose sources lie within man,

stirrings from below which precede the divine call from above.

And yet, perhaps Abraham had previously received a divine hint or call, which
constituted the impetus for his spiritual quest. God can speak to man without the aid of
dreams. He speaks to you, who have never heard God’s word in your sleep.

The prophetic dream is only one of the divine hints. Other hints of Godliness abound.
These hints compose a central theme in the writings of Rav Y.D. Soloveitchik, most
particularly in his important work, »U-vikkashtem Mi-sham.” The hints mark the
numerous gateways to God and spirituality. Just as people’s faces differ, so do their
personalities and philosophical perspectives. Each individual must therefore discover
his own personal gateway to God. One gate opens with a supernatural, miraculous key,
and the dream of the Kuzari is a case in point. In contrast, Rav Soloveitchik describes
other, more "natural” experiences, whose sources well up inside man - a stirring from

within.

Let us examine one such hint, one which cannot be described as a positive experience.

It is rather a result of and response to a negative state:

»Man is tired and weary, dissatisfied with his life and accomplishments. He
wanders aimlessly along the pathways of existence. That which he most ardently
desires, eludes him, and yet his failure does not prevent him from persistently
groping after what he can never achieve. This »thing” gives him no rest,
aggravates his nerves, pulls him with enormous strength. What is the essence of
this desire? It is none other than the yearning for God. What is the mysterious
thing that escapes man again and again? It is the connection to God, his ultimate



source. Through man’s frustration and yearning, God is revealed.” (U-
vikkashtem Mi-sham, p. 131)

In other words, man is driven by an internal force which requires that he deviate from
the mundane and search for something beyond the ordinary. We experience this force
through the negative phenomenon of frustration with mundane daily life, a feeling
common to all people to some extent. However, this experience can be termed a
nnegative” phenomenon only to the extent that hunger for bread and thirst for water are
nnegative”. This is a thirst for something that daily life cannot provide. In the Selichot
(penitential prayers) we speak of ourselves as "hungry for Your goodness, thirsty for
Your benevolence, desirous of Your salvation.” Here, we have reached a deeper level.
We are hungry for God’s word, thirsty for meaning, desirous of answers to the ultimate
questions of existence. The frustration and discomfort that we experience as we move
from stage to stage in our search, exist because what we are searching for is an encounter
with God.

At times, we find ourselves caught in a trap. In the words of A. J. Heschel, we are like
a small child who cries and does not know why, and refuses to accept the very thing that
would dry his tears. Sometimes the hunger and thirst disturb us, and yet we are unaware

of the fact. Water cannot relieve us. This thirst can only be quenched by God’s word.

Rav Soloveitchik does not offer us a miraculous response or an angel from heaven,
but he does teach us that another angel exists within each one of us. The call of the angel
to the Kuzari is actually the call that wells up inside all of us. We need only listen. Our
negative feelings are, at times, a blessing, just as hunger, thirst and pain can be blessings.
Woe unto the person who senses no pain, or who experiences it too late.

Spirituality can quench our thirst. However, these divine waters cannot replace the
fulfillment of man’s basic needs. The greatest sin of Europe in the Middle Ages was the
use of religion to conceal the poverty and misery of the masses. Instead of attempting to
change and perfect the world, that society contented itself with soul salvation. The
church joined forces with the royalty and gentry, robbing and trampling the masses. The
focal message of the Bible is that the thirst for God cannot soothe the other, more basic
thirst for water. Man’s basic needs must be fulfilled. Nevertheless, we must always
remember that there are needs beyond food and water, and that the satisfaction of mere
physical needs will not grant man the happiness he seeks. We are faced with desires that
transcend the physical, hunger and thirst not for bread and water, but for the word of
God.



An Ultimate Yardstick - The Search for Objective Truth

The Kuzari wanders through an existential "marketplace.” Each stall offers the buyer a
different point of view. The Kuzari searches the market for an opinion to call his own.
What force compels man to approach the marketplace, to desert his daily life, leave his
immediate pursuits behind? What force compels us to ask life’s ultimate questions, and
thus to immerse ourselves in the problem of faith and religion?

The ultimate existential questions confront man when, looking afresh at his own
religious convictions, he wonders if they constitute the key to objective truth. It is
possible to be absolutely sincere in one’s religious sentiments, and yet be uncertain of
their objective value.

Let me explain this idea with the aid of a parable: A man enters a town in which each
and every store has its own weights and measures, its own yardstick. The obvious
question rises to the stranger’s lips: Is there no common yardstick to measure all these
different yardsticks? The Kuzari worshipped his God according to his own ”’scale.” His
intention was acceptable: he did not cheat, he was scrupulous in his measurements. And
yet the glaring question remains: Is this the ultimate true yardstick? What is the objective
standard? It seems that the search for God is actually the search for objective truth.

Do you remember the story of the Little Prince? Traveling from one planet to the next,
he investigated and probed the various lifestyles that he discovered. Each planet
presented a microcosmic “human ideal.” The Little Prince, like all of us, young and old
alike, visits the existential marketplace, where every opinion and ideology spreads its
wares. The stalls come together to form a cosmic fair. And where, among all those
glittering offerings, does the truth hide? What is the objective yardstick?

This is the meaning of the Kuzari’s dream. It is a divine call to the king, to abandon
his safe dwelling-place, and venture into the marketplace of ideas.

Fit for a King - The Spiritual Need

Now let us return to one of the basic ideas touched upon at the outset of our discussion.
We must not overlook the intriguing fact that our protagonist is a king. In fact, the image
of the king in search of spiritual meaning is hauntingly familiar. The Biblical Kohelet
(Ecclesiates) comes to mind immediately. The recurrent theme of the monarch
deliberating the meaning of life is no coincidence, and it can in fact teach us something
essential about the search for faith and meaning.



People suffer from hunger or lovelessness. We suffer from illness and physical pain.
Religious commitment must never use those human miseries as its foundation. Many
anti-religious thinkers have dismissed religion as a mere crutch, whose sole purpose is
to comfort man in his weakness when he is overcome by life’s trials. The Kuzari teaches
us that the opposite is true. Beneath and beyond all those needs, a separate desire exists:
man’s desire for God, his thirst for spirituality.

Imagine that you have suddenly become king. You are rich beyond measure, no
comfort is beyond your reach. It would seem that your troubles are over. All your
problems are solved, all your needs fulfilled. Kohelet and the Kuzari remind us that
riches will not wash away existential pain and suffering. The opulent monarch is lonely.
He searches for something that floats beyond the void which he has filled. He searches
for God. The king’s misery exceeds that of the working man. He cannot even lose his
pain in the sleep of the weary laborer. His need is intense, constant, unrelieved.

When speaking of spiritual inquiry, we must understand that the search for spirituality
does not cancel the pursuit of other quests. Faith, as Judaism perceives it, is not the ally
of empirical rulers; it does not substitute life in this world with visions of the world to
come, and refuses to leave control of this world in the hands of the oppressor. Judaism
promises salvation, but first and foremost it upholds the dream of redemption, the vision
of changing the world.

To explain the Jewish perception of religion, we must find an appropriate model.
Perhaps the most fitting model for the religious experience is the experience of love. The

comparison between religion and love has much to teach us.

Love can be viewed as the fulfillment of a need. However, it can be seen from the
opposite perspective as well. Love was not created to fulfill a need. Rather, the need
itself was brought into existence to compel man to discover the love experience. Let us
examine a more mundane example. We cannot say that eating exists in order to satiate
hunger. A deeper look will clarify that we must thank God for the sensation of hunger,
because it alone guarantees our survival. To use the words of Maharal (Rabbi Judah
Loewe of Prague, 16th Century): There is a cause behind the cause. We must discover
the need behind the need.

A desire for spirituality is planted deep within each and every one of us. The drive
toward spiritual involvement exists as an independent human need. We may attempt to
quell this desire through other means, but without ultimate success. Let me give you a
revealing, if facetious example. If a person who is experiencing some sort of emotional
difficulty, attempts to dispel his frustration by eating chocolate, we all know that his real

problem is not hunger! Religious striving is a real need, an independent existential
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desire. Of course, this need interacts with man’s other emotions, but the spiritual quest

exists regardless of one’s other needs and desires.

Religion compels us to ask life’s ultimate existential questions. Often, man finds
himself pursuing goal after goal, without a spare moment to ask himself why. Each
limited goal is motivated by another goal or desire, and man is thus effectively prevented
from facing the question of his ultimate spiritual aims. This reality is a natural human
condition, but it is aided and propelled by philosophies built upon the here and now, and
by the hidden thesis of triviality proposed by certain elements of modern theater. The
unstated purpose of these movements is to suffocate the ultimate questions. The search
for satisfaction in the here and now is part of the chocolate that man must swallow if he

would escape from life’s ultimate questions.

And yet, in the end, the questions will not be silenced. This hope and belief is
expressed most eloquently by Rav Kook in ”Orot HaEmuna (p.5):

nThe idol worshipper lives in fear of the encompassing belief in God, because of
the intense spiritual quality of its perception...he is afraid of being swallowed up
and consumed in the endless fiery tide, and so he hides among the rocks of
material desires, of passing time and hilarity, of all of life’s involvements, both
necessary and unnecessary, in his desire to conceal himself from the glaring light
of Godly elevation which blinds him. But all his efforts are of no avail. The light
fills every corner, it penetrates the depths, enters his very soul and demands that
he adapt to its brightness, that he behold the pleasantness of God and visit His

dwelling place.”



CHAPTER 2: GOD’S UNIVERSAL CALL

Faith and Love: True relationships versus false gods

We have previously suggested that love is an ideal model for the religious experience.
A person discovering spirituality is comparable to a person discovering love for the first
time. He is faced with an entirely new phenomenon, radically different in every respect
from his former childish games at marbles, dolls or basketball. A new world unfolds
before his eyes, a world in which all of his unique potential may be Orealized. This new
world has the capacity to grant him joy and gladness, or to plunge him into misery and
despair. True love exists alongside illusory, idolatrous love. In the religious sphere as
well, true spirituality exists alongside idolatry.

This fact compels us to alter our perspective. Until this point we have discussed the
existential problems experienced by all of mankind. Now we begin to uncover the Jew

inside of us.

The appearance of the dream to the Kuzari, a gentile, obliges us to open the discussion
of a general problem, which we will address in greater depth at a later stage. The angel
speaks to man in general, not to the Jew. This paradox must accompany us throughout
our analysis, for this most »”national” of all works of Jewish philosophy begins with a
call to Everyman. The message, too, is a surprising one: their intentions are acceptable
to God, while their actions remain unacceptable to Him.

To make sense of this paradox, we must examine both humankind and each individual
from a dual perspective: ours, and God’s. We will thus be faced with two distinctly
different pictures. Let us look through the heavenly perspective, for example, at the
natives of an island in the Pacific, who worship idols and have no inkling of our Torah.
In the heavenly court they will be judged innocent, since they knew no better. Many idol
worshippers actually intend to worship God; however, they are misled by their lack of
religious knowledge. Their actions are not acceptable to God, but their intentions
certainly are laudable. Allow me to explain this idea with a parable. A man mails a letter,
incorrectly addressed. If the mail service is sophisticated enough, the letter will reach its
intended destination despite the mistake. So, too, we can be certain that the prayers of
the island natives will indeed reach God. And this is true not only of the inhabitants of
an isolated island. It is equally true of a religiously lost person dwelling in the largest

teeming metropolis.



Nonetheless, there are moments when the prisoner of ignorance does hear a knock
upon his door. The Kuzari’'s dream represents the divine knock upon the door of
mankind. The Lord of the Universe presents man with a challenge. One who has never
heard the knock will be judged according to his subjective intentions. Whoever has not
yet been faced with the challenge, whoever has not experienced the dream, cannot be
judged objectively. But the moment a knock is heard, responsibility begins. Each of us
hears the Godly call at some point in our lives. Whether the call is experienced in a dream
or in daily life is of no consequence. Whether we are awakened by a stunning sunrise or
sunset, after reading a new book, in moments of tragedy, joy or fear - no matter. God
communicates with man in numerous ways. This is in fact one of the central tenets of
the Hasidic movement. Perhaps, to our rationalistic taste, it seems that the Hasidim go
too far, when they state that God speaks to man constantly, at every moment. However,
it is certainly true that the history of mankind can be described as an ongoing dialogue
with God. The question God asked of Adam in the garden of Eden - "Where art thou,”
echoes throughout the ages.

If you have not heard the question, you cannot be accountable to answer it. Yet once
the question has been asked of you, even as you attempt to determine whether you have
indeed heard the heavenly call, the process of response has already begun.

The Divine call constitutes the essence and soul of Judaism. The meeting point
between the youth and the tradition of his forefathers, is one of these calls. This
encounter, too, is a knock upon the door.

In Defense of the Despised Religion: The universal role of Judaiscgm

Rav Yehuda Halevi gave his book an expanded title: #The book of proofs in defense of
the degraded and despised religion.” Rihal [the author’s acronym)] explains that his book
was written in response to a request. I have been asked,” he writes, for the explanations
and responses that [ possess against the claims of those who disagree with our religion,
both the philosophers and those of other religious persuasions.”

These facts suggest that the book was written within a historical context, which
immediately displays the beginning of the book in a new light. As Jews, one of the
problems that motivates our spiritual quest is the issue of our Jewish identity. The very
fact that we are Jews arouses questions within us. Rav Soloveitchik expresses this idea
using two simple words: ”fate” and mission.” Our actions are propelled by our given
situation; and our situation in life is often constructed of many components which lie

out of our control. Our situation is defined by our national history. This is our fate.



However, our behavior is also motivated by our aspirations, our plans and our goals.
This is our mission. Daily we confront myriad existential questions. We are expected to
respond to those questions not through a sense of fate, but rather with a sense of mission.

This is true of the individual, and even more so regarding the community. Each Jew
is expected to reach an understanding of his destination in life even as he grapples with
the questions along his journey. Thus he will come to understand that his status as a Jew
was not decided by a blind fate which appears at times to be meaningless and cruel. The
Jew must comprehend that his life has meaning as an element of a divine plan. The
Jewish people are no less than God’s messengers on earth. We are God’s witnesses. Thus
we see that the beginning of the book actually has a double meaning. The message is a
universal one, and therefore the protagonist is a gentile. Yet at the same time, the
beginning of the book possesses a unique meaning for the Jews. This is a book written
rin defense of the despised religion”. In actuality, however, as we shall see, it is a book
written in defense of the chosen religion. For the Jew, this battle of defense is ultimately
won through the exercise of free choice.

We will not enter here into a discussion of the concept of free choice. We will only
preface by saying that the literary structure of the book coupled with the reference to the
ndespised religion,” fully expresses the challenge of this idea. We have often played the
part of the persecuted people upon the stage of history. Here, however, the scope of the
problem is much larger. The term despised” conjures up an infinitely more pejorative
image than the word "persecuted.” Persecution is a political, social, material state. To be
despised is a much lower level. Therefore, as we shall see, the king does not initially
consider asking the Jew about his religion, for he asks himself the obvious question:
How is it possible that the truth be hiding within a tiny, despised nation, a nation which
persists, against all logic and in the face of degradation, in considering itself the chosen
people?

Like the Kuzari king, we all tend to follow the masses. We are convinced to buy a
particular product simply because other people have purchased it before us. We must
develop an awareness of the dangers of social consensus. As Jews, as believers, as
ethical human beings, we constantly find ourselves in the minority. And as a result we
are often criticized by society, criticism that seems at times too difficult to bear.
Constant effort is necessary to hold fast against the tremendous social pressure of the

majority. To be chosen means, in effect, to swim against the stream.

Our protagonist is faced with a similar social pressure. The philosopher presents
himself to the Kuzari surrounded by the mystical aura of science. Before the division of
the sciences into the various faculties, the philosopher was considered the universal and
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ideal man of science. Beside the man of science, the Kuzari is presented with the two

central world religions: Christianity and Islam.

And at this point Rihal surprises us. He could easily have attempted to convince us to
ignore mere numbers. He could have taught us to close our eyes to the social pressure to
conform. He does not. In fact, he does the opposite. He begins with the popular religions,
Christianity and Islam, and through them he indisputably proves that a tiny, despised
nation, who lived virtually unknown for hundreds of years in the Judean hills, changed
the face of the entire world. It is impossible to understand either Christianity or Islam,
or indeed any of the modern world, without the basis of Judaism. All the world leans
upon the pillar constructed by this tiny, despised nation. Paradoxically, this same tiny
nation covers the front pages of newspapers the world over. Christianity and Islam, for
all their great numbers, must define themselves through Judaism.

The Jewish inferiority complex is therefore unjustified. However, neither is undue
pride an appropriate response. There are those who speak with satisfaction of a #Judeo-
Christian culture.” We must recognize the failure within our success. On the one hand,
the effects of Judaism and its contribution to the world are constantly felt. On the other
hand, Judaism has largely failed in its efforts to affect the world, since it has not
succeeded in transforming the world into an ideal place. The world remains unredeemed
and incomplete. The monotheistic religions have grasped the Jewish message and tinted
it various shades, watering down the belief in one God with idolatrous traditions and
thus transforming the waters of Torah to dry and barren riverbeds, to religions which
have betrayed their source. Hearing the representatives of Christianity and Islam can fill
the Jew with a fraternal pride, but this pride is weakened by a keen sense of
disappointment both because these religions have deserted true monotheism and
because of their negative attitudes toward Judaism. Perhaps their attitudes can be
described as a type of Oedipal complex: children who rise up against their father to the
last degree, murder.

God has assured us »...it is not for your great numbers that God has desired you of all
the nations.” Our very existence proves that there is nothing to fear in mere numbers.

We must search for answers to our existential questions, answers built upon our
national mission. The Kuzari was written in order to help us find those answers to the

questions that stem from our Jewish identity.
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The Need for Perspective: Jewish pride

The discussion of Judaism’s place in the world compels us to address an additional
problem. Two opposite viewpoints exist among men. Both are natural, and yet man must
attempt to free himself of both. The first is the standpoint of the child, who judges
everything from his own personal perspective and is incapable of observing himself
objectively. The detachment from this perception of reality is one of the central goals of
the educational process. We attempt to teach the child to depart from the egocentric
closed circuit and reach out toward others. Let us assume that man has achieved this goal
and has moved beyond the self-centered primitive stage. He is capable of objective
thought and can judge new situations with a perspective beyond his subjective
viewpoint. The educational process has proved successful. However, at this point the
opposite problem arises. We see the development of extremely sophisticated individuals
who have become so far removed from their subjective perception that they find it
impossible to rediscover that initial subjective response. They are overly suspicious of
subjectivity, often unjustifiably so. This is the illness that man suffers from when he is
so enamored of objectivity that he defends everyone’s subjective responses save his own.
His own subjective response, he feels, could not possibly be justified. He mistrusts it
simply because it is his own. Indeed, there are times when self-criticism results from
internalizing one’s opponent’s opinions. This attitude can cause one to despise himself,
and in such a case self-defense is more difficult even than Rihal’s defense of the

despised nation.”

Oftentimes, this destructive response is true of our attitude toward Judaism. The
process of outgrowing provincialism is an important one. However, at times this
developing sophistication is expressed through self-deprecation and deliberate
blindness to the greatness and beauty inherent in one’s own position.

The comparison between Judaism and the other central religions comes to teach us
that the Jews, despite their small numbers, are not an insignificant tribe or a ”statistical
error” among the populations of the world. The Jews possess a message of universal
import. We will elaborate upon this message at a later stage. At this point, the Jew is
called upon to stop mistrusting himself and to evaluate himself in a truer light. This is
the beginning of the defense of the despised religion.

Clearly, the structure of the book is a literary tool. However, we must ask ourselves
why Rihal chose this particular device. Through his book we become acquainted with
Rihal as a man who delves into the eternal questions, with his eyes wide open to a harsh
reality. In the real world a terrible battle is constantly waged between the knights of
Christianity and the cavalry of Islam. Judaism exists on the periphery, almost, but not
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quite, off the stage. Yet, Rihal does not deal with his current historical reality. The
Kuzari constitutes a vision and a prophecy regarding the future of the entire human race.
The book is constructed around the struggle for the conversion of the nation of Khazars,
but the story represents all humanity in the messianic era. Can we indeed hope and
expect that the messianic prophecies of the Bible will come true? The book wishes to
restore that hope. It reminds us that one honest and upright man, the king of the Khazars,
searched for God and reached the truth. That man is all of humankind. The hope of

redemption, therefore, is present from the very beginning.
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CHAPTER 3: JUDAISM CONFRONTS THE “ISM”'S

Prior to our formal introduction to the truths inherent in Judaism, Rav Yehuda Halevi
takes us on a whirlwind tour through the marketplace of ideas. Three candidates are
invited to display their spiritual wares before the king of the Khazars: the philosopher,
and representatives of the two major religions, Christianity and Islam. In Rav Yehuda
Halevi’s time, these three ideological positions constituted the central opponents of
Judaism. Since that period, the philosophical marketplace has altered significantly. If
Rav Yehuda Halevi were to publish his book in our day, he would be obliged to swell
the ranks of the ideological contenders, and to put new ideas in the mouths of those
candidates that he would choose to retain in the fray.

No matter how comprehensively this chapter is written, it is fated to change with
every passing generation. In fact, the relative importance of the participants may vary
within a very brief span of time. The recent fate of Communism is an example par

excellence.

The faces of the contenders change from generation to generation, while our mission
as an eternal nation places us in continual conflict with the various ism”s. The prefix to

the 7ism” will continually change; the struggle remains.

Philosophical Climates: Dogmatism vs. Relativism

At the first stall in the marketplace, we are presented with a philosophical methodology
based on the teachings of Aristotle, a position which was considered the last word on
truth for hundreds of years. We will discuss the philosopher’s principles in depth at a
later stage, and attempt to determine, as well, which of the classical philosophical
theories still challenge us today. However, there is a more fundamental issue to examine
first.

We are presented with various philosophical positions throughout the book, yet the
Aristotelian concept enjoys a unique status among the others. This position claimed to
have a monopoly on the truth. In fact, Aristotelian philosophy formed the basis of a
philosophical establishment whose members firmly believed themselves the sole
possessors of the key to absolute truth, to the exclusion of any other philosophical

opinion.

This historical-social reality compels us to differentiate between two cultural
climates: the climate of dogmatism, which leans upon the scientific and intellectual
establishment, and the climate of anarchy, or relativism, which allows a chaotic chorus
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of ideas to exist in concert. Historically, there are generations of dogmatism, in which
one developed and accepted school of thought rules the philosophical arena and is
respected by all who consider themselves enlightened and sophisticated persons. To
doubt the accepted position in such a climate would immediately place one under
tremendous pressure to comply with a philosophical consensus which claims that there
exists no serious alternative to its point of view. The dissenter in this climate is seen by
others, and often by himself as well, as a betrayer of the truth.

There are other historical periods which are characterized, instead, by a philosophical
anarchy. These are generations of ideological chaos in which a wild, uncontrolled
marketplace of opinions exists. The danger in such a period is not of dogmatism, as in
the former case, but rather of relativism. All positions hold equal weight, and as a result
no one position possesses true meaning or value. The difference between these two
intellectual climates can help us explain the gulf between Rambam’s work, Moreh
Nevukhim (Guide to the Perplexed) and the Kuzari on the one hand, and Rav Sa’adia
Gaon’s work "Emunot Ve-de’ot” (Beliefs and Opinions) on the other. The former pair
were faced with a dogmatic philosophical approach, whereas Rav Sa’adia Gaon, who
preceded them chronologically, responded to a culture in which many philosophical
positions contended for the truth, creating a cacophony of ideological claims. When one
compares the Kuzari to parallel discussions in ”Emunot Ve-deot”, the striking
differences between the two philosophical climates become apparent. Rav Sa’adia Gaon
introduces us to an entire gallery of characters which includes among others, the atheist,
the polytheist, and the pantheist. In contrast, Rav Yehuda Halevi presents us with a
single philosopher who proposes a clear, official, socially accepted opinion with which
we must contend.

Every student approaches the Kuzari against the backdrop of his own generation and
cultural climate. We continually face new intellectual crossroads and debate the various
options. If we compare the challenges faced by Rav Yehuda Halevi to the popular
philosophical approaches of our generation, we will immediately discern that our
opponents have completely changed their colors over the course of time. Rav Yehuda
Halevi and Rambam were active during a period when the opinion market was virtually
monopolized by one position. Our generation is culturally closer to a free marketplace,
which of necessity includes some measure of chaos. All manner of merchandise is sold;
however, forgeries and frauds are displayed as well, and we stand helpless, with no
means of separating the genuine article from the sham.

Our modern intellectual opponent is worlds apart from the Aristotelian philosopher.
Yet, despite this fact, his position is worthy of our attention. The Kuzari’s philosopher
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constitutes a first edition of the famous Jewish philosopher, Spinoza. We will yet discuss
the many similarities between the two. However, even our most concentrated efforts to
revive the petrified Aristotelian by blowing Spinoza’s breath into his dry bones will not
succeed. Although there are those who are tempted to return Spinoza’s ghost to the
philosophical fray, his thought does not constitute a serious challenge in our times. The
idea of returning Spinoza to the spiritual or the political scene is reminiscent of the
behavior of terrorists who take hostages in a desperate attempt to clear their path.
Oftentimes great personalities are utilized as a focus of identification for the populace
and thus unjustifiably win supporters for a particular position.

Our central opponent is of a completely different mettle. He is at times an atheist,
often a naturalist, who refuses to accept any phenomenon which defies the laws of
nature. Jewish philosophers of the Middle Ages developed a specific ideological and
explanatory tactic in response to opponents that we no longer face in our generation. If
we fail to translate the principles of the Kuzari in order to apply them to our different
reality, we will commit a grave error. The central theses of the book are eternal, yet there
exists the need to change their form in light of the historical and cultural situation which
is in continual flux. We must differentiate between the sections of the book which
possess eternal value and those whose merit in our day is merely historical. If we do not
make this distinction, we may perhaps become significant historical researchers, but we
will not do justice to Rav Yehuda Halevi, who intended his work to lead the battle to
uphold the Jewish national spirit in every generation.

Here, however, history takes us by surprise. Recent historico-political occurrences,
especially the crumbling of the Communist empire, prove beyond a doubt that Rav
Yehuda Halevi’s battle against his original opponents maintains powerful significance
in our day as well. The current disappointment with modern ideologies is so great that
its impetus causes some sectors of humanity to lose hope utterly, while others swing
form one ideology to the next or turn to superstitions and idolatry. In any case, one thing
is abundantly clear: the Kuzari’'s meeting with the central religions cannot yet be
abandoned to gather dust in the archives of history.

Philosophical Fossils

I would like to examine a fascinating phenomenon with you. We have been discussing
a section of the Kuzari which was written, unlike the other sections, in accordance with
the scientific requirements of those times and dictated by the philosophical fashion of
the period. Here we will begin to uncover one of the paradoxes which accompany the
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developments of Jewish philosophy throughout the ages. At the time the book was
written, the author could feasibly have been accused of championing outdated ideas
whose time has passed. The biblical concepts in the Kuzari certainly left Rav Yehuda
Halevi open to such criticism. In contrast, he was considered modern and up-to-date
when he expressed the scientific conclusions of his period. Yet, hundreds of years later,
we discover that the opposite is true. The scientific concepts of those times are
hopelessly obsolete to the extent that we find it taxing to discover the simplest
explanations for them, while the ”outdated” biblical ideas expressed in the Kuzari have
renewed relevance today owing to their eternal quality. Many works of Jewish
philosophy exhibit a similar phenomenon. In order to teach these works, paradoxically,
we must revive dead philosophical concepts. Since we aim to deal with the questions
which are relevant to our generation, and we are not interested in history for its own sake,
the "modern” sections of the works hold no meaning for us. This paradox contains a
warning to those who judge ideas according to their »modernity”. Today, philosophical
fashions are much shorter-lived. Every few years, the pillars of our intellectual world
crumble and are rebuilt in new forms. In the Middle Ages the hands of the intellectual
clock moved much more slowly, and indeed, the Aristotelian formula presented here to
us ruled the world for hundreds of years, seemingly etched in stone. Great courage on
the part of Rav Yehuda Halevi was necessary to stand up against the intellectual
establishment and the philosophical and scientific tradition. This, too, contains a
warning and a lesson.

How must we approach the Kuzari’s philosopher?

Two alternatives lie before us:

a) The Historical Method:

We can attempt to understand the philosopher within the context of his own world.
For this purpose we must leave the philosophy and science of the twentieth century
behind as we enter the maze of the history of ideas. Moving eight hundred years

backward in time, we can strive to comprehend a distant intellectual world.
b) The Philosophical Interpretative Method:

The second option is to imagine how the Aristotelian philosopher would respond to
the questions which plague us today. Instead of learning his language, we can try to
apply his ideas to our conceptual world, and force him to speak in our modern tongue.
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In our analysis we will make use of both methods. However, we will expend a
minimum of our time on the historical method, and attempt above all to comprehend the
philosopher’s position on the issues that we deal with today.

CHAPTER 4: IN THE MARKETPLACE OF IDEAS

Wholesale and Retail Markets

Countless ideals and lifestyles are displayed for sale throughout our world. The
marketplace of ideologies teems with activity. We have previously glimpsed one attempt
to describe this bustling marketplace in #The Little Prince”. Each stall in the market was
described as a separate planet where a particular philosophy of life was championed.

Among works of Jewish philosophy, similar descriptions abound. Rav Sa’adia Gaon
defined the various options in the market in rigorous philosophical terms. In the final
chapter of his book, Emunot VeDe'ot, he presents the reader with a copious and detailed
summary of various moral approaches. A similar existential synopsis can be found in
lyric form in Rav Shem Tov ibn Falkira’s work, ”Sefer HaMevakesh”. The book
describes the wanderings of a young man in search of an ideology, who interrogates
expert after expert on an arduous quest for truth. This theme is similarly explored by
Rabbi Nachman of Breslav in his parable #The Cantor.” All these works examine the
existential phenomenon of man’s often halting and aimless journey among the stalls of

the marketplace, as he hesitantly makes his choices.

Please note that our marketplace is composed of two distinct sections. The individual
shopping for himself, can acquire ideals with relative ease. His problem begins when he
attempts to transfer those ideals from the theoretical to the practical sphere, from abstract
philosophy to morality. Reality informs us that although we may immerse ourselves in
philosophy as individuals, we cannot thrive independent of any social structure. Most
human ideals cannot be fulfilled by a lone individual. These goals can be achieved only
within the confines of a community. This distinction compels us to divide our
marketplace in two. Alongside the retail section stands a wholesale division. In this
section man may examine those ideologies which have profoundly affected history for
the last two hundred years.

Three Civilizations: Ideological Models
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The book of Genesis vividly describes the exploits of the generation of the dispersion.
Through the construction of the tower of Babel, they attempted to pierce the heavens. A
biblically sanctioned alternative to this idolatrous ascent can be discovered in Jacob’s
ladder. The ladder of Jacob’s dream connected heaven and earth. it is due to this
connection that we, mortals, can possess a divine Torah.

The conflict between ladder and tower is no coincidence. The truths of Judaism are
continually revealed against the backdrop of failed ideologies which attempt, each in its
own way, to scale the heavens. We accompany our forefathers as they journey through
Ur Kasdim, Charan and Egypt, paving the way for the birth of a new civilization, a
culture essentially different from that of the surrounding idolatrous nations. Chazal (our
rabbis) viewed the initial chapters of Genesis as classic examples of the various
ideologies teaching us that Judaism presents us with a unique alternative among all the

rism”s of the world.

The book of Genesis describes the civilizations which set the stage for the birth of
Judaism. These were the generation of the flood, the generation of the dispersion, and
Sodom. Let us examine these three ways of life through the eyes of Chazal.

Our Rabbis characterize the generation of the flood as a culture in which corruption
ruled. Following Chazal’s lead, we can view this generation as one which controlled
science and technology of people who saw themselves as "’children of the gods”, lifted
above 7ordinary” humanity. In other words, this culture worshipped a racist ideal, using
technological advancement to sanction immoral behavior. Were we to permit ourselves
a quick jump in time, we could say that the generation of the flood symbolizes the Nazi
ideology.

Sodom is described by Chazal as a law abiding society. However, the laws which
governed this group focused entirely upon the rights of the individual. To the citizens of
Sodom, private property was the holiest of concepts. In the words of Chazal, the motto
of Sodom was ”Mine is mine and yours is yours”. Chazal describe the behavior of
Sodom as despicable, and teach us that Judaism staunchly opposes social and
economical egoism. Sodom, then, can be seen as a classic capitalistic civilization, in
which the sanctity of personal property overrides impulses towards charity and kindness.
The poor and needy in this culture must be abandoned if economical success and

advancement are to be achieved.

A third civilization that we meet in Genesis is the generation of the dispersion. We
find a telling description of this period in the verse, ”The entire earth had one language
and uniform things.”
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Surprisingly, the midrash interprets this statement as a description of economic
partnership. According to Chazal, the words »uniform things” imply that what was in
one man’s pocket was also in his neighbor’s pocket. A modern translation would term
this a communist society. The generation of the dispersion desired to construct a tower
to prevent a collapse of the sky. This was, in fact, an essential component of the
communist vision. Numerous disasters befell the capitalist world. The Great Depression
of 1929 is indelibly imprinted upon the world’s memory, because during that period the
power of Sodom held sway. While people searched in vain for bread to satiate their
empty bellies, pounds of coffee were being dumped into the ocean to maintain price
stability. In response, a new generation arose and attempted to construct a secure tower.
However, at the top of this tower they placed a statue brandishing an unsheathed axe in
mute defiance of God. Communism espoused the belief that man can triumph and inherit
God’s throne.

The ideal man in Marxist philosophy is Prometheus, the mythological hero who stole
fire from the heavens. The Jewish attitude is starkly contrasting, for on Saturday nights,
we recite the blessing over fire. The fire of the havdala service is radically different from
the candlelight of the Sabbath eve. The candles of Friday evening bring joy and light
into the household, but the fire of Saturday night is the flame of technology. Our blessing
is essentially anti-Prometheic. Our God did not deny us the use of fire. He entrusts it to
us. God is not jealous of man’s accomplishments; rather, He blesses us.

The modern expression of identification with Prometheus was revealed through the
pride and arrogance which accompanied the launching of the first satellite in the
communist world. The midrashic description of the builders of the tower is strikingly
similar:

rIt does not please us that He take the heavens for Himself and give us the earth.
Rather, let us place an idol at the top of the tower to reach the heavens, so that it

appears to wage war upon Him.”

The communist atheism of the builders of the tower is succinctly expressed through the
sad joke, "We photographed every inch of space and discovered no God.” It is pointless
to respond that a God who can be photographed is not worthy of our worship. The
central issue here is the foolish pride of men who believe that they have successfully
erased the distance between themselves and God. The catastrophe in the Chernobyl
atomic reactor is proof that Prometheus has failed. And a more poignant expression of
this failure can be seen through the tragic image of a ship sunk in desert sands, which

were covered by an ocean before the advent of man’s »civilizing” revolution.
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The generation of the dispersion can teach us something else as well. They wished
to create a society that boasted ”one language and uniform things”. In other words, they

raised the flag of cosmopolitanism and internationalism.

God punished their transgression through the creation of numerous languages. To
use the vivid midrashic description, ”One said to another, "THand me your hammer,” and
he gave him a sickle. "Hand me your sickle,” and he gave him a hammer.”

What was their sin? Chazal inform us that when a man would fall from this tower to
his death, they simply termed it an unavoidable accident. However, if a block of stone
fall, they would lament, ”Woe is us, when shall we find one like it? ... Woe to us, the
building plans will be delayed!” The construction of this society left no room for God,
but neither was there room for man. The rejection of one necessarily implies rejection of
the other. The centrality of the community grew to such proportions that the individual

was entirely lost within it.

And yet, this society espoused a number of seemingly beautiful social concepts. Our
Rabbis contrasted the generation of the flood, who were flooded with robbery” with the
generation of the dispersion, ”who loved one another,” or at the very least, claimed to do
so. The utopian vision expressed by the modern day generation of the dispersion
presented a formidable challenge to religious loyalists. As we witness the collapse of
this contemporary generation of dispersion, we can discover its rotted core. Various
artists have chosen to depict the Tower of Babel deserted in mid-construction. Similarly,
the regimes which were symbolized by the Berlin Wall were abandoned, while mute

testimony of the horrors remain in the scars that will never fade.

The Collapse of Ideologies

The three cultures that we have been discussing can serve as a representative sample of
all the various ideologies which promised the world salvation in the modern era.
Eventually, each of these ideologies collapsed, either in the fiery tempests of revolution,

or through persistent rotting at the core, as we saw in the case of communism.

How must we approach these ideologies? Rav Kook explains that those positions
have consistently led humanity astray because they did indeed possess some sparks of
truth. In Kabbalistic terms, these ideologies are »kelipot” (shells). In other words, they
parasitically hang onto the coattails of truth. These ideologies are based upon ideals, the
moral and the national. However, these ideals were corrupted by the attempt to construct
entire belief systems upon minute sparks of truth, in order to usurp the place of religion.
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These ideologies are, in fact, a modern form of idolatry. Both communism and
nationalism strove for absolute rule in place of religion. Communism expressed this
drive through the propagation of atheism. Torah establishments were persecuted by both
Jewish and non-Jewish communist agitators. Nationalism and racism also aspired to
become holy values, and in Nazism this process was heralded by the revival of early
German mythology. To the German people, this revival constituted a restoration of their
former glory, a celebrated return to the period before Judaism had conquered the earth.

Our account with European civilization is a long one indeed, with Christianity
forming the focal point of this culture. According to Rabbi Avraham Isaac Kook,
Christianity’s most terrible sin was the construction of a false Judaism, a religion of
darkness, of defining holiness as withdrawal from the world, and of anti-Semitism.
Many modern thinkers view Nazism as a logical extension of Christianity. In their
opinion, the swastika was merely an overdeveloped cross. However, it seems to me that
this approach is too simplistic. In fact, Nazism was none other than a zealous return to
idolatry. This revival commenced in pre-Hitler Germany and is eloquently expressed in
the rich mythology of Wagner’s operas.

The Ideologies vs. Religion

These movements were not simply social philosophies. They attempted to take the place
of religion through their impressive array of prophets and priests, their 7holy writ” and
its sanctioned interpretationm, while educating their people toward self-sacrifice in the
name of false ideals. Indeed, history notes the singular phenomenon of Stalin’s innocent
victims, who confessed crimes which they did not commit thinking that they were
thereby forwarding the cause of the revolution. Even at death’s door those people
refused to accept the possibility that they had been duped by an illusion.

In the marketplace of modern ideologies reigns the claim that religion is dead. We
will not dispute this position here. Suffice it to mention that we have been hearing the
prophecy of the demise of religion for three hundred years. The numerous reiterations
of this claim prove its ultimate worth, just as the number of times that a smoker quits

tells us much about his willpower and intentions.

The knowledge of God, according to Rav Kook, is the central and essential
knowledge in life. Every society since the dawn of history has searched for a religious
faith. Our responses to religious questions lie at the center of our being. And in the
absence of religion, idolatry holds sway. The sworn enemies, Nazism and Communism,

constituted the two extremes of modern idolatry.
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Throughout the history of changing ideologies, Judaism has served as a mystical
rthermometer.” Each ideology can be assessed based on its attitude towards Judaism.
The fact that Judaism suffered at the hands of both these extreme ideologies teaches us
that both were dangerous illusions. In his essay Iggeret Teiman”, Rambam posits that
the Jewish people have been faced with two types of enemies throughout our history.
We have contended with foes, such as Amalek and Haman, which endangered our
physical existence; and we have met other enemies, such as Christianity, which
threatened our spiritual well-being. Christianity’s wish was to save the Jewish soul,
albeit the quest for 7spiritual salvation” often translated into physical persecution. Inthe
modern world, matters have not changed much. Nazi persecution stemmed from
Amalek, while our conflict with Marxism was none other than a struggle over the
spiritual commitment of the Jewish people. Indeed, since its inception, Marxism kept up
a peculiar rivalry with Judaism, despite the powerful attraction it had for many of our
people. Karl Marx, whose parents converted the family to Christianity while their son
was yet a child, claimed that the Jews worshipped at the altar of the coin. This is a
difficult statement in and of itself, but in reality it is but a symptom of a more serious
problem. Marxism attempted to achieve redemption without God.

The words of the Rambam words have attained a new significance in our generation.
Nazism lacerated the Jewish body while Communism ravaged the Jewish soul. Judaism
serves as a tragic measure of these ideologies, for their virulent anti-Semitism reveals
their true colors and testifies that they are simply new forms of ancient idol worship. The
twentieth century has proven fertile ground for a renewed idolatry. Thus, we have
indeed returned to the starting point of the Kuzari.

Jewish Ideals

Let us now move from ideologies to ideals. Rav Kook teaches us that four human ideals
exist: the godly, the moral, the national and the religious.

The moral ideal within us laments in response to the many injustices in the world,
while the national ideal motivates groups to the struggle for independence. Beyond
these two ideals lies the godly ideal, which the prophets have taught since the beginning
of time. Rav Kook clearly distinguishes between the godly and the religious ideals. The
religious ideal translates lofty concepts to practical everyday life. The godly ideal
embodies all the other ideals, and can be achieved only through the integration of all the
others.
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To explain this interaction, I will make use of a wonderful rabbinic homily of Rabbi
Barukh Yashar. The Passover haggada quotes Rabban Gamliel the Elder, who states that
a Jew who does not recite ”Pessach, matza, and maror” has not fulfilled his religious
obligation. Let us imagine Rabban Gamliel standing on the Temple Mount and
observing three groups of pilgrims as they approach Jerusalem. The first group carries
the Paschal sacrifice and thus expresses the religious significance of the holiday. The
second group bears matzot, the symbol of national freedom. They perceive Passover as
the celebration of our national independence. A third group brings the maror (bitter
herbs), for they see the holiday as a commemoration of the slave revolution. Rabban
Gamliel teaches us that whoever has not recited all three words Pessach, matza and
maror, has not fully expressed the significance of the holiday. The meaning of Passover,
then, is the integration of these three ideals.

Now, as of old, our people are divided amongst the various ideals. Those who sought
the moral ideal blindly followed the socialist trend. Others who stressed the national
ideal labored for the revival and national redemption of our people. Together with the
search for the religious ideal, these divisions succinctly express the history of human
ideas.

Rav Kook lived during the period when the Marxist illusion was in its glory.
Communism had not yet gained the power it would ultimately wield, but neither had it
become corrupt. In our day, we face the opposite problem. One of the greatest tragedies
caused by Marxism is the utter disillusionment with all social ideals, the collective
despair of ever effecting social change. Marxism destroyed the hope of social
redemption, and its collapse may yet revive the nightmare of Fascism. On the other hand,
Fascism destroyed the hope of national-moral redemption. The twentieth century has
watched humanity waver between these two extremes, between the willingness to
dispose of social reform in the name of nationalism, and the desire to destroy nationalism
in the name of universal brotherhood. And at this telling juncture, while the world views
both nationalism and social reform with a jaded eye, we must continue to champion our
Jewish ideals of unity and communal responsibility. We must continue to uphold the
moral and national ideals.

I cannot conclude without an additional note regarding the question of nationalism.
Nationalism has the potential to be both a blessing and curse; it is both a wellspring of
faith and the root of rebellion

The Torah presents nationalism as the divine retribution for the construction of the
tower of Babel. It would appear, then, that nationalism contains a foundation of evil. If
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this is true, how can we, in good conscience, speak of nationalism as an ideal? How can
we continue to uphold the values of Jewish nationalism and Zionism?

Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch answers this question, and through his response we
can, incidentally, gain valuable insight into the entire book of Genesis. Rabbi Hirsch
explains that God’s punishments are not acts of vengeance; they are educational tools.
This is the essence of both of the central biblical punishments in Genesis: labor and
nationalism. Labor and nationalism are the building blocks of the two central ideas that
we have previously addressed. They are punishments whose goal is education. Let me
give you an example. Occupational therapy is used as a cure in our day, not for the
purpose of producing goods, but because the work itself is therapeutic. This fact is true
of all humanity, not only of ill and weak members of society. Labor is a means of
correction and improvement of man. Nationalism, too, contains curative qualities; it
grants us the means of expressing the uniqueness of each nation. The messianic era will
erase the transgression of the tower of Babel, and the entire world will speak an unified
language once again. This utopian vision will eventually be achieved through the vehicle
of nationalism. Nationalism and labor can become a blessing or a curse. If abused, they
set the stage for a tragedy.

Jewish nationalism can only be understood against the background of these ideas.
And yet, we must remember that the Jewish people remains separate from the seventy
nations of the world which came into being at the dispersion. We were not born of that
sin. Our nation was created at a later stage in the world’s history, a unique and miraculous
creation of our God, who chose Abraham. Thus was granted the world a new beginning.
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CHAPTER 5: THE PHILOSOPHICAL TRIANGLE

In The Retail Market

We have already taken a glimpse at the wholesale market of ideas. Now let us move to
the retail market, where one can attempt to infuse meaning into his personal life. Among
the outstanding stalls we find the representatives of the various religions and
philosophies, as well as scientists of various types. As in the wholesale market, our
modern times require that we make room for a number of additional stalls. As we wander
through the marketplace, our challenge is to distinguish between true and false prophets,
between scientists and charlatans. Indeed, Rihal was well acquainted with the false sort
of scientist, and despite his absence from the introduction to the Kuzari, we find ample
mention of him in the rest of the book.

At times, our task seems all but impossible, for we soon discover that even honest
merchants often peddle worthless wares. Before we venture further, however, I would
like to mention a few introductory comments about the nature of the retail market.

Man must contend with countless philosophical riddles throughout his lifetime.
These questions do not remain in the theoretical sphere; often, the solutions to life’s
philosophical dilemmas produce direct practical ramifications. Our future and our fate
are intricately woven into the fabric of our philosophical bent. Oftentimes, we tend to
ignore the numerous riddles of our lives. Judaism, however, strives to uproot this
tendency, by focusing our attention upon these issues, as well as presenting such partial

solutions as our intellectual capacities can grasp.

I propose to examine a number of central philosophical enigmas which have served
as focal points throughout the history of human thought. As a useful visual aid, we can
structure these issues into a triangle. Its three corners represent three concepts: God,
Man and the World. These are the three ideals which man strives to understand, and
indeed, our ability to distinguish between truth and falsehood rests upon a clear
comprehension of these concepts.

God
/7 \
Man — the World
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The first person to draw this diagram was a twentieth century philosopher named
Yehuda Halevi Rosenzweig, better known by his German name, Franz. Rosenzweig
viewed Rav Yehuda Halevi as his mentor and teacher, and deeply identified with both
his philosophy and his poetry.

The triangular model teaches us that all philosophical approaches are actually varied
attempts to solve these three basic riddles. A central theme which has concerned the
human race since time immemorial is the query ”What do we know about God?”
Investigations into this question are termed theology. Humanity similarly hungers for a
deeper understanding of the world (cosmology) and of man (anthropology).

The search for the keys that will unlock the mysteries of Man and the World has
spawned numerous new branches of science, such as physics, which attempts to reveal
the laws that govern our world, and psychology, which investigates the inner nature of
man. Both these fields are infinite in scope, and only a fraction of their potential
discoveries is known. The one spreads endlessly upwards into the infinity which lies
beyond man; the other moves endlessly inwards, penetrating the darkest recesses of
human nature.

Until this point, we have placed these three separate concepts at the heart of our
investigation. However, we must simultaneously attempt to define the relationships
between these focal points. Rosenzweig shared the biblical assumption that such
relationships do indeed exist, that an ongoing dialogue between these concepts is ever
present. Let us name the three relationships. They are creation, revelation and

redemption.

God
REVELATION s \ CREATION
Man — the World
REDEMPTION

These three concepts form the backbone of Jewish philosophy. However, Jewish
thought is not limited to the investigation of these themes. As we shall see, the concept
of freedom, for example, is also of paramount importance. Within Rosenzweig’s model,
man stands alone and faces God and the world around him. He is not simply a part of the
world around him; he contains elements which are, in fact, foreign to his natural habitat.

Nor is he completely chained by the Divine decree.
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Occasionally a philosopher will attempt to destroy this triangle, to nullify the
significance of one of the central concepts. The most striking example of such an attempt
is the development of atheism. In contrast, Jewish philosophy insists upon both the
existence of the three central facets of existence, and the presence of a dialogue between
them. If we now combine our two triangles, God, Man and the World, with creation,
revelation and redemption, we will form the classic Jewish symbol, the Magen David
(Jewish star):

God
N
Revelation /_\ Creation

\'/7 \/
Man 7\ __ s\ the World
\ /
\V
Redemption

We have no historical explanation to offer for this wondrous symbol. Rosenzweig
granted the Magen David a philosophical dimension, and his powerful interpretation
continues to enrich our understanding with each successive analysis. First, it constitutes
the basic dictionary of Jewish thought, and succinctly mentions the concepts to be
addressed in any Jewish philosophical forum. In addition, it successfully presents a
complete picture of the issues, which greatly aids any discussion of their potential

solutions.

At this juncture I propose to explore briefly the significance of the three central
relationships in greater depth.

CREATION: We proclaim that the existence of the world is not a chance occurrence;
divine fingerprints cover every inch of the earth.

REVELATION: We believe that man is not alone, that God maintains an interest in our
lives. This relationship manifests itself through Torah and prophecy. Directly implied
by this interaction is the existence of an absolute moral standard which defines Good
and Evil.

REDEMPTION: Humanity progresses through history towards a preordained future.
The world was created in an imperfect state, and is ever in the process of development.
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Man is a significant partner in this task, for through revelation he can and must strive to

redeem the world.

Let us now reconstruct our triangle using new terminology. The three central terms
which form the basis for our dictionary of Jewish thought are faith, commandments and
hope.

Commandment Faith

\ 7/

Hope
This new triangle reflects the three dimensions of Man. Man is composed of a
dimension of consciousness, which Judaism calls upon for faith; a practical dimension,
through which he endeavors to change the world, which Judaism calls upon for
fulfillment of commandments. And finally, an emotional dimension, which Judaism

calls upon for hope.

A brief note regarding the distinction between faith and hope: As various
philosophers have informed us, ""faith THAT” exists alongside faith IN». The latter
indicates the level of bitachon (trust). The statement, "I believe in the coming of the
Messiah,” is not simply a proclamation of knowledge. First and foremost, it is a feeling,
an emotional certainty. This is hope.

Now let us return to the original relationships of creation, revelation and redemption.

We will discuss each concept in light of its central opponents.

Creation

The concept of creation teaches us that the world was deliberately created of God'’s free
will. This belief places us in conflict with the Kuzari’s philosopher, who maintains that
the world is a necessary outgrowth of God’s being. However, in our times, the idea of
creation mainly stands in conflict with those approaches which attempt to erase God’s
name from human consciousness. In the modern world, belief in creation means

confrontation with Darwinism.

This confrontation takes place beyond the scope of science. To explain this idea
further, I ask you to accompany me on a brief journey into the sphere of science fiction.
Imagine that a creature from another planet, possessing far more advanced knowledge
than ours, lands on earth. He carries the three central symbols of science: an
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encyclopedia, a master computer and an array of sophisticated scientific instruments.
Our visitor arrives in Jerusalem on the eve of Remembrance Day (for fallen soldiers),
and sets up his equipment on Mount Scopus. At eleven o’clock, the siren sounds. The
stranger notes that the people are stopping their cars simultaneously, as though they are
part of a well-rehearsed symphony. In confusion, he consults his computer. The
computer responds, ”The car stopped because the driver stepped on the brakes and then
interrupted the electrical circuit.” This response is based upon computations of energy
conversions. The energy which originated in the driver's body was transformed
successively from chemical, to electrical, and finally to mechanical energy. If our visitor
insists upon knowing why this transpired, his faithful computer will provide him with
the history of energy conversion from the creation of the world to the present day. In a
sense, the computer’s response is correct. But it fails to give us the reason for the
stopping of the car. For this, physical equations will not suffice. To understand why, we
must enter into the secrets of human behavior, into the world of language and symbols,
in which the computer and its values have no part.

Now let us unravel the parable. There are two distinct ways of viewing the world.
The sciences investigate scientific equations; we are interested in a perception beyond
the physical. Even if we were to assume that science could explain how life first
appeared on the planet, and even if it could create new life from organic material, it
cannot answer the decisive questions. It cannot tell us if any occurrence is coincidental

or the action of a guiding hand. Most important, it cannot answer the question, "Why?”

Revelation

Judaism must often confront philosophies which see no significance in the concept of
revelation. Leon Trotsky, one of the heroes of the Russian Revolution and himselfa Jew,
published a book in which he defended his vicious behavior towards the enemies of
Bolshevism. When asked how he could act in this way, he responded that such questions
may only be directed towards those who believe in biblical divinity, and hence in God-
defined concepts of good and evil. For those who lack this belief, good and evil are
relative terms. To Trotsky, all behavior which championed the revolutionary cause was
good. All other behavior was evil. The distinction between absolute good and evil

dissolved in the absence of a clear belief in God'’s relationship with man.

Parenthetically, I would like to mention a biographical note regarding Trotsky, which
was pointed out by the Chafetz Chaim. Trotsky’s mother wished to enroll her son in
cheder (Hebrew school), but he was rejected on the grounds that his parents could not
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afford the school fees. The Chafetz Chaim claimed that all the troubles which later befell
the Jewish people at the hands of the Communists were brought on by the injustice of

turning a child away from cheder simply because his parents were poor.

Redemption

Our central opponent with regard to the concept of redemption was, until recently,
Marxism. Marxism created an attractive alternative to the biblical concept of
redemption. Upon a virulent materialism which negated any form of spiritual meaning,
Marxism built the claim that man is destined to achieve utopia while still on earth.

Darwinism, unlike other forms of evolutionary theory which are based, in the words
of Rabbi Nachman Krokhmal, on the same principle as the Jewish blessing ”"Blessed be
He who makes the creatures different,” insists that everything developed randomly.
Thus, the appearance of man is meaningless. It is therefore odd that Marxism and
Darwinism joined forces. What is bizarrely proposed by these ideologies, when united,
is that man and the world came into being by chance, but the ultimate end of history, the
redemption, is preordained and the result of fixed laws.

In addition to the perverted forms of redemption, further opponents of the Jewish
concept include those who have despaired of any redemption of our world. Their
approach demands existence in the 7here and now,” which has greatly influenced

modern literature and theater.

Our three weapons in the modern arena remain faith, commandment and hope, while
our opponents continually change their forms. In our day, the belief in science is
rampant. However, beyond the facts of life lie the values. Our commandments,
supplemented by our faith, command and inspire us to distinguish between good and
evil, while our hope for redemption burns bright.
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CHAPTER 6: BELIEF IN GOD
AND THE DIALOGUE WITH PHILOSOPHY

PART I

nThe philosopher said: The Creator has no favor and no dislike, because He is

above all desires and all intentions.””

Thus the philosopher begins his discourse. The philosopher appears before us,
undoubtedly, as a firm believer in God’s existence. Although other alternatives existed,
and, even in Rihal’s day, atheism abounded, the position presented by the philosopher to
the king of the Khazars includes an unquestioning acceptance of the existence of God.
This fact requires an explanation.

Religion and Philosophy: The Synthesis

To understand the philosopher’s position we must first recognize that religious
philosophy is born of the marriage between two sources: Torah and Greek philosophy.
The most significant effort to bring about this union was made by Philo of Alexandria,
a Jew who was intimately acquainted with both worlds. Drawing upon these two
sources, he attempted to create a synthesis between them. Philo’s creation was the
outcome of the ongoing conflict between autonomous human wisdom and God’s word
to man, as expressed through the Torah and the prophets. If this fusion of worlds had not
occurred, religious philosophy would be a virtual impossibility, both for the believer in
human wisdom alone, as well as for he who denies that mortal intelligence may offer a
meaningful contribution toward the solution of life’s riddles. At the moment that these
two sources of wisdom touched, religious philosophy was born.

Philo of Alexandria can justifiably be called the father of religious philosophy. All
subsequent philosophies stemmed, in some form, from his creative attempt. This is true
of Christianity and Islam as well as of our medieval Jewish philosophers, whose
familiarity with Philo’s work was obtained through non-Jewish sources with no
awareness of its true origin. We can describe Philo’s philosophy as a stream which
temporarily disappears from view, but continues to flow underground, unhindered. At
some distance from the original stream, we discover a wellspring, without realizing that

its source is the very same stream which we left behind.

The marriage of Torah and philosophy was made possible, despite the yawning gulf
separating the two, by the background shared by both traditions. The concept of one
God, which had previously served to release the Greek philosophers from the bonds of
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idolatry, now served as the common ground for the historic union of Torah and
philosophy. Greek philosophy was singularly influenced by idolatry, both in its content
and in its chosen symbols. Yet, simultaneously, a profound desire to break free of
mythological tradition became manifest. This need allowed for a fruitful dialogue with
Jewish thought, culminating in the synthesis which Philo achieved in his philosophical
work.

God and Rationalism

The fusion of Torah and philosophy is actually but one example of an ongoing dialogue
between God’s voice and our human voices. One fact remains constant throughout the
ages: the universality of belief in God. Within idolatry, within philosophy, indeed, at the
core of every human endeavor, lies the eternal query, the longing and desire for an
encounter with the Divine. Of course, alongside the internal call to apprehend our
Maker, other calls are heard; the call of rebellion, the temptation to sin, the need to
unclasp the yoke of heaven from our shoulders. The conflicting calls which man hears
through the vehicle of his good and his evil inclinations reflect a universal reality. Man
incessantly longs for contact with the Divine; and although the desire alone cannot solve
the mysteries which plague us, and the longing alone cannot prove God’s existence, still
the desire remains, expectant and insistent. And its presence teaches us that the human
heart will forever be incomplete and joyless unless it harbors a divine sanctuary.

Philosophy took one step further than religion. It based itself not simply upon
emotional needs, but also upon the sound foundations of intellect and human wisdom.
The existence of God is a logical conclusion of the intellectual thought process. This
belief is an inseparable element of the classical philosophical tradition. It does not
absolutely preclude the option of an atheistic philosophy; however, it does damage the
rationale behind such a position. Let me explain this further with the aid of a parable.
We can compare our world to a chain of metal links. Each link holds fast to its
predecessor, yet these will not suffice to maintain chain in its place. The chain will fall
unless it rests upon something which is essentially different from any of its links. We
may use a nail in the wall, for example, to support the chain. All the world’s events are
interconnected and interdependent, like links in a chain. Our parable illustrates that an
entity must exist beyond the chain of causes, beyond our scientific evidence. This entity
is God.
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The search for the 7link” which exists beyond the chain in comparable to an exercise
in geometry. One statement is based upon another statement, and so forth. The question
is, at what point does the chain of proofs expire? A number of options exist:

a) We may continue the chain of proofs indefinitely! In that case, however, we have
actually proven nothing at all.

b) We can prove statement A based on statement B, statement B based on statement C,
statement C based on statement D and statement D based on statement A. This is a

circular proof and is logically unsound.

¢) We prove statements based on an axiomatic system. In other words, we end the chain
of reasoning with statements which we accept as true without demonstrating their

veracity.

Geometry, and in fact all of mathematics, are based upon axioms. These are the nails
in the wall which support the entire chain. This system also forms the basis of
philosophical rationalism. Thus, the chain of causality in the world is dependent upon
the First Cause, which exists outside the system.

A glance at the history of philosophy demonstrates that in each generation, and within
every school of thought, numerous attempts have been made to translate this idea into
precise philosophical terms. Each method leads to the conclusion that an entity exists
which is entirely and essentially different from our world. We cannot reach this entity
through any worldly medium, yet our worldly phenomena unquestionably attest to its
existence. Let me give you an example. We see a piece of paper, upon which two lines
approaching each other are drawn. Perhaps the page is too small to mark the meeting
point between the two lines, yet everything points to the existence of such a meeting
place. According to classical philosophy, our intellect attests to the existence of such
points. This conclusion is commonly accepted as a necessary element of our mental
makeup. Similarly, man’s wisdom is incomplete if the concept of God is absent from his
philosophical vocabulary. Classical philosophy has proven this idea in various ways,
from the advent of Plato and Aristotle until our very day. God is the necessary basis of
any understanding of the world.

This method, which allows us to reach the First Cause, is known as the ”cosmological
proof” of God’s existence. Many additional proofs exist, two of which particularly stand
out and will concern us next. One of these proofs is based upon the order of the world
(the rteleological proof”) and the other is based upon the fact that man is subject to an
internal moral law.
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The God of Philosophy

Religious philosophy was not the only movement to undergo a radical change since the
advent of Philo. General philosophy altered significantly as well. In fact, Rihal’s
philosopher himself was an indirect result of Philo’s revolution, of the marriage between
Jewish thought and Greek philosophy.

The philosopher’s method stemmed from a combination of the Aristotelian and
Neoplatonic schools, the medieval equivalents and successors of Aristotle and Plato.

Although he was a staunch rival of both Rihal and the Rambam, the philosopher does
place God’s existence at the center of his position. In fact, biblical terms abound in the
philosopher’s lexicon. For this reason, many great thinkers who were deeply committed
to Judaism naively considered the possibility of a covenant between Judaism and this
philosophical approach. Such attempts aroused Rihal’s sharpest criticism. To Rihal, this
was no family squabble between essentially similar approaches; he saw it as an
uncompromising battle over nothing less than the meaning of life. The very closeness in
language between the two positions only increases the danger that we be led astray.
Spinoza, in fact, fell prey to this error.

Underneath the apparent linguistic agreement lies an essential difference of opinion.
Rihal brought this latent conflict to the fore by emphasizing the differences between the
philosopher’s God and the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Both philosophies agree
upon the centrality of God’s existence. But what lies behind this concept? For the
philosopher, God’s existence constitutes an essential element of man’s knowledge, but
not of his emotional, existential, and active being. Rihal attacks this philosophical
approach and exposes the trap it sets for the believing Jew. Rihal puts the following
words in the philosopher’s mouth:

»God has no favor and no dislike. God is raised above... the knowledge of details,
for the details alter from moment to moment, while in God’s knowledge no
change is possible.”

Rihal warns us to be wary of external similarities. It is true that the philosopher accepts
the existence of a God who possesses many of the traits ascribed to Him by the Bible
and by faithful Jews. Yet the underlying difference remains. We will address but one of
the essential components of this conflict. The God of the philosophers does not know
your name. In other words, he maintains no connection with you, the individual. The
philosopher’s method attaches tremendous importance to the explanation of the world’s
order, to science, to physics, etc. The philosopher believes in a hidden power which
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orchestrates the apparent chaos of our world. However, this all-powerful Being takes no

interest in you, your existence, or your destiny.

Philosophy proposes solutions to many complex problems, but at the same time it
arouses many equally disturbing questions. Philosophy helps us understand our world,
yet it leaves unanswered the existential query closest to our hearts. We still cry out:
What of me? What is the meaning of my life? This question is defined as the issue of
personal and general providence. It arises anew in every generation, including our own.
To the philosopher, God is the concept underlying the system; yet, no dialogue, no
relationship, exists between Man and God. Unlike the God of the philosophers, the Bible
asserts that God does know our names, and that He is personally involved with each and

every one of us.

Next week we will further explore the differences between the Jewish and the
philosophic approaches.

PART II: Beyond the Common Language: Consensus and Conflict

The consensus regarding the existence of one God allowed Judaism and philosophy to
share the first triangle, constructed of God, Man and the World. However, Judaism
speaks of another triangle as well. Its cornerstones are Creation, Revelation and
Redemption. This second triangle is concerned not with realities but with relationships.
It expresses the dialogues between the points of the first triangle. The philosopher makes
liberal use of our lexicon of religious terms and of religious values. However, a serious
inquiry into the issues at hand shows us that the seeming similarities do not penetrate
beyond the surface. The philosopher does not appear as a destroyer of religion. He is
willing to play the part and speak the language; however, he stealthily insinuates new
meanings into our ancient terms. The voice is still "the voice of Jacob,” yet the ideals
emerge in a radically altered form. The philosopher exchanges the three central
relationships of Jewish philosophy - creation, revelation and redemption - for other
concepts, as we shall soon see.

An analysis of the philosopher’s attitude towards the second triangle reveals the
chasm between his position and that of the Jew. Therein lies the parting of ways. We will
analyze these three concepts at greater length at a later stage. Here we will mention them
only in order to aid our understanding of the philosopher’s concept of God.

Let us begin with an analysis of the philosopher’s concept of creation. The very use
of the term »creation”, even after an attempt to remove it from its simple context, is a
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result of the interaction with Jewish thought. The retained Biblical terms are
rfingerprints” which attest to the scriptural sources of the discussion. To the

philosopher, creation means ”’stemming from God”.

Now let us attempt to abandon semantics and look at the contents. The world stems
from God. Is that a reasonable definition of creation? Surely, the concept of creation
demonstrates a relationship, an interest which God takes in our world. The God of the
philosophers has no favor and no dislike because He is above all desires and all
intentions.” The God of the philosophical method is similar to a mathematical axiom
from which many new statements stem, while the axiom itself has no interest in its
progeny. We can compare this concept of God’s relationship with the world to man’s
relationship with his shadow. Just as the man sunbathing on the beach has no interest in
the shadow that he casts, so too God takes no interest in the lower world in which we
dwell. And even if in some cases man does take an interest in his shadow, the Kuzari’s
philosopher is certain that God never takes an interest in His shadow, in the world.
Beyond his particular place in the system, God maintains no personal or existential
relationship with man.

Rihal vehemently objects to this deceitful use of religious terms, and overall rejects
the philosopher’s view as irrelevant. Rihal contends that this position is devoid of
religious truth, and that it does not solve man’s existential problems. The philosopher’s
ideal is to remain enclosed in an ivory tower. He bears a striking similarity to the
egoistic, perfect God that he reveres. Rihal asserts that the philosopher will not find the
happiness he seeks. The price that he, and his society, will pay for abandoning the world
will be high indeed.

Since our only common ground with the philosopher is the belief'in God, the deciding
issue is God’s interest in man. If belief in God is the first tenet of our religious faith, the
second must be God’s personal interest in His creations.

In the philosopher’s view, the lack of Divine interest in man is absolute. We spoke of
casting a shadow. A better example for the philosopher’s viewpoint might be the image
of a man discarding the remains of an apple over his shoulder. What interest does the
man take in the remains of his apple, or his banana peel? According to the philosopher,
the world stems from God because ”He is the First Cause in the creation of every being,
not because God intended to create the world.” In contrast, Judaism maintains that God
is interested in man, and that this interest does not expose a ”lack” on God’s part. As a
great astronomer of the previous generation claimed, »The God that we believe in is so
great that he can afford to show interest even in something as small and insignificant as
myself. He has a little energy left for me.”
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For this philosopher, revelation and Torah have no meaning. Yes, the philosopher
accepts the existence of a first cause which is separate from the world, but this belief has
no practical ramifications. It does not compel the philosopher to draw any conclusions
regarding man. Man remains alone in the world. As Rihal asserts in one of his poems,

the belief in the God of the philosophers is like a flower that bears no fruit.

Perfection and Perfect Egoism

A deeper look at the philosopher’s position gives rise to a surprising idea. The
philosopher claims that, paradoxically, the simple believer actually damages the concept
of God. This point deserves some clarification. The words of the philosopher are as
follows:

»Since desire demonstrates a lack within the desirer, and the fulfillment of his
intentions will perfect him, and until his object is achieved he remains imperfect.
And thus He is, according to the philosophers, above knowledge of partial facts,
because facts constantly change and God’s knowledge admits no change. He
does not know you, and of course He is unaware of your actions and does not
hear your prayers or see your movements.”

God is the perfect Being who gives life to all the universe. Both believers and
philosophers agree upon this point. However, the philosopher believes that God’s
perfection implies an inability to move outside of Himself and display interest in such
imperfect creatures as ourselves. Why would God create a world if he needed nothing?
The God of the philosophers is also above »partial knowledge,” the stuff of our
fragmented existence, such as my biography, or the history of your nation.

Ironically, we can say that the philosopher’'s God is perfect in His egoism. But the
perfectly egoistic being cannot create a world.

Manic and Depressive Atheism

We have been dealing with an issue discussed in the annals of history. However, the
ramifications of this discussion are far-reaching and are not simply reflections on the
past. The philosopher’s view exudes a sense of man’s lowliness and helplessness. He
gives voice to a fundamental inferiority complex: God is uninterested in man because
man is worthless. Thus we reach a paradoxical conclusion, that excessive humility can
also be dangerous. This emotion is one of two moods which accompany human

existence throughout intellectual history. It seems to me that atheism can be divided into
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two types: manic and depressive. The first stems from man’s drunken sense of
superiority; he considers himself elevated and practically omnipotent. This position is
held by philosophers of the »Idealistic” school, who view man as the founder of the
world, the Being who contains the universe within himself. This is the atheism of the
man who does battle with God, refusing to do His bidding and even denying His
existence, all because of his arrogant belief that human wisdom is paramount.
Depressive atheism stands in sharp contrast to this view; it is the lot of the man who
claims that life is meaningless, that God is not interested in us and therefore life is devoid
of sense and purpose. We find this position among the ”Existentialist” philosophers.
According to the first type of atheism, the world is mine. According to the second type -
I am nothing, and the road from this sense of worthlessness to despair and depression is
exceedingly short. The medieval philosopher considered himself immune to the pangs
of despair, for he felt certain that he had discovered the source of salvation in his own
intellectual prowess. However, he willingly abandoned the vast majority of humanity to
the depths of emptiness and depression dictated by his philosophy. This illusion has
persisted and is common in modern thought as well.

Our Rabbis repeatedly emphasized the necessity of striking a balance between pride
and humility. We constantly vacillate between these two extremes, and the struggle
continues in our day. The attempt to locate the delicate balance between humility and
pride is, at one pole, our battle against Marxism, which considered itself the successor
of a dethroned God, and against Nietzsche’s vision of the superman who pronounced
that God is dead. And at the other pole, we fight to reject existentialist despair. We
protest against the claim that everything is permitted and reality only exists in the here
and now. Those who give in to existentialist despair see themselves as aimless reeds
blowing upon an endless sea. The French thinker Pascal proclaimed that people are
indeed merely reeds, but reeds which possess the power of thought. The Kuzari’s
philosopher was somewhat comforted by the idea that man is the only animal capable of
thought. However, this is an illusion which cannot console humanity. On the contrary,
this unique ability of man simply means that he is the only animal capable of
experiencing misery. The animal shares man’s predicament and helplessness, for though
it too will die, it is blissfully unaware of the fact. Man is trapped precisely because of his
wisdom, wisdom which only intensifies his loneliness and despair. The philosopher
cannot overcome this problem. With the concept of creation, however, religion can.

Thus, Judaism teaches us that while man requires humility, he is also worthy of hope.

Chesed: The Foundation of the World
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What is our response to the philosopher? Judaism, too, views God as the perfect Being.
However, our concept of perfection includes chesed (loving kindness). What is chesed?
In a word, it is a free gift. The philosopher teaches us that all activity stems from a lack,
that »desire demonstrates a lack in the desirer.” Accordingly, the philosopher will
explain that an act of chesed attests to a hidden personal agenda. Man may perform an
act of chesed to receive honor. At the very most, the philosopher would concede that
chesed stems from an internal lack, such as a feeling of pity: I suffer when I view the
suffering of others. However, the Torah dares to propose another concept of chesed, the
outcome of a desire to do good, despite the fact that the positive action will not fulfill
any of the doer’s needs. Chesed, then, is an attribute of perfection. The God of the
philosophers is an egoist who thinks only of himself and is content with this state of
affairs. In contrast to this view, the Bible informs us that ”the world is created of
chesed”; the first stage of creation was an act of chesed, a free gift, hiding no secret

desire for personal gain.

The creation of the world, like all of God’s acts, will always remain a mystery to us.
However, we can and must comprehend that it all began with an act of chesed, or in the
words of the Kabbalists, ”God desired to bestow good.” Creation was God’s first
expression of interest in man. Belief in creation, therefore, constitutes both the birth of
hope and the triumph over despair.

Postscript: We have been discussing philosophical approaches. What motivates a
person to adopt a particular philosophical position? This is a riddle which remains
unsolved. Many people justifiably point out that a philosophical approach such as the
one presented at the outset of the Kuzari absolves one of all responsibilities. And it seems
plausible that such approaches were exploited by certain groups in order to rid
themselves of religious and moral obligations. However, we must recognize that every
ideology represents a "coalition” of intellectuals, whose interest lies in the concepts and
ideas, and politicians, dealers, and public figures, who make use of the intellectuals and
their opinions to forward their own selfish motives. Clearly, some philosophers were
truly convinced that belief in a perfect God necessarily leads to a sense of one’s
worthlessness, and to a complete severance of any relationship with God. However,
these thinkers were joined by others who chose to exploit their opinions to serve their
personal ends.
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CHAPTER 7: Torah and Philosophy: The Focus of the Conflict

PART I

We will now examine the central points of conflict between the philosopher and the man
of religion, touching upon the three major themes which we have previously discussed.
We will delve into the Jewish position on these issues at a later stage. At this juncture
we will attempt a brief sketch of the fundamental issues which separate the philosopher

and the Jew.

Creation

As we have alluded to earlier, the philosopher opposes a scriptural understanding of
creation. The concept of creation contains numerous elements. At present, let us analyze
the conflict between religion and philosophy from a single perspective: that of creation
and will. To clarify this matter, we will contrast three options which lie before man as
he grapples with the riddle of the world’s origin.

A. Epicureanism and the concept of chance: The first approach views the world as
something which exists purely by chance. This was the opinion of Epicurus, the Greek
philosopher, whose name has since become synonymous with the denial of religion.
This approach has undergone various reformulations with each passing generation,
including our own. Epicurus did not deny the existence of the gods. Yet his belief in
them was rendered virtually meaningless by his confidence in their absolute detachment
from our world. Unlike Aristotle, Epicurus denied even the power of the gods over
nature. In his view, the laws of nature are governed strictly by chance. Epicurean
tendencies are discernible in those philosophical approaches, particularly in our modern
times, which deny the existence of God altogether. In Jewish tradition, the term
repicureanism” (apikorsut) evolved into an expression for any deviation from the
principles of Judaism. However, Jewish philosophy uses this term to describe the

complete dependence upon chance as the final cause of existence.

B. Aristotelianism and the theory of necessity: At the opposite end of the spectrum
we find Aristotle’s approach, which was adopted by many medieval philosophers as
well. Their attitude was expressed through the theory of 7emanation.” They viewed the
world and all its components as stemming necessarily from God. This system may be

compared to a mathematical theorem in which each statement stems from the original
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axiom. Thus, the necessity of God’s existence implies the requisite existence of the
world.

C. Judaism and God’s Will: Between these two positions of chance and necessity
stands the biblical interpretation of creation. According to the scriptural position, the
world’s existence is not a chance occurrence, nor is it a logical necessity. When one pays
attention to the functioning of our world, an intricate system of law and order becomes
manifest and serves as evidence of the existence of a Creator. This is a fact which must
be reckoned with. We refuse to accept the statement that all of creation is simply a
chance occurrence. In our view, the world’s existence stems directly from God’s absolute
freedom and lack of external constraints. We use the term will” to describe this state of
reality.

In contradistinction to the positions of both chance and necessity, we perceive
creation as the act of God’s free will. The world, then, is not a logical necessity: its
existence is not essential but possible, the result of God’s desire and command.

In describing the world as a logical necessity, we have used a mathematical model,
but additional models abound, such as man’s shadow, or the heat and light bestowed by
the sun. During the Middle Ages a unique philosophical term was used to explain this
relationship: emanation. Necessarily, the world emanates, or stems from God. The
concept of emanation has parallels in Jewish religious thought. The Kabbala, for
example, uses the term; however, the kabbalistic meaning differs from the medieval
concept.

Our belief'in the biblical concept of creation compels us to wage battle on two fronts
simultaneously. Although the opposing positions are opponents themselves, necessity
being the opposite of chance, they join forces to combat our position. We can present
these two opinions with the help of two models. Let us look, for example, at the
formation created by a handful of windblown specks of dust. Although the structure may
appear meaningful, we know that it was formed by chance. In contrast, if we observe the
formation made by scraps of metal through their exposure to a powerful magnet, it
becomes clear that this structure was formed according to the scientific laws of
magnetism. Thus we see two examples of formations, one of which implies chance,
while the other denotes necessity.

Now let us examine a third example: man. How must we perceive the complex
function of the human body? Many variations, both sophisticated and simplistic, exist
on these two themes. Epicurus and his successors viewed the world and man as dust in
the wind, a completely chance formation. The Aristotelians and their followers saw the

same formations as ”emanations” from a magnetic field.
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Medieval Jewish philosophers upheld a different approach. They preferred to
compare the world to the third model: will. They believed that the world is arranged
according to a necessary system of laws, yet the very creation and existence of the world
are dependent upon the will of the Creator.

Despite the vast gulf between them, the first two positions both leave man in an
existential void. Whether we owe our existence to chance or to necessity, our lives are
equally meaningless. Within these systems, we are no more than a tiny bolt lost in the
vast machinery. We are but a shadow, irrelevant even to He who casts it. In both these
philosophical systems, man’s existence is incidental. Man is thrown into a world which,
for him, is entirely devoid of meaning. Creation teaches us that both man and the world
he lives in possess significance.

Prophecy

The second focus of conflict is revelation. Does a dialogue between man and his Creator

exist?

The fact that the Kuzari king rejects the philosopher’s position has its roots in his
personal history. He cannot accept this blasphemous opinion since his spiritual quest
began with a form of prophecy: a dream. The philosopher’s position is easily discounted
by the Kuzari’s dream. The dream convinces the king of God’s abiding interest in his
creations, as well as of the significance inherent in God’s commandments. In other

words, not all actions are equal before God.

However, the dream cannot explain everything. The real battlefield does not lie in a
chance biographical occurrence. Rihal, therefore, transforms the discussion into a more
general one. And indeed, the philosopher’s final statement does refer to prophecy in

general:

7And then it is possible that the spiritual Being will prophesy to you and impart
mysteries through true dreams and accurate imaginings.”

The philosophers and the prophets continually contend with each other. The philosopher
may choose, quite simply, to deny the possibility of prophecy, as indeed many have
done. This is the Naturalist position, which denies the existence of the metaphysical. Our
philosopher is faced with two options, and he must make his choice:

a) He can remain in a completely natural world. Any phenomenon which hints at

metaphysical realities is a mistake, an illusion, a symptom of disease or an imitation.
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b) He may accept the possibility of a metaphysical reality; however, he will explain it in
accordance with his theories, and claim that a prophetic state can in fact only be achieved
through his own philosophical approach.

These are the two tactics that philosophers have traditionally used. Many
philosophers, particularly 7enlightened” ones, wished to deny any metaphysical
religious experience. However, serious philosophers could not avoid the fact that many
levels of experience exist, including metaphysical ones. They therefore felt the need to
explain these phenomena in various ways. The first 7enlightened” philosophers, 300
years ago, claimed that Yeshayahu the prophet was deceiving the people. Modern day
renlightened” philosophers attempt to explain his prophecies in other ways. He did not
consciously deceive himself, they claim; however, psychological or sociological forces
compelled him to operate under a delusion. Both of these represent the first option
outlined above.

The Kuzari’s philosopher chooses to respond in the latter manner. He attempts to be
a pseudo-religious philosopher, continually striving to incorporate the religious
elements of the human experience into his philosophy and to explain them in accordance

with his views.

However, this explanation, too, does not do justice to the religious experience. Every
religious experience is based on the human conviction of having encountered something,
or rather someone, beyond the natural boundaries of existence. The philosopher may
endeavor to explain such experiences with irreligious solutions; however, we remain
faced with a universal reality which demands a deeper explanation. The pinnacle of this
phenomenon is the prophetic experience. And it is here that the Kuzari feels justified in
discounting the philosopher’s opinion. The philosopher may take pride in many
accomplishments, but he has not attained prophetic vision.

The discussion of prophecy will occupy us later. At this point we will only mention
that it is essential to differentiate between two types of prophetic phenomena:

a) Prophecy which brings us the word of God, the commandment, the rule that obligates
us. This is normative, legislative prophecy.

b) Prophecy which breaks the barriers of time, and brings us information about the
future. This is an informative type of prophecy, which contains an additional element -
the possibility of miracles, of surpassing the natural laws which govern our world. This

experience may be termed ”miraculous prophecy.”

An important element in Rihal’s philosophy is revealed through this debate. The
discussion of prophecy touches upon one of the central themes of the conflict. Rihal
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maintains that the test of truth exists beyond the horizon of our lives. This world is
comparable to an exam whose results will only be known in the next world. However,
this is a unique type of exam. It is an open-book exam. We may use any source we wish,
we may discuss, argue, we are even allowed to copy. Although we copy, we will still
receive a just grade, because the real challenge lies in choosing the correct model to
emulate. In this exam, we express our various opinions regarding all the essential
existential issues. And yet, is it possible to know anything about the real answers here

and now?

Many people demand that I adhere to their system of laws and attempt to present
me with a philosophy which teaches me what I must do and where my responsibilities
lie. The philosopher does the same. I remain confused; I cannot differentiate between
true and false prophets. Rihal maneuvers between the different approaches. In the
discussion of normative prophecy, informative prophecy comes to our aid. The
experiment which most effectively allows us to uncover the true prophet is connected to
a vision of the future and the ability to surpass the laws of nature. These are the
undeniable modes of divine inspiration.

However, those are not the only indications of truth. Wise men do not depend on
miracles. In this issue Judaism takes one step further, toward an Existentialist view. We

will not deal with this sphere at present.

PART II

After having discussed creation and prophecy last week, let us now examine the third
area of conflict between philosophy and religion.

Redemption: Man’s Ultimate Destiny

Whenever we examine a philosophical position, we must not content ourselves with only
an analysis of its world view; we must first and foremost examine the understanding of
man which each position entails. And indeed, the philosopher leads us into a discussion
of this issue. What is man’s goal and purpose? Toward what ends should man strive? All
answers to this question are based upon what may be termed rphilosophical
anthropology”: the perception of man’s inner character.

This topic is intrinsically bound up with a more general issue: What is man? What is
his destiny? The analysis of this issue is necessarily connected to our belief in the world

to come, since man’s destiny is defined through all the various dimensions of his
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existence, both in this world and the next. Man does not conclude his role and his life in
this world. Death does not snuff out our existence.

We will, with God’s help, return to this issue at a later stage, though the philosopher
addresses the point at the very outset of his presentation. In this speech, Rihal succeeds
in defining yet another area which stands in the center of the conflict between the Jewish
faith and the philosopher’s creed. The philosopher presents a position which can be
termed aristocratic. To conceptualize the philosopher’s view, let us imagine an
expensive electronic instrument, encased in a box and surrounded by a protective
cardboard filling. To the philosopher, the expensive instrument represents an elite group
of thinkers. They are the best of the human race, the pinnacle of creation, and they alone
can hope to attain their full intellectual potential. The rest of humanity simply fulfills the
function of the cardboard cushion, existing solely in order to protect the elite group from

harm.

According to this position - one of the medieval forms of Aristotelian philosophy -
man is not divided into flesh and spirit, as we find in the Bible, or into body and soul as
the terminology that we commonly use puts it, but rather into body and soul on the one
hand versus intellect on the other. Man’s physical being includes both the biological
functions, such as digestion and breathing, and the psychological functions, such as
emotions and imagination. All these elements are considered part of the physical side of
man which he shares with the animals. Both man and animal, given their physical
essence, are mortal beings. The function unique to man is his intellect, the only element
of his make-up which breaks through the barriers of the physical world. And every
person, or almost every person, possesses the potential to develop his intellect to its
fullest.

This latent intellectual power is termed the material intellect” or the potential
intellect.” When man studies and attains scientific and philosophical development, his
potential intellect is actualized, and he thus becomes worthy of immortality. Philosophy
did indeed speak of the immortality of the soul; however, it did not speak of the
immortality of the individual soul. To the philosopher’s credit, we must note that this
cognitive theory was often linked to an emotional element as well.

We do not do justice to the philosopher’s position if we ignore the theory upon which
it is based, the theory of the ractive intellect,” which attempts to explain the process of
knowledge acquisition. The theory of active intellect developed during the Middle Ages,
based upon Aristotelian philosophy. Later this theory was abandoned and left to gather
dust in the archives of ancient philosophy, albeit some remnants of it can still be
discovered among modern thinkers. Thus, for example, William James spoke of a
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collective 7attic” of human memory and Jung developed the concept of a collective
subconscious which affects all of humanity.

We have accused the philosopher of aristocracy, and indeed, he can easily be proven
guilty of this offense. His philosophical approach saw man’s humanity, and thus his
destiny, in the search for truth, particularly the truths of science and metaphysics. This,
he believed, was the highest ideal, the ultimate goal.

Thus, all other human functions, such as emotion or morality, became secondary. At
the very most, they serve only to pave the way for the intellectual advancement of the
elite group. Human society exists solely for the purpose of creating and maintaining the
ivory towers which house the philosophers. Their satisfaction is gleaned from joining
the society of Hermes, Socrates, Plato and Aristotle. The philosopher’s ultimate
ambition is to gain admission to this exclusive club. Attaining such a membership is

loosely termed "God’s will.”

The philosopher sees man’s cognitive achievements as central, and therefore a man
who has taken an intellectual wrong turn has forfeited his life. By this token, it is possible
to cynically remark that the philosophers have managed to disqualify themselves! The
philosopher categorically rejects any person who is unfamiliar with the tenets which
form the basis of his knowledge, such as the astronomical and cosmological theories of
Aristotelian science. However, today, after Copernicus, it has become abundantly clear
that these theories are completely false and would not pass scientific inspection at even
a high school level. Undoubtedly it is not his fault; nonetheless, the philosopher was
mistaken. This error teaches us that we must search for man’s worth not necessarily in
the context of his knowledge of scientific facts, but rather in other, more basic areas
which are human and eternal and are not dependent upon his state during a particular
period. In other words, faith cannot be seen as knowledge of entries in an encyclopaedia,
or as a sum of cosmological and psychological information.

The philosopher claims that man need not concern himself with the form of his
worship of God, nor with the content of his actions in general. However, this is not
because God is merciful, but because the practical side of life is completely irrelevant to
Him in the scheme of things. What is important is man’s intellectual ability to understand
the truth. It is essential that law exist - i.e., religion in the broadest sense of the word.
What law? It makes no difference. Man can choose from any of the systems devised by
the wise, and then he must be given the freedom to involve himself in philosophy, while
his basic needs are fulfilled and while being protected from external dangers by the

surrounding society.
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Faust and the Philosopher

Rav Yehuda Halevi contends with the philosopher at his best: the man who searches for
a moral path of his own and finds happiness in his "membership” in a small intellectual
elite. This is his only goal. Rihal accents what can be termed "the democratic problem.”
The philosopher’s answer is not an appropriate answer for all of mankind, nor is it
sufficient for all aspects of any individual. Can the philosopher make good his promise,
and grant man eternal joy? And assuming this ability, can his philosophical ideals help
build a viable society? The philosopher speaks not of a Godly religion but of a

humanistic religion, constructed solely upon the basis of human consensus.

The humanist who denies the divinity of the Torah is the philosopher’s successor;
however, an additional successor appeared on the scene as well, one who believed that
anything and everything is allowed. His ideal lies not in the development of humanity
but rather in the here and now. His terms are different. ”Build yourself a religion,” he
suggests, implying that no binding code of ethics exists. No prophet can assist in your
quest, nor is there a Father in heaven who can direct you. You remain forever alone, and
all paths that you choose are equally valid. We will discuss this topic further at a later
stage.

nFaust,” Goethe’s masterpiece, describes the spiritual fate of the philosopher.

Faust is a man who saw his life’s work in the search for the truth, from logic and
mathematics, to the secrets of astronomy. However, when Faust reaches the pinnacle of
his career and looks back at his biography, he reaches a breaking point. This is the
philosopher’s crisis. He discovers that despite the fact that science provides for a number
of man’s basic drives - intellectual curiosity, wonder at the world, the attempt to solve
its riddles, and the discovery of the keys to technology - it cannot infuse his life with
meaning. Faust finds no alternative, and wishes in desperation to take his own life. At
this point Satan appears and offers Faust a deal: the fulfillment of all his desires in return
for the possession of his immortal soul. Faust agrees.

The covenant with the devil is the danger facing humanity in modern times. Its most

tragic and extreme expression was found in Nazism.

The basic assumption of this philosophical system was that when man reaches his
intellectual summit, he will achieve happiness as well. The philosopher viewed
happiness as a function of attaining intellectual truth. Among the many principles that
find their expression in "Faust,” special emphasis must be placed upon the recognition
that man cannot achieve fulfillment through scientific knowledge. However, Faust’s
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chosen option was destructive.Replacing his failed attempts to reach satisfaction
through the intellect, Faust joined forces with the devil.

Faust’s Jewish Successor

We can suggest a number of modern thinkers as possible successors of the medieval
philosopher. At his most developed, the "philosopher” wishes to achieve spiritual
perfection, and sees the fulfillment of his role in the development of all his latent spiritual
potential. His ideal is the construction of an intellectual elite whose members adhere to

a humanistic code of ethics.

As we have seen, the philosopher makes use of familiar religious terms. Yet, on the
other hand, he speaks the conceptual language of the Middle Ages, which sounds distant
and obscure to modern ears. Thus, for example, the philosopher speaks of ”the active
intellect,” a medieval concept which we will not expand upon here. However, modern
versions of the philosopher continually appear upon the intellectual scene. The best
known modern form of this medieval philosophy is found, with certain changes, in
Spinoza’s work. The difference between our philosopher and Spinoza is comparable to
the difference between Aristotle and Newton. Physical and astronomical principles have
changed, and as a result, the whole picture of the world has altered as well. In general
terms, however, the conflict between the Jew and the philosopher in the Kuzari can be
translated into the conflict between the modern believer and Spinoza.

Let us look back and trace the development of this philosophy. It was nourished not
only by Greek sources: Jewish sources contributed to its development as well, and that
is the reason that Spinoza took religious terminology and clothed it in a new
philosophical mantle. We must be aware of the fact that we frequently meet such
philosophers, whose language is almost religious, or pseudo-religious, yet at its core is
fundamentally different from our religion. This ambiguity is the source of mistakes and
problems in understanding Spinoza’s approach. In any case, the problems which we have
brought to light still exist: Both in Spinoza’s philosophy and that of the medieval
philosopher, man is alone, God is too great to possess an interest in him, and therefore

no meaningful dialogue or relationship between Man and his Creator can exist.
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CHAPTER 8: Intentions and Actions

PART I: The Conflict

Having reviewed the central components of the philosopher’s position we must stress
that our quarrel with him is not merely of a specific nature; its scope is, in fact, much
larger. This conflict demonstrates the clash between he who searches for the keys to the
mystery of life in religious sources and he who seeks them in human wisdom and pure
philosophy.

This conflict is not necessitated by any inherent discordance between religion and
philosophy. In fact, history displays an impressive array of religious philosophers who
endeavored to bridge the gap between the two worlds and inhabit both simultaneously.
Philo, the Alexandrian Jew who maintained this position, initiated the union between the
Bible and Greek philosophy. This fruitful marriage yielded many children. The most
prominent and successful among these - albeit not the eldest - was the Rambam. Rihal
was well acquainted with a number of these offspring. Yet he staunchly refused to accept
the synthesis, and intentionally strove to sharpen the conflict. Thus Rihal became the
prototype of the thinker who rejects the tenets of Greek philosophy out of hand.

Rihal’s refusal to concede to the philosopher’s position is understandable. We have
amply demonstrated the philosopher’s deliberate misuse of religious terminology.
However, Rihal had still more cause for skepticism. On the surface, the philosopher’s
position is able to claim superiority on the basis of its proven dependence upon logic
alone. In reality, however, this assertion is far from true. Each and every philosopher
constructs his position not only upon the tenets of formal thought and empirical
evidence, but also upon prior assumptions which stem from his education, his culture,
and even his language. The rational Aristotelian philosopher is no exception, and
remains bound not only by his pagan milieu but also by his personal fears and desires,
and his own individual brand of idolatry.

Which Road Will Lead to Happiness?

The greatest defect in the philosopher’s position, however, lies not in what it contains
but rather in what it lacks. The philosopher’s approach does not resolve the fundamental
problems whose solutions must guide man throughout his life. This complaint is raised
by the Kuzari king, who appears here as an advocate of religion. His response returns
us to the point of origin, the dream, and thus to the laconic statement, Y our intentions
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are acceptable; however, your actions are not.” This is the source of the conflict between
the philosopher and the proponent of religion. The king notes that although the
philosopher is working towards an apparently worthy end, he lacks any standard by

which to gauge the ultimate worth of man’s actions.

Let us demonstrate our criticism of the philosopher through an analysis of one of the
central moral commandments, ”Thou shalt not kill.” Despite the existence of certain
exceptions, such as cases of self-defense, war, and perhaps even capital punishment,
»Thou shalt not kill” is and remains an absolute prohibition. Yet, does the philosopher’s
approach imply this as well?

This problem is expressed in the dilemma faced by one of the classic figures of world
literature, Raskolnikov, the hero of Dostoyevsky’s ”Crime and Punishment.”
Raskolnikov ardently desired intellectual fulfillment. Were we to translate
Dostoyevsky’s work into the philosopher’'s terms, we would say that Raskolnikov
desired to merge with the active intellect.” However, he meets with numerous obstacles
on his way. His social and economic realities seem to smother and restrain him, and his
dream seems eternally out of reach. Raskolnikov’s desires are hardly akin to those of
coarse, unbridled people. He is, in fact, a model of sensitivity and refinement. And yet,
his goal continually eludes him. He faces a difficult dilemma, the dilemma of a man
who feels that he is destined for greatness but lacks the means to fulfill that destiny. And
behold, a rich old woman, whose money could aid the achievement of his lofty goals,
appears in his path. To lay hands upon this money, Raskolnikov murders the old woman.

Without unraveling the sequence of Dostoyevsky’s plot, let us demand an honest and
courageous answer of the philosopher: Why should Raskolnikov refrain from
murdering the old woman? Would not your own court acquit Raskolnikov? Would you
not grant him permission, before the fact, to commit the murder?

Jewish thought differs sharply from the attitude of the philosopher. Judaism demands
that if we choose the Jewish path, we must alter our viewpoint and analyze actions from
a different perspective: we must evaluate all behavior not only from our own subjective
viewpoint, but also from an objective stance. The philosopher instructs each person to
measure the worth of his actions in accordance with their effectiveness in the promotion
of his goals. The only question one needs to ask is: ”Do these actions help me attain self-
actualization?”” Judaism suggests that we ask another question: »Would God approve of

my behavior?”

God judges us according to our actions, not according to our intentions or even our
achievements. God rewards us for our efforts, not our successes. Judaism finds
Raskolnikov guilty!
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Judaism presents us with a dual system of ethics. On the one hand, we face a system
of goals, which includes the worthy aim of Torah scholarship. This is the Jewish parallel
to the philosopher’s creed. On the other hand, to sanction the destruction of all that lies
in our path in pursuit of this goal, is, from a religious perspective, patently absurd.
Judaism is based upon a harmonious interaction between the fear of sin and the love of
wisdom. While conceding that scholarship constitutes a religious ideal, Judaism
maintains that an ignorant boor who nevertheless withstands temptation to sin, or who
sacrifices his life for the sake of his God, reaps the rewards of the World to Come
alongside the scholar who has arrived at the pinnacle of intellectual achievement and
self-actualization. Righteous actions can have as profound an effect as the search for

abstract truth.

Religion and Idolatry: Defining the Boundaries

At this point the philosopher fights his battles not with one particular religion but rather
with all religions at once. This fact brings up a significant question: Does a coalition”
in fact exist between the various religions?

I do not intend to define the attitudes of Jewish law to other religions at this point.
This is an important issue, and to do it justice would demand a much broader forum.
However, we must stress that such an automatic coalition certainly does not exist. While
we respect the religious positions and phenomena of other nations, we do not consider
ourselves to be covenanted members of the same society. Ironically, Rihal’s words teach
us something negative about religion in general. We discover that religion may in fact
sink to the level of idolatry, while outwardly maintaining the appearance of monotheism.

What is idolatry? The category is difficult to define and we will explore the concept
in greater depth at a later stage. At this juncture we will attempt to characterize idolatry
through a single component of its many-faceted countenance. Idolatry contains a well-
hidden trap which is brought to the surface through the problem of intention versus
action epitomized by the Kuzari’s dream. On the one hand, there exists within man -
perhaps even in every man - an honest desire to worship God. This positive intention is
universal. Yet on the other hand, man often actively expresses this desire through the
worship of other objects. He worships people, inanimate objects, and often pays
obesiance to modes of behavior worthy of his disgust, such as drunkenness, harlotry,
drug abuse and human sacrifice. Oftentimes he worships himself, either covertly or
openly. His religious intentions are laudable, yet his actual conduct leaves much to be
desired. This behavior is, in fact, idolatry.
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Now the words of the angel in the king’s dream appears before us with their full
intensity. Not only are philosophical intentions alone insufficient; religious intentions,
as well, may fall short of the mark. Once a religious commitment has been made, we
must still question whether a particular practice is capable of fully expressing the
religious sentiment. In other words, we must continually ask ourselves whether our
actions are acceptable in God’s eyes. We cannot ignore the fact that the 7 Ayatollah” who
sends his flock to certain death, and the cult leaders who are willing to commit murder,
are motivated by ”good intentions.” They are clearly convinced of the divine character
of their mission. And yet this internal conviction alone will not suffice. True, there
always have been hypocrites who abused the trust of their followers in order to conquer,
plunder or otherwise gain ascendancy under a religious guise. Yet history overflows
with examples of activities and movements motivated only by the purest of intentions,
which ultimately remained glaringly empty of religious worth. Good intentions are not
enough. Intentions and actions constitute two dimensions which must come into play in

any analysis of man’s religious behavior.

PART II: Jewish Reckoning

Although Rihal calls his work ”a defence of the despised religion,” he does not engage
in apologetics. His unapologetic stance forces us to judge not only others, but ourselves
as well. In his formulation of the philosopher’s position, Rihal charges us with the
mission of self-examination. Although the events depicted in his book take place a few
hundred years prior to the book’s composition, Rihal hints at the tumultuous period in
which the book was written: the Crusades, waged for the sake of the Church, revealed
the emptiness and poverty of the religion which motivated them. In this matter, the
humanistic philosopher expresses a justified criticism of religion. He asserts that »the
doctrine of the philosophers does not cause the killing of human beings, since their goal
lies in the intellect.”

Paradoxically, the Kuzari king cites religious wars as a reason for his preference of
the man of religion over the philosopher. Is this the opinion of R. Yehuda Halevi as well?
The answer is unclear. We would surmise that the king’s words do not represent Rihal’s
true opinion. And indeed, according to the literary device employed in the book, only
the Jewish representative reflects Judaism’s views. This is not true of the king’s
explanations, however "positive” they may be. This distinction remains intact even after
his conversion to Judaism and certainly exists before his first meeting with the ”chaver”
(the Jewish representative).
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The Kuzari’s claim must be understood differently. If we compare the philosopher
with the proponent of religion, we find that despite the philosopher’s sophistication and
refinement, the religious man surpasses him in one basic area. The religious
representative is not merely presenting an intellectual alternative to the philosopher. He
is championing a completely different way of life. He is so convinced of its supremacy
that he is willing to kill or to be killed for it. To be sure, it is important to stress that the
Kuzari is not advocating warfare, but rather praising the unwavering faith and internal
conviction which foster the willingness to make sacrifices. Thus, a previously
mentioned point is relevant here too: The religious man’s response must be acceptable
to God! The small seed of truth in the Kuzari’s claim germinates and comes to fruition
through the principle of 7kiddush Hashem” (sanctification of God’s name through self-
sacrifice). True faith finds its expression in the willingness to give up one’s life, as well
as on every other level of existence. Religion can often lead to fanaticism and the
persecution of those whose opinion differ from one’s own. Judaism directs us, instead,
toward idealism: the readiness to stand by our faith in the face of persecution. This does
not, of course, mean that we must seek out suffering. In fact, we are commanded to save
the persecuted, including ourselves, even through such drastic means as brute force and

warfare. However, we may never take on the role of the persecutor.

The Kuzari king makes no mention of war, and the issue could easily have been
ignored. Perhaps the fact that Rihal has the philosopher bring up the question of warfare
points to some implied criticism of religion. There are wars which are justified.
However, here the representative of religion is confronted by the censure of the
humanist: How is it that you have lead the world through so many horrific wars in the
name of religion? A number of movements developed in the wake of this trenchant
criticism of religion, during the Enlightenment and at the height of the socialist struggle
- movements which attempted to destroy religion and build a new world upon its ruins.
Today we can look back and analyze these movements. At the end of the twentieth
century we may safely state that the philosopher’s vision has become a reality. His
ambition to create a religion of the intellect has come to pass in the modern world. These
approaches were based upon the creation of a man bereft of his God. They invented a
new religion and made use of their human wisdom to conceive of a world in which there
would be no bloodshed, because ”their goal is the intellect.” Yet these groups, who
stopped their ears against the heavenly call and replaced it with human wisdom and
emotion, sowed the seeds of two movements: Nazism on the one hand and Communism
on the other. The secular wars waged by these groups, both internally and externally,
make the religious wars of previous periods look like child’s play.
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Not all movements and revolutions are alike, of course; some contain positive
elements. For example, the French Revolution and even part of the socialist struggle had
nacceptable intentions.” They desired the utmost development of the human intellect and
they honestly wished to construct a new world, stripped clean of negative religious
influence. Many Jews enthusiastically endorsed these movements. During the French
Revolution, they waved the tri-colored flag and literally transformed their Torah scrolls
into drums with which to herald the new age. During the Russian Revolution, many Jews
raised the red flag and joyously transformed their synagogues into Communist meeting
houses. Today, it is impossible to view these attempts without an awareness of their
ultimate results. The French Revolution ended in terror, and the Russian Revolution in
gulags and concentration camps, mass murders, exiles, destruction and irretrievable
loss. In contrast to these movements, Nazism made a conscious attempt to return to the
age of idolatry. Nazism saw its doctrine as a rebellion against the morality of Judaism
and thus against religious morality as a whole. Therefore, the philosopher’s opinions
need correction, since reality has proved much more complex than he anticipated.
Rihal’s veiled criticism of religion remains valid; however, the philosopher’s promise of
hope has failed us as well. Man took the reins into his own hands and invented a religion;
yet he fared no better, and actually much worse, than the proponents of religion

Humaneness and Humanism

Let us stop for a moment and conduct a Jewish analysis of the conflict between religion
and the secular humanist approach. Since the dawn of time, man has lived under tragic
circumstances. We must eternally grapple both with heresy and idolatry, while
remaining aware of the fact that wars often stem from idolatry hidden behind a mask of
monotheism. The Torah attempts to help us navigate between these two dangers: heresy
and idolatry.

The Torah’s ideal is humane. However, humanity has two meanings. The Torah
champions humaneness, not humanism. Allow me to explain. We often speak of the
difference between a realistic and a humane, humanistic, approach. Etymologically, the
difference between the two is comparable to the contrast between the Talmudic concepts
of »cheftza” (object) and gavra” (person). The realist approach deals with objects. The
humanist approach involves itself with man and his human responses to reality. While
realist studies focus on facts, humanist studies teach that there are things which resist
scientific demonstration, but find expression in the human spirit. Beyond the facts lie the
values. We are well aware that values are constantly disputed. When educating the next
generation, we attempt to transmit all the factual information we possess, proferring the
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benefit of our scientific and technological knowledge, so that our children need not start
at the beginning. Similarly, we feel a responsibility to instill in them the values which
guide us, in order to prevent a repetition of the mistakes of the past. Despite the continual
debate over values, we feel the need to pass them on. We believe in their worth and must
therefore bequeath them to the coming generations.

The Torah instructs us in humaneness, not humanism. This trait is one of the defining
characteristics of every truly religious person. One who is guided by respect and love for
his fellow man, believing that every person, no matter how badly misled or
downtrodden, was created in God’s image, is humane. To him, the value of human life

1s non-negotiable and unquantifiable.

The humanist, in the philosophical sense of the word, is a person who believes that
these values stem from man and not from God. The humanist believes in man as the
ultimate lawmaker, the final arbiter of ethical behavior. The religious person refuses to
accept this premise. While often agreeing with the humanist regarding the content of his
values, he disagrees about their origin. The source of humane behavior is not human; it
is Divine.

We may choose between two possible approaches to humanism. There are those who
dismiss it entirely, based upon its secular character. Rav Kook, in contrast to this
position, stresses the idea that humanism’s ultimate source is Divine although its
proponents may be unaware of the fact. Using a kabbalistic model, Rav Kook explains
that two types of light exist: the 7”surrounding radiance,” which stems from without and
is the light of Revelation, and the "internal radiance” which wells up inside of man
himself. The ideal is to be found in the balance between these two spiritual forces.

The first approach was expressed by Rav Yaakov Krantz, the "Maggid (storyteller)
of Dubno,” through a parable which I will relate with some slight alterations.

Two neighbors were blessed with daughters at the same time. One man was a
shoemaker by profession and extremely poor. The other was a thief, and strange as it
may seem, despite his profession he was equally poverty-stricken. They would often
lament their fate and discuss ways to help their daughters when they were to reach
marriageable age. A friend advised them to save money, and the shoemaker took his
advice. He bore a hole in a crate, locked it up, and would daily place a penny inside this
safe. In those days, a long period of such savings would reap a goodly sum.

At the wedding of the shoemaker’s daughter, the father of the bride and his neighbor
the thief again discussed money matters. "How did you manage it?”” inquired the thief.
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rI'locked up a safe and placed pennies in it day after day,” responded the shoemaker.
»And why did you not do the same?”

], who have no fear of other people’s locks - why should I fear a lock of my own?”
replied the thief.

Morality and law are the ”locks” which govern man’s behavior. A person who accepts
the Torah believes that there are God-given ”locks” in this world. The humanist

maintains that all the locks are man-made.

The Maggid’s story demonstrates the weakness inherent in this position. If man has
locked the safe, he can just as easily unlock it. He can always break his promise, crack
his own safe. We are faced with different people of various opinions: a liberal and a
Nazi, a terrorist and a philanthropist, etc. How may one differentiate between the
different locks if one lacks an objective yardstick?

Let us be specific. I refer to a lock, not a policeman. The religious Jew does not accept
the Torah’s rules merely out of a fear of punishment. This is a low level, albeit an
important one. The believer accepts the yoke of heaven out of the conviction that it links
him to Divine, not human, truth and goodness.

Rav Kook wishes to bring us to a wider perception of the problem. Although we
disagree with the underlying philosophy of the humanist, we can still be party to many
of his opinions. Until now we have spoken of cases where man’s intentions were
acceptable, while his actions were not. Sometimes, the opposite is true. Man’s intentions
are not acceptable and yet his actions are! This is possible since man is not always aware
of the true motives behind his actions. Unconscious motives, composed of a higher and

better mettle than man himself recognizes, exist nonetheless.

Here we discover one of the secrets of Rav Kook’s philosophy which also found
expression in various ways throughout Chassidic traditions. Freud teaches us that when
we delve into man’s subconscious, we discover egoistic motives and uncontrolled
passions. The experience can be compared to that of entering a clean and beautifully
kept room, only to discover dirt and dust under the rug. While Rav Kook may agree with
this picture, he would claim that one had not dug deep enough. Under the carpet and the
dust, beneath the foundations of the house, a wellspring of pure water flows. The
unconscious contains positive elements as well as negative, demonstrating that each
person is subconsciously connected to the sublime. In every moral and humane position,

Godly footprints can be found, despite man’s attempts to convince us otherwise.

We believe that modern human values stem from the biblical 7revolution” and are a
direct result of the original prophetic force. This force has not yet succeeded in fully
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changing the face of humanity. Yet, we must be aware that modern society which speaks
loftily of basic human values was built on the foundations of that elemental force. The
biblical tradition, despite the dimming of its radiance, has had a decisive influence upon
human development and has in many senses fashioned Western society which
supposedly possesses the ideals of humanism.
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CHAPTER 9: THE DREAM AS PARABLE

As we have previously noted, the initial passages of the Kuzari emphasize the division

between philosophy and religion regarding three central issues (I: 4):
A. The concept of creation;

B. The doctrine of prophecy, and such relevant questions as the nature of God’s
knowledge of man, the divinity of the Torah, and man’s dialogue with his Maker;

C. The anticipation of individual and collective redemption.

The legend which forms the underpinnings of the book compels the philosopher,
albeit indirectly, to address the issue of prophecy. At this juncture the discussion
revolves around the lowest level of prophecy, the dream. Yet despite its drab
performance in comparison to the drama of a split sea or the Sinai revelation, the
prophetic dream nonetheless successfully lures us towards the mystique of the
supernatural. We are granted a glimpse of realities far too distant in time or space to be
accessible through our natural senses.

The compelling nature of the prophetic dream leads to a discussion of the reliability
of dreams and thus into the complex field of parapsychology. This problematic
nscience” has become the focus of a continual controversy. Many proponents of the field
expected the eventual evolution of parapsychology into a legitimate channel for the
scientific analysis of supernatural phenomena. Yet despite numerous startling advances
and breakthroughs, parapsychology is and will remain a controversial and questionable
science. We will return to this topic when we begin our discussion of the soul, and will
treat it to the degree that the constraints of this forum will allow. At this point, however,
we will stress a different aspect of the dream.

We have previously named Spinoza as a modern, sophisticated version of the
Aristotelian philosopher. And indeed, Spinoza did champion a natural, physical view of
the world. He perceived nature, and thus science as well, as the sole realities. All other
experiences were, in his opinion, either fraud, willful self-deception, or delusions. By
divulging the contents of his dream, the Kuzari king in effect compels us to confront the
supernatural. However, the confrontation alone will not suffice. The Kuzari then points
out the complete independence of the selfsame supernatural phenomenon from the
development of those intellectual faculties lauded by the philosopher. To the
philosopher’s chagrin, the Kuzari maintains that despite its significant advances
elsewhere, philosophy has consistently failed to penetrate the deeper levels of our reality
which occasionally surface by dint of supernatural phenomena such as the prophetic

dream.
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This discussion takes place against the backdrop of the autobiographical motif of the
Kuzari, who was himself motivated to embark upon his spiritual quest by a dream. A
deeper look at the conflict reveals that we, as Jews, stand between the two viewpoints.
Here, too, we must search out the golden mean between two dangerous and faulty
exaggerations. The intellect is not the sole yardstick of reality, yet neither may we allow
the supernatural to blot out the natural and intellectual. The Kuzari does not passively
accept the sovereignty of the supernatural. Rather, he attempts to find its place alongside
the natural and intellectual realities. This is an accurate reflection of the Torah’s
approach as well.

We can express this attitude with the aid of a classic example from the Talmud: the
story of Achnai’s oven (see Babylonian Talmud, Bava Metzia 59a-b):

Rabbi Eliezer declares it ritually pure and the sages declare it ritually impure.

It has been taught: »On that day, Rabbi Eliezer used all the arguments in the world,
but they did not accept them from him. He said to them: ’If the Halakha is in
accordance with me, let this carob tree prove it.’ The carob tree was uprooted
from its place one hundred cubits - and some say four hundred cubits. They said to
him: 'One does not bring proof from a carob tree’ He then said to them: 'If the
Halakha is in accordance with me, let the channel of water prove it.’ The channel of
water turned backward. They said to him: 'One does not bring proof from a channel
of water.” He then said to them: 'If the Halakha is in accordance with me, let the walls
of the House of Study prove it.’ The walls of the House of Study leaned to fall. Rabbi
Yehoshua rebuked them, and said to them: 'If Talmudic sages argue with one another
about the Halakha, what affair is it of yours? They did not fall, out of respect for
Rabbi Yehoshua; but they did not straighten, out of respect for Rabbi Eliezer, and
they still remain leaning. He then said to them: ’If the Halakha is in accordance with
me, let it be proved from Heaven.” A Heavenly voice went forth and said: 'Why are
you disputing with Rabbi Eliezer, for the Halakha is in accordance with him
everywhere?’ Rabbi Yehoshua rose to his feet and said: 'It is not in Heaven.””

What does 71t is not in Heaven” mean?

Rabbi Yirmeya said: That the Torah was already given on Mount Sinai, and we do not
pay attention to a Heavenly voice, for You already wrote in the Torah at Mount Sinai:
nAfter the majority to incline.”
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Rabbi Natan met Elijah and said to him: »What did the Holy One, blessed be He, do
at that time?” He said to him: ”He smiled and said: ‘My sons have defeated Me, My sons
have defeated Me.””

This story vividly portrays the conflict between the supernatural, represented by
Rabbi Eliezer, and the human intellect, represented by Rabbi Yehoshua. The Talmud’s
decision to reject the authority of the 7bat kol” (supernatural voice) teaches us that in
some areas the supernatural does not hold sway. The Torah itself contains the synthesis
between " Torah from heaven” ("Torah min ha-shamayim”) and it is not in heaven” (""lo
ba-shamayim he”). We will make do with this limited analysis of the question, with the
reservation that Rihal himself explains the cited Talmudic passages in another way.

Thus we discover that we are not faced merely with a choice between good and evil.
Our alternatives are far more complex. We are indeed confronted by two options, but we
must search for the third possibility: the golden mean, the synthesis between two

extreme positions.

We disagree with the perception that all phenomena can be explained through natural
means. However, we must exercise caution in our relationship with the supernatural. We
must be on guard against the illusions and deceptions which are part and parcel of the
supernatural revelation. The supernatural has caused grave mistakes, and cruel and evil

actions have repeatedly been performed in its name.

The Dream: A Starting Point

The book of the Kuzari is built around the encounter with the supernatural, yet the
literary framework of the book takes the form of a rational argument. In the ”Epistle of
Repentance” of R. Chasdai ibn Shaprut, which also recounts this legend, the Kuzari king
reveals that the dream was not simply a starting point; rather, it led him to the resolution
of his spiritual conflict. The dream sufficed to convince the king that Judaism holds the
keys to divine truth. Thus, the argument served merely as a useful literary vehicle. In
contrast, Rihal’s literary structure positions the dream as the point of departure, the initial

impetus for a spiritual quest.

Let us examine a Talmudic passage which can serve as a fascinating background for
our discussion. In Tractate Yevamot 24b, R. Nechemia argues with the Sages regarding
the status of converts whose motives were impure, such as the converts of Mordechai
and Esther’s day, who converted out of fear, or the converts of King Solomon’s period,
whose motive for conversion was, in our Rabbis’ words, ’to join the company of kings.”

R. Nechemia states that converts for lust, converts motivated by dreams, and the
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converts of Mordechai and Esther's day - are invalid converts.” Putting aside the
argument, let us focus on R. Nechemia’s example of an insincere conversion: he
includes 7converts motivated by dreams” in this category. A surprising statement
indeed! If the Kuzari was inspired to convert by his dream, according to Rabbi
Nechemia he joins the ranks of questionable converts! Although the Halakha (Jewish
law) sides with the Rabbis’ approach, stating that all the above-mentioned groups are
considered fully-fledged converts, the distinction between the various types of converts
remains significant. The Talmud wisely warns us to be wary of such ”miraculous
conversions.” In contrast, Christian legend glorifies Constantine, the Emperor of Rome,
who converted to Christianity after dreaming that the cross marched before his
conquering army. Historians tend to doubt that the dream was Constantine’s sole
motivation, and they point out various political and economic interests which could
easily have motivated him as well. The Halakha takes a different approach. It demands
that the dream be accepted only after passing through the sieve of the intellect. In other
words, while we must recognize the existence of the supernatural, we must be wary of
heedlessly fulfilling its directives. The supernatural light must pass through the prism of
the intellect, which in turn is influenced by Halakha. False prophets also speak in the
name of supernatural revelations, and yet we must resist their call. In its conflict with
Christianity, Judaism has consistently maintained that miracles could not induce a

change in its views.

The classical Jewish philosophers claimed that the difference between miracles and
prophecy is reflected in the revelation at Mount Sinai. The extraordinary events were
indeed supernatural; however, our confidence in the divinity of our tradition stems not

from the miraculous aspects of the event but rather from the actual giving of the Torah.

Perhaps the discussion of the dream can be viewed as a literary foreshadowing of the
book, since its premise is, in fact, divine revelation. However, Rihal maintains that the
divinity of the Torah is based upon the historic revelation to the nation as a whole, and
not upon the prophetic dream of the individual. We must also note that Rihal is under no
obligation to identify with every position expressed by the Kuzari. Even at those points
where the Kuzari brilliantly defends Torah or Jewish nationalism, the differences
between the Kuzari’s position and that of the ”chaver” (Jewish representative) can be

radical, as we shall see.

The final words in this segment are significant indeed: "The Divine holds a different
secret than the philosopher.” A similar statement is found, surprisingly, in one of the
gems of world literature. When Hamlet discovers the mysteries of the supernatural
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encounter, he informs Horatio: ”There are more things in heaven and earth ... than are
dreamt of in your philosophy” (I:v).
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CHAPTER 10: JUDAISM: WELLSPRING OF MONOTHEISTIC
RELIGIONS

As we have seen, Rihal made use of the dream sequence found in R. Hasdai ibn Shaprut’s
epistle; however, he altered and weakened it somewhat by removing the recognition of
the truth of Judaism from within the dream itself. For Rihal, the dream simply provides
the impetus for the philosophical quest. The fateful decision is reached at a later stage,
following considerable debate and discussion. The Kuzari does not join the ranks of the
Jews through ignorance of other options; rather, he embraces Judaism after an analysis

and subsequent rejection of those options.

At this point, a great paradox becomes apparent. Judaism is perceived as a provincial,
tribal religion, puny and insignificant. The natural tendency is to turn initially to the
representatives of the »great religions.” In addition, Judaism is seen through the eyes of
an entrenched and socially sanctioned prejudice. And yet, it is from within this dismal
picture that the sovereignty of Judaism becomes manifest. Through the addresses of the
Gentile representatives, the Kuzari discovers Judaism at the root of all religions. Any
religion which speaks of a relationship between man and his Maker, champions the
doctrine of creation, and claims that life is imbued with meaning, locates its source in
Judaism. This category often includes religions which adamantly oppose all things
Jewish and actively wage war against the Jews. Their animosity notwithstanding, they
draw their essence from Jewish roots. The attitudes of Islam and Christianity towards
Judaism were long characterized by violent conflict and persecution. These reactions are
typical of children rebelling against their parents. And despite their hostility, at times
even while in the grips of this oedipal struggle, they are forced, to some extent, to
acknowledge their Jewish parentage.

»The Kuzari” opens two avenues before us. Our first option is philosophical, a path
based solely upon human intellect and man’s search for the Divine. The alternate course
begins with prophecy, or God’s approach towards man. With this, a classic system of
ideas was born: creation, knowledge of God, revelation, redemption. These ideas,
universally accepted today in various cultures and tongues, were born of the Israelite
revolution. Every person whose consciousness contains these elements, be it in complete
or partial form, draws on the sources of Judaism, either consciously or unconsciously.

Every position which is based upon the relationship between God and man - this being
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what Rihal terms ”the Divine essence” - returns us in some form to the sources of

Judaism and to the historic encounter between God and the Jewish people.

We have attempted to sharpen Rihal’s claim and to prove that even the words of the
philosopher could not have evolved into the form they take in »The Kuzari” without
Jewish influence. This merger between Jewish ideas and the philosopher’s position was
formulated long before the advent of Christianity and Islam.

The Christian Position

To understand the gateway to Judaism that swung open before the Kuzari king, we must
first analyze the opinions of the Christian scholar. However, we will take the liberty of
altering his words slightly; we will explain this change at a later stage. Let us now read
the »corrected” version of the Christian position.

»Then he called one of the Christian wise men and asked about his doctrine and his
actions, and the scholar replied:

'The falseness of other religions: They do not have witnesses, whereas [the Jews] have
witnesses. God calls out against the other religions and demands of them to show their
proofs. (Isaiah 43:9; 44.8)

'The history of China: I only believe those histories whose witnesses are willing to
be killed. (Who is more reliable in our eyes, Moses or China?)

'Mohammed has no authority. It would be necessary, therefore, that his claims be
weighty indeed, since their validity stems solely from their own strength. Well, and
what does he say? That we must believe in him.

'Who gives witness for Mohammed? He himself ... the essence of a witness is that he
be present at all times and in all places; and he is forsaken and alone ...

'l do not expect Mohammed’s case to be closed simply based upon his vague
utterances, which could be interpreted in mystical and secret ways, but rather upon
the basis of those clear statements which he has made, such as his concept of heaven.
It is in these areas that his absurdity is apparent. And therefore, we must not interpret
his unclear messages as mystical secrets, since those opinions which he states clearly

are obviously ridiculous.

'This is not the case with the Holy Scriptures. I agree that they contain some vague
and unclear passages which equal some of Mohammed’s cryptic statements in their
obscurity. However, they contain beautifully clear passages, and prophecies which
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have materialized, as well. Any person can be a Mohammed, since he performed no
miracles and no prophecy heralded his appearance.

'The idolatrous religions have no basis... the bases of the Muslim religion are the
Koran and Mohammed, but this prophet who is destined to be the world’s salvation,
have any prophesied his coming? What proof has he which could not be adopted by
anyone who chose to become a self-ordained prophet? What miracles has he
performed, according to his own claim? What secrets has he disclosed, according to
the tradition held by his followers? What morality, and what lofty felicity?

'The Jewish religion must be viewed differently, through the tradition of the Holy
Scriptures and the tradition of the Jewish people... [which are] a wondrous basis for
this religion... this is the most ancient and reliable book in the world.

'Itis an indisputable fact, that while all the philosophers are divided into various sects,
in a hidden corner of the globe there are people, children of the oldest race, who claim
that all others are mistaken, and that God has revealed His truth to them alone, a
nation which will exist forever on this earth. And indeed, all other sects have
disappeared, while this nation continues to exist without a break for the last four
thousand years... they state that it is their tradition that man has degenerated and
exchanged his closeness with God for a complete separation, but that God has
promised to redeem him...

'Thus I see a wealth of religions in many places and in all times; however, they
possess no moral code which can charm me, and no proofs which may convince me.
I therefore equally reject both the religion of Mohammed and of China, as well as the
religions of ancient Rome and of Egypt, for the single reason that since none of them
is more convincing than the others, and none hold absolute proofs for their
superiority, the intellect cannot tend towards one over the others.

'Yet while I gaze at this ever-changing, unstable and strange panorama of ethics and
faiths over the various periods of time, I find, in a hidden corner of the world, a unique
nation, separate from all the other nations of the world, the oldest of them all, a nation
whose history precedes that of the most ancient of the other nations by many hundreds

of years.

'This great nation appears before me. Its origin lies in one man, who worshipped one
God, and it functions according to a constitution which this man claims to have
received from his God. The members of this nation claim that they are the sole
recipients of God’s secrets; that all men are depraved, and God withheld his grace
from them; that they are all enslaved to their physical passions and their heart’s
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desires; and that here lies the source of all those strange perversions and all those
incessant changes which forever take place both in religions and in customs, while
the members of this nation do not budge an inch from their lifestyle; however, God
will not abandon the other nations in darkness forever and a redeemer will come for
all of them.

'The fact of this nation’s existence amazes me, and it seems to me worthy of
consideration. I have examined this constitution which they claim to have received
from God and it is to my mind a wondrous constitution. It is the first constitution, to
the extent that even before the word constitution” was known to the Greeks, almost
a thousand years had passed since this nation received their constitution, which they

incessantly kept...

'The Jewish religion first attracts my attention because of the many wondrous and

unique elements which it contains.

'First of all, it is a nation composed entirely of brothers... they create a great state from
one family... it is unique also in its constant duration... the constitution which governs
them is both the most ancient and the most sophisticated, and the only one ever to be
kept with such constancy... yet this constitution is the most severe and rigorous of
constitutions, in all things touching upon their religious ceremony; so that this nation
will not forget their obligations... it is therefore wondrous and amazing that it was
kept so regularly for so many years, by a nation so impatient as that one, while all
other nations regularly change their laws, although theirs are infinitely easier to keep
[than the Jewish law].

'When the creation of the world was fast becoming a fading memory, God sent a
single historian and made an entire nation responsible for the preservation of this
book, so that the most reliable history book be preserved, and in order that people
may learn from it the thing which is so elemental and which cannot be gleaned from

any other source.””

Those words, which are clearly reminiscent of the opinion of the Christian representative

in the book of the Kuzari, are authentic quotes from one of the leading Christian thinkers

of the seventeenth century, the French philosopher Blaise Pascal (1623-1662). As the

reader will note, some interesting differences exist between the words of the Kuzari’s

Christian and the words of Pascal (such as China instead of India); however, the overall

content is strikingly similar.

Pascal’s work mirrors Rihal in many ways. It is particularly interesting to note the

parallels between the two regarding the differences between the God of the philosophers
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and the God of the adherents of religion. The God of the philosophers serves as the
anchor upon which all the eternal truths are based; however, these produce but a barren
and useless knowledge, in Pascal’s view. Not so the faith in the ”God of Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob.”

To be sure, Pascal felt certain that Christianity alone understood Scripture correctly.
He considered the God of the Jews to be the God of providence, and the God of the
Christians to be the God of love and mercy. Despite this love and mercy, we still find
the dark side of Christian instruction in Pascal. As we will see later, Pascal attempts to
prove that Jesus is the Messiah through the suffering of the Jews. Here we are interested
only in one of the elements of his presentation, his sense of the Jewish roots which
nourish his position. This is an honest and upright admission and as such is worthy of

our respect.

Were the world unaware of the vast time gap between the two, we would certainly be
witness to various attempts to prove Rihal’s influence upon Pascal. The parallels are so
striking that one could well imagine the existence of a literary debt owed by Pascal. In
fact, Prof. Shlomo Pines has suggested that the parallels found in the passage from
Hamlet quoted earlier are equally surprising and perhaps hint at a literary connection
between the two works. This theory runs into an obstacle in the fact that the Kuzari was
only translated into Latin at a much later stage. Despite this, it is possible that some sort
of oral tradition existed that was transmitted through forcibly converted Jews. It seems
to me that these parallels are examples of an influence which is not literary but rather a
reflection of the sparks of Rihal’s soul hovering over philosophical development. This
idea may perhaps be somewhat too mystical, but then again - why not?

Jewish Roots: Who bears them witness?

Two types of evidence point to Judaism’s unique status in the world. The book of the
Kuzari brings positive testimony in the form of independent discourse on the part of
members of the various religions. On the other hand, we can easily locate evidence for
the source of Judaism’s position within the antagonism of her enemies. Thus the modern
Haman, chief persecutor of the Jews, termed the conscience a »Jewish invention.”
Human morality in general cannot be understood without the Scriptures. Nazism pointed
its finger at the Jewish source of morality, as part of its attempt to transform ethical
behavior and values in both the private and the public spheres.

Other positions fall into this category as well. The admission of Judaism’s
contribution to religion and morality was often reluctantly made. Various groups which
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identified with Nazism but stopped short of its declared goals, chose an alternate route
and attempted to erase the signs of their Jewish origins. This was the method favored by
antisemitic Christians who collaborated with the Nazis. Clergy of this sort attempted to
construct a Christianity devoid of its Jewish roots. This task was, of course, impossible;
however, those who sought an ”Aryan” as opposed to a ”Semitic” Christianity did not
shy away from the alteration of history. This path was chosen as well by those who
assumed a mantle of objective science,” such as some central elements in biblical
criticism. In fact, part of the activity of biblical criticism - particularly in Germany,
where it was influenced somewhat by modern antisemitism - was directed towards

discovering the non-Jewish foundations of humanity and the Christian tradition.

It is abundantly clear that everything that exists in our world today is permeated with
Judaism. Were we to wish for a truly non-Jewish philosophical alternative, we would be
forced to resurrect idolatry. This is not surprising, since Nazism set out to do precisely
that. Without a doubt, the world of idolatry is responsible for some wonderful creations,
among which the Greek intellectual works stand out. Athens remains the symbol of the
creative human intellect. However, Greek philosophy also represented an attempt to
abandon the world of mythology and idolatry, which is why a "meeting of the minds”

between it and Judaism was conceivable.

Another non-Jewish alternative exists in the Far East, in Hinduism and Buddhism,
for example. This is a world which developed separately and parallel to our own. The
conflict between East and West rages until our very day and we will yet discuss this
matter. However, modern Western civilization, which includes the various branches of
Islam and Christianity in addition to all the modern ideologies, is indisputably the fruit
of the Jewish seed planted in its soil.
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CHAPTER 11: The Jewish Response

PART I: God and His People: Lover And Beloved

We have now reached the encounter between the Kuzari king and the »chaver” (Jewish
representative). The chaver purposely commences in an unexpected manner which
arouses the king’s wrath. He begins by addressing an exclusively national issue: ”The
God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob” freed us from Egypt.

However surprising, this attitude is not new. The chaver’s opening statement mirrors
God’s historic introduction to the Jewish people upon Mount Sinai in the first of the Ten
Commandments. Yet noting this obvious parallel does not mitigate our puzzlement.
Rabbi Abraham ibn Ezra voices a similar bewilderment in his commentary on the book
of Exodus (20:1). There he informs us that Rihal himself asked him the following

question:

nRabbi Yehuda Halevi, may he rest in peace, asked me why [God] declared 'I am
the Lord your God who took you out of Egypt,’ and did not say, 'who created the
heavens and the earth and created you.””

Upon hearing this statement, the Kuzari king responds with a dual charge:
A) The chaver begins his presentation from the middle. The beginning is missing!
B) This opening bears significance for the Jewish people who were taken out of Egypt
and perhaps for their descendants. It is irrelevant to a Gentile, living upon the banks of
the Don or the Volga.

Certainly this is a planned surprise, and it demands explanation.

The chaver informs us of two possible approaches to religion. The first consists of a
man-initiated search for the Divine, utilizing one’s intellectual capacities. However,

another approach exists as well.

The difference between these two approaches constitutes one of the central topics of
Rabbi J. B. Soloveitchik’s essay ”U-vikashtem Mi-sham.” This work can be described

as a commentary on the Song of Songs.

Allow me to say a few words regarding the exegesis of the Song of Songs. Those who
believe in a literal reading of the Song of Songs do not consider the allegorical

interpretation particularly daring. But one must wonder at the presumptuousness of a
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work which adopts the language of human relationships to describe the deepest

expression of spirituality - the love between man and God.

Judaism exults in the love between man and woman. In the proper context, this love
is considered holy. Love songs contain elements that may elevate them to the level of
holy liturgy. However, the Song of Songs is not simply holy: it is termed the holy of
holies.”

Through this approach to the Song of Songs we can understand another plane of
religious terminology. When we speak of our relationship with God, we borrow
semantic tools from three areas. The two first areas are easily palatable, even for a
youngster. They find expression in the phrase which echoes throughout our prayers:
»Our Father, our King.” These two basic human relationships are present in our
interaction with God: the relationship between father and son, and the relationship
between master and servant. We have borrowed the first image from family life, and it
represents the initial example of authority to which we are exposed as children. The
second comparison is taken from the societal sphere. Both these expressions possess
practical and ideological ramifications of the first order. They form the basis of the
central Jewish concept, ”The kingship of Heaven,” (malkhut shamayim).

Using only these two expressions, we can describe God both as our Father in heaven
and as King of the entire world. However, the Bible teaches us that a third relationship
exists which is in some ways more significant than the others. This is the boldest image
of all - the image of lover and loved one, of man and wife. The first source of this image
can be found in the second of the Ten Commandments: the reference to a ”jealous” God
hints at the suspicion of unfaithfulness which exists between lovers. The image appears
repeatedly in the Prophets, and the structure of the Song of Songs is built upon it as well.
Our prophets, seeking to admonish the people, tend to describe situations of tension
between the ”lovers.” The Song of Songs portrays the love itself. Beyond the basic areas
of respect and awe - respect for a father and awe of a king - the third dimension of love
exists. This concept heralds the development of an entire area of Jewish thought: the
doctrine of deveikut (cleaving), which reached its ultimate expression through Jewish

mysticism.

To briefly summarize the long history of this rich treasure of ideas, we must stress
that a number of possible interpretations exist beyond the literal plane. If we disregard
the kabbalistic interpretation, we are left with two central approaches:

A) The Midrashic approach explains that the Song of Songs constitutes a dialogue
between the Jewish people and God. This dialogue lyrically depicts all of Jewish history.
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B) According to the second approach, the dialogue takes place between the individual
soul and God. This interpretation also has its roots in Chazal (our Sages, the sources of
our rabbinic literature) who used the Song of Songs to explain the spiritual ascent
experienced by the Talmudic mystics. The possibility of a personal relationship with the
Creator gave rise to the doctrine of deveikut. Rav Soloveitchik uses this model to
describe the relationship between man and God in terms of the relationship between

lovers.

The woman in the allegory represents the mortal in search of God. The history of
philosophy documents this quest for the Divine. Man seeks and finds God, yet he does
not encounter Him face to face. The method boasts but limited success. However,
another avenue beckons: The lover searches for his beloved. God seeks man. The
revelation upon Mount Sinai was a powerful manifestation of this truth. The reaction of
the beloved reflects the history of the Jewish people and their response to the Torah. God
conceals Himself from he who seeks him in philosophy, and reveals Himself through
prophecy alone. Thus a new difficulty arises. For when the lover knocks upon the door,
the frail mortal may fail to respond, and thus can destroy the possibility of intimacy and

devotion forever.

Beyond Philosophy: The Boundaries of the Intellect

Let us briefly survey the history of human spiritual development from a different angle.
We will begin with the approach of the primitive idol worshipper who considered the
natural elements his gods and felt that the meeting ground between man and God was
nature. Wind and rain, lightning and thunder, were, he believed, the actions of the
various gods. It was necessary for man to revolutionize this primitive conception,
overcome his childish attempts to identify the gods with nature, and reach a higher plane.
Man then achieved the level of the philosopher who leaps beyond the visible, and
searches for God not with his senses but rather with his intellect.

Now, however, an additional question arises. Is this human tool, the intellect, indeed
infallibler The Greeks, and the philosophy they constructed, believed in the all-
encompassing power of the intellect. They had faith in its innate ability to eventually
light up every dark corner of the world. This was the firm belief of the blind optimists
among the philosophers, as well as the philosopher in #»The Kuzari,” to some degree, and
Spinoza, whose system of thought echoes our philosopher’s words. These thinkers
believed in the unconquerable strength of the mind. They had faith in their ability to
reach God through the scientific observation of nature. In their eyes, the intellect wielded
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the power to construct a new »religion,” a practical system capable of instructing men, a
rreligion” based upon logic and reason alone.

Rihal attacks this 7religion.” Why? Where is philosophy’s weak point?

It finds expression firstly in a historic lack of consensus: As the chaver states flatly, #If
you ask the philosophers, you will not find them agreed upon any topic.” In other words,
we have seen that in the name of the selfsame intellect, humanity flounders helplessly in
its various attempts to construct a way of life. Yes, there were periods in which one
philosophy or another held sway and appeared to possess truth. However, Rihal claims
that philosophy, by its very nature, is incapable of attaining unity. It is in a constant state
of indecision and fragmentation. Each philosopher makes a fortress of his position and
claims that his philosophy alone is true, and no philosopher can conquer another fortress.
Thus, Rihal stresses that doubt remains the starting point of every philosophical position.
Doubt is reflected not only in conflicts with others; it surfaces in man’s internal struggles
as well. This is an element of self-destruction since philosophy is based upon the search
for certainty. Philosophy speaks of proofs. Spinoza’s book, for instance, is written as
though it were a work in geometry.

Philosophy lures us with promises of answers, and yet it cannot shake the ever-
present doubt, which bodes a future of uncertainty. Rihal, through the words of the
chaver, teaches us that "this religion [of the philosophers] is based upon claims of which
only some can be proven absolutely.” This is a reference to philosophy in its optimal
state, which was the way it was commonly assessed in his day, and he divides human

intellectual endeavor into three parts:

A) The matters which can be proven beyond a doubt, such as mathematics or those
philosophical principles which can be scientifically proven.

B) The ideas which have sufficient evidence. While certain more or less convincing
claims can be made in their favor, they have no truly scientific proof. Most human claims
cited in ideological arguments fall into this category.

C) There are some areas in which, without articulating the fact, people construct
conceptual edifices based upon assumptions which simply do not exist in reality. This is
a constant and eternal fact. Perhaps the content changes over the generations; however,
the human tendency to build without foundation remains constant.

In contrast to the doubts inherent in the intellectual approach, Rihal presents us with
the complete certainty that can be achieved only through prophecy. This is an internal

73



certainty, an independent belief. The two foundations of medieval Jewish thought were
miracles and revelation, or prophecy. We will yet discuss the relationship between
miracles and prophecy in the systems of various thinkers. Rihal presents us with both
proofs at once - the power of miracles, and that of Divine revelation or prophecy. Rihal
refers to a revelatory process which did not terminate upon Moshe’s death - a process
which continued throughout the era of the prophets, and beyond.

PART II: Beyond Philosophy, History and Prophecy

Rihal, in discussing the contents of the prophets’ doctrine, stresses that they ”called [the
people] to the Torah with the promise of reward for its keepers and punishment for its
transgressors.” One major implication of this statement relates to the cohesiveness or
coherence of prophecy. Each prophet demonstrates the other’s veracity, and their
messages complement one another. These important facts will be discussed again by
Rihal in the fourth chapter. Here Rihal briefly alludes to one of his basic positions: he
maintains that prophecy proves its own worth through the consistency and unity of the
various prophets.

Let us approach the problem as though it were a question of verification of evidence.
When we examine witnesses, we compare their versions. This allows us to reconstruct
the events, with each witness not only informing us of what he has seen, but
simultaneously strengthening or weakening the credibility of the other witnesses. If his
version indeed corroborates those of the other witnesses, his own statement is verified.
In a similar manner, the integrity of Moshe’s Torah is not based solely upon Moshe’s
claims or those of the Jewish people who were present at the time of its revelation. When
the prophet Mal’akhi instructs us to "remember the Torah of Moshe,” these words and
similar ones of the other prophets complete the original revelation. Therefore we must
discuss the veracity of prophecy with the entire spectrum of evidence in mind.

In truth, there are other methods besides prophecy to demonstrate the truth of the
Jewish position. For example, God has been hidden within nature ever since creation.
This particular path can be dangerous, however, since one can easily fall into the
abstractness of the philosopher or the concretism of the idol worshipper. But yet another
type of revelation exists: God’s continuous revelation through history. Rihal chooses
this path, asserting that history leads unerringly to God.

Rihal constructs his historical proof of the Torah’s divinity upon the foundations of
the Jewish tradition, taking into account the difference between our generation and our

predecessors. We are not prophets. We are but the children of prophets. We cannot
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directly experience the miracle and the prophecy; we perceive it indirectly, through a
medium. This medium is our tradition. Thus our challenge differs from that of the Sinai
generation. We must use our intellect in order to address religious questions. When we
examine the issue of prophecy, we are compelled to approach it in the same way that we
cross-examine witnesses, for though our souls were present at the revelation upon Mount
Sinai, our eyes did not behold the splitting of the sea or any of the other miracles. This
fact forces us to cling to our tradition. This, incidentally, is a central principle in Rav
Saradia Gaon’s philosophical approach.

And yet, the central proof of Judaism’s supremacy lies not in the past but in the future;
not in the historical record, but in the historical process. The continued forward march
of time will reach its pinnacle with the promised redemption, and it is this redemption
which will furnish the final proof of the prophecies.

Man as An Individual

Jewish history commences with the fact that God ""took the Jewish people out of Egypt
with miracles and wonders, and maintained them in the desert and bequeathed to them
the land of Canaan.” This introduction lays the foundation for God’s continual
appearance in history, and, moreover, constitutes the solution to an existential problem
we have previously discussed. The philosopher’s path is abstract and impersonal,
allowing no opportunity for a direct relationship between man and his Maker. Their
relationship can take the form only of a macrocosmic interaction with nature, what
classical Jewish philosophy would term »general providence.” Man is merely a part of
the natural system, another insignificant detail submerged in the larger picture. His
name, of course, is of no interest, and were he to disappear, another man could quietly
take his place. However, in history, names do matter. History holds significance for
individuals as well as nations, and it is within history that man meets his Creator. In this
encounter we discover the greatest proof of a relationship with the Divine. This is the

significance of the revelation at Sinai.

The emphasis placed upon reward and punishment reveals to us an additional facet
of the prophetic message as summarized by Rihal. Religious truths are not abstract
concepts which interest us in the same way that mathematics and law, for example,
interest us - simply because they are true. The importance of Torah lies in the fact that it
affects reality; it makes a difference. Rabbi Yosef Albo expressed this idea, a few
hundred years after Rihal, when he formulated and defined the three central beliefs, or
roots, of Judaism: the existence of God, the divinity of the Torah, and the idea of reward
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and punishment. That God’s existence is a crucial principle is obvious; it is the basis for
all that religion holds dear. The divinity of the Torah is that which characterizes our
religion and makes it unique. What of reward and punishment? The concept of reward
and punishment implies that our religious worship has practical ramifications. We
believe that the world will be a different place if we adhere to the Torah’s
commandments.

Lessons of History

Our last remark bears special significance for the Kuzari king. Through the Kuzari’s
words, Rihal demonstrates the world’s eternal difficulty in accepting the message of the
Jew. With brutal honesty, Rihal expresses through the king’s mouth his reluctance to
consider Judaism in his quest for the true religion, since, in the infamous phrase of the
British historian Arnold Toynbee, the Jew is in fact merely a »fossil.” This is a dual
charge. Not only has ”their chain of tradition already been cut and their wisdom
decreased,” but, in addition, 7their exile has not left them with any good qualities.” In
essence, the claim is that the lack of wordly success of the Jewish nation proves the
falseness of its position.

This constitutes a significant thesis in the anti-Jewish campaign, albeit a less
threatening one than that which we discussed in an earlier chapter, for it does not deny
the fact that both Christianity and Islam are based upon Judaism. The Kuzari king
himself bears witness to this fact (I: 10): »I see that indeed I must inquire of the Jews who
are the remnants of ancient Israel, and I see that they constitute the proof that God has
given a Torah to the world.” He cannot deny that the very existence of religion is based
upon the revelation to the Jews. However, it is still possible for an antisemite to
distinguish between the historical Jewish people and the present day Jews. This is a tactic
employed to this very day by those theologians who speak of the Israelite era as opposed
to the Jewish era, with Toynbee’s "fossilization” of the Jews giving political and

historical expression to this specious religious claim.

Jewish tradition has become part of universal history. Not so the repulsed and
persecuted contemporary Jew.

The Great Paradox: The Gentile Encounters Judaism

The Kuzari king found what he sought: a direct encounter with the Divine. His dream
became a micro-model of Godly revelation, one sixtieth of prophecy. However,
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prophecy itself he finds only in the Jewish people. And yet, ethnic and biological and,
above all, psychological barriers stand between the king and the Jews. He is faced with
Jewish particularism, with the uniqueness of Jewish existence. The chaver presents him
with the calling card” of his faith, and thus the king discovers that it is based upon the
distinctness of the Jews. The Kuzari king remains isolated. He is a Gentile.

This is undoubtedly an intentional paradox. We could easily soften this issue with
apologetics, silencing the elements which stress Jewish uniqueness. However, Rihal not
only does not mute them, he accentuates them. He purposely begins his discourse with
these elements, and places the Kuzari in direct conflict with them. We must immerse
ourselves in these questions. This is one of the important tasks which remain before us.
The particularism will achieve completion through our historic destiny, a destiny which
involves the entire world. At present, we are faced with a powerful question and to find
the answer we must embark upon an arduous journey through the annals of Jewish

thought, with the chaver as our guide.
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CHAPTER 12: Particularism and Universalism

PART I: The Chosen People

The chaver’s opening statements lead the Kuzari king to a disturbing conclusion. He
becomes convinced that in the Jewish view, the Toral’s underlying principle - namely,
the encounter with God via history - is irrelevant to him as a Gentile. As a consequence,
he rebels against the chaver’s seemingly racist stance [A: 28]. This conflict re-awakens a
central query which has concerned us throughout our perusal of the book: Does not this
emphasis on nationalism and particularism imply that the Torah was meant solely for
the Jewish people, and thus has no universal significance? To resolve this problem, we
must discover the true meaning of the concept the chosen people.”

The idea of chosenness is both one of the most central and one of the most difficult
in Judaism, and it is therefore not surprising that the Kuzari king puzzles over its
meaning. To elucidate this issue, let us use as our starting point the book of Bereishit
(Genesis), in which the initial paradox emerges. In it we meet Avraham, whose call to
monotheism rang out to all the nations of the world. Avraham’s basic message is
universal in character. On the other hand, it is he who witnesses and in fact precipitates
the development of the two concepts which appear completely opposed to universalism:
the distinctness of the Jewish People and of the Land of Israel. And indeed, at the dawn
of religious history, we find ourselves faced with the strange and surprising phenomenon
of a universal Torah which nevertheless designates one people and one land as unique.
This is indeed a paradox, and we must therefore begin our search at its root.

We will focus initially on the first-mentioned aspect: the uniqueness of the Jewish
people. How must we understand the concept of a chosen people? We will cover a
number of approaches to this question which have appeared throughout the history of
Jewish thought. The opinions do not necessarily contradict one another; nonetheless, we
must distinguish between them, as a very basic difference of opinion has surrounded this

issue for generations.

Chosenness: Acceptance of the Torah

One possible way to understand the connection between universalism and uniqueness
lies in the intuitive and fundamental comprehension of our national destiny which finds
succinct expression in our liturgy: ”[God] chose us from among the nations and gave us

His Torah.” It is our acceptance of the Torah which bestows upon us our unique status.
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Our distinction, then, is to be found in the fact that we must brave the persistent ridicule
and opposition of the rest of the world in order to hold fast to what we know to be the
eternal truth. That, and only that, makes us chosen.

We can understand this definition of chosenness with the aid of a simple parable. Let
us imagine a fish who must swim upstream in order to reach the place to lay its eggs.
Our fish sees all the other fish swimming in the opposite direction. They swim
effortlessly, carried by the current. However, our fish is propelled forward by the
imperative of its special mission. Allow me to emphasize that we are speaking not of
elitism, but of chosenness. A sense of chosenness is necessary to maintain the
momentum of any organism which dares to swim against the current. Any other
explanation of the concept of chosenness is, according to this approach, irrelevant, for
we are no different from any other nation save in the mission which we have pledged to

fulfill - the preservation of the Torah.

In some liberal or secular versions of this approach, the underlying concept was
applied not to Torah in its entirety but rather to certain sections of it, particularly its
moral code. These opinions emphasize the existence of a unique Jewish morality and
claim that our chosenness finds expression in the Jewish people’s special sensitivity to
moral problems. This approach was championed by Achad Ha’am and other thinkers in
Eastern and Western Europe.

The Chosen Nation Rebels

Before I begin to present an alternate approach, I would like to note briefly the
transformation which has taken place in relation to the concept of chosenness in certain
circles of modern Jewish thought. Some thinkers disapproved of the very employment
of the term ”chosen people.” The concept was considered morally repugnant, since it
sets us apart and causes us to view ourselves as different and perhaps better than others.
As an example I will mention Mordechai Kaplan, the founder of Reconstructionism, a
non-Orthodox Jewish group, who made one of his chief concerns the battle against the
concept of chosenness. We also find many in the Zionist camp who defined Zionism’s
mission through the ideal of becoming similar to all other nations. The goal, as they saw
it, was to achieve national ”normalization” and thus destroy the concept of a chosen
people. One recent expression of this tendency can be found in the works of A. B.
Yehoshua, who claims that our historical pretensions to a mysterious mission have
caused us to fashion our state as a framework for Jewish religious existence - but such a

state cannot be normal.
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This approach, which turns its back upon the "myth of chosenness,” is seemingly
healthy, well-adjusted and feasible. It was a dream shared by Zionists and
assimilationists alike. However, tragic modern history has shown us that Jewish
chosenness was a reality even for those who attempted to escape it. The most painful
expression of this fact is found in the assimilated Jews who were forced by Nazism to
reassume their Jewish identity. The poet Natan Alterman wrote a piece about this
phenomenon entitled ”Ata Bechartanu” (You Have Chosen Us). It contains an ironic
attack upon the belief in chosenness, but concludes with a new perspective gained by
those who finally understood history’s lesson.

PART II: Chosenness and ”Segula”

History teaches us that if we wish to comprehend the uniqueness of the Jewish people,
we must realize that an additional concept exists: the concept of ”segula” (specialness),
which preceded the idea of chosenness and which accompanies the Jew even when he
has, for all intents and purposes, deserted the Torah and its commandments. This
distinction originated with Rihal and was further developed by the Maharal and later by
Rav Kook. To understand the paradox inherent in this dual status, we can consider
briefly the concept of chosenness from a different angle, one which was stressed by
various thinkers and critics, among them the late Israeli historian Yaakov Talmon.
These thinkers note the prominence of Jewish revolutionaries in various fields. A
sociological interpretation can be given for this phenomenon, explaining their struggle
on the basis of the historical situation of the ghetto Jew who was devoid of rights.
However, as the Maharal says, this may be a reason, but it is not the first cause. Searching
for this original cause will lead us to an understanding of the concept of segula.

The Maharal’s Approach

The idea of segula is basic to the Maharal’s concept of ralienation.” According to his
perception, exile is neither a historical nor a sociological state. For example, he
vehemently opposed the claim that it was because Jews lived in social deprivation that
they were forced to develop in an original and creative fashion, instead of using their
talents in public service or in academia. Exile, in the Maharal’s view, is something much
deeper. The Jews were alienated from the world because in the depths of their souls they
harbored ”something different.” We call this ”something: » segula.

Allow me to explain this concept with the aid of a somewhat daring example. A
children’s film which broke all the box office records is the movie ”E.T.” This film
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describes the adventures of a creature from outer space who arrives on earth and meets
children who help and protect him, while the adults persecute him at every turn. Our
protagonist suffers because he comes from a much more advanced world than our own.
In a way, we can sum up the Maharal’s central thesis by saying that the Jewish people
are atype of E.T. The Jew belongs to another world, to the world of the future. The world
of the future is symbolized by our patriarch Jacob, while this world is symbolized by
Esav. Despite the fact that the Jewish people’s roots are not in this world, they have been
sent here by God on a metaphysical mission. The Jewish nation’s role is to implement
change in this world, despite the fact that we must suffer by our very presence here.

This brings us to an interesting twist. Earlier, we mentioned the historian Toynbee
who saw the Jews as a fossil from an ancient period, and claimed that we belong to the
past. The Maharal, in contrast, emphasizes the fact that Jewish suffering stems from just
the opposite: we belong to the future. It is as though a time capsule had transferred us
here from the period of redemption. This is why we are currently in exile. The Maharal
expressed this idea linguistically by noting that the Hebrew words ga’al” (redemption)
and gala” (exile) come from the same root. The suffering and alienation of exile result
from the fact that we belong to another world.

The Maharal’s position is one of the two central ways to view the concept of
chosenness. Although we described it in a whimsical fashion, it displays Jewish history
inanew light and addresses questions which we still face today. Secular Zionism wished
to return us to the land of Israel in order to transform us into 7a nation like all other
nations.” This political goal is not far from the ideal of assimilation espoused by many
Jews of the modern era. While the latter fought for this goal as individuals, the former
preferred assimilation as a group. And yet, we now find ourselves alienated once again,
this time as a nation and a state. Even after achieving independence and carving out a
niche in the world community, we continue to experience the alienation of Jewish
existence. Do not be fooled: this is not a complex! The Maharal attempts to teach us
what E.T. illustrates so poignantly, that our sense of alienation should not discourage us
or create feelings of inferiority; it must rather assist us in searching out our spiritual
roots.

Whether or not we accept this extreme interpretation, we have learned that segula is
different than chosenness. Chosenness comes as a result of man’s actions, whereas
segula is an intrinsic state of otherness. Rihal’s basic thesis is that, whether we like it or
not, we exist in a state of alienation. Segula precedes chosenness. Segula is what confers
upon us the option of chosenness. On the one hand, we must call out ”We shall hear and
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we shall obey” - this is the chosenness; yet on the other hand, we were forcibly given
the Torah - and that is the segula.

Our starting point is that we are different. We need not and cannot escape that fact.
We must accept our identity, come to terms with our alienation, and ask ourselves why
itis so. Rihal, who grasped this idea intuitively, attempted to express it using the limited
terminology at his disposal. His only conceptual tools to explain the segula of our nation
and land, were physical, biological and racial. It appears that Rihal seeks to locate the
difference between us and others in our genetic inheritance and the uniqueness of our
land in certain climatic-spiritual effects. Though he struggles to find the appropriate
categories, this truth is greater than its scientific or pseudo-scientific expression. We are
faced with a completely mysterious phenomenon. Mystery is the central component of
the concept of segula.

Although the Maharal took Rihal’s approach in one direction, next week we will
examine a very different development of Rihal’s ideology - the thought of Rav Shimshon
Raphael Hirsch.

PART III: The Philosophy of Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch

Until this point, we have focused upon one of two possible formulations of Rihal’s
position. The second option is built upon a different approach, one which was developed
by R. Samson Raphael Hirsch.

Samson Raphael Hirsch saw himself as Rihal’s successor, particularly in his attempt
to construct a philosophy which stems solely from Jewish sources. Only if we ignore all
preconceived notions, he claims, will our approach to Torah be truly open. Only then
will we be able to read it without being tainted by foreign influences.

The Torah can be seen as a series of recorded covenants. The book of Genesis begins
with the history of the failure of the first covenant, that which was established between
God and Adam. This covenant continues after Adams sin, but is terminated with the
wayward Generation of the Flood. After that we read about the second covenant, the one
between God and Noah, and it ends with the sin of the Generation of Dispersion: the
Tower of Babel. With the failure of the Noachide covenant, which was intended to be a
covenant with humanity as a whole, the need to forge a new path became apparent. The
new way involved the creation of a new nation which would enter into a covenantal
relationship with God. This nation would pave the way for the ultimate redemption of
all of humanity. The covenant with Israel, then, is not an exclusionary one. Through its
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role as a 7kingdom of priests and a holy nation,” the Jewish people pave the way for the
rest of the world.

The role of the Jewish people is to educate and lead all people towards the worship
of God, and to publicize His name in the world through its very life and destiny” (The
Nineteen Letters, letter 16). Other nations do their part with contributions in the fields of
art and science, conquest and trade. The Jewish people takes the world, such as it is, and
attempts to open its eyes to God.

This description of the Jewish people as a teacher to the world is not merely a piece
of religious propaganda; it is the Jewish people’s "very life and destiny.” This destiny is
twofold. It is fulfilled through Torah, that is, through life centered around the experience
of the service of God, and through our fate, the testimony of our religious message. This
means that in a paradoxical sense the Jewish people fulfills its destiny even when sinning
(The Nineteen Letters, letters 8,9).

This provides us a solution to the question we started with. It is through our very
exclusivity, through the maintenance of the uniqueness of the Jewish people and the land
of Israel, that the entire world will ultimately attain a universal redemption which
transcends all borders. This stance of R. Hirsch is not a new one. It was previously
developed by R. Ovadia Mi-Seforno, who writes:

7And the Torah initially describes that He created man in His image, in
order that he choose to become as similar to his Creator as possible, because
through this, His actions will be complete and more worthy of honor than any
other creator, as is appropriate for Him, blessed be He, who is elevated above all
others. And in His mercy he supplied man with all of his needs and placed him
in the Garden of Eden, until he behaved badly, whereupon he ruined his
livelihood, and God banished him from there, to work the land and to exert
himself greatly to find his daily bread...

And then [the Torah] relates that despite all this, He did not choose to
destroy him...

And then [the Torah] relates further that despite all this He had mercy
upon the remainder [of mankind] and allowed them to eat all animals besides
their own kind, and He gave the land to human beings by placing their fear upon
all the animals of the land... until they gathered together to worship a foreign god,
and placed its image in a tower, and nations directed their appeals to him, [until]
God’s name was no longer remembered among them...and since then they have
consistently declined in worth...
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And then [the Torah] relates that with the disappearance of the hope for
the entire human race, since they attempted to destroy all Godly improvement
three times, God set aside one person out of all the human race, and selected
Avraham and his progeny to achieve through them the goal He intended for all
the human race, as was explained. And the bond between Avraham and his two
descendants [Yitzchak and Yaakov] who filled the world with His glory by
calling His name, caused Him to be pleased to make a covenant to be their God
and the God of their children after them forever, and to grant a place to their
progeny when they become a large enough nation to require a land, and there
they will be His unique people who will worship Him in unity.”

As we have mentioned, R. Samson Raphael Hirsch saw himself as Rihal’s successor.
Another modern thinker who saw himself in a similar light was Shmuel David Luzzatto.
Shadal (his acronym) identified with Rihal in a conscious fashion and viewed his battles
against the Jewish adherents of Kantian and idealistic philosophies as a continuation of
Rihal’s battles against the Rambam and Ibn Ezra, who had ”become enslaved to the
philosophies of Greece and Islam.” Shadal, too, perceives the essence of chosenness in
a similar manner to that which we have been discussing; he identifies chosenness with
destiny. This understanding conflicts with other, mistaken viewpoints which, he
explains, stem from illegitimate comparisons to theories of chosenness espoused by
other nations (Yesodei Ha-Torah, 33ff, Jerusalem 5707, p. 471f; see also his commentary
on Genesis 18:19).

Shadal examines two invalid interpretations which represent the concept of
chosenness among the ancient nations. The first is the concept of chosenness which is
typical of the tribal religion:

7And... some of the early nations worshipped one specific god whom
their neighbors did not worship... and they believed that that god watched over
them and loved them... Not such is the position of Jacob, but rather [he believes
that] the Creator of everything is God... if Israel is His firstborn son, all the
nations are [also] His children.”

The second direction is the theory of chosenness which stems from a sense of
superiority:
»And others among the ancient nations hated and despised all nations other than
their own because they had not attained their level in wisdom and art, and they

would call them 'barbarians'... but the Jewish people and their forefathers did not
hate or despise the other nations.”
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In contrast to these attitudes, the concept of chosenness in Judaism is actually the
bestowal of a destiny and a vocation. The status of the Jewish people among the other
nations is, thus, similar to the status of the priests among the Jewish people, "who were
separated from the populace by the rules and commandments which were unique to
them (ibid, 31).

However, the concept of destiny can be misunderstood. This is in fact what occurred
in the Reform movement. The religious reform in Germany chose to define the concept
of destiny in a way which led inevitably to assimilation and the loss of Jewish identity.
Therefore Shadal writes in a letter in 1858:

»And the faithful Jew believes in what Moshe said, that »if your scattered nation
will be (in the ends of the skies, from there God will gather you)...,” and in what
Yeshayahu said, "The mountain of God’s sanctuary will be firm etc...” and he
does not deceive himself with idle dreams that people will change and become
like angels, and certainly does not imagine that this great transformation will take
place through his agency, and that the success of the human race depends upon
him, and he knows that these are but lies and empty consolations which the false
prophets manufacture for their own benefit” (Shadal’s Letters, Cracow, 5651, pp.
1335-1336).

The destiny of the Jewish people is the creation of a Jewish state which will serve as a
rkingdom of priests and a holy nation.” This is the necessary next stage in the edifice we

are attempting to construct.

Rav Ovadia Mi-Seforno’s approach was later developed by Martin Buber. He
emphasizes a significant fact: The Noachide sin continued to thrive in all the nations
which succeeded Noah’s children. Therefore, Martin Buber suggests that it was
impossible to choose a nation who sinned with the Generation of Dispersion. A new

nation was needed.

The important issue here is not the actual choice of one nation over the others, but
rather the creation of a nation with no prior history. The Jewish people in a sense are not
a natural” nation like all other nations; our nation was born together with its destiny.
Martin Buber, as entrenched as he was in humanism and universalism, heard and heeded
the divine voice which singled out the Jewish people. This divine call creates a unique

destiny and confers a special responsibility upon our people.
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CHAPTER 13: Heart & Body: The Jewish People and the Nations

PART I

Until this point, we have examined the concept of chosenness through the perspectives
of a number of significant Jewish thinkers. Now let us turn our attention to the ”chaver”

and attempt to elucidate R. Yehuda Halevi’s position on this issue.

A cursory reading would lead one to conclude that a deep philosophical chasm
separates Rihal from R. Samson Raphael Hirsch in their perception of chosenness. The
source of their dispute can perhaps be traced to a divergence in their respective
approaches to the meaning of Jewish existence. The elementary question is this: Do the
Jewish people exist 7a priori,” or is their presence in the world merely a remedial
measure taken in response to a negative situation? In the view shared by R. Ovadia Mi-
seforno and R. Samson Raphael Hirsch, it appears that the birth of the Jewish nation
stemmed from the failure of God’s original covenant with Adam. Thus, the creation of a
Jewish people was the divine reaction to an unsatisfactory state of affairs.

It seems, upon initial analysis of his opinion, that Rihal would oppose this approach.
However, a closer look will demonstrate that Rihal agreed, in essence, with Hirsch’s
position, for, clearly, Rihal believed that had the Adamic covenant prevailed, Adam
would have been the first Jew. In fact, Rihal develops the notion that the concept of
segula has been in existence since Adam’s day; thus, the potential for the segula could
have developed earlier than it actually did. For Rihal, a developing segula constitutes the
definition of the Jewish people. At the root of Rihal’s position lie the possibility and the
hope that all of humanity, without exception, may one day achieve the highest pinnacle
of spiritual life.

The gallery of ideas which Rihal applies in his attempt to define the status of the
Jewish people includes three central concepts: the Divine essence; the segula of Israel;
and the symbolic description of the relationship between Israel and the nations as that of
heart and body, the core and the outer shell, and the seed which rots while inseminating
the ground. To understand the system in its entirety we must analyze each concept
separately. We will discuss these concepts, God willing, at a later stage. At this junction
we will examine these ideas not separately but rather as part of an organic system of
Rihal’'s making. The individual concepts will be clarified through an understanding of
the composite picture.
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A look at the metaphor of the heart and body confronts us immediately with the
dialectic between the concept of chosenness and the relationship between the Jewish
people and the other nations. This famous metaphor establishes that the Jewish nation is
the heart, yet the heart as metaphor can be interpreted in two ways. We can speak of the
heart in contrast with the body or of the heart in contrast with a surrounding shell. These
two options express conflicting approaches. The position which contrasts the heart and
the shell views the Jewish nation as the elite of humanity, and the world merely as
extraneous matter, created for the sole purpose of serving, obeying or setting the stage
for advent of the Jewish people. According to the second approach, however, Israel in
fact serves the world, and the chosenness itself consists simply of the obligation to serve
as a divine tool for the furtherance of world development.

The metaphor of the heart and body (2: 36) stresses the centrality of the Jewish people
in the cosmic plan. However, it equally emphasizes an organic, holistic view of the
world, for all the nations are symbolized by the various anatomical sections of the body
and the heart itself would be rendered meaningless without its constant interaction with
the other organs despite its functional importance. The symbol of heart and shell (4: 23),
too, does not separate the Jews from the other nations; rather it distinguishes between
the nations themselves, dividing those who will eventually vanish from those who will
evolve into new forms in the future.

Segula and the Divine Essence

The role of the Jewish people in the world finds expression on various levels. On one
plane, the existence of the Jewish people creates the possibility of God’s presence in the
world:

»... [The relationship between] the Divine Essence [and the Jews] is comparable
to that of the soul and the heart. Therefore (God] states: 'I have known only you
from all the nations, therefore I will punish you, and this [refers to] the
afflictions. But the [return to] health is [contained in] what our Rabbis said: 'He
forgives the sins of His nation Israel, disposing of the first [sin] first’ for He does
not allow our sins to remain with us and thus cause our absolute destruction...
And it should not appear strange to you that... we are tormented while the world
is at rest, [for] the troubles that beset us come to improve our Torah and to remove
the chaff from us, and when we are pure, the Divine Essence will cleave to our
world (2: 44).”
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The next level consists of the Jewish nation’s influence upon the other nations. This
refers to the development of a faith which is based on divine revelation, going beyond
the confines of the intellect, and whose most profound expression is found in our firm
belief in the creation of the world:

r..until [the Jewish] community attained the purity to make them worthy of
receiving the light and to have miracles performed for them, changing the natural
order, and [God] demonstrated that the world has a Ruler, a Keeper, an Arranger
and a Creator... so that in our day all the inhabitants of the world admit that the
world was created and [believe in] the eternal life of the Creator, and the proof
for this is the Jewish people, and what occurred to them and what was decreed

upon them (2: 54).”

I believe that we will not stray overly far from Rihal’s stance, if we adopt the position of
R. Ovadia Mi-seforno and R. Samson Raphael Hirsch. We retain, of course, the basic
assumption of Israel’s status as a chosen nation which underlies Rihal’s approach.

The desire to grant philosophical expression to the uniqueness of the Jewish nation
and the Land of Israel lies at the core of Rihal’s position. This uniqueness is not
considered significant within general philosophy; apparently, philosophy does not
concern itself with specific cases. However, Rihal maintains that any religious
philosophical position, whether Jewish or not, must relate to that which is singular and
unique. Jewish philosophy must therefore relate to the unique existence of Israel and the
revelation at Mount Sinai. Rihal searched for philosophical expressions for these
realities and he found them in his own distinct fashion.

It seems to me that the second approach as well, mentioned earlier, which follows in
his footsteps to some extent, also fulfills the basic demands of Rihal’s thought. In any
case, it is essential to note that the annals of Jewish thought contain numerous responses

to the paradox of uniqueness vs. universalism.

This seems an appropriate juncture to discuss briefly our interpretation of the
Rambam’s view of this issue. It appears to me that the difference between the Rambam’s
approach and that of Rihal can be illustrated through an analysis of their respective
approaches to prophecy. According to the Rambam, Moshe attained the highest possible
spiritual plane, and from the heights of this spiritual achievement he brought the Torah
to his people. Moshe earned the Torah’s teachings due to his elevated status, while the
nation somehow attained it as well. The midrash describes this gift of the Torah to the
nation as an act of kindness on Moshe’s part. According to Rihal, however, Moshe acted
the part of a mere messenger, the nation’s representative, and merited the gift of
prophecy simply because of his function as the nation’s tool. These two approaches

88



succinctly express the positions of the Rambam and Rihal regarding our issue. The
Rambam stresses the prophetic gifts of the individual, the elevation of a chosen few. The
community exists, in his view, only to permit the development of the individual. The
community creates the necessary conditions to allow the individual to achieve
perfection, and thus to attain prophecy; whereas, in Rihal’s view, the entire nation is

composed of prophets.

We have noted the difference between chosenness, which is related to keeping the
commandments and commitment to the Torah, and segula, a spiritual reality which
existed prior to any given action. Despite the obvious differences between Rihal and the
Rambam, the latter’s position contains a similar principle, as he emphasizes the eternal
quality of the covenant and the promise of a prophetic relationship with the Jewish
people. The concept of Jewish chosenness is not only the ”property” of Rihal or the
Kabbalists; it has its place in the rationalist school of thought as well. To be sure,
differences between the two schools of thought remain. These will become clearer when
we examine R. Kook’s approach, which creates a synthesis of these two positions.

PART II: Chosenness in the Thought of Rav Kook:

We have heretofore examined various approaches to the concept of chosenness. We
must note that this ideal can be developed in both positive and negative directions. The
unacceptable interpretation of chosenness is that which causes man to demand rights
beyond his due; proudly, he sees himself as superior, as a born ruler. In sharp contrast
to this approach we find the attitude underlying Jewish thought, in which chosenness
means the acceptance of the Torah and commandments, over and beyond the seven
Noachide laws. These duties might appear to some to be superfluous and burdensome. I
believe that we must place ourselves somewhere on the continuum between the two
extreme positions, for the obligations placed upon us are bound up with another
principle. Chosenness means that the Jewish people are the world’s ”theological
antenna;” we constitute the connection between God and man. Hence, the segula finds

its most significant expression through the gift of prophecy.

It is fitting to pause here to discuss Rav Kook’s approach to this issue. Rav Kook
maintains that among every nation of the world one finds individuals who attain
tremendous moral and spiritual heights. However, the Jewish people’s uniqueness lies
in its collective strength. The Jewish people are not merely a nation in which certain
individuals may achieve greatness. It is a nation which must express its holiness in a
public fashion and practice its values as a community. Here, in my opinion, Rav Kook
fuses two different traditions: the position of Chazal on the one hand, which maintains
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that prophecy was and always will be exclusive to the Jewish people, and the midrashic
tradition expressed in Tanna Debei Eliyahu which claims that any person, Jew or
Gentile, man or woman, slave or maidservant, may potentially achieve prophecy.
Judaism finds expression in both those directions, and Rav Kook unites them in his
overall view of mankind.

The issue of chosenness is rejuvenated and illuminated with a new light in Rav

Kook’s writings. In order to understand his view, we must touch upon a new topic.

The National Spirit

Often, philosophers find themselves groping unsuccessfully for the appropriate terms to
describe their perception of reality. As we shall see, modern Jewish thinkers face similar
challenges. Jewish philosophers have not yet discovered a precise definition for the
unique essence of the Jewish people. One of the terms commonly employed for this
purpose is the expression ’national spirit.” This term allowed Jewish philosophers to
speak of an inner motivator, of a collective being which exists beyond the mere sum of
individuals. ”National spirit,” it must be noted, is not at all similar to "race.” The concept
of race is based upon biological and natural components, the concept of "national spirit”
on psychological and historical elements.

The term »national spirit” thus became a useful tool to explain the nation’s spiritual
and cultural achievements. Many thinkers have used the term, the most well-known
among them being Achad Ha’am. However, this term holds not only promise but great
danger as well. Thinkers like Achad Ha’am saw the Torah and the Jewish faith in general
as the fruits of the national spirit. In their concept of the national spirit we face a fresh
pitfall which finds ample expression in the question of prophecy and revelation. If the
Torah and religious values are, in essence, the outpourings of the national spirit, it
follows that prophecy cannot be divine communication. There is, then, no Godly - or
transcendental - revelation; there is rather the self-discovery of a nation, or immanent

revelation.

This position flies in the face of one of the most basic tenets of Judaism. Furthermore,
even those thinkers who understood the prophetic experience as a natural phenomenon,
nonetheless believed it to be a revelation of realities which lie beyond man’s self-
contained knowledge. We can distinguish between the prophetic communication and the
prophetic experience; the content possesses objective validity despite the subjective

nature of the experience.
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In Rihal’'s work we find two concepts which take heed of this dichotomy. They are
the 7segula of Israel” and the 7divine essence.” The »segula of Israel” represents the
immanent, human element in his position, while the divine essence” represents the

transcendental or God-given component.

Now we are equipped to understand the full meaning of the doctrine of chosenness in
Rav Kook’s writings. However, to further our perception we must discuss a question of
paramount importance which continues to reverberate through our world to this very

day. Irefer to the problem of autonomy versus heteronomy.

What is the source of the authority of the commandments, - the binding law [nomos]
Is it in hands of someone else [hetero] or is it perhaps in myself [auto]? How should the
ideal law be constructed? These are central questions in the philosophy of ethics and
education. Without entering into the complexities of this issue, we will attempt a brief
summary of the topic.

It would seem obvious that the Torah is heteronomic, its authority stemming only and
absolutely from the divine voice which exists beyond man. However, Rav Kook rejected
the perception of the Torah as a foreign, coercive legal system that is in conflict with
man’s natural tendencies. Placing the Torah upon a heteronomic basis entails a
recognition of its supra-human character and its divine origin, but it is at the price of
continual tension and strife, of a lifelong existential trauma. This trauma with its severe
psychological and social ramifications forms no part of the divine plan.

God’s will lies not merely in having His words obeyed, but also in the healthy and
complete development of the human personality, of human society and even of the
cosmos. To borrow a phrase from R. Samson Raphael Hirsch, the Torah’s interest in us
is not theological but anthropological. In the words of Rav Kook, the central question
that we must ask is not the question of "knowledge of God” - theology’s question, but
rather the knowledge of God in the world” - »the moral influence of divine studies”
(Eder Ha-yakar p. 37).

Rav Kook teaches us that the Torah contains two ideals which we must combine. And
the unification of those two ideals spells chosenness. The essence of chosenness lies in
the compatibility of the divine revelation with the Jewish people’s national spirit. A
nation fit for divine communication was chosen as the vessel for God’s revelation. This
is the meaning of the midrashic legend which relates that God offered the Torah to all
the other nations of the world, and they refused to accept it.

The match between national spirit and God’s word is not easy to guarantee. In fact, it
is glaringly absent in many nations:
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7And this is not far from the truth, in relation to most nations. Because... their
divine knowledge, being dim and weak, is not an appropriate basis for their being

and existence, and it is not their permanent nature or national cause.”

Thus, the true meaning of the Jewish people’s chosenness is that they do not see morality
as a law enforced from without, but rather as an expression of their inner desires. The
opposite of this harmonious relationship can be found in the rebellion of part of Western
culture against the »Judeo-Christian” tradition, a rebellion whose most extreme

expression took the form of Nazism.

It is not racial genes which grants the Jews this special affinity. In truth, it will
someday be the happy lot of all. In this context, chosenness merely bestows the status of
the firstborn, with the confidence that one day the other siblings will join the eldest.
Thus, the harmony between our inner world and the divine law constitutes the

quintessential experience of the eschatological end of days.

Of course, this harmony does not flow effortlessly throughout every Jew’s daily life.
At times there appears to be a conflict between the demands of religion and morality, on
the one hand, and the individual Jew’s natural tendencies on the other. Rav Kook
explains that although those conflicts do exist, they are the result of cultural problems,
deficiencies that have not yet "come under the influence of the Torah.” Every
problematic situation, according to Rav Kook, is ”based either upon a distorted
understanding of the Torah on our part, or can be traced to a specific cause.” Morality
and religion do not simply mean conformity to the revealed Torah; they are also an
integral part of human self-actualization. The conflicts will lessen from »generation to
generation, and the issues will unravel themselves in tranquillity and holiness.” This,
then, is part of our cultural mission: to create a society in which such conflicts cease to

exist.

Rav Kook expressed this synthesis using the symbolism of the Kabbala in his

commentary on the introductory prayer ”Le-shem yichud:

»The complete marriage of the Jewish people with the Holy One - this refers to
the identification of God’s will as expressed through the entire nation, at the root
of its collective soul, with the revelation of divinity which lies at the heart of all
of existence. ... And at the Jewish people’s highest level no difference exists
between the divine outpouring upon all of existence and the manner in which it
is perceived through the Jewish nation. For this reason we pray in all our
endeavors to achieve ’yichud,’ the fusion of the Holy One and His Shekhina
(divine presence)” (Orot Yisrael, Orot p. 141).
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The congregation of Israel, a symbol of the kabbalistic sphere of »malkhut” (kingdom),
here becomes the symbol of Jewish existence: ”The congregation of Israel is the
concentrated essence of all of existence, and in this world this essence is actually
contained within the Jewish nation” (ibid., pg. 138). »Tif'eret” (glory), the symbol of
divine revelation, is not understood simply as the revelation of the Torah, but is the
widest sense, as ""the effect of the divine life upon all of existence.” The transcendental
element finds expression through all of existence, yet it still may conflict with "the
divine will which is expressed in the nation as a whole, at the foundation of its collective
soul.” The merging of these two desires is the essence of the aspiration to unite God
with His Shekhina through all of our actions.” Our segula is expressed through the spirit
of the nation” which is umbilically bound to the divine spirit. The immanent touches the

transcendent:

»The national spirit which is currently awakening has supporters who boast of
independence from divine spirituality, were it truly possible to foster a national spirit of
this sort, it would be tantamount to placing the nation upon a pedestal of impurity, even
destruction, but they themselves do not realize what they want ... [This is true] to the
point that even he who claims that he needs no godly spirit, if he craves a Jewish national
spirit, the godly spirit is manifest at the innermost heart of his ambitions, even against
his will. The private individual may cut himself off from the source of life, but not so the
nation of Israel in its entirety; therefore all of the nation’s achievements, which are
beloved to them because they give voice to the national spirit, hold the divine spirit
within them: the country, language, history and leadership.

»And if at some future time such a spiritual awakening takes place, when people
will say that all the above are due to the national spirit alone, and they will
attempt to deny the influence of the divine spirit upon all these achievements and
upon their apparent source, the national spirit, what must the righteous of that
generation do? ... They must struggle to reveal the light and holiness contained
in the national spirit, the light of God within all these outer trappings, until those
who cling to the ideas inherent in the general spirit ... will find themselves rooted
and living in the divine life, aglow with holiness and exalted strength” (Orot Ha-

techiya 9, in Orot, p. 63)

When we say the introductory prayer of ”Le-shem Yichud” in conjunction with prayer
»Viyhi No'am” (May the pleasantness of God upon us ... and may our handiwork be
established), we pray for peace, for harmony between the commandments that we fulfill,

and our innate human ideals.
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PART III: Judaism and Racism

Allow me to say a few words about the problem of racism, since the text we have before
us describes the status of the Jewish people with the help of racial - genetic, if you will -
terminology. This is not a theoretical discussion. It touches upon a fierce debate which
rages within the world of religious thought, especially in recent generations.

First, I wish to reiterate an earlier point: The Jewish entity is an anomaly within the
geographical and cultural map of the world, qualitatively different from all other
religious or national units. The definition of a Frenchman, an American, or a member of
any other nationality is essentially territorial in nature; each nation is the resident of its
particular tract of land and is defined by it. The Jewish people, on the other hand, is
borderless and thus cannot be limited to the confines of a specific place. Definitions
which are valid for other peoples do not permit an adequate description of Jewish
identity. The Jews, dispersed among the nations, spoke all seventy languages of the
world. This condition misled Jews and non-Jews alike into the belief that the Jewish
people was extinct. Others, realizing the absurdity of this conclusion, began to search
for a different way to understand the mystery of Jewish existence in exile.

This is the reason that for generations, and especially during the last two hundred
years, people as diverse as Disraeli and Martin Buber at times made use of terms such as
nrace” and”’blood” when they wished to indicate that the nation’s uniqueness is created
not by territory but by origin. However, this is liable to produce the mistaken impression
that if territorial criteria do not define us, then racial characteristics do. Clearly, this
definition is flawed. Race is not an appropriate model. Perhaps the concept of the
nextended family” is closer to the truth. In any case, it is clear that the Jewish people

have a unique existence.

When philosophy discovered the concept of nationhood as distinct from that of the
rterritorial entity,” there came into existence a term which drew closer to - yet still only
approximated - an appropriate definition of the Jewish entity. To be sure, even such a
concept confronts us with ideological difficulties as Zionist and Jewish thought as a
whole attempt to maneuver between the concepts of religion and nationality. These
difficulties arise from the fact that we attempt to fit Judaism into categories which do not
necessarily suit it. If the truth be told, Judaism cannot be defined by either of these two
concepts.

Judaism, being a religion, contains the possibility of conversion. This is akin to a
person becoming a naturalized citizen of a foreign state. And although, as the chaver
notes, the convert will never be exactly like the nation he has joined, his children
certainly will be. The phenomenon of conversion teaches us that the racial model is
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completely inappropriate, as does the fact that Jews of all colors can join together to form
a minyan (a prayer quorum). As mentioned above, we can see the model used by the
Torah as that of the extended family - the children of Avraham, Yitzchak and Yaakov.
As with any family, this one is perpetuated not only through the birth of children, but
also in other ways such as adoption or marriage. This concept was expressed by our
rabbis when they declared that although converts did not physically participate in the
revelation at Sinai (or in modern terms: the converts’ genes were not present at Sinai),
their souls were there. They were like sheep who traversed great distances to heed the

call of the heavenly herdsman and join his flock.

Judaism, then, is defined through concepts that differ entirely from that of race. Two
doors stand at the entrance to the Jewish nation. One opens only by divine decree - birth.
The other heeds human commands and opens to admit those Gentiles who choose to

convert.

The concept of race does contain positive elements: it teaches us the imperative of
noblesse oblige. However, to our sorrow, it has become tainted, and we must apply to it
the verse, Do not erect a monument which your God your Lord hates” (Deuteronomy
16:22). Rashi, the great medieval exegete, comments, ... and although it was beloved
unto Him in the days of the forefathers, now He hates it, since these have made it a part
of'idol worship.” The Torah here informs us that there are actions or objects that are not
negative in and of themselves; however, they adopt negative traits at the moment that
they turn into tools in the hands of idolators. The concept of race and origin, in bygone
days, expressed the idea of lineage. This signifies the responsibility to maintain the chain
whose first links are Avraham, Yitzchak, and Yaakov, and a commitment to the ideals
which membership in that chain represents. However, since the advent of modern
racism, when murder and various crimes are committed in the name of racial superiority,
this concept has lost its credibility. We must not make use of a concept "which your God

your Lord hates.”

One can, in addition, interpret the words of the Kuzari in a way entirely unrelated to
the concept of race. Rihal himself provides the key to this understanding at other points
in the book. Thus in the fifth essay, he presents us with another model regarding the

nature of chosenness, a model centered around the keeping of the commandments:

»And the lowest of the plants is on a higher level than the highest of the inanimate
objects ... and similarly the lowest of mankind who keep the divine
commandments is on a higher level than the highest of those who do not have the

commandments, because the commandment which comes from God, grants to
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souls the behavior and disposition of angels. And this cannot be achieved in any

other way.”

These words teach us two lessons. The first is the readiness for prophecy: "The
consistent fulfillment of the commandments brings [one] to the level of prophecy.”
Secondly, it is the very fact of being commanded which creates the state of segula: "The
one who is commanded, yet sins, is thus better than he who was never commanded.
Because the divine command has already lent him angelic behavior ... and if, in fact, his
sin confounded and negated this behavior, in any case he maintains powerful
impressions for it which continually keep him in a state of fiery longing to retrieve it.”
We can now understand the meaning of the comparison of the Jew to the person devoid

of commandments:

nEven more than this! If given the choice, he would not choose the level of those
devoid of commandments, just as if a suffering man were granted in his dream
the option to be a horse or a fish or a bird - with the knowledge that his life would
be one of pleasure, with no suffering - and to thus distance himself from the
intellect which brings him closer to the divine plane, he would not choose it.”

This is the ultimate meaning of chosenness. If you could choose now to be reborn, would
you choose to be born a Jew? If the answer is yes, you believe in the chosenness of the

Jewish nation.

Later sages have expanded the Kuzari’s perception. However, even if we insist that
the simple interpretation of the Kuzari is different, we must state that although in their
context the sources were innocent, the tragic history of recent generations has
transformed them into danger signs. We must regard them in the light of the command
not to erect a monument which God once loved but later hated.

We must always remember our Rabbis’ lesson that there are two binding concepts:
nBeloved are Israel, who are called God’s children,” but also ”Beloved is man, who was
created in God’s image.” The word man refers to all men, Jew and Gentile alike.
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CHAPTER 14: AN APPROACH TO COSMOPOLITANISM

We cannot discuss the nature and status of the Jewish people without relating, albeit
briefly, to an additional facet of our uniqueness as a nation. We will deal with this issue
here, as it reflects an ideological struggle which has plagued the Jew in every age.

In our discussion until this point, the question of universalism versus particularism
centered around religious concepts. In the modern world, despite the fact that interfaith
arguments continue at full force, additional, secular forms of debate have evolved.
Many voices, Jewish and Gentile alike, accuse those who would champion the cause of
Jewish uniqueness in the modern world of sustaining an idea whose time has passed;
now, at "the apex” of history, it would seem that all national and social boundaries have
effectively dissolved. This claim is an abstract one, but, it is easily rephrased and placed
in the mouth of a typical teenager as the plea: "Don't treat me as a Jew; treat me as
person!”

In order to respond to this request, let us backtrack a bit.

HOW TO AWARD THE NOBEL PRIZE

The Nobel Prize was established approximately one hundred years ago. In creating this
prize, Alfred Nobel sought to atone for his sin against humanity, the invention of
dynamite. He set about this task this by establishing a prestigious prize to be distributed
annually by the academies of Sweden and Norway. Although more pressing issues
demand our attention, we will attempt a brief intellectual exercise: how would we
choose the winning candidates for the prize? What tests ought we to employ?

The awards can be easily divided into two or three different categories which are
separated by a basic, essential factor. The prizes for medicine, chemistry, physics, and
the like, form one such group. For pioneers in these fields, the whole world constitutes
one enormous common market. We find it relatively easy to descry the scientific
discovery or invention that made history. However, the Nobel Prizes contain an award
for literary accomplishments as well. How should this prize be awarded? What criteria
should be employed? A scientific discovery is universal in character, can be translated
from one language to another with ease, is able in fact to traverse any border. These
criteria cannot help us distinguish the literary giant from the mediocre hack. The same
tests do not apply.
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How, then, must we proceed? A quantitative measure will not answer. Should we
distribute the Nobel prize based on the size of the audience a given author enjoys or do
we intuitively sense the yawning gap between the popular bestseller and the literary
work that truly made history? Clearly, an entirely new definition is needed. The prize
must be awarded to a person whose creativity is expressed within the framework of a
particular language and literary style. The popularity of the language employed is
irrelevant. (An Icelandic writer, for example, stands as good a chance of winning the
prize as an American one.) The deciding factor is simply whether the author presents a
probing expression of the human condition, coupled with an impressive command of the
range and possibilities inherent in his chosen language. Beyond the very specific
expression of a particular language, a literary creation must also give voice to its national
culture. This represents one aspect of the multifaceted human personality;
paradoxically, linguistic and literary particularism constitutes a means of expressing a

universal dimension which expands beyond the narrow confines of particularism.

This example succinctly describes the essence of human existence. On the one hand,
it contains numerous natural and universal dimensions which come to the fore in the
sciences and in civilization as a whole. The struggle to improve human society, which
finds expression in the Nobel Peace Prize, is a significant element of this aspect of the
human condition. However, parallel to these realities we find other, particular planes of
experience, the antithesis of the universal qualities. These particular aspects are
necessary as well, for they express another facet of the human personality which
completes the picture. Thus, for example, the world of symbols that comes alive in
literature constitutes an aspect of the particular quality of human experience. Not all the
springwaters of human existence can be drawn with a universal bucket.

Incidentally, the list of Nobel Prizes teaches us much about the Jewish contribution
to civilization and culture. The large percentage of Jewish prize winners is particularly
interesting. On the other hand, it is only in recent years that we have won prizes for works
of auniquely Jewish character. Among these are the Nobel Prizes for Literature awarded
in 1966 to Samuel Joseph Agnon and Nelly Sachs and the Nobel Peace Prize that was
awarded to Menachem Begin, former Prime minister of Israel. We may add to this list
the name of Isaac Bashevis Singer, whose accomplishments are, in essence, a complete

chapter in the history of Yiddish literature.

We will now return to the initial plea Do not treat me as a Jew; treat me as a person.”
It is patently absurd to pit Jewish existence and human existence against one another.
Such an attitude is comparable to a person who displays an object and claims that it is
not green, but simply ”colored.” No object in the world is merely colored with no
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particular shade of its own. Humanity is not composed of individuals of cosmopolitan
character who speak Esperanto and use neutral symbols. Every person belongs to some
specific, distinct unit, with its own array of symbols. If he abandons his own unique

essence, he will immediately take on a foreign identity.

Allow me to illustrate this concept with the aid of a simple parable. Do you remember
the high school physics experiment in which we filtered white light through a prism, and
discovered that it was actually composed of a myriad of colors? This experiment became
the basis for the science of spectography.

Now let us recall the second half of the experiment. Taking those same colors that we
received, we then passed them through a second prism and beheld a new white light.
However, were we to block one of the colors on its journey from one prism to the next,
we would find that the white light had disappeared, leaving only the remaining colors.

The white light symbolizes universalism. It is the composition, the blending of the
colors, the sum total of particularism. If one hides or denies the existence of any
particular entity, inspired perhaps by a mistaken universalism, the paradoxical result
would be the damage of universalism. The white light would disappear.

The Jew is but one the various colors of the human spectrum. It is through his battle
to maintain his uniqueness that he contributes to universalism, to the lucidity and power
of the white light. The converse is true as well, for the Jew who abandons his Jewishness
in the name of his battle against particularism causes irrevocable damage not only to his
own nation, but to all of humanity as well. Far from being a chauvinistic and self-
interested act, the battle to maintain our national uniqueness is instead a means for the

speedy development of all of humanity.

Until this point we have addressed the expressions of religious and cultural
particularism. To complete the picture, we must add a third dimension: the struggle to
maintain a Jewish national identity. I call this ethnic particularism. Emil Fackenheim, a
contemporary Jewish thinker, expressed this with his injunction that in a post Holocaust
era we must add one more commandment to the six hundred and thirteen: Thou shalt not
allow the Nazis a posthumous victory. They attempted to obliterate the Jewish nation,
constructing an exceedingly systematic and detailed plan to achieve this satanic scheme.
Thank God, all their plans ultimately met with failure. Yet today, we in the free world
face a different phenomenon which seems to be achieving the same grievous results.
Assimilation threatens to continue where the Nazis left off, not through the physical
annihilation of individual Jews, but by the destruction of Judaism and of all things
Jewish.
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Our mission is to combat this current threat, to save our people from collective
annihilation. The threat may not take the tragic form of Nazi brutality, but it is

nonetheless a "’kiss of death” to the Jewish community.

Thus we discover that at times continued biological existence in itself possesses
cultural and religious significance. Of course each and every person possesses a drive
for survival. We call this energy the survival instinct. However, sometimes a man who
fights for his survival discovers the full force of his humanity in this struggle. A man
fighting for his life against a serious disease can teach us much about the power of human
potential, a power that may even overcome the angel of death. A man who battles against
natural calamities and builds a civilization upon the ruins expresses human supremacy
over nature’s cruel whims. Similarly, the very biological and ethnic existence of the Jew
is symbolically significant. It is based neither upon vast numbers nor upon military
power. It expresses a nation’s struggle to swim against the tides of history which seek so
persistently to overwhelm it. Thus, through its very survival, is written one of the
glorious pages of world history. The struggle for continued existence is a protest against
the cruel powers and ideologies that attempt to control history through violence and
physical superiority. In this environment, mere biological survival holds tremendous
significance for humanity, both culturally and morally. The Torah teaches us that it has
religious significance as well; our national survival is indeed a holy endeavor.
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CHAPTER 15: On Conflict and Tolerance

PART I: The Tactics of the Struggle

We have previously discussed the distinctly Jewish nature of the experience of divine
revelation. This, to be sure, was not at all easy for Christianity and Islam to accept, and
each religion adopted its own tactics in its struggle with this basic truth.

Islam, in an attempt to rewrite history, depicted the Koran as an ancient tradition
bequeathed to Ishmael by his father Abraham. A glance at one small detail will clarify
the larger picture: Islamic tradition converted the sacrifice of Isaac into the sacrifice of
Ishmael. In this manner Islam freed itself from dependence upon the Jewish tradition;
it exists parallel but not beholden to Judaism. This, of course, flies in the face of the
unavoidable fact (justly stressed by the Kuzari) that the Koran is based on our Torah and
explicitly continues the history of the Jewish people. On the one hand we find abundant
mention of the biblical miracles and of the chronicles of Israel:

»Behold our holy book is full of stories about Moses, may he rest in
peace, and the children of Israel, stories whose veracity cannot be doubted; all
that God did unto Pharaoh and that He split the sea and lead those whom He
desired through it safely ... and how He rained down upon the Jews the manna
and the quail ... and how He spoke to Moses on Mount Sinai; and how He stayed
the sun for Joshua ... and similarly all that happened before that: the flood and
the destruction of Sodom and Gomorra...” (1:9)

On the other hand, even a superficial reading will amply demonstrate that discrepancies
between the Koran and the Bible abound. For this, Moslem scholars introduced a radical
solution: they claimed that the Bible was originally identical to the Koran and was
distorted at a later date by the Jews. The direct result of this assertion was the total
estrangement of Islam from its roots.

Incidentally, although Rihal notes only the shared historical background, Islamic
dependence upon biblical sources is equally apparent in another field - Islamic law is
clearly derived from our halakha.

Christianity, on the other hand, battled with Judaism in a different way: not by
claiming that Judaism was falsified, but by negating it altogether. In their view, the
Christian Messiah abolished the 7Old” Testament. In the words of the Rashbatz (Rabbi
Shimon ben Tzemach Duran of 15th century Spain), of whom we shall have more to say
at a later stage, "Because they admit that our Torah is divine and of heavenly origin, and
fhence] to claim that it was altered ... is impossible ... they therefore attempted slyly to
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discredit our Torah by saying that it was lacking and incomplete until the advent of Jesus
and his disciples.”

These widely divergent tactics not only explain the differing attitudes of Christianity
and Islam towards their Jewish roots, but shed light on the Jewish reaction as well.

Two of the Rambam's thirteen principles of faith teach us (a) that our Torah is the very
one given to Moses at Sinai, and (b) that it is eternally valid. Islam tried to turn its back
on Judaism by claiming that the Jews rewrote history and distorted the Scriptures, that
the Jews of today are not the Jews of old nor is the Bible of today the Bible of old. The
Koran, they claimed, is the authentic Bible. Christianity, on the other hand, asserted that
Judaism was good for its time, but after the advent of Jesus became obsolete. These are
mere theological apologetics, designed to obfuscate the very apparent Jewish source of
Christianity. These alterations find expression in numerous ways. When a pious Pope
meets with Jews and says to them, »It is my brothers that I seek,” this statement contains,
besides openness, a scarcely veiled claim on that Christianity is a peer and not an
offspring of Judaism. In those possessed of a less pure and less responsible attitude, we
find the penetration of antisemitism into the very core of the theology and the faith.

Therefore we must continually stress that the religions which are built upon the
classic foundations of prophecy, creation, divine knowledge, and the assumption of a
connection between God and man do indeed draw their sustenance from our Bible. The
clearest example of the distortion of Jewish roots can be found in the Mormon religion.
The Mormons rejected Christianity and instead identified themselves as descendants of
the ten lost tribes. The great irony lies in the fact that the Mormons and their ilk feel so
close to Judaism that they deny the real Jews. We have been witness to a similar
phenomenon among the American ”Black Hebrew” sect which has made its home in
Dimona, Israel.

As we shall see, Rihal had an involved theory regarding the role of the various
religions in the process of mankind’s collective development towards monotheism. In
the meantime, however, at this historical stage in our as-yet-unredeemed world, we must
make a realistic accounting. From a theological point of view, we easily discover a
greater closeness to Islam than to Christianity. Islam accepted both our uncompromising
monotheistic beliefs, and our aversion to personification of God. In contrast, traditional
Jewish theologians sensed a deep chasm and a clear contradiction between Jewish
doctrine and the Christian formulation of the Trinity and the Incarnation: »God
materialized and became a fetus in the womb of a virgin from an influential family in
Israel.”(1:4)
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On the other hand, there are ways in which Christianity is actually closer to Judaism
than is Islam. Our meeting point with Christianity lies in the holy Scriptures, in the
record of revelation. Though the Christians rejected the Bible as a binding document,
they maintained a belief in its divine character. Islam, however, considered our Bible a
forgery and renounced any association with the Hebrew text. A significant legal
ramification stems from this distinction between Christianity and Islam: the Rambam
ruled that it is permissible for a Jew to teach Bible to Christians but not to Moslems, for
the Moslems are not interested in the text for its own sake and are liable to abuse their
knowledge in order to make a mockery of Judaism. Seen from a historical perspective,
the Rambamr’s ruling clearly demonstrates a dual attitude toward these two religions.
Islam shares our monotheistic beliefs, yet its categorical rejection of the Bible created a
divide that runs between us until this very day. Christianity, on the other hand, while
remaining farther away from us in many of its beliefs, is capable of partially
understanding the renewal of our nation and our return to the Land of Israel. This is
because, despite its hypocritical and often hostile attitude toward the Jewish people, it
did not totally reject the Bible as its own religious source. This difference between the
Islamic and the Christian approaches to Judaism constitutes the key to understanding the
difficulties posed by each of these religions.

The Eternal Covenant

Our conflict with Christianity and Islam comes to the fore when the Kuzari king raises
the question of the sin of the golden calf. This historic sin has been used by Christian
theologians throughout the ages as Scriptural proof of the divine repeal of the covenant.
As the Kuzari king asks, ”What of the greatness [of the Jewish people] remained at the
time of that sin?”(1: 96)

Rihal’s answer teaches us that, paradoxically, the incident of the golden calf proves
the total opposite, for even in the wake of this grave sin the chosen status of the Jewish

nation remained constant. The transgression did not nullify the covenant:

»The manna did not stop raining down for the nation, and the cloud did
not stop providing them with shade, and the pillar of fire did not cease to guide
them. Prophecy remained constant and grew more powerful among them, and
not one of the unique gifts that they received was repealed, except for the two
tablets which Moses broke; however, he immediately prayed for their return, and
they received two new stone tablets, identical to the original ones, as they were
forgiven for this sin.” (1:97)
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Rihal’s reply reinforces the concept of a ”segula” that exists beyond mere chosenness.
As the Maharal and Rav Kook were later to express it, chosenness is dependent upon
man’s actions, and serves as a measure of his spiritual level, while segula portrays an
internal state which mutely proclaims that the Jewish nation will serve as God’s
messenger on earth throughout the process of world redemption. This mission cannot be
annulled. The divine covenant with our nation and our land will last forever.

PART II: Our Attitude to Christianity

Rihal’s discussion of Christianity compels us to briefly touch upon a problematic issue:
Judaism’s approach to Christianity. Our response to Christianity contains a dual
argument: a dispute over facts and a debate regarding value-judgments. Thus, the Jewish
response to Christianity contains a factual-historical argument about the beginnings of
Christianity, and about Jesus’ character in particular, as well as a question of religious

values: how ought we as Jews to judge the historical occurrences.

Although this is not a historical work, the answer to the first question bears
tremendous importance. I say this despite the fact that any explanation will necessarily
be disputed. I believe that in order to establish our attitude towards Christianity, an
examination of the historical background must be performed. Without entering upon a
discussion of the details, I will simply state that we must differentiate between different
stages in the historical development of Christianity. A large part of this lecture is based
upon a historical and literary analysis of the sources of Christianity by the Rashbatz
(Rabbi Shimon Ben Tzemach Duran), in his book Keshet U-Magen (Bow And Shield).
The Rashbatz’ analysis is in full accord with that of current major Jewish historians.
Were we to attempt to delve into Christianity’s past, as if it were an archeological site,
we would uncover at least four layers: 1. Jesus’ position; 2. the Apostles; 3. Paul; 4. the
Christian Church. We can view this structure as an upside-down pyramid, in which each
layer adds to the previous one. Our starting point will be Jesus’ position.

1. Christianity’s beginnings

The historical problems regarding the beginnings of Christianity are far-reaching
indeed. Did Jesus truly live and breathe or is his existence a mere legend? Responses to
this question can be divided into two opposing camps. On the one hand, we find those
who support a positive verdict, and on the other, those who claim that there is no
historical basis for the legends concerning Jesus. This was the position taken by many
German scholars, who viewed all the data found in the works of the ancients with
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dubious skepticism. Nevertheless, in the name of many of these scholars we may
cynically report that Jesus the Christian never existed, and yet the Jews killed him. The
historical truth hidden in this remark is that the historical criticism surrounding the
character of Jesus has not succeeded in calming the tempest of antisemitism; for the
skepticism regarding Jesus’ existence was actually a result of this antisemitism. Many
people simply could not accept the fact that the central religious figure of Christianity
was Jewish. As a result, some denied the historical dimensions of the beginning of
Christianity, while others chose to ignore Jesus’ Jewishness, or created theological

theories to somehow justify this strange aberration.

On the other side of the spectrum we find scholars who claim that Jesus did indeed
exist. These scholars actually use Jewish sources to prove the reliability of their position.
The Rabbinic sources for many sayings and parables attributed to Jesus strengthen this
point of view. Personally, I agree with this position. Jesus’ Jewish background enables
us to understand the differences and disagreements that existed between the Jewish
community and Jesus himself. Thus, it appears that the Jewish traditions that speak of

the historicity of Jesus were correct.

Of course, many points of controversy exist even among the scholars who maintain
that Jesus was a historical figure. One such controversial issue is the subject of Jesus’
death. There is no doubt that Jesus was crucified by the Romans because of their fear of
the awakening of a messianic political movement. Crucifixion was a singularly Roman
method of capital punishment. However, at a later stage the Christians developed the
idea that the Jews were responsible for the death of Jesus. Jesus died a Roman death at
the hands of the Romans, as a direct result of the decision of the Romans and perhaps
some collaborators. There is no clearer proof for Jesus’ death as a Jew at the hand of the
Romans’ than the crown of thorns that, according to Christian sources, the Romans
placed upon Jesus’ head. This was a mocking proclamation of Jesus as the King of the
Jews, a King who wears a crown of thorns, in place of a crown of gold. In this manner,

the Roman ridiculed Jesus’ belief in himself as the messiah.

Apparently Jesus did believe that he was the Messiah. Clearly, the events of his life
can only be understood on this background, and on the assumption that Jesus expected
a last-minute miracle which would prove his messianic status. Jesus was a false
Messiah; however, we must note that the various false Messiahs that Jewish history has
known can be divided into two types: those who were consciously impostors, and those
who succeeded in convincing themselves of their own messianic role. Jesus cannot be
counted among the former; he was honest. He was simply mistaken in his unswerving
beliefthat he was God’s destined messenger. It is interesting to compare Jesus to Shabtai
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Zvi, who also viewed himself as the messenger of God. At the critical moment, Shabtai
Zvi faltered and converted. Jesus did not, perhaps because he expected a miracle, and
believed that no evil could befall the Messiah. Therefore his last words were "My God,
My God why have you forsaken me?” Jesus’ followers remembered and immortalized
these words, because they felt that every word that he uttered was significant. Yet, these
words in fact bear witness to his failure; for the miracle failed to materialize, and Jesus
died face to face with his own failure.

Jesus constitutes a chapter in the history of the Jewish nation’s false messiahs.
With regard to Jesus’ specific identity, allow me to quote from the Rashbatz’ book:

»...and I heard that the Tosafists wrote, and [ saw in the polemic of Rabbi
Yechiel the son of Rabbi Yosefthe Frenchman, that Jesus the Christian of whom
our sages spoke, who lived in the time of Rabbi Yehoshua the son of Perachia,
was not the one of whom the Christians spoke in their scriptures; rather, he is the
one mentioned in the Talmudic chapter ”Arba Mitot” (four types of capital
punishment inflicted by Jewish courts) that they prepared witnesses for him, and
his name was the son of Pandira. ...and as they said of Jesus that he was hung on
the eve of Passover, as they said of the son of Satdai.”

The Rashbatz himself accepts the identification of Jesus with the student of Rabbi
Yehoshua the son of Perachia. Today, we tend to accept the opinion of Rabbi Yechiel
the Frenchman.

2. - 3, The Apostles and Paul

Jesus can be described as the classic figure of a problematic preacher. Some of his
opinions conflicted with Jewish law, although the majority of is statements were firmly
rooted in Chazal. However, as aforementioned, Jesus was not satisfied with the position
of preacher or Rabbi. He saw himself as the Messiah, and he understood that his death
meant the failure of his mission. His disciples explained their leader’s death differently.
They viewed his death as the end of one chapter in the divine plan. This belief inspired
the concept of the second coming, the faith that Jesus will be resurrected and will
complete his mission in the future. Jesus considered his messianic aspirations a failure;
Paul interpreted the failure as a victory. It was Paul who devised and developed a
comprehensive doctrine, explaining that the redemption need not be manifest in this
world, and that Jesus’ death was necessary in order to open the gates of Heaven to all.
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Paul’s significant innovation is rooted in two major upheavals that totally distanced
Christianity from Judaism. The differences between Christianity and Judaism,
according to the original disciples, revolved around the person of the ‘Messiah.’ Paul,
however, stressed two principles which later became integral to Christianity:

1. The annulment of the required observance of practical commandments. Jesus’
original disciples remained faithful to the practical commandments. For Paul, however,
the belief in Jesus as the messiah became central, and took the place of the original
commandments. Thus, a new religious option opened up and Christianity won the battle
to convert the nations of the world. For this approach gave them a short cut, which in
time turned out to be a long cut leading to a dead end. Rav Kook writes (Orot Ha-emuna
9):

nThe essence of heresy is the separation of the concept of fear of heaven
and the principle of closeness to God from the light of Torah and all its operative
manifestations. And as a result of this separation, which was performed
maliciously from within the Jewish nation, ...the world became polluted. Pagan
impurity found a foothold and a source of sustenance, until the end of days, when
'with the drying of its branches, they will break.”

Rav Kook describes this development, which was expressed through the approach of
Paul and his followers:

7And the separation of the principle of the fear of God from the
observance of the Torah grew to the point that separation alone did not suffice,
but rather this poison [ous idea] reached the level of contradiction, to the extent
that the evil maidservant dared to conclude that her fraudulent concept of Fear
was the real one, and that it necessitated the nullification and destruction of the

observance of the Torah and its study...”

The Pauline separation between faith and commandments, between Torah and
prophecy, letter and spirit, created a legacy of hatred. Christianity attacked Judaism and
its representatives, the Pharisees, in the name of faith (7the fraudulent concept of Fear)
that rejects all the commandments and views them as mere external trappings. The
inevitable result was that the external world of the nations moved out of reach of the

internal influence of the Jewish nation.”

With the nullification of the operational commandments, Paul abandoned Jesus’
principles. In the words of the Rashbatz: »When they saw that Jesus of Nazareth said
that he did not come to nullify the Torah but rather to strengthen it, they found proof
from his words that he nullified the Torah.”
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And even given a certain degree of ambiguity in Jesus’ words, the Rashbatz maintains
that, #from all this it does not appear that he contradicted the Torah.”

Paul explained the commandments allegorically and nullified them. But as the
Rashbatz explains, "The all-encompassing response to [the fraudulent Pauline doctrine]
... 1s that the Torah speaks plainly and not in riddles.”

2. We have already alluded to the second principle, which later became a central
theme in Christianity. I refer to the doctrine of original sin. According to this doctrine,
the world began in sin. The original sin occurred as follows: Adam ate from the Tree of
Knowledge, and therefore all of his descendants were to be forever tainted with guilt, a
stain that could never be erased. Thus Jesus the son of God (a later development, the
doctrine of incarnation, describes Jesus as God Himself, in human form) had to appear
and die on the cross in order to atone for the sin of the Adam. The Rashbatz writes:

»And when they saw all of this they clung to their fraudulent ideas and
claimed that the forefathers and the prophets and all of the greatest pious men
were possessed by Satan as a result of the sin of Adam who was expelled from
the Garden of Eden, and that they were descending to hell. Because [Adams] ...
sin was attached to him and his children at the outset of human procreation they
called it ‘original’... No one human being had the power to atone for this sin until
God took on human form in the womb of a woman, and became both a God and
a human, and then his blood was spilled and that blood atoned for the original
sin... and our master the Ramban already remarked regarding this in his debate
'If one intends to lie, he ought to distance his witnesses,’ for all of the curses that
Adam and Eve and the serpent received because of that sin, we still see today
[and therefore clearly] they remain and were not atoned for.”

The Rashbatz demonstrates that these ideas were rejected by Jesus himself and by his
student Simon Kifa-Patros who clearly stated that the Jews achieve salvation through
the Torah. However, in its later development Christianity’s path diverged from this
original concept of salvation, and maintained that all humans share the verdict of
perdition as the direct result of the sin of Adam. Faith in Jesus and the performance of
the obligatory Christian rituals constitute the only possible escape from hellfire. This
attitude clearly contradicts the biblical outlook, which defines messianism as the
improvement of the world under the dominion of God. One of the elemental differences
between Judaism and Christianity stems from this disparity. The Christians continued to
speak of the kingdom of Heaven; however, a seemingly insignificant change in
terminology took place. Our forefathers spoke of the kingdom of heaven as a kingdom
which ruled OVER heaven and earth. The Christians, on the other hand, spoke of a
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kingdom IN heaven. How can we believe in the messianity of a man who did not mend
the world? If the world was not mended in his day, then clearly he is not the messiah.
What has changed in our world as a result of Jesus’ existence? As a matter of fact, the
world has perhaps taken a turn for the worse. Paul’s position attempted to solve this
theological difficulty. Paul, and Christian theology in his wake, altered the concept of
improvement and transferred messianism from the earth to the heavens. What was Jesus’
accomplishment? He opened the gates of the Garden of Eden. Until his advent it was
impossible for man to enter the Garden of Eden, and even righteous men such as the
forefathers, Moses and the prophet Isaiah did not merit entry.

The Rashbatz explains that early Christianity developed with the belief that complete
redemption would occur during the lifetimes of Jesus’ disciples: ”And (Jesus) then said
'[ am truthfully telling you that this generation will not die out before all is completed.’
And all this did not materialize, and [therefore] their intelligent ones had to interpret 'this
generation’ to mean from Jesus until the end of days and judgment day... but the plain
meaning of his words is not like this... In another place it says that Jesus said to his
students 'I am truthfully telling you that some those standing here will not taste death
before they see the son of Man in his Kingdom’ ...and behold the reality refuted this.”

4. The Church and Christian Antisemitism

The fourth stage is the development of the Christian faith and its alienation from
Judaism. At this stage, idolatry penetrated into Christianity and exerted its influence
upon Christian theology. Jesus’ transition from a Messiah and ’son of God’ into God
himself took place at this point. Belief in the trinity commingled with belief in
monotheism, and the Virgin Mary, mother of the messiah, was granted a unique status.

This stage marks the complete alienation of Christianity from Judaism. This religious
abyss developed into open hatred. As history was later to demonstrate, Christian
antisemitism began its career at this juncture. Christian antisemitism stemmed, in part,
from the fact that the Jews refused to accept the "new gospel” (this historical impetus for
antisemitism would later repeat itself in Islam and Lutheranism). However, some
content-relevant reasons existed as well. Allow me to explain. On the one hand,
Christianity 7attempts to approach the holy archetype, to wrap itself in the prayer shawl
and rabbinical garb.” But on the other, it is worse than idol worship, for it clamors to
alter the form of Jewish holiness into a monster.” (ibid. 15)

Rav Kook tells us that Judaism and paganism are 'the two original elements’ that
contend throughout history (Le-mahalakh ha-idei’ot be-Israel, Orot 113). Christianity is
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the result of the grafting’ of these two elements. Two great thinkers realized this
essential fact: Hegel, the great nineteenth century thinker, who saw himself as the
vanguard of the new Christianity, and on the other hand, Rav Kook. A tremendous
historical difficulty stems from the fact that although Christianity saw itself as advocate
of the Bible and abdicator of the Talmud, in reality the opposite holds true. For
Christianity abandoned the primary biblical concept, the 'Divine Idea’ (see Le-mahalakh
ibid.) which permeates and influences each and every sphere of life and extends far
beyond the four cubits of religious observance.

This combination carries severe psychological ramifications. Christianity spread
Judaism’s roots throughout the nations. However, some nations ”did not yet attain this
level, and [therefore] what was infused into their surroundings from the light of Israel
was the faith in God, not in accordance with [the progress of] their natural [moral]
development, [and therefore it] contended with their individual personalities and clashed
with their cultures, for [the light] was alien, external” (Orot, Orot ha-techiya, 88).
However, Rav Kook assures us that we will witness a process ”that will redeem the
sparks of the spirit of Israel ... and this will cause increased hatred of Israel.” Without a
doubt this is a marvelous description of the revolution of idolatry.

Rihal’s Presentation

At the outset of the first discourse (1:4-5), Rihal presents the Christian position at the
apex of its theological maturity: "However at the close of their history, in the last
generation of the Jewish people, God become corporeal and transformed into a fetus in
the body of a virgin from a important Jewish family and she begot him. Seemingly a
person but secretly a God, seemingly a prophet, but secretly a God who dispatches
prophets. He is the Messiah, whom we call the son of God, and he is the Father and the
Son and the Holy Ghost. And behold, we are truly monotheists, although we speak of
the trinity.” (1:4)

(Incidentally, fear of the Christian censors impelled the classic Warsaw edition to
eliminate important sections of Rihal’s text. In order to further disguise the section’s
purpose, the Christian was called 'the Persian.’)

Rihal expressed the opinion of Jewish Sages throughout history when he placed the
following response in the Kuzari’'s mouth: ”Such a religion does not leave room for
logic. Even more so - Logic repels most of your words.” (1: 5)

Since the days of Rabbi Sa’adia Gaon, Jewish thought has maintained that religion is
built upon reason, but not upon its ruins, as Christianity actively prescribes. Reason is a
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filter that we must use. It holds the power of veto, although it cannot assist us in actively

verifying the truth.

How did Rihal arrive at this position? During the debate with the philosopher in the
first section, we were given ample proof that logical difficulties with his own position
did not distress Rihal at all. This fact reemerges at a later stage. In essence, Rihal is
teaching us that two guides lead us on our existential quest: intellect and experience. An
experiment in physics can compel us to discard an opinion which we thought was

necessitated by common sense:

nAfter a fact has been proven to a man through what he has witnessed
and through his experience, such that he believes in it with all his heart, and
cannot find any other option other than the belief in this fact, he will find some
weak pretense, which opposes logical reasoning, in order to justify his unlikely
belief. This is also the course chosen by scientists when they uncover wondrous
forces for the first time, forces which, had they been described to these scientists
before they witnessed them with their own eyes, they would have denied their
existence. However, after witnessing [these forces], they craftily found a reason
for them ... and they will not negate that which they saw with their own eyes.”

However, this is not the case with Christianity: ”I do not find my mind able to accept

these things as true.”
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PART III: The Paradox of Particularism

The Missionary Question

Christianity feels obligated to spread its spiritual message far and wide. A similar
concept exists, at least in principle, in Islam. And yet, the Jewish religion does not seek
out converts. Why?

The antisemitic explanation is that this separatist attitude stems from the
egocentricity and 7exclusivity” of Judaism. The Jew is interested only in the Jew, and
does not concern himself with the spiritual fate of others. The antisemite interprets the
concept of chosenness as the basis for the claim that God cares for the Jews and the Jews
alone. Unfortunately, some Jews accept this explanation as well. They would perhaps
change their minds were they to peruse the annals of Jewish history, which unveil the
tremendous conversion efforts which marked previous generations. History describes a
Jewish movement whose stated goal was to spread the Jewish religion among the
Gentiles, however, it was terminated by bloodshed. In the course of history, our
ancestors learned to be very careful, both for their own sake and for the sake of the
converts themselves.

Although the original and authentic Jewish attitude towards conversion was positive,
perhaps the current objection to Jewish missionary activity can help us uncover another
dimension of this issue. Understanding the Jewish attitude toward conversion and
toward members of other religions is linked to major issues in Jewish thought and Jewish
law. However, our starting point must reach back to before the giving of the Torah. A
number of covenants preceded the covenant at Sinai; a particularly significant early
covenant was the divine pact with 'the children of Noah.” Our response to the question
of missionary work is based upon the rabbinical statement that whoever accepts the
seven commandments given to the children of Noah is counted among the righteous
Gentiles. At Sinai the Jewish people accepted the Torah, and therefore the Torah and
commandments obligate Israel alone. However, alongside the Torah’s law we find a
basic moral law which applies to all of mankind, the children of Adam and Noah, those
who are not members of the Israelite covenant with God. The seven Noachide laws

obligate all of mankind.

This is another dimension of the ’segulic’ character of the Jewish nation. In the
messianic era all of mankind will maintain a basic and universal religious and ethical

awareness even without obeying the Torah’s commandments. Only Israel, as ’a kingdom
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of priests and a holy nation,” will be obligated to keep the Torah’s six hundred and
thirteen commandments.

Given this background, we can approach the enigma. Let us reopen the central
question: why does Christianity need the Mission? The answer is simple. Christianity is
convinced that salvation is impossible outside the church. A non-Christian, despite
unwavering faith in God, and a life of prayer and moral behavior, will not merit the world
to come, without accepting the Christian sacraments. This is true not only regarding
those who have come in contact with Christianity and rejected the Christian position; a
similar fate awaits persons who have never heard of Christianity, such as the natives of
a distant island who are unaware of Christian doctrines, as well as those Jews who had
the misfortune to live before the coming of Jesus! As a result of this belief, Christianity
considers itself obligated to deal kindly with non-Christians by opening the gates of
Heaven for them through missionary activity. This desire to ’save’ others found tragic
and often brutal expression in the ideology behind the Inquisition: The body must be
burned in order to save the soul. This approach maintains that the Christian faith is the
sole route to eternal happiness. Judaism views salvation in a different light. ‘Chauvinistic
and particularistic’ Judaism offers other alternatives. The road to salvation through
Torah is one option, which was granted to the Jewish people, while a second, universal
alternative exists in the seven Noachide laws.

Thus we are faced with a paradox. The path which initially appeared universal is in
essence particular. However, the ’particularistic’ Jew is tolerant, and allows for
pluralism, for he claims that there are many paths to salvation. The covenant at Sinai
created a road to salvation which obligates the Jews and transforms them into the priests
of the world, into a holy nation. However, the Jewish covenant with God does not
preclude other routes to salvation. We must therefore acknowledge the potential for
synthesis between particularism and universalism, between the commitment to a
specific framework, and openness to the world. This balance is described in the
introduction to the revelation at Sinai: ”And now if you will surely listen to me and keep
my covenant, you will be for me a ’segula’ form all the nations, for mine is ALL the land”
(Shemot 19:5). This verse suggests the synthesis between these two principles, between
a description of the Jews as a special nation and a kingdom of priests on the one hand,
and the concept that 'mine is all the land,’ all the land and all the nations belong to God.
Our ultimate hope is that all the nations will eventually recognize the truth, however,
even those who do not achieve this level can be saved if they attain the status of the
children of Noah or of righteous Gentiles.
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Christianity is universal and addresses the whole world, precisely because it is
particularistic. Judaism, on the other hand, is particularistic because of its universal
character. Judaism was the path given to the Jewish people. Yet the Gentiles may also
merit their share in the world to come. The fact that we are not missionaries stems from
our belief that all non-Jews are not automatically sentenced to eternal damnation. This
is the ultimate significance of the Noachide laws.

Righteous Gentiles: The non-Jew’s salvation

The Jewish view of this issue can be understood through the analysis of a difficult
passage in the Rambam’s renowned work, the 'Mishneh Torah.” In the Laws of Kings
(8:11), the Rambam deals with the issue of the children of Noah, and with those who are
destined to receive a portion in the world to come:

»Whoever accepts upon himself the seven commandments and is careful
to fulfill them is one of the righteous Gentiles and has a place in the world to
come. This is only if he accepts them and does them because God commanded
thus in the Torah and informed us through Moses our teacher that the children of
Noah were previously commanded [to keep] them. But if he did them out of the
conviction of his reason, he ... is not [considered one of] the righteous Gentiles
(but rather) (and not) of their wise men.”

This is an interesting example of a case where accuracy to the letter is important not only
for philosophical reasons. We have two versions of this last sentence in the Rambam.
Should we read the sentence 'but rather’ or and not?’ It seems but a small difference, yet,
this text holds the key to understanding the Rambam’s position. According to one
approach, Judaism demands that the nations of the world explicitly recognize the Mosaic
revelation in order to merit eternal reward. According to the other, they need only accept
the minimal content of the revelation.

Through the perusal of ancient manuscripts, particularly the manuscript of the
'‘Mishneh Torah’ which can be found in the Bodelian library in Oxford, we have
discovered that the words 'and not’ are apparently incorrect. The correct reading of he
text is 'but rather.’ In other words, the Rambam is informing us that there are two
potential religious levels of the children of Noah. On one level, the children of Noah
merit the world to come by way of righteousness, because they are rooted in the
revelation at Sinai, and the giving of the Torah. On the other level, they merit the world

to come autonomously, through their intellect, as is the way of wise men and scholars.
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The faith of the righteous man is fundamentally different from that of the wise man. This
difference notwithstanding, both merit the world to come.

This position seems surprisingly liberal. However, it seems to me that our rabbis have
clearly instituted this attitude through the concept of ’a baby that was captured’ [in which
case the Jewish child who was abducted by Gentiles is not considered liable for his lack
of Jewish knowledge] for 'they follow in the ways of their fathers.” ”God does not act
with 'trunia’ towards his creations” (Tractate Avoda Zara 3a). The word 'trunia’ is the
Hebrew adaptation of the Greek word 'tyrannia,” or in modern English, tyranny. God
does not inflict harsh judgment upon a person who has done no wrong. However, every
man has the option of understanding the ethical law and experiencing the immediate and
almost instinctual relationship with God. These are universal and general
commandments, and anyone possessing intellectual and logical capacities can easily
arrive at them. The road to the world to come, to eternal salvation, is open to all children
of Noah, in other words, to all of mankind.

Was this truly the historical position of the Rambam, or is this merely a modern,
'liberal’ interpretation? From the context of Rambamr’s general approach, it becomes
abundantly clear that he greatly esteemed all those who attained religious truth through
the autonomous path of reason, such as Aristotle. However, a more appropriate and
dramatic example can be found in the figure of Abraham the Patriarch, who discovered
the truth through self study, even before he merited prophecy. Thus, we may infer that
according to the Rambam, two legitimate types of religious knowledge exist: the
religious knowledge of the righteous Gentiles, and the religious knowledge attained by
their wise men. For the wise men of the nations of the world will also merit eternal life
in the Garden of Eden. This interpretation was accepted by Rav Kook. In his footsteps,
and in the footsteps of the Rambam, we may assert that salvation is possible even without
the direct influence of the revelation at Sinai. Those who attain veritable beliefs through

their intellectual endeavors merit the world to come as well.
Rav Kook writes: (Iggerot ha-Re’iya 89, vol. 1: 99-100)

rRegarding the righteous Gentiles of whom the Rambam wrote ... behold the
correct version is 'but rather from their wise men,’ and it seems to me that the
Rambanv's intention is ... that the level ... is specifically that of righteous Gentiles
who have not mastered intellectual abilities, but rather accepted the faith with
the purity of heartfelt emotions, and followed an honest path because of their
acceptance that their commandments were given in this form by God; however,
one who merited comprehension of the seven Noachide laws through the
decisive power of his intellect is truly wise of heart and full of reason -- he is
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considered to be of their wise men, for the attribute of wisdom is very great, and
there is no need to say that he has a portion in the world to come.”

Some acquire their world [to come] in a single hour: Are good intentions
good enough?

Upon analyzing this question, you will immediately perceive that the Jewish approach
does not constitute an ideological innovation. Let us begin our analysis. The struggle
with idolatry is an essential Torah principle. And yet, we find a seemingly contradictory
pronouncement in Malakhi’s prophecy:

nFrom the dawn of the sun in the east until its setting in the west My Name is
great among the nations, and in every place incense is presented for My Name
and pure flour offering, for My Name is great among the nations, said the Lord
of Hosts.” (Malakhi 1: 11)

We find different positions regarding the interpretation of this verse. There are those
who claim that it refers to the Jews in the Diaspora, while others suggest that it hints at
the Gentiles. Rabbi Abraham Ibn Ezra solves the problem by adding the word ’if’ to the
verse: 'If I had commanded, they would have offered me an honorable thing, incense
would have been offered to me ... and they would have hearkened to me to praise my
great name.” Rabbi David Kimchi (Radak), the classic medieval exegete of the Prophets,
explained the verse differently:

rFor even though they worship the constellations of the heavens, they
acknowledge Me as the first cause; however, they worship them based on their
opinion that they are intermediaries between Myself and them, and [thus] Chazal
said, 'They call him the god of gods.”

According to Radak’s interpretation it is possible that even an idolater could possess
misguided good intentions. This is similar to the Rambam’s position (Hilkhot Avoda
Zara Chapter 1) that the appearance of idolatry was a distortion of the original
monotheistic ideal.

Now we must approach a complex issue. According to the Rambam, and prior to him,
Rabbenu Bachaye, this question is related to what is termed the doctrine of Divine
attributes. We will discuss this doctrine later. According to these thinkers it is essential
that one form in his soul a proper and, as far as possible, an exact concept of God. Why
should he create this image in his mind? Allow me to explain by way of'a simple parable:
Let us imagine that we are sending a letter. The most important part of the letter is the
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address, which must appear on the envelope so that the letter will reach its destination.
The letter symbolizes the worship of God. The concept of God which we serve is the
address. According to this understanding, if the address is deficient, such as when one
who worships a concept of God that is flawed because of corporealization, or because of
another basic misunderstanding of the divine concept, we find ourselves mailing the
letter, our service and love, to the wrong address. The Rambam’s great contribution to
this discussion was that the problem of attributes cannot be resolved with a linguistic
solution. In other words, we may use different linguistic expressions that seem ’spiritual,’
yet, the concept of God that comes along with those expressions does not meet the
necessary standards of holiness. Man is not judged by the words that he uses in his
religious worship (as is common in other religions, which were attacked by the thinkers
of the Middle Ages concerning the fact that a mere isolated statement sufficed to allow
one to join the fold) but rather by the purity of the divine concept that he holds within. In
other words, the great significance lies not in man’s words but in the divine image that
one fashions from these words, as the Rambam explains in Moreh Nevukhim (I: 50).
Thus, we have a religious commandment, for if we did not create this divine concept we
would find ourselves, in a sense, discussing religious thought in a foreign language. The
solution lies not in the language but in the content.

Parallel to this position, there is another that is not so rigid. I would describe it by
saying that if the mail system is sophisticated enough, the letter will reach the addressee
even with a mistake in the address. In other words, those same philosophers who did not
do obeisance to the rational side in man were able to accept mistakes in the divine
concept. It seems to me that this is how we must understand the argument between the
Rambam and the Ra’avad in the Laws of Repentance regarding those great and naive
people who worshipped God by corporealization.

We can glean an important principle from here. Perhaps we may say that God judges
man and humanity in two different ways. To what can this be likened? Imagine that you
see two mountain climbers. The question is, which one is more accomplished? A is at a
higher point than B. If we were to judge by height, A has certainly achieved more. But
on the other hand it may be that they were both skylifted to certain heights by a
helicopter, and while A went further down, B went up. From this perspective B’s
achievement is more significant. In mathematics we differentiate between the function
and the derivative. God judges the objective reality by the function, and man based on
the derivative.
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Our conflict with the East

We continually jump forward and backward in time at each stage of our discussion, as
though we were traveling in a time machine. We must return to the world of the Kuzari
both in order to comprehend the man and his surroundings, and to bring the Kuzari to
our world, as a symbol of modern man’s struggle with his existential problems. At this
point, the Kuzari recognizes the fundamental fact that no concept of religion may exist
without the Bible. With the birth of modern Existentialism, Kierkegaard rediscovered
the human encounter with God, and found himself compelled to return to the Bible. He
shut the door on philosophy, and returned to Abraham and the Sacrifice of Isaac. Pascal
before him did the same. Both returned to R. Yehuda Halevi.

The human quest for spirituality is comparable to a board game. However, this game,
unlike chess, involves more than two players. Game pieces of many different colors
decorate the board. The first piece is the product of the prophetic call; this piece
represents the man who hears the divine summons. The second piece symbolizes the
fruit of the human mind. This is the man who waves the banner of Rationalism and sets
out to single-handedly construct rational laws. These players compete with each other.
However, at times they sign a tactical agreement against the other players. Such is the
pact between Shem and Yefet, which laid the foundations of Western culture.

Alongside the prophet and the rationalist, a third player participates in this game. He
presents an alternative option in the continual duel between rationalism and divine
instruction: idolatry. It is indeed shocking and alarming to discover that in our modern
and progressive society, which views religion as a thing of the past, new idolatrous
practices continually appear, such as Hare Krishna, the various Gurus, and even devil
worship. Dealing with idolatry, then, is not merely a thing of the past. It is a continual
and weighty undertaking, which must be accorded appropriate attention.

Besides these well-known players, we find the 'eastern options.” These religious
possibilities are many and varied. Yet, if we wish to generalize, we may assert that they
all share two fundamental components. One of these components is somewhat
acceptable, while the other is, in our view, completely invalid. The idolatrous element
and its remnants constitute the unacceptable ingredient; the valid component is the
attempt to achieve a mystical experience. The mystical experience can be found in all
cultures, and in and of itself is not invalid. Mysticism claims to a unique connection with
the divine. We will examine this relationship at another juncture. Mysticism in our
Jewish framework translates into Kabbala and Chassidism. Were we to compare Jewish
mysticism with the mysticism of other religions, we would discover interesting
similarities as well as enormous differences. Without entering upon a detailed discussion
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of the topic, I will simply state that mysticism can not be considered the sole focus of
Judaism. In order to understand this statement, we must understand the essential
difference between prophecy and mysticism. Mysticism promises redemption for the
individual, but forgets to redeem the material world; prophecy heralds the redemption
of the world in its entirety. On a different note, mysticism unfettered by Halakha (Jewish
law) can be dangerous. Jewish history has provided us with some fascinating examples
of this truth.

These two principles are of paramount importance. The mystic resides at the peak of
a hill, and invites the world’s unique and singular individuals to join him. Yet, the world
remains what it was: a vale of tears. The mystic looks down upon the common man’s
needs: children, livelihood, and food. These concerns appear to him as trivial as a game
of marbles or dolls. When a man reaches the hilltop he will view everything from the
proper perspective, and realize that these petty concerns are truly insignificant. The
conclusion from this vantage point is obvious; it is futile to waste effort and energy on
meaningless things. And yet, these meaningless things translate into millions of people
dying of poverty and famine.

This brings us to discuss another player. Among the numerous Jewish figures who
dramatically altered the face of the world, one man’s influence extended as far as the
eastern world. This is a Jew who belonged to a group that we, who remain faithful to the
Torah and its commandments, discredit and justifiably term ”marginal Jews.” And yet,
it is impossible to deny the fact that this group drew much of its content from the
principles of Judaism and the prophetic tradition. It is astonishing to notice, among the
banners of the parade marking the first of May in China, pictures of a classic 'bearded
Jew, Karl Marx. This fact reiterates, albeit with the necessary qualifications, one of Rav
Kook’s basic axioms: remarkable individuals exist in all nations and civilizations, yet,
the religious history of the world has always been uniquely and decisively influenced by
a single collective entity: the Jewish Nation. This is the essence of Israel’s chosenness.

World history could have developed in numerous directions. The direction of history
was decidedly influenced by the existence of the Jewish nation, and that is precisely the
sum and substance of the chosenness of Israel. There are other aspects of the doctrine of
chosenness, and we will deal with them in the future. In any case, the unique status of
the Jewish people stems, first and foremost, from a simple historical fact: the quest for

religious meaning requires an encounter with Judaism.

119



PART IV: Global Brotherhood

The French Revolution symbolized the advent of the modern era. It upheld the desire to
achieve three great ideals: liberty, equality and brother hood fraternity. At a later stage
we will discuss the conflict between these different ideals, such as the tension between
freedom liberty and equality. However, here [ would like to turn our attention to another
aspect of the problem. Since the French Revolution we have developed a growing
awareness that human societies are merely human, or in other words, that they are
imperfect. Freedom does exists. However, it must be noted that freedom appears on the
backdrop of tremendous pressures. On the other hand, equality is limited. As George
Orwell put it, all are equal, but some are more equal than others. There are those who are
less equal, the weak and the elderly, the sick and the retarded. We must give our hand
and help to these groups, for there is no such thing as total freedom or absolute equality.

The third ideal remains; it the epitome of biblical ideals: fraternity, or brotherhood.
Even if at times doubts arise, brotherhood must continually be stressed, when equality
and freedom have been curtailed or eliminated. The brotherhood which I extol does not
prescribe any blurring of the differences; rather, it instructs us: ”Behold we all have one
father, behold One God created us.” (Malackhi 2: 10).

For the relativist, who does not believe that truth exists, tolerance comes easy. ”To
each his own” is his motto. Yet, what is the meaning of tolerance for a math teacher who
knows that a certain student is wrong? In this case, tolerance changes from a philosophic
concept to a moral one.

We are not relativists. We will never compromise even minimally on the truth of our
position. Yet, we wish to exemplify brotherhood in humanity, even outside the borders
of our religious affiliation. We must not be blind to the erroneous elements in other
religions and recognize that they are primitive mistakes that are probably the results of
blindness, lack of sensitivity or stubbornness. Despite all this, however, these religions
are not representatives of Satan. We pray for their repentance. Only then will the verse
in Zekchariah (14:9) be truly fulfilled (Zechariah 14, 9): ”On that day God will be one
and his name will be One.” The religions that were born of Judaism worship one God,
but they do not recognize His name.

Our unique historical situation as a Jewish people who have returned to their
homeland, is indeed the dawn of hope for a new era. History testifies in countless
examples to the difficult lives of the Rishonim (early medieval Jewish commentators
legal authorities). They dwelt among the Gentiles and their foreign religions. Their
position was of necessity one of struggle and constant contention. Therefore, it became
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imperative that their creative writings contain religious polemics. This blend of
religious writings and religious debate finds ample expression in the Rambam’s works.
How is it possible to speak of tolerance when your brothers are persecuted because of
their faithful adherence to the religion of their forefathers? And even without the effects
of persecution, Jewish education in the Diaspora meant, first and foremost, education
for self -defense: defense against the religious and cultural pressure from without. And
this resistance would have been impossible without contention and struggle.

Survival as Jews in exile would have been impossible without polemics and
apologetics. When living amongst the Gentiles, even in a ghetto, one must first of all
explain to one’s children the difference between us and them, and give one’s his offspring
emotional and intellectual provisions so that they may rise to the challenge. Jewish
independence means the existence of a political basis which serves as the key to spiritual
development without continual conflict, and without the need for polemics as our central
weapon. Polemics and emotional aggressiveness are part of the price that Jewish thought
was obliged to pay for life in the Diaspora. For us, the modern -day students of the
Rambam and Rihal, who live during the establishment of the state of Israel, a new

possibility exists: that of developing our faith free of conflict.
»And it will come to pass in the end of days...”

I would like to end this unit with the story of Aime Paliere, a Gentile who converted

to Judaism.

In his autobiography, "The Hidden Temple,” Paliere relates his life story. His
encounter with the Jewish faith seemed almost destined from Above. His first meeting
with Judaism took place when he was yet a child, who loved to look at his parents’ giant
album of Dore’s biblical pictures. His second meeting with Jews was when, while
strolling with a friend one day, he chanced upon a synagogue. He entered precisely at
the time of the Ne‘ila prayer on Yom Kippur. He saw the Jews at prayer and felt that they
were all priests. He also instinctively felt that they longingly awaited something:
forgiveness and redemption. At the time Paliere was studying for the priesthood, but
slowly and after many adventures, he recognized the Judaism that appeared to him as
part of the Christian heritage, and was drawn to it. He wished to convert, but when he
turned to Rabbi Eliyahu Ben-Amozaegh, the Rabbi of Livorno, Italy, Rabbi Ben-
Amozaegh explained that righteous Gentiles will also merit the world to come, and he
entrusted Paliere with a different task: the renewal of the doctrine of the children of
Noah. He felt that only an innovation such as this could generate new religious life in
the future. Aime Paliere indeed became a 'child of Noah.’

The Dilemma
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A conference of 'Noahides’ children of Noah recently took place in the United States.
Various Orthodox Jewish groups consider this the key to the betterment of the world. To
be a child of Noah, then, means to accept the concept of divine revelation, the centrality
of the Bible and of Jewish thought, without accepting the yoke of the commandments.
This brings us to one of the dilemmas of modern Jewish thought, a dilemma which has
not been resolved. How will the redemption that we have placed our faith in actually
come about? Will redemption occur through the agency of the Monotheistic religions
which stemmed from Judaism, or rather through their disappearance?

Rihal witnessed the singular works of Christianity and Islam, and he developed an
innovative approach, which was later accepted by the Rambam. In Rihal’s view, both
Christianity and Islam are history’s tools to pave the way for the process of redemption;
their reign constitutes a stage which must precede the victory of the Torah and Jewish

messianism:

nEvery religion that came after [Judaism]...alters, in truth, to be like it. Although on
the surface they seem to be appear to distant from it, these religions are really only a
preparation and introduction for the awaited messiah, who is the fruit, and in the end
of days when they defer to him, they will be his fruit. And the tree will be wholly one.
Then they will revere the root that they previously scorned...”(4:23, 178).

Rihal explains this idea with the parable of the seed. The Jewish Nation in exile
appears to be a seed rotting in the soil. And yet, this seed is destined to change the face
of the earth. Rihal develops this parable in a radical manner:

»This grain falls into the ground and there it changes and seemingly becomes soil,
water and mire. And to one who looks at it there is no evidence of what previously
was the seed. However, after a time it turns out that this very grain will alter the dirt
and water to adopt [the seed’s] nature, and [the seed] will change them stage by stage
until the elements are rarefied and it will make them similar to itself, and then it will
bring forth husks, leaves and more. Until this seed will become cleansed and worthy
of having the divine essence reside within it, and [become] the likeness of the first
seed. Then it will become a tree which bears fruit of the type which dispensed the
seed.” (Ibid.)

It is interesting to note that here Rihal apparently concludes that in the end of days
the divine essence will reside within all who will become a »fruit -bearing tree; ”; in

other words, all of humanity.

This is one position. However, another approach is conceivable as well. This second
position claims that although the Christianity and Islam brought the tidings of

122



monotheism and the Bible to all four corners of the earth, the ultimate redemption of the
world will take place without them. For the Aantisemistism that they perpetuated is the
proof that they abused the duty entrusted to them. This was evidently the opinion of Rav
Kook. He did not believe in the possibility of a Christian revival returning Christian
faithful to Judaism; he felt that the redemption and return would stem from a source
outside of Christianity. Indeed, he considered it possible that the redemption was more
likely to arise from the nations who never accepted what is termed the *Judeo-Christian

tradition.’

We present these two positions without attempting to choose between them. In any
case, this debate does not affect the prevailing fundamental idea that if Israel’s
redemption is the initial stage of the process, the second stage involves the return of all
the nations of the world to the age old truths of Judaism. Rabbi Nachman of Breslav
expressed this beautifully in his explanation of the fact that Moses was buried outside
the borders of the land of Israel. Rabbi Nachman explains that it is because he is waiting
for the arrival of all the nations of the world. Rabbi Nachman writes: (Likutei Moharan
17:6):

»And this is the meaning of [the phrase in the *Aleinw’ prayer,] "to correct the world
with the kingdom of Sha-dai (God; literally, has enough”) and all flesh will call your
name,’ this is the element of the concept of return, where the good returns to its place...
for Sha-dai is the category of one who has enough in his Godliness for every creature
and does not desire any other form of worship, 'to turn towards You all the evil ones
of the earth’ [refers to]... the category of the converts, ‘all the inhabitants of the earth

will recognize and perceive [God’s dominion].”””
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CHAPTER 16: Jews and Gentiles are Called Man:
The Jewish Attitude to Gentiles

PART I

I chose this title, which is an adaptation of Rabbenu Tamrs statement (Tosafot,
Yevamot é61a: ”Gentiles fall under the category of ’"Man’»), in order to express the Jewish
position regarding this problematic topic. Public debate, political interests, and naivete
can sometimes transform technical legal issues, precise wordings, hints and subtle and
sophisticated parables, into weapons of war in any ideological struggle. In such cases,
clarification of the issues becomes a necessity, even if it compels the reader, accustomed
to consuming wholesale slogans, to deal with the issues themselves once and for all.

Let us begin our discussion with a telling quote from the Midrash:

nRabbi Akiva said: The verse, 'Love your neighbor as yourself’ (Leviticus 19:18) is a
great principle of the Torah. Ben Azai said: The verse, 'This is the book of the history
of mankind’ (Genesis 5:1) is a greater principle still.” (Bereishit Rabba, Theodor-
Albeck edition, Jerusalem 1965, page 237)

I will not enter here upon an analysis of the argument between Rabbi Akiva and Ben
Azai, nor will I attempt to clarify the conclusions which these two principles generate. |
will simply note that we are faced here with two examples of a larger family of 'great
principles,’ or maxims, which generate additional commandments and rules. The
commandment ”Love your neighbor as yourself” cannot be limited to a mere emotional
obligation or even to an obligation to perform a specific type of action. Were we to
interpret our obligation in this manner, this commandment would take on the properties
of any other particular commandment. We are faced not with an individual
commandment but rather with an encompassing principle, from which we may derive
specific commandments and prohibitions. These principles serve as the key to
understanding every philosophical problem relating to ethics and mores. This concept is
prevalent throughout the Rambamrs writings, and particularly in the Book of
Commandments (second principle), in his critique of the method used by the author of
the Halakhot Gedolot:

»Those who rely on this reasoning count among the 613 biblical commandments
visiting the sick, comforting the mourners and burying the dead because of the
exegesis mentioned above, as God said 'And tell them the path to follow (lit., to go in
it] and the action that they should perform” (Shemot 18: 26), and the Rabbis said - "the
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path” - this refers to acts of kindness; "to go” - this refers to visiting the sick; »in it”
- this refers to burying the dead; »and the action” - this refers to the laws; that they
should perform” - this refers to acts beyond the letter of the law (Bava Kama 30b).
And they thought that each and every one of these actions was a commandment unto
itself, and they did not know that all these actions and other similar ones come under
the rubric of one commandment out of [the 613 commandments] that are written in
the Torah explicitly, namely God’s statement, 'Love your neighbor as yourself.””

This idea is repeated in the Rambam’s explanation of Positive Commandment #206, in
his Laws of the Mourner (14: 1), as well as in his commentary on the Mishna (Pe’ah 1:1),
in which he states: 7 All of the interpersonal commandments are included in the category
of gemilut chasadim (acts of kindness); meditate on them and you will discover them.
Consider what Hillel the Elder said when the Gentile asked that he teach him the whole
Torah while standing on one foot: "What is hateful to you, do not do unto your friend.’”
The Rambam warns us: Do not expect to find all these particulars in infinite detail, for
they are all included within the larger principle.

#Walk in His ways:” Imitatio Dei

At first glance, it seems that "Love your neighbor as yourself” is the highest moral
principle in the halakhic system; however, a closer look will demonstrate that this is
untrue. An additional principle, one that we oftentimes forget, takes precedence over
the first rule. The Rambam worded this principle as follows (Book of Commandments,

Positive commandment 8):

»[This commandment is] that God commanded us to resemble Him as much as
possible and that is the meaning of ”and you shall walk in his ways” (Deuteronomy
28:9). This commandment was repeated [in the verse] 7...to walk in all His ways,” and
the explanation was given that just as God is called compassionate so you should be
compassionate; just as God is called merciful so you should be merciful; just as God
is called kind, so you should be kind. This idea was reiterated in different words [in
the verse] #Follow the Lord your God” (Devarim 13: 5) and the explanation was given
that one should resemble [God] in the good deeds and honorable character traits that
may be used to describe God Almighty by way of parable [although in reality] He is
very much above all this.”

We are faced with two similar principles, which seemingly generate exactly the same
laws. Therefore, it is important to distinguish between them. And the difference is indeed
significant. The rule, »Love your neighbor as yourself” has a limitation (Laws of the
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Mourner 14: 1): ”Behold, these are included in 'Love your neighbor as yourself:’ all the
things that you would like others to do for you, do them yourself for your brother-in-
Torah (i.e. non-apostate Jews).” "Love your neighbor as yourself” is limited in its scope,
and is undoubtedly based on the idea of the covenant, the desire to create a community,
a nation, that will achieve its religious objectives through the principle of mutual
responsibility. The idea is confined within the borders of the concept of ”your neighbor.”
The members of this community are considered, in an allegorical sense, to be limbs of a
single body, and must view themselves as such. In the words of the Radvaz, the
relationships within the nation can be likened to a man »who struck his own hand with a
knife. Can he strike the hand that struck him? The meaning of this is that all of Israel is
one body and their souls were hewn from the Place of Unity, and [therefore]... all of Israel
are guarantors for each other” (Metzudat David, Berakhot 3b). To walk in God’s ways,
on the other hand, creates a moral system based on the sanctity of every individual, not
on the idea of community. ”And you shall walk in His ways” is a broad moral rule
without any boundaries, for God bestows His goodness upon wicked and righteous alike.

The Rambam bases his attitude to the Gentiles on this principle. Our obligation to
behave morally knows none of the limitations that encumber other rules. The Rambam
writes (Hilkhot Melakhim 10:12):

rEven [regarding] Gentiles, the Rabbis commanded [us] to visit their sick and to bury
their dead along with the dead of the Jews, and to support their poor along with all the
Jewish paupers, because of "ways of peace.” Behold it was said: 'God is good to all
and His mercies are on all His creations’ (Psalms 145:9), and it was said: ’Its [the
Torahrs] ways are ways of pleasantness and all its paths are peace’ (Proverbs 3:17).”

The verse from Psalms, 7and His mercies are on all His creations,” teaches us the
deep meaning of the principle, ”and you should walk in His ways.” We choose the 'ways
of peace’ since God’s ways, which we are commanded to emulate, are the ways of peace.

It is a well-known fact that we uphold a halakhic principle, which is particularly
relevant in our attitude to the Gentiles, known as 7darkei shalom” - »ways of peace.” On
the surface, it seems that this is merely a pragmatic principle: to avoid potentially
dangerous situations involving angering the Gentiles; out of fear for our lives, we must
relate to the Gentiles with patience and tolerance. However, the Rambam teaches us a
different concept altogether. We do not chose 'ways of peace’ out of fear or utility. The
Rambam writes (Hilkhot Melakhim 9:8): ”And thus regarding the attributes of God,
[through which]... He commanded us to resemble Him ... He says: ’and His mercies are
on all His creations.” The source for this idea can be found in the Talmudic story about
Rabbi Yehoshua Ben Levi (Berakhot 7a), who desired to curse the apostate who was
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harassing him. When he failed to curse him even at God’s moment of wrath, he
understood that God had taught him a lesson. He then said: "We learn from this that it
is not the way of the world to do so; 'and His mercies are on all his creations’ [Scripture]
says, and it says, 'Punishment is not good for the pious as well’ (Proverbs 17),” meaning
that even the case of a pious man punishing an apostate constitutes a moral fall!

There are several other factors which need to be discussed when formulating the
Jewish attitude to Gentiles. We will elaborate on this theme in the next three lectures.

PART II: ”Israel, through you I shall be glorified”: The Jewish role

The principle of »You shall walk in His ways” in fact teaches us much more. The
prophets and the sages claim that walking in God’s ways is in essence the defining
characteristic of the Jewish people. The Jewish nation bears God’s name: »Hearken My
Nation and I will speak, [hearken] Israel and I will testify to you... I am your God...”
(Psalms 57). The midrash explains this verse as follows: I am God to all people,
nevertheless I have granted My name to Israel alone (Mekhilta De-rabbi Ishmael, 20).
Thus, the original order is reversed. Initially, the obligation to walk in God’s ways took
the form of a commandment; however, for the rest of the world it has become a fact. The
world learns of God'’s attributes through observing the ways of the Jewish people. This
is the source of the idea that the Jewish people’s behavior necessarily entails either the
sanctification of God’s name or, God forbid, the opposite.

One may infer the connection between our moral attitude to Gentiles and the
sanctification of God’s name from the words of Shimon Ben Shetach upon returning a
Gentile’s lost object (Jerusalem Talmud, Bava Metzia 2: 5). He responded to his students’
query thus: ”What do you think, that Shimon ben Shetach is a barbarian? Shimon ben
Shetach wished to hear: More blessed is the God of the Jews than all of the reward in
this world.” Later on, the Jerusalem Talmud brings other examples. Another case that
can teach us much is the story of Rabbi Samuel Bar Susrat, who did not return the King’s
lost object by the time the King had specified, and returned it later, in order ”that you
should not say that I acted out of fear of you, but rather out of the fear of God.” The
attitude of the sage to the Gentile is not enforced by the fear of the government; rather,
the opposite is true. He mocks the Government, and returns the lost object because
Jewish morality compels it. Because of the behavior of this sage, the Gentile declared:
nBlessed is the God of the Jews.” The moral attitude is adopted in the name of God, AS
OPPOSED TO THE PERSONAL INTEREST of the individual. This behavior

expresses a definite awareness that, through his deeds, the Jew represents God’s name
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and His attributes, and that in effect he is the subject of the verse in Isaiah, ”And He said
to me, you are My servant, Israel, through you I shall be glorified.” (Isaiah 49: 3)

However, this fact leads us to another principle which must guide us in our attitude
to the Gentiles. Certain actions are sometimes necessary for political reasons or security
purposes. Yet, we may not free ourselves from the concern that these actions might
corrupt us. This claim is not a modern one, stemming from Western liberalism. We find
a similar attitude in the writings of the seventeenth-century sage, the Chakham Tzvi.
After summarizing the different laws regarding the moral attitude of the Jew to the
Gentile, he writes: (Responsa Chakham Tzvi, 26, Warsaw 1876, 18a):

»And when laying siege to a Gentile city we were commanded to leave one side
without siege... and even [regarding] animals, who cannot talk, (the Torah]
commanded us not to cause them pain... and even [regarding] flora we were
commanded 'Do not destroy its trees’ and all this is not due to the [wrongness of the]
act as much as for us the actors to acquire in our souls true knowledge and honest and
good character traits in order to merit us for our own good, and this is very clear.”

There are actions that objectively are justified. Nonetheless, we may not carry them out,
lest they corrupt us, God forbid.

Thus we have discovered three principles which must guide us in our attitude to the
Gentiles.

An attitude of reciprocity obligates us to extend the sphere of our moral behavior
because of #ways of peace.” However, this principle is encompassed and defined by the
highest Jewish principle - sanctification of God’s name, which is linked to the
commandment to walk in God’s ways. The gemara teaches us (Bava Kama 113b): »... R.
Pinchas Ben Yair says, [in a situation] where there is [potential for] desecration [of God’s
name, it is forbidden to take] even ...[a Gentile’s] lost object [which would have otherwise
been considered ownerless].” In addition, the Jerusalem Talmud teaches us (ibid. 4: 3)
that at that time Rabban Gamliel forbade robbing Gentiles, [claiming that] it should be
prohibited because of the desecration of [God’s] name.” And in the Tosefta we find the
following statement (ibid. é:15): "Whoever steals from a Gentile must return it to the
Gentile; it is worse to steal from a Gentile than from a Jew because of the desecration of
[God’s] name.” The Tosefta believes that beside the Torah prohibition, stealing from a
Gentile involves the additional transgression of desecrating God’s name.

A mysterious bond links the Jewish nation to God, a connection that is expressed
through the concept of the sanctification of God’s name. When the Jewish people follow
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God’s ways, God’s name is sanctified; when the Jewish people sin, it is desecrated.
Moreover, the behavior of the Jewish people obligates God, as it were. In the words of
Isaiah the prophet, whoever looks on the Jewish nation must say: ”These [people] are
God’s nation,” the nation that follows the ways of God. On the other hand, when the
Jewish people suffer, the suffering itself contains an aspect of desecration of God’s
name: ”Why should the Gentiles say, Where is their God?” (Psalm 115). The redemption
of the Jewish people, then, involves sanctification of God’s name. This concept appears
in many places, and reaches its most extreme expression in the words of the prophet
Ezekiel, who maintains that Israel’s redemption will occur solely for the sake of
sanctifying God’s name. This connection is thus a reciprocal one, which cannot be
severed: ”His glory is on me, and my glory is on Him.” This is the true glory, the
connecting thread that weaves through the destiny of God’ nation. This relationship can
be described as a two-sided equation. On the one side of the equation we find Jewish
destiny, testimony to the workings of heaven. We, the children of Israel, bear witness to
God’s existence and to the creation of the world. On the other side of the equation we
find the behavior of the children of Israel. We must behave righteously, for if we sin,
God forbid, we desecrate the name of God. The nations judge God based on our actions.
The commandment to ”walk in His ways” creates a similarity to God, both on the part
of the individual and the whole. The Jewish nation must achieve a collective
resemblance to the Almighty.

Thus, we have found that in each particular case different laws may apply. The Jew
who speaks of humane behavior towards the Gentile does not present an extra-halakhic
position; he expresses the halakhic ethic itself. The halakhic system embodies morality
and justice, both in an ideal and in a less-than-ideal reality. Were we to remain within
the realm of ethics alone, we would become barren 'bleeding-heart liberals.” Halakha
permits aggressive action in certain situations. This is a realistic approach, for mercy
may easily become brutality. We are, however, commanded to maintain a moral
standard of behavior even while exercising this right. The Talmud (Tractate Ketuvot,
37b) states: ”Rav Nachman said in the name of Rabba bar Avuha: the verse says 'Love
your neighbor as yourself;’ [this means:] select an easy death for him.” Although war
and capital punishment seem to manifest the absolute failure of moral principles, their
halakhic sanction does not nullify the general moral principle which applies explicitly
to those sentenced to death by the Jewish courts: ’select an easy death for him,” and do
not humiliate him. You may need to take undesirable action at times. Nevertheless,

moral principles must guide you.
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PART III: Sanctification of God’s Name

The concept of sanctification of God’s name is comprised of several aspects. An

understanding of these components will serve us well.

The first dimension is the simplest one. Unfortunately, people judge one another
based on success. The nations of the world judged their idols in this manner, and they
similarly judged the God of Israel based on His success. The practical translation of this
judgment is simple. The modern world measures God’s success and greatness based
upon the achievements of the Jewish people, for they are God’s nation. The suffering of
the Jewish people in exile contains a desecration of God’s name. Therefore, the prophet
Ezekiel prophesies that in the end of days the redemption of the Jewish people will be
essential, for the redemption itself holds the proof of God’s truth. By the same token,
desecration of God’s name is manifest in the suffering of the Jewish nation.

The second level is that of those willing to suffer death for the sanctification of God’s
name, who sacrifice themselves for its sake. Rihal elucidates this principle in his claim
that all religions venerate the individual who is willing to suffer for the sake of his
religion.

This concept is expressed in Psalm 44:

»...[Though] You make us into a shameful spectacle for our neighbors, an object of
scorn and derision for our surroundings; [though] You make us a byword among the
nations, a [cause for] nodding heads among the peoples; and my disgrace is before
me all day long, and the shame of my face has covered me, before the voice of the
taunter and blasphemer, before the enemy and avenger. All this has come upon us,
and yet we have not forgotten You, and we have not been false to Your covenant. Our
heart has not turned back, even when our steps veered from Your path, when You
allowed us to be oppressed where serpents dwell, and covered us with the shadow of
death. Had we forgotten the name of our God, even when we spread out our hands
towards a strange god, God would have discovered it, for He knows the secrets of the
heart. For it was for Your sake that we were killed all the day long; we were
considered as sheep for the slaughter... Arise, come to our aid, and redeem us for the
sake of Your loving kindness.”

The third definition refers to the person who LIVES for the sanctification of God’s
name, someone whose entire life revolves around a holy focal point, whose life, in
essence, constitutes a showcase for Judaism. Since he represents the name of God, he is
incapable of desecrating the holy name. God’s name is desecrated as the result of the
Jewish people’s immoral behavior. It is connected not with the torment that a Jew
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suffers, but with the evil that he may commit. This level is parallel to another, possibly
higher level of the principle of sanctification of God’s name. Our Rabbis teach us that

this sanctification finds expression through performing the commandments.

Thus we can understand the term ’glory’ in the verse, 'Israel, through you I shall be
glorified.” This is the glory that God enjoys from the Jewish people, when we live our
lives not according to the standards of egotism, but rather by the standards of an ideal,
by the principles of holiness. We spoke of a showcase, and once again, the use of this
image is due to a certain trait of the world at large. In practice people judge ideas not for
their own worth, but rather on the basis of those who uphold them. This necessitates the
sanctification of God’s name through our responsibility to conduct ourselves in
accordance with our beliefs. This obligation on our part will clearly never do justice to
the ideal, for we are well aware of our sinful and weak natures. Yet, despite the difficulty
of achieving absolute success, we must make the effort.

In his 7Epistle Regarding the Sanctification of God’s Name,” the Rambam stresses a
fourth perspective, to which our Rabbis gave particular weight. It is in essence an
extension of the third dimension, regarding the obligation upon sages and people of
standing. A wise man must be particularly careful of his behavior, because his behavior
can cause the desecration of God’s name, through what we would call ‘"demoralization:’
when one man’s actions cause others to stray from proper moral conduct. This fact places
a very heavy responsibility upon people of standing, a responsibility which must find
expression not only through truly moral actions, but also in prudence regarding actions
which only appear to be transgressions, for these actions have the power to influence
others.

This concept may be expanded still further. The scholar must be mindful of things
that may estrange him from the people. Thus, for example, the Talmud maintains that a
scholar commits a sin merely by wearing stained clothing. This is not a moral blemish,
however he must be sensitive to the human tendency to judge ideas not solely based on
the ethical conduct of their advocate, but also based on his esthetic appearance. People
do not appraise ideas based upon mathematical proofs, nor even, at times, by existential
analysis. The development of mass communications has intensified the problem. A
debate between presidential candidates can be won or lost because one of the candidates
was not well-shaven. Acceptance or rejection of an idea is influenced by the
attractiveness of the presenter. This is an irrational, subjective factor, yet it is a common
motivator in the decision-making process. The scholar must not hinder the masses in
their attempts to reach the correct decision. Although taking this responsibility to
extremes can bring us to absurdity, and given that each individual must be granted the
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right to maintain his individuality and equilibrium in all areas, yet the scholar must
understand that his behavior is to be amended through this concept. The fourth
dimension of sanctification of God’s name places an unshirkable responsibility upon the
elite who guide the masses. For through this responsibility, the leaders determine the
fate of their followers. The Rambam teaches us that only the elite understand what it
means to become similar to God. The masses understand what it means to become
similar to the elite. The masses attain ideals through their relationship with key figures,
focal points with whom they can identify.

The covenant between God and the Jewish people lies at the base of the concept of
chosenness. Thus, we must see ourselves as God’s ambassadors on earth. This role

obligates us to maintain a higher standard.

PART IV: The Image of God

The rabbinic injunction to ”select an easy death” for the person sentenced to capital
punishment demonstrates that our behavior under extreme circumstances is indicative
of the underlying principles of our faith. Joshua commanded the Jews to hang the five
kings that he had bested in battle, 7and let them be hung upon the trees until evening”
(Joshua 10: 26). Joshua took them down in the evening, thereby maintaining their human
dignity since all people, including Gentiles, were created in the divine image. The author
of the eighteenth-century Mishna commentary Tif'eret Yisrael, in a special composition
which he included in his commentary on Ethics of the Fathers (3: 14), explains the mishna
which states that mankind is beloved to God because they were created in God’s image,
and the Jews are beloved since they are called God’s children. This contrast teaches us
that the term *Adam’ (Man) includes the children of all nations, all of whom were created
in God’s image.

As we know, the law regarding the ritual impurity of a Gentile dead body is dependent
upon the words of Rabbi Shimon, 'You [the Jewish people] are called Man’ (which
interprets the verse, ”When a man shall die in a tent... all that is in the tent shall become
ritually impure”). The Chida, in his work ”Yair Ozen,” states that the halakhic ruling in
this issue is dependent upon the outcome of an additional debate. The Rambam rules
according to Rabbi Shimon’s view, while Rabbenu Tam disagrees with him. The Chida
logically concludes that this is due to Rabbenu Tam’s well-known opinion that ’[the term]
Man includes Gentiles as well.” And it is interesting to note that that even the Rambam,
who rules in accordance with Rabbi Shimon, refrains from explicitly using the statement
'You [the Jews] are called Man’ as his rationale.

132



Thus, we must not imbue the assertion 'Y ou are called Man’ with significance beyond
its precise halakhic meaning. In contrast to Rabbi Shimon, Rabbi Meir interpreted the
verse 'that which Man [Ha-adam] shall do’ to mean that a Gentile who is involved in the
study of Torah is equal to a high priest. And based upon this, Rabbenu Tam
distinguished between the terms *Adanmy [the indefinite article] which refers to Israel and
'Ha-adam’ [the definite article] which includes Gentiles as well. We differentiate
between Israel and the nations. The Torah sets aside a unique destiny for the Jew. In
this sense, we believe ourselves to be a chosen people. One who believes in the truth of
the Torah is bound to distinguish between the person who possesses its truth and the
person who does not. However, this inequity is built upon a universal common
denominator: the belief that all of mankind were created in the image of God. For Jew
and Gentile alike share the title of Man.

Civilized Nations:

I do not intend to discuss the halakhic aspects of the problem of our attitude toward
Gentiles. I am not qualified to discuss practical halakhic questions. However, we are
morally obligated to respond to statements made by unqualified persons, when these
affirmations cause a desecration of God’s name. These people’s mistake is grounded not
in a lack of knowledge of the sources; it stems rather from lack of application of these
sources, which necessarily causes a lack of understanding. Oftentimes, the halakha
contains implicit conditions, in which case a person who is guided by the books alone
and is uninvolved with the living oral tradition of our rabbinic giants, will not extract
these conditions, which are often only explicitly stated in obscure commentaries and
responsa. The Meiri (13th-century Talmud commentator) wrote in many places that one
must distinguish between idol worshippers and ""the nations who are bound by religious
behavior and civility.” At times, halakhic rulings are brought which contain an implicit
condition: the existence of a state of war with idol worshippers who live outside of
civilization and 'culture.” A contemporary example would be of course the situation of
the Jew living in Nazi-occupied Europe, under the rule of nations who were not "bound
by civility,” meaning without a reign of law and justice, who »are not concerned with
societal responsibilities.” In contrast, the Meiri writes in his commentary on tractate
Bava Kama 113:2: 7Any person who is a member of the nations who are bound by
religious behavior and worship the one God in some form, although their faith is far from
ours, are not included in this category [of idol worshippers], but rather are considered as
complete Jews regarding these issues, including [the laws of returning a] lost object
...and all other things without exception.” These words were not written because the
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Meiri feared the censor; they stem from a deep understanding of halakha. And similar
examples can be found in the hundreds in the responsa and the writings of the mussar
teachers, such as Rabbi Eliezer Azkari, who stressed that whoever keeps the seven
Noachide laws is not considered an idol worshipper, or the Chavot Yair, who states
simply that ”Gentiles of our day are not [in the category of] idol worshippers with regard
to every issue, since they believe in the Creator of heaven and earth...”(Frankfurt edition,

pg. 5:2).

Discriminatory behavior is sometimes the result of a historical situation. We are not
obligated to listen to preachers of morality who belong to nations which discriminate
between one person and another, and determine fates according to the color of one’s
passport, which is the current state of affairs in all the countries of the world. However,
we must heed the call of Jewish morality, which is also part of the halakha, and which
says that the representative angel of the Gentile cries out when a Jew misleads a Gentile,
and that God does justice to the oppressors whether they be Jews or Gentiles (Sefer
Chassidim, Mekitzei Nirdamim edition, section 133). Rav Kook summarized this as

follows:

»This [concept of] 'ways of peace’ is founded upon the depth of the truth from every
angle. And in no shape or form is there justification for any nation to curtail the rights
of its neighbor without a general exalted aim. Therefore, the advocates of Israel were
right in their claim that we are all 'children of one father,” besides the fact that the
truth lies with the Meiri’s opinion that all the nations that are bound by just behavior
between man and his fellow man are considered proselytes with regard to all human

obligations” (Igrot Ha-ra’aya 89, part 1: 99).

Between Ethics and Esthetics

Regrettably, there are times when the use of violence is inevitable. The Rambam teaches
us that this violence must never become a character trait. The Shulchan Arukh states
that #he who is insolent and cruel and hates PEOPLE and does not behave kindly
towards them, we fear greatly for him.” We are forbidden to be cruel to merciful people
and one must protect the innocent at the cost of the lives of many murderers. And yet,
the spilling of blood - any blood - maintains its severe character and demands atonement.
In the words of the famed rabbi of Brisk, the Griz (Rabbi Yitzchak Ze’ev Soloveitchik),
man must make a judgment and an accounting. He must judge whether his reaction to
the situation was appropriate, and he must account for the fact that he found himself in
the situation in the first place. Judgment and accounting must be given by those who
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distort the Torah by using holy words as political slogans. Yet, an accounting must also
be rendered by the person who is not motivated by ethics but by the esthetics of ethics,
and is more concerned with ’how we look’ than by determining the correct course of
action. This is the revolting syndrome particular to those people who take lessons in
morality from the pages of the world’s newspapers. In the esthetics of ethics the battle
is lost in advance. For there are many nations indeed who cannot forgive us for the fact

that they have murdered us.

I would like to conclude this section with the words of the revered Rabbi Avraham
Grodzinsky, may he rest in peace, the spiritual leader of the Slobodka yeshiva at the time
of its destruction in the Holocaust (Torat Avraham, pg. 139):

»Not only Israel, but also all other nations, since they were created in the image of
God, have the potential to reach the highest levels. How wonderful are the words of
the [midrash] Tana Debei Eliyahu, which says: I bear witness before heaven and
earth, that Jew or Gentile, man or woman, slave or maidservant, all receive holy

revelation according to their actions.”
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CHAPTER 17: The Parable of the King

In order to explain his system of thought, Rihal relates a parable, the parable of the Indian
King. The purpose of this parable is to instruct us in Rihal’s method, rather than to impart
content. It attempts to teach us which proofs we must seek in order to distinguish truth
from falsehood. We are not dealing with knowledge or with science; we are dealing
with scientific methodology. We will embark upon an exploration of a technique which

we will employ to reach our conclusion.

Different versions of the parable

Other sources contain similar tales, and even variations upon this very same story. Thus,
the Rambam relates a similar parable in his ”Guide tofor the Perplexed” (11: 46), a parable
which, conceivably, was written under Rihal’s direct influence. A comparison between
Rihal’s version of the story and the Rambam’s rendition can teach us much. In the Guide
tofor the Perplexed we read as follows:

7At times you may demonstrate Hhis existence through circumstances that are that
are of a more hidden nature than those that have been mentioned. For instance, if
someone asks you, has this country a ruler? You shall answer him, Yes, undoubtedly.
[And should he ask you], What proof is there for this? You shall tell him, that while
Behold this money-changer, who is, as you see, a weak and small man, and this great
amount of dinars is placed before him. A poor man, who is this other big and strong,
poor individual stands before him and begs for a single grain of wheat, yet and that
[the money-changer] does not give him, and even reprimands him and drives him off
with words. And but for his fear of this ruler, the poor man would have killed the
money-changer him immediately or pushed him and taken the money that was in his
possession. Behold, this is a proof that this country has a king. Thus, you would have
proved the existence of the king through the fact that matters in the city proceed in an
orderly fashion, the cause of which is the fear of the ruler and the fear of punishment
at his hands. Now in all that we have said by way of parable there is nothing to indicate
the ruler’s essence and his true character as expressed through his kingship. A similar
situation has occurred with regard to the knowledge of God, may he be glorified and
exalted, given to the multitude of the prophets ...”

The central question which the Rambam’s protagonist faces is the question of the king’s
existence. Is there in fact a king in the country? However although, as we shall expound
later, this question is connected to another discussion: What can we say about the king?
Rihal, on the other hand, is concerned with a second stage, just as prophetic Judaism
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took an additional step forward, beyond the philosophical knowledge of God. The
Rambam’s conclusion is too modest. Rihal, in his parable, does not want to lay
philosophical siege upon his intellectual opponent, and vanquish him in a war of
attrition, using philosophical proofs. He wishes to take the enemy by storm, by sweeping
assault. Therefore, he begins by addressing the most problematic issue, and desires to
triumph through it. The issue he addresses is how to recognize the king’s true messenger.
Does anyone truly associate with the king? Rihal attempts to solve this riddle, in the
manner in which one solves an empirical scientific puzzle. The key to proving this claim

lies in an experiment, a grand -scale experiment which must take place in history:

rIf the king’s messengers came to you with gifts which are to be found, without a
doubt, only in the palaces of the king of India, and with a letter which is clearly only
from the king of India. A; and to the letter are added medicines which cure all your
ills and maintain your health, and death potions for your enemies and for all those
who wage war against you, so that you will vanquish them as you approach them
without armies and without weapons;, would you not then be obligated to obey him
the king?”

Only he who is capable of bringing Indian gifts is the messenger of the king of India.
The proof lies in the substance of the items that the messenger brings.

The two parables have much in common. As we have seen, both Rihal and the
Rambam build a model which helps us discuss the essence of the proofs which we seek
with greater, almost intuitive ease. The Rambam’s parable speaks of the great
philosophical riddle, in which Man looks at the world and asks if the world has a king,
or in the words of the legend which describes Abraham’s discovery of God, if there is a
nMaster of the castle.” We observe the world and behold a wondrous order. From the
order in the world, we conclude that there is someone who put it in order. In the
Rambams parable, the order in the country finds expression both figuratively and
tangibly through obeying the law of the land. The strong do not rob the weak of their
riches for fear of the king. If we translate this to the interpretation of the parable, we find
that only the divine decree explains the wondrous law and order in nature. Only the
divine decree explains the puzzling fact that everything functions according to a
causality and a system which rules on all levels of reality. According to the Rambam,
then, when we look at the world we find proof of a creator who exists beyond our world,
but upon whom the world and its activity depends.

Despite the similarities between the two parables, one significant difference separates
them. The arguers in the Rambam’s parable exist in the world, in the kingdom, while in
the Chaver’s version, we are searching for a proof for something which exists beyond
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us, for the king of India lives at a great distance from us. The proof lies in the fact that
someone appears bringing us things that undoubtedly come from his kingdom. The gifts
that the messenger brings came from a distant world, from a king whose existence and
accessibility we doubted only moments before. Deviation from nature constitutes the
historical evidence for the prophetic mission. In the Rambamrs parable, we realize that
there is a God in the world, and that his utterance finds expression through nature; while
in Rihal’s parable, we search for a God who exists beyond nature, and we seek out the
proof of his existence and accessibility not in natural circumstances, but rather in
occurrences which deviate from the natural order. The Indian gifts are none other than

miracles, which completely violate the natural order.

At first glance, the Rambam’s version appears to approach that of the philosopher in
the Kuzari. However, despite the similarity, there is a decisive difference. The king, in
the Rambam’s view, is interested in creating order. His dominion extends far beyond the
royal court, the heavenly cycles and angels, beyond the great scientific principles, and
reaches our world as well. As Rabbi Yosef Albo so trenchantly put it, the wisdom that
we find here testifies not only to the existence of an order, but to an order that someone
created on purpose. We learn of the king’s intention to maintain the natural order. This
is contrary to the opinion of the philosopher who opens the discussion in the Kuzari.

In Rabbi Yehuda Halevi’s philosophy we find a different approach. We learn that the
evidence for the relationship with the king of India, contains a proof that the king of
India exists; or in our terms, that the world has a king, the King of kings. This version is
adopted by those who base their faith upon the bursting of the miraculous into the
process of history. The philosopher’s quest does not suffice them, for they thirst for the
encounter with the Master of the Universe, for the mission and the prophecy. The
problem under discussion in Rihal’s version, then, focuses on the question of the source:
»Do the items that you bring originate from here, in the country that you are in, or are
they foreign to this place and come from originate from elsewhere, from India and its
king.”

The gifts and the letter: an interpretation

The gifts represent things that exist beyond our normal reality in this world. The letter
'which is clearly only from the king of India’ is the Torah, a letter that God sends to Man
through a messenger. We are presented with a dual thesis which touches both upon the
essence of the letter, and the possibility of changing the world through its agency. The
statements regarding reward of loved ones and punishment, loved ones and of enemies,
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are only a fragment of an entire system which advocates the belief that this letter can

alter reality, and redeem the world.

We have spoken earlier about the two dimensions of the encounter with the king of
India: A: Prophecy and revelation, and B: Miracles. The Rambam saw revelation and
prophecy as the central element. The Torah verifies the validity of the miracles as well
as the proofs; miracles do not verify the validity of the Torah. Ifa prophet were to appear,
perform miracles and attempt on the basis of their authority to invalidate the Torah,
wholly or in part, we are forbidden to believe him. Miracles are not undefeatable
weapons, since the basis of our faith is revelation. Revelation is so focal that it examines
prophecy by its own criteria. In contrast, Rihal builds his approach upon both pillars,
upon revelation and miracles. In his view, prophecy is not of this world, and it has the
power to influence the world and change the face of reality. This proves that prophecy

comes from an autonomous world beyond our own.

Portrait of a king

Until this point we have probed the question of the king’s existence of the king. We have
not spoken at all about the king’s personality, a personality that we create when we relate
to him. Can we learn anything about this enigma through the parable? The Rambam
remains consistent. We have not seen the king of India, and his character will remain
hidden from us. The Rambam concludes that we may achieve an understanding of the
king’s existence, but not of his essence. Rihal, on the other hand, speaks of prophecy as
an encounter with the king. The parable presents us with a general formula, which is the
key to the rest: it is the theory of attributes, a topic which Rihal will discuss at the
beginning of the second section, and to which we will dedicate a number of unitslectures
at a later stage. However, at this point we must stress one central idea: God searches for
and encounters Man. ”For the divine essence connected with them, and watched over
them, and performed miracles with them.” In technical terms this is a ’personal’ concept.

Allow me to mention an additional facet of the king’s personality. Both parables
contain a practical side alongside the academic element, since life is built upon the fact
that actions are bound up with ideas. In chapter 1:22 we read an additional detail of

importance:

»The Kuzari: Yes, and my original doubt as to whether the people of India had a king
would leave me and I would then believe that his kingship and his words affect me.”
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The fact of his existence generates practical conclusions, and the practical side relates to
the individual. We must read the words of the chaver in chapter 19 according to this
principle:

nIf you were told that the king of India was a compassionate man, and that you must
worship him and glorify his name and speak of his compassionate deeds, all only
according to a rumor that has reached you regarding the righteousness of the people
of his country and their good qualities and their honesty in trade, would you feel an

internal need to do so?”

It is interesting that the adjective Rihal uses to describe the king of India is
rcompassionate.” Perhaps we would have expected the king to be described by his
greatness, his strength, his might or his brave deeds. Here, the king is described through
his moral attributes. This fact connects in my mind with the letter that the king sends.
The letter, or in other words, the Torah, expresses the fact that the king is a
compassionate ruler. Through our actions we must imitate the king and walk in his ways.

This emulation finds expression in the king’s letter, the Torah.

Rihal teaches us that history is the test of the encounter with the king of India.
However, another test awaits us, the ultimate test which will take place in the future: the
test of redemption.
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CHAPTER 18: Rational Proof - A look at logic, experience and
revelation

During the course of this lecture we will analyze selections from the Kuzari which
address the theme of creation. However, a variety of relevant issues necessarily arise in
this context, which will broaden the scope of our discussion. Rihal, in fact, expounds
upon the topic of creation in other places, particularly in the fifth section. The student
who is interested in the philosophical discussion itself is referred to those sources. In the
texts which we will examine, Rihal does not deal with the actual proof of the theory of
creation; here he concerns himself with establishing the ground rules. Thus, he attempts
to define the status and significance of the theory of creation within the framework of
Torah precepts, while demonstrating the ground rules for a philosophical method of
proof. Rihal’s discourse, thus, grants us insight into a number of significant issues.

Creation or eternity: the logical stalemate

We have already discussed the first idea that Rihal develops in this section. As
previously noted, this concept reaches its fullest development in the Rambam’s writings
[Guide to the Perplexed, part II: 15-17]). The Rambamrs claim is that logical proofs lack
the ability to establish or refute the theory of creation. From the standpoint of philosophy
and science, the question of creation will forever remain unresolved. We face a
philosophical dilemma, and we will not be able to prove either side in the present or in
the future. There is no rational preference for one position over the other. No proof exists
that could compel us to follow one direction. We face the dilemma with complete
freedom to choose. As far as philosophy and rational thought are concerned we may
construct two alternative world views, one based upon the assumption of creation, and
the other on that of eternity. The Rambam claimed that Aristotle was also aware of the
aura of doubt surrounding this issue. Aristotle chose one of the two equally likely
alternatives, eternity, without basing himself upon any decisive proof. His decision was
arbitrary. Clearly, it was influenced by a Greek philosophy of life.

Would Aristotle agree with this statement? This is a historical and literary question
which does not concern us here. The Aristotelian philosophers with whom our rabbis
contested sincerely believed that decisive proofs ("mofet” is the philosophical term of
their period for such indisputable proofs) for the claim that the world has been in
existence for eternity did indeed exist, while Rihal and the Rambam maintained that no
such proof existed, and the riddle of the world’s inception remains in a philosophical
stalemate. The truth cannot be rationally derived as one of the two alternatives. As far
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as the intellect is concerned, we have the right to freely choose either one. We are faced
with a doubt which neither philosophy nor science can solve, and we have the right to
choose our subjective position freely. This position is influenced by the divination of
prophecy.

Why is it impossible to reach a conclusion? To translate the Rambam’s words into the
language of our day, the central reason for this is that in the argument for the eternal
existence of the world, we extrapolate, we make an irresponsible leap of logic, beyond
the boundaries of legitimate experience. Any attempt to prove the eternal existence of
the world is based upon the assumption that what is true today was equally true in the
past, and the laws of nature which are operative today were equally valid at the time of
nature’s inception. The Rambam illustrated this with a (now classic) parable, about a
parent and child, sole survivors of a shipwreck, who found shelter on an island which is
completely uninhabited. The father educates his son himself, and at a certain stage even
attempts to explain to him how children come into the world. The father explains the
process of development of the fetus in the womb and how, after nine months, it is born.
The child sees this explanation as patently absurd. In fact, the theory that children are
brought to the world by a stork, or that they are born in a large cabbage appear to the
child more reasonable. How is it possible that for so many months my mouth was sealed?
he asks himself. It goes against empirical experience, which proves the opposite. This
child’s 'healthy’ claim is based upon that leap of logic from our experience today, the
experience of existence, to the unknown, to the experience of coming into existence. The
child does not imagine that the development of the fetus could be different from the
development of an adult.

The same may be said of the world. Is today’s nature, 'resting’ nature,” in the
Rambam’s terms, the same nature that determined the ways in which the world came
into being, or did other principles, what the Rambam calls ’acting’ nature,’ rule during
the world’s inception? This extrapolation can be illustrated through another example.
Let us consider the elections which take place in our country every few years,
simplifying the process slightly for clarity’s sake. Let us imagine, for example, the
thirteenth Knesset announcing the elections for the fourteenth Knesset. Let us assume
that this is the standard procedure. Thus, the twelfth Knesset announced the elections
for the thirteenth Knesset ... the fourth Knesset announced the elections for the fifth
Knesset, etc.. What will we suppose when we reach the first Knesset? Will we assume
the existence of Knesset assemblies with negative numbers, or must we assume the
existence of a revolutionary beginning for the whole process; that this chain, whose links
are identical and are interrelated in a particular way, begins with a completely different
stage. The first Knesset was not established as a result of the legitimate decision of the
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previous Knesset, but stems rather from an act which is in a sense illegitimate, for of
course, it is not legal,” according to contemporary law.

An examination of the philosophical questions themselves is beyond the scope of this
discussion, and belongs, as previously noted, to the fifth section. Our central question is
whether we can indeed assume the existence of an endless chain of Knesset assemblies,
each of which announces the elections for its successor; or does such a process contain
an irreparable logical flaw. Those philosophers who maintain that creation is provable
assert, among other claims, the impossibility of such an endless repetition. Others
believe that this flaw may be overcome. In any case, without entering into the claim
itself, we learn from these examples that all potential responses must be viewed as mere
speculation, fraught with the difficulties inherent in taking the leap beyond nature, with
only our natural experience to guide us. In this instance philosophy must stand as a sinner
at the gates of repentance, and humbly admit that while it can suggest theories, it lacks

the ability to prove them.

Who is rational: Logic and tradition

Until this point we have discussed Rihal’s first thesis, the impossibility of proving the
theory of creation or of eternity. Now we shall focus upon his second assertion. As we
delve into the Chaver’s discourse, we discover that Rihal adds a seemingly irrelevant

historical basis to his claim.

»The Chaver: We may not reproach the philosophers, since they are persons who did
not inherit wisdom or religion, for they are Greek, and Greece (Yavan) is a descendent
of Japheth who resided in the east, while wisdom, which is an inheritance from Adam,
(I refer to]... the wisdom which is supported by the divine influence, was transferred
from Adam only to the descendants of Shem, the chosen son of Noah, and which
[wisdom] has and always will remain among these chosen ones. As regards the
Greeks, this wisdom only reached them after they conquered the nations that fought
against them. Only then was that wisdom transferred to them from the Persians, who
received it from the Chaldeans. Only then did the famous philosophers arise in that
kingdom; and what’s more, since the Roman conquest, the Greeks have not produced
one philosopher of note.”[1: 63]

The Kuzari claims that Greek culture was cut off from ancient tradition, the tradition of
the children of Shem. Greek science is none other than a development of ancient
Babylonian science, the science of the Chaldeans. The Greeks received the principles
from the Chaldeans, and later developed them themselves. Of course, even if this is true,
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it does nothing to solve the central problem, that the philosophical claims are not based
on tradition at all but rather on logical proofs. Rihal is not trying to deceive us here. He
is, in fact, warning us of a logical error. No claim should be disqualified because of the
personality or the character traits of the person who suggests it. And indeed the Kuzari
responds appropriately: ”and should this fact obligate us not to believe Aristotle’s
wisdom?” A stolen proof is still a proof. Aristotle’s authority does not stem from the
existence of a tradition but rather from his wisdom, from the fact that he discusses the
questions and demonstrates his solutions with rational proofs. Thus, the Chaver informs
us that the theory of eternal existence is viable even if it is not based on any tradition.
The Kuzari’s question regarding Aristotle’s credibility, receives the following
noteworthy response:

nThe Chaver: Certainly [Aristotle loses credibility because he lacks a tradition)!
Because he had no reliable tradition from people whose word he trusted, Aristotle
exerted his mind and applied his faculties to investigate the origins and end of the
world: he found it equally difficult to imagine that the world had a beginning, or that
it had existed for eternity, and only through his abstract analysis did he decide in
accordance with the proofs which lean toward the theory of eternal existence - and
therefore he saw no need to concern himself with the generations that preceded him,
nor with the attitude of [other] people; however, if the philosopher was a member of
a nation in which true opinions were passed down through a well known and
irrefutable chain of tradition, he would have employed his logical proofs to bolster
the faith in a created world, with all the difficulties in [this theory], just as he did in
his attempt to strengthen the idea of the world’s eternal existence,[which is] a less
likely idea.” [1: 65].

Rihal emphasizes that while the Greeks developed philosophy, the origin of that
philosophy was decisively influenced by the Jewish people. This position, which
maintained that philosophy originated in Jewish writings [2: 66], was prevalent among
many medieval thinkers, and it is present in Alexandrine Jewish thought as well. I
support this theory in a different form. As we have seen, history teaches us that the origin
of religious philosophy lie in that same momentous encounter between Greek
philosophy and scripture, which took place at the close of the ancient times, particularly
in Alexandria. Philo of Alexandria is viewed as the most prominent representative of

this encounter.

Clearly, philosophy itself must be viewed as a universal phenomenon which appears
and develops to some extent in all times and all places. Various philosophers would no
doubt disagree with my ”modest” opinion. Perhaps Rihal’s modern successors may
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accept this position in a different form. Philosophy was born in Greece under the
influence of the encounter with the east, the wisdom that Greece »received from the
Chaldeans; » or in the words of Rihal’s modern successors, the encounter with the east is
represented by what our Rabbis termed the yeshiva” of Shem and Ever, the great
philosophical compositions of the children of Shem, which influenced the development
of cultures the world over.

It would be difficult to convince me of a religious obligation to credit the Jews or God
with the creation of classical philosophy. Yet, the fact that the ancients thought so is not
difficult to understand. They belonged to a culture which believed that philosophy held
the key to truth, happiness, meaning; indeed, to immortality. Therefore, it was
imperative to know who received the key from the master of the house. We, the children
of the modern world, view the meaning of philosophical works in a different light, and
are willing to credit other nations for their contributions, and to accept the fact that
philosophy is actually based upon the contributions of all nations. The significance of
the Jewish contribution is found in prophecy. However, a final note regarding the origins
of philosophy was necessary: ”Since the Roman conquest, the Greeks have not produced
one philosopher of note.”[1: 63]

This simple statement has important ramifications, which would later be developed
in the thought of Rabbi Nachman Krochmal, known by his acronym, Ranak. The Greeks
developed a philosophy; however, in their eyes it was a temporary invention. Their
philosophy was public property, yet, for them it was purely of historical interest. There
are no more Greeks, in the classical sense of the word. However even if you are told,
nthere is philosophy in Greece,” do not be fooled. As Ranak expressed it, Jewish history
teaches us that despite its temporary decline, Jewish philosophical creativity rises anew
and with greater force in each new epoch.
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Part II: The Vogue of Rationalism

The section that we have been discussing constitutes a historical note. It teaches us
something very sad about the pretensions of human intelligence. Until this point, we
have considered the fact that the theory of eternal existence cannot be logically proven
within the general framework of philosophical thought. However, Rihal is not satisfied
with this, and he presents us with an even more extreme position. Philosophical thought
means the application of the principles of logic. This is the meaning of the great
revolution wrought by Greek philosophy: logic examines the questions and chooses
answers according to its principles. It knows from the outset, a priori (to use the
philosophers’ term), that certain things are impossible. However, this is misplaced
arrogance. There is a famous folk legend, in which a peasant sees a giraffe for the first
time and claims that such an animal cannot possibly exist; similarly, according to Rabbi
Yehuda Halevi, the philosopher is faced with certain realities and claims that they cannot
possibly exist. Rabbi Yehuda Halevi questions the presumption of human logic in
invalidating things which are not ”logical.” This presumption comes naturally to
mankind, and one ought therefore to be forgiving towards it. However, this absolution
must be tempered by the knowledge that we are often faced with facts which force us to
reopen the discussion of our perceptions, even at the cost of unsettling and significantly

altering our basic assumptions.

Rihal’s starting point, then, is that there is no logic that can discount empirical facts.
This idea can find expression in our conflict with miracles, as well as our conflict with
any reliable tradition which tells us of logically irrefutable facts, which our experience
refuses to accept unequivocally. Rabbi Yehuda Halevi was not radical enough here. He
still maintained that a conflict between reality, our principles of thought and the elements
of logic was impossible. He claimed that there was no absolute proof for the theory of
eternal existence. However, if such a logical proof did exist, we need not dispute it, for
neither reality nor Torah contradict the theory of eternal existence.

Rabbi Yehuda Halevi believed, then, in the basic unity between our the three pillars:
human logic, our empirical perception of the world, and the Torah. However, many other
thinkers in various periods have taken a less optimistic view than Rihal.

Rihal will yet expound upon the topic of prophecy. Here he proclaims that prophecy
is a source of higher consciousness, 7reliable as testimony for the logical proof.” Rihal
also believed in the existence of a domain which logic cannot reach. Thus, we have two
different sources of consciousness, which are expressed in the pair of terms, experience

and logical proof. The logical approach assumes the credibility of axioms and derives
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logical conclusions from them and from natural realities. The experiential state
constitutes a higher, more direct source of divine consciousness.

In Rihal’s view, no contradiction exists between these spheres. Logic must endure,
and maintain its independence, while admitting its shortcomings. Logic and Torah are
not sworn enemies. However, the history of philosophy does remind us that such
conflicts took place, and that contradictions between Torah and logic were raised more
than once. These conflicts were grounded in basic logical assumptions; however, the
empirical facts altered the picture. The result was interesting: following every such crisis
people believed that what they had originally considered logical and obvious, was
merely the result of a primitive and fanciful perspective, which could not stand up to
critical analysis. Therefore, they concluded, rationalism of one type must be substituted
with rationalism of a different sort. Then, they felt, everything would work out. What
happened in practice is that logic would periodically change its principles and adjust
itself to the various empirical discoveries. Rabbi Yehuda Musksato, the noteworthy
commentator on Rihal and author of the book ”Kol Yehuda,” brings us an interesting
example. The Ralbag, in "Milchamot Hashem (II: 7) tells of a youth who could prophesy
the future. This being, in Ralbag’s view, an indisputable fact, he developed a
philosophical theory to interpret parapsychological phenomena, which mundane
psychology could not explain. In other words, the reality which he faced compelled the
Aristotelian philosopher to change his mind.

This principle was confirmed once again in recent generations through the two great
revolutions of modern physics, the theory of relativity and particularly quantum
mechanics. These revolutionary theories evince discoveries that compel us to alter our
entire intuitive system, even, according to some versions, our most basic logical
principles, a result which would hardly have pleased Rihal. In our world phenomena
take place which remain inexplicable when approached with traditional human
principles. Thus, our rational principles remain helpless and incapable of explaining the
facts. A thousand year old argument surrounds the question of whether the world may
be explained rationally, and as a result of this question religious philosophy grapples
with its most formidable problem: does human logic have the right to veto the claims of

religion?

Does rationalism indeed hold the ultimate right to sanction or disqualify theories?
Rihal denies this authority, and in his vision of synthesis, he wishes us, without
abandoning the embrace of logic, to open our eyes to the reality before us, and not
automatically discredit facts that appear to be illogical.
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Now let us reread Rihal’s words: ”If the philosopher were a member of a nation in
which true opinions were passed down through a well-known and irrefutable chain of
tradition, he would have employed his logical proofs to bolster the faith in a created
world.” Clearly, Rihal is favorably judging Aristotle’s great accomplishment, namely,
that he did not have a tradition and despite everything reached the perception of the
existence of God. However, this quote may be read with a cynical slant as well. The
truth is that philosophy, in the hands of a logical genius such as Aristotle, would have
incorporated the concept of creation as well, had Aristotle been faced with a fact which
he considered indisputable.

This accurate statement compels us to do much soul searching, especially regarding
the essence of rationalism. Rationalism always reaches some form of compromise with
its weighty and dangerous partner, the empirical knowledge of the world. As a rule,
philosophy managed to deal with disturbing facts by explaining them. Legend tells us
that Plato’s bequest was to ”save the phenomena,” by which he meant that we must suit
the astronomical facts to the principles of ideal cyclical movement in Platonic theoretical
astronomy, which, of course, guide the movements of the planets. And, indeed, through
these explanations logic has achieved great victories by means of the various sciences.
However, all of these victories, which enlarged the philosophical empire unceasingly,
occasionally ended in a catastrophic defeat, which meant losing everything and
beginning anew on a completely different basis. Descartes’ modern philosophy is only
one of the examples of this process of destruction and beginning anew, almost from
scratch. Rihal commands us to be vigilant; we must not blindly follow any a priori
rational conception. We must not allow such conceptions to hold sway over our opinions
and actions. We must always remember, that one day we will have to leave these
conceptions behind.

148



CAPTER 19: The Concept of Creation

PART I

As we have previously noted, belief in God stems from the perusal of the four tomes that
we have before us: the soul, the world, history and the Torah. The search for God in
nature finds expression in the term ”providence.” This quest involves an examination of
the world, which can lend to several conclusions. However, the heart of this approach is
undoubtedly to be found in the wondrous order that we behold. It cannot be accidental.
The order teaches us of the existence of an organizer. This is the most elementary,
simple proof; yet, at the same time it is the most powerful. In the fashion of Rabbenu
Bachye, in his work ”Chovot Ha-levavot,” we may ask whether, if a man throws letters
randomly, these letters will form the encyclopedia. Would we seat a line of monkeys
before typewriters and expect them to accidentally type out the telephone directory? The
order bears witness to the organizer. It reveals the existence of God.

We will now attempt to summarize the theory of creation in Jewish thought. This
summary will demonstrate that the concept of creation contains at least four elements:
generation, ”yesh me-ayin” [creatio ex nihilo, the creation of something from nothing],
dependence, and will.

Generation

In order to understand the concept of generation, I invite the reader to join me in a simple
mental exercise. Let us assume that we are traveling back in time in a time machine,
passing through human history as though we were rewinding a film. What will happen?
Let us imagine that we are passing through the history of the earth even before the
appearance of mankind. Will the rewound film ever reach its beginning, or will the
rewinding process never end? We do not know the answer; we must guess. Conceivably,
if we were to ask our wise and sophisticated friends we would hear three opinions that
describe three potential scenarios. In this lecture we will discuss the first two opinions.
The third opinion, cyclical history, will be addressed at a later stage.

A: Generation:

This approach claims that in rewinding every film we will reach a point where we must
stop.

149



B: Eternal existence:

This is the second possibility, which claims that the film is endless and if we stop
rewinding and glimpse at it we will always see the same theme: people, animals,
civilizations, cultures, just as we find them today. This is the 7orthodox” Aristotelian
approach.

In our day any attempt to recreate the intellectual significance of the claim of eternal
existence faces enormous difficulties. Although, as we shall see later on, other positions
were prevalent, this theory was dominant in its day. In its most consistent form, the
theory of eternal existence claimed that humanity always existed. The world has
followed the same course forever. Those philosophers loyal to the Torah battled this
approach. Some even believed this issue to be paramount in any discussion of the world’s
origins. Surprisingly, in today’s intellectual atmosphere the scriptural approach, which
claims that both the world and mankind had a beginning, has generally been accepted.
The world is not eternal. The findings of archeology and geology constitute a crushing
disproof of Aristotelian doctrines. These disciplines would have confounded not the
Torah faithful but the strict Aristotelians, since, ironically, modern science has made use
of their methods in order to conclude that man is created, meaning that he did not
eternally exist. Although the big bang theory does not agree with our traditional
computation of the world’s age, it does teach us once again that there was a beginning.
The claim that the world had a beginning, returns us to the enigma of creation and the
creator. Thus, after almost a thousand years of winding roads full of twists and detours,
arguments and theories, we have returned to the basic scriptural thesis regarding the
world’s origins. Although Rihal’s picture of the world’s beginnings may not be
completely acceptable to us, were we to transpose that picture from one world onto
another, we would find his central concept appearing, this time, as a proven scientific
theory.

Jewish philosophers of the Middle Ages attempted to prove the theory of generation.
We will attempt to explain the approach of medieval philosopher Rabbi Sa’adia Gaon,
known by his acronym, Rasag, which agrees with the approach brought by Rihal in the
fifth section [5:18]. The central thesis is based on the principle that endless time is a
logical impossibility. It is an absurdity. We will attempt to illustrate Rasag’s proof with

a parable, which is a variation on one of his major themes.

Imagine two planets, A and B, separated by the distance that we will call x. What is
the value of x? We cannot be sure. We only know that if we were to send a mail rocket
from planet A towards planet B it would never reach its destination, no matter how great
its speed. Can the inhabitants of planet B send a rocket to planet A that will reach its
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target? Obviously, if both rockets were to travel at the same speed, their fate would be
identical. However, on second thought, even were we to increase the speed of the rocket
leaving point B over and over, it would not reach planet A. If I cannot get from point A
to point B, then the opposite possibility is equally remote. This is the meaning of infinite
distance.

Now, we will discuss the interpretation of the parable. Let us conjure up a time
machine and return with it back in time. Of course, if the world has existed forever, we
will never reach the starting point. However, if this is how matters stand, how did the
world reach us? How did it travel across infinite distance? How is it possible that an
infinite process that already concluded has taken place? For, in order for us to exist in
the present, in a world which has existed forever, infinite time has passed, and an infinite
number of changes must have occurred. If so, how has the world reached this point in

time?

In his commentary on the Book of Creation, Rasag built an alternative model. Let us
assume that Reuven, who has never entered Shimon’s house, swears that he will not enter
Shimon’s house unless he has previously entered Shimon’s house. Reuven can only enter
Shimon’s house if he has fulfilled the condition. However, the condition is entrance to
Shimon’s house, which compels him to perform the condition once again ... and so on
into infinity. The conclusion: an action which requires the fulfillment of an infinite
number of conditions such as these can never take place, because the fulfillment of the
conditions can never begin. Time, according to the theory of eternal existence,

constitutes a bizarre chain such as this.

This is the initial difficulty inherent in the theory of eternal existence which was
discussed by the medieval sages. The theory compels us to accept an odd concept:
infinity which has materialized and passed. This proof stood at the center of a fierce
argument during the Middle Ages between those who accepted it, such as Gersonides,
and those who negated it, such as the Rambam. The proof is based on the distinction
between active and potential infinity. To explain this, let us imagine a balloon being
blown up. Let us assume that we have a balloon made of a unique elastic material which
self-inflates, and its diameter increases by one centimeter per minute, without any
danger of popping. This is not irrational. This is potential infinity. On the other hand, if
we were to imagine a balloon that had been inflated since the world had come into
existence, we will face a very peculiar result; a balloon whose diameter is infinite. The
theory of the big bang sees the world as such a balloon, and therefore scientists felt
certain that the world was created” such and such years ago.
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Is this proof valid? We will leave the decision to the reader. Some sages were willing
to make peace with the perplexity and live with the paradox. The Rambam was
unconvinced by this argument. He spoke of an »accidental infinity” which didn’t cause
any such philosophical difficulties. However, it is hard to understand why he was
willing to sanction such an 7infinity.” This is the focal point of Gersonides’ criticism. He
thought that the proofs for the existence of God were much stronger than the proofs for
creation. Therefore, he felt that the construction of a system of faith upon the concept of
creation was a mistake, just as it is a mistake in chess to endanger a queen in order to
defend a rook. Creation is a fact; however, the logical proofs that we discussed
previously are problematic, and must therefore be discussed separately. Whatever one’s
opinion about the age and origin of the world, the existence of God is not in doubt. It is
not dependent upon the system of considerations that guide one’s decision regarding

creation.

If someone were to tell me that he cannot be convinced of the fact of the creation of
the world, or that he cannot prove it with his intellect, I would accept his statement. He
would have proven once again that the intellect is not omnipotent. I would accept his
statement; however, I would demand honesty of him, the honesty to proclaim that
anything he will consequently profess is a statement of faith. If the intellect were to
stubbornly insist that it has a complete monopoly on reality and can solve any riddle,
given the time, I would be less tolerant. Then, I would insist that the very concept of
infinite time THAT HAS ALREADY PASSED is absurd.

The question of infinity is one of the most important focal points of human thought,
and is deeply and significantly connected to basic theological questions in general. It is
possible to view the span of philosophy according to each generation’s approach to the
concept of infinity. In some generations the negation of infinity was absolute. They
could not accept the existence of infinity, even with regard to God. Contrasting
approaches saw in infinity the ultimate divine trait. The Kabbala, for example, uses the
term ”ein-sof” [infinity] in this manner. Jewish philosophers tended not to use the term
ein-sof; they preferred the phrase, »bilti ba’al takhlit” [without end).

The Ancients believed in a finite world. Aristotle posited that our world was finite in
terms of space, yet infinite in terms of time. Gersonides demonstrated that Aristotle’s
position placed him in a logical bind. How may we accept the claim that the world is
infinite in terms of time while remaining finite in terms of space?! This is not a logical
approach, claims Gersonides, since any statement that is appropriate for space is equally
appropriate for time. Aristotle was imprisoned in his conception of an eternal, yet finite,
world. Rabbi Chasdai Crescas broke through the boundaries of Aristotle’s claim, and
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ushered in the picture of the world that was later to be developed by Newton. Einstein
restored the concept of a finite world, which is nonetheless limitless. We continue to
oscillate between the two theories.

The question of creation leaves us, of course, with a conundrum: 7and what came
before this?” However, this question loses significance if we assume that the world and
the concept of time were created simultaneously. Rabbi Eliyahu, the Gaon of Vilna, and
Rabbi Ovadia Mi-sforno before him, explain that the term ”Be-reshit” [”in the
beginning”] rather than the term ”Ba-rishona’ ["at the start”] is used in Genesis because
nBa-rishona” denotes a relative beginning whereas the term ”Be-reshit” indicates that
time itself was created, that prior to this ”beginning” absolutely nothing existed. The
world exists in time, yet for God the concept of time is meaningless. A thousand years
are the same as yesterday, future is past; God exists beyond the fetters of time. This fact
will have important ramifications in the realm of foreknowledge and free choice, which

we will discuss later.

”Yesh Me-ayin”: Something from Nothing

We have spoken until this point of one of the dimensions of the theory of creation, that
of time, or generation. In order to understand the issue of creation we must discuss
another dimension, which, although connected to the theory of generation, is not
identical to it. The conflict surrounding this issue has been explicitly raised in the
writings of our sages. In Bereshit Rabba (parasha 1) we read of a debate with a
philosopher of that period:

'A philosopher questioned Rabban Gamliel. He said to him, your God was a great
artist but he had good materials to help him; [Rabban Gamliel] said, where? [lit. what
were they?] He answered, matter and form and darkness and water and wind and
chasms” (Genesis, 1:2). [Rabban Gamliel] said to him, may the spirit of this man
depart! [For] is it not written that [these things] were created? [Regarding] matter and
form and darkness and water [it says]”and creator of evil” (Isaiah 45:7); [Regarding]
darkness”, maker of light and creator of darkness”; water, ”Praise Him, heavenly
skies and water...” (Psalms 148:4) Why? Because ”He decreed and they were created”
(ibid., verse 8); wind, ”"behold [He is] the maker of mountains and the creator of wind”
(Amos 4:13); chasms, ”[When] no chasms [existed] I came into existence” (Mishlei
8:24).

The same anonymous philosopher vividly expressed the position that believes in a
creation that made use of preexisting materials (known in Jewish philosophical terms as
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ryesh me-yesh,” literally, something from something), a position that was identified in
the Middle Ages with the Platonic school. And, indeed, the problem can be defined in
strict philosophical terms. However, I prefer to view the problem from a different angle.
Let us look at the ancient cultures and ask ourselves a question that touches not on the
concepts themselves but rather on the language used to express these ideas: how did
different people speak about creation? What models were used to understand this

concept?

I have found three basic models which have been utilized to express the concept of

creation:

1. In various idolatrous cultures, such as the Far East, we find the model of birth. The
god or goddess give birth to the world, with pregnancy and labor. This is a primitive
position; however, this model expresses an approach which achieves its ultimate,
sophisticated and subtle form in the philosophical concept of emanation, as well as in
the Pantheistic approaches.

2. The model of the artisan. This model finds a more sophisticated expression in the
words of that philosopher who argued with Rabban Gamliel, which we mentioned
earlier. Creation is likened to the work of an artist who uses colors and natural extracts
in order to paint, or to a potter who uses raw materials to create his pottery. Thus, God,
in the philosopher’s view, created the world from the elements that were at his disposal.
This is the doctrine of the hylic inchoate or ageless) matter which formed the basis of
Greek thought.

3. In contrast with these two models we find in Scripture a different model, the model
of speech. It finds expression in prayer and blessings, such as the blessing over food,
rBlessed are You, our God ... who created everything with His utterance.” God created
the world, without strain or effort and without pre-existing materials, with utterances,

through speech. This is the fundamental expression of the doctrine of creation.

The blessing, "who created everything with His utterance,” constitutes a Jewish
philosophical declaration, which conflicts with the other positions. It gives voice to the
approach that would eventually clash sharply with Greek thought, which made a clear
and marked distinction between matter and form; between that which rules in the lower
world, the matter, and what in their view was typical of the upper world which contains
the angels and God: the form. The idea that the lower world could stem from the upper
world seemed logically absurd to the Greeks, although they were willing to accept the
assumption that the upper and lower worlds interrelate and affect one another.
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The conflict with the doctrine of pre-existing matter can be described as a chapter in
the history of an ongoing conflict. The first act describes the conflict with classical
idolatry, which reached a system of many gods from observing the manifold phenomena
of nature, and claimed: the source of light cannot be the source of darkness, nor can the
ruler of earth be the ruler of heaven. The second act can be seen as the conflict with the
religion of Persia. Persia’s many gods represented not the physical properties of the
world but rather its ethics. The prophet Isaiah’s words, "producer of light and creator of
darkness, maker of peace and creator of evil,” express the protest of the belief in divine
unity against those who claimed that the existence of good and evil in the world
necessitate the existence of two divine powers. In the Middle Ages we find the third act
in the biography of this idea. This time, the gap between the two powers surrounds the
metaphysical distinction between matter and form. Matter is perceived by the body and
the senses while form is perceived only by the intellect. These are two separate worlds.
Rabbi Chasdai Crescas was the first to note that this distinction stems from an inability
to perceive the unity which hides behind numbers. He demonstrated that the position
that believes in preexisting matter in essence assumes the existence of two parallel gods:
God, and the inchoate matter.
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PART II: Divine Will

We must now add a third dimension to the problems that we have already described.
Until this point, we have viewed the time-related question of the advent of the world, as
well as the material problem of the creation of matter, either from an earlier, cruder
substance or from nothingness. To these, we must add what may be termed the problem
of the procedure, or modality, of creation. In this issue, too, we face two extreme models;
Jewish thought has had to combat both. On one side, we encounter Epicurus’s model,
the advocate of coincidence. Let us imagine a man with five numbered blocks in front
of him. He may try to build a particular structure out of them, such as a tower, or arrange
them in numerical order. On the other hand, he may also throw them and obtain a random
combination of numbers. Our case is actually the opposite situation; we constitute a
particular arrangement of blocks and we ask ourselves, is this the result of an intentional
action or just a coincidence? The Epicurean thesis claims that our world appeared by

chance.

An opposing explanation exists as well; it describes the emergence of the world as
an inevitable reality, forged by a necessary and definite relationship between the world
and its Creator. We have already witnessed this in the philosopher’s presentation at the
beginning of the Kuzari: just as statements are necessarily derived from a system of
axioms, thus the world stems from God, or just as a certain object casts a shadow, thus
God casts a shadow, and His shadow is none other than the cosmic system, in which we
constitute but a small part.

In contrast to these two approaches, Jewish philosophy presents a third approach, the
doctrine of Divine will. The doctrine of Divine will accentuates the existence of
intention and an objective. The world did not appear against God’s will; nor did it
emerge from a Divine indifference to our existence. The world appeared as a result of
Divine will and providence.

Dependence

The three components of the concept of creation that we have discussed until now -
generation, creation yesh me-ayin, and creation from divine will - have already been
presented by Rav Saadia Gaon. These concepts accord with the ancient Jewish
perception of creation that had found expression in earlier periods, and preserve the
classic Jewish tradition regarding the concept of creation.

However, creation finds expression in another idea as well: the concept of

dependence.
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The Rambam in his Laws of the Foundations of the Torah (1: 1) writes:

»The foundation of foundations and the pillar of wisdom is to know that there is a
first cause and [that] He is the creator of every existing [entity].”

Seemingly this statement refers to the concept of generation; God is the first cause and
He created all that exists. However, the Rambam implies more than that. He interprets

the concept of creation here in a different way:

nHe is the creator of every existing [entity], and all who exist in heaven and earth
and what is between them only exist from the truth of His existence. And if one
were to imagine that He did not exist, nothing else could exist. And if one were
to imagine that all other entities other than Him did not exist, He alone would
exist and would not be nullified in their nullification. For all who exist need Him
and He ... does not need any of them, therefore the truth [of his existence] is not
comparable to ... [theirs].” (Laws of the Foundations of the Torah, 1:1,2)

This is the concept of dependence. All of reality is one chain of existence, which rests
upon its first link, which is the first cause. The concept of dependence is not a historical
concept. Thus, creation was not a one-time event. It is a relationship that continues to
exist at each moment. Or in other words, ”And if one were to imagine that He did not
exist, nothing else could exist.”

The central concept of creation, according to the Rambam in his classic work, the
Mishneh Torah, is the concept of dependence. The Rambam explains that reality comes
in different forms and levels. We must distinguish between the reality of the world’s
existence and that of God’s existence. These are two distinct types of existence.
Regarding this idea the Rambam writes:

rHe is the creator of every existing [entity] and all who exist in heaven and earth and
what is between them only exist from the truth of His existence.”

In halakha 4 of the Laws of the Foundations of the Torah he continues: ”The prophet
[Jeremiah] says, 'The Lord God is truth.’ He alone is the truth, and no other has a truth
such as His.” This is a difficult statement. We generally apply the term 'truth’ to claims
or statements that can be either true or false. In contrast, when we apply the term 'truth’
to God, we use it with a different meaning. The Torah declares, ”There is no other
besides Him.” According to the Rambam’s understanding, #There is no other besides
Him” means that the essence of everything other than God is merely an apparent or a

seeming reality but is not a true reality.

In order to understand this, let us compare two different situations: A) I am in class.
B) I am dreaming that I am in class. Where is the class in the second case? The class is
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in me. The existence of the class that I am dreaming of is not a true reality. The existence
of the dreamed class is not of the same sort as the existence of the dreamer. The Rambam
says that we must apply this approach to our case. The dream relates to reality in the
same way that our reality relates to the truth of God’s existence. Just as the dream is an
illusory reality in relation to true reality, so too the existence of the world is not true
existence. The only One who truly exists is God. This is the meaning of »The Lord God
is truth; 7 God’s existence is true existence.

In other words, all the other things exist, but their existence is not true existence. Just
as the existence of the things in the dream depends on the dreamer - and if the dreamer
disappears the dream disappears as well, since the dream has no independent reality -
thus, the world is dependent upon God. Now, we understand that the dream is not only
dependent on me to begin it, but that every moment that the dream exists, it is dependent
on me. In his Guide for the Perplexed the Rambam writes that this is the difference
between the world, whose existence is contingent, and God, whose existence is
necessary. This is the meaning of God’s statement 71 will be what I will be.” This is
God’s business card: when Moses asked Him His name, God answered »I will be,”
meaning that God’s existence is the true existence; all else lacks the quality of true

existence.

The concept of dependence of the world upon God can be expressed in a number of
ways. It reached its peak in Chassidism. When the Ba’al Shem Tov, founder of the
Chassidic movement, explained the verse, ”Your word abides forever in heaven,” he
was actually clarifying the meaning of the concept, ”All was created through Your
word.” Let me explain this concept through an example. If a person writes a word, the
word has an independent existence. Even if the writer of a word, 'heaven’ for example,
were to disappear, that does not mean that the written word 'heaven’ would disappear.
In contrast, if someone merely said the word 'heaven,’ it would exist only as long as he
said it. Creation was accomplished through God’s word, which means that God’s word

continues to exist.

This idea, which had previously appeared in the writings of the Ibn Ezra, became a
cornerstone of the creed of the Ba’al Shem Tov. The world is not similar to a vessel made
by a craftsman; it is rather a thing whose existence depends upon the existence of God.
In another form, the idea of dependence finds expression in the work of Rabbi Chasdai
Crescas, who linked the concept of dependence to the concept of creation ex nihilo. He
writes of continuous creation, and suggests that God creates the world forever, and
always from utter nothingness, yesh me-ayin. As we say in the daily prayers, God ”in
His goodness daily renews the works of creation.” We will try to understand this concept
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through the technique used to make animated films. The illusion of movement and action
is created through the presentation of still pictures in rapid succession. Imagine that we
are the stars of an animated film. Our existence seems normal to us, yet in reality we
exist because the film is renewed yesh me-ayin at every moment. If the film were to be
stopped at any given moment, we would disappear. The phrase, ”In His goodness He
renews the works of creation every day” can be understood in accordance with this
principle.

The principle of creation links the concepts of yesh me-ayin and generation. On the
one hand, it speaks of a beginning to the film, and on the other hand, it refers to the fact
that we are all participants in the film. The two concepts do not contradict each other;
rather they complete each other. This theory opens the option of constructing an
admirable model for miracles. Let us assume that in one of the frames of our animated
film Mickey Mouse is holding an eraser, and in the next frame he isn’t. As far as we, the
characters in the film, are concerned this would be a miracle; however, to the artist this
is not a miracle. Nothing that was in the last frame must be in the next one. At every
moment the world is renewed, and what will occur at this moment is not necessitated by
what happened previously.

This was not the Rambamrs approach. The difference between the two views is
interesting. The Rambam includes the concept of a natural order in his world view. This
concept is inherent to the Rambamr’s perception of the Sabbath, in contrast to the six days
of creation. In the Rambam’s doctrine one must explain the existence of miracles;
whereas in this theory, one has to explain the existence of nature. The fact that nature
exists and that there is a link between the frames is the miracle, the extraordinary
phenomenon. What is ”dangerous” here is the risk of completely negating the actions of
the protagonists and attributing everything to the artist who is outside of the film. Thus,
the words of Rabbi Akiva, ”All is foreseen and [yet] freedom [of action] is granted,” take
on greater significance: all is foreseen by the artist; however, freedom is granted, and
the heroes of the film influence and alter its course.

The Ramban espouses a similar approach. In a number of his writings he develops
the idea that the doctrine of nature is not absolute, and what happened in the previous
frame does not impose the contents of the next. The Rambam maintains that a natural
order exists; according to the Ramban, such a concept has no validity, since firstly, the
fact that continuity exists in the cosmos is itself a miracle, and secondly, it is not at all
certain that this continuity will endure. The Rambam, in contrast, asserts that there are
fixed principles that function in nature. The laws of nature accurately describe nature.
There is almost a logical necessity that it be so and not otherwise, except that the very
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existence of the world and the natural system in its entirety is not requisite. It depends
on God’s will, or in other words on creation. This issue of continuous creation is
reminiscent of the well-known debate between the Acharonim regarding the essence of
kiddushin (nuptials). Is it one event which transpires at one point in time, and continues

afterwards, or are the kiddushin renewed at each moment?

PARE III: Creation and Infinity

The idea of creation contains a paradox, which we express daily in our prayers: ”King
of the world, who reigned before any creature was created; ” not only did God exist, He
also reigned, before any creature was created. ”When all was created through His will,
then was He named King; » after the world was created, what was added was that we call
Him king. 7And after all will cease to be, the Awesome One alone will reign” - here we
express in fact a deep paradox; from our point of view we exist, yet from another
perspective we seem not to exist. We are faced with the task of gauging the relation
between the finite and the infinite. For example, the relation between the sum and
substance of Man and that of God in essence describes the relation between the finite
and the infinite.

Let us allow ourselves to go a little wild with numbers. How much is five divided by
zero? The very question endangers us. Mathematicians forbid dividing by zero. They
forbid it because division by zero creates a tremendous paradox. It reveals infinity. The
prohibition is intended to save us from the paradox.

How do I know that five divided by zero is infinity? If [ have five apples and in order
to satisfy one person I must give him an apple, then I can satisfy five people. If one tenth
of an apple is enough to satisfy one person, I can satisfy fifty people. If one thousandth
of an apple would be enough, I could satisfy five thousand people. If zero apples were
enough, I could satisfy all people. Let us assume that 'five divided by zero’ is a certain
number. Let us assume that [ want to add four to that number. The equation would be 5/0
+ (4x0)/0 = 5 + 070 = 5/0. In other words, if I have infinity and I add four to it, I will get
the same number again. This is in effect the meaning of the paradox. As far as infinity is
concerned nothing has changed. For the four, a lot has changed. In other words, from
our perspective, we are the 'four’ that has been added to infinity. From our perspective
we exist, yet from the standpoint of infinity no change has taken place. In other words,
it depends on your perspective. Perhaps, the guiding principle could be that infinity is
composed of many levels. Possibly, the whole world is infinite; however, God is such a
large infinity that when we add the minute infinity to it, the large infinity is not altered.
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Creation: A principle of faith?
Let us take another look at Rihal’s statement about creation (1: 67):

nHowever, the question of the eternal existence or creation of the world is a difficult
question to resolve, and the proofs for both claims are equal, and what tipped the
scales toward creation is the tradition from Adam, Noah and Moses, may they rest in
peace, prophetic testimony, which is more reliable than the testimony of logic. And
despite all this, if the believer in the Torah felt logically compelled [to accept] ... the
opinion about previously existent crude material coupled with the opinion that our
world was preceded by many other worlds, it would not taint his belief that our world
came into being only a certain period of time ago, and that its first human inhabitants

were Adam and Noah.”

The Torah accepts the position of generation. However, is this a truth of such stature that
all who deviate from it would be considered heretics? No. Rihal allows for other
interpretations of the text. We have mentioned two positions: Eternal existence and
generation. However, other positions exist, and among these approaches Rihal’s words
direct us to a third position, the doctrine of sabbaticals. In order to understand it, let us
imagine a tape that can be rewound, rather than a film. Each time the tape is finished, it
is replayed. This parable represents a cyclical approach, which maintains that the world
repeats its own history over and over, is destroyed and rebuilt. If this tape were flawless,
the same history would repeat itself over and over, in a never-ending cycle. And, in fact,
such a position does exist, called the theory of eternal repetition, which is found among
Greek philosophers, medieval astrologists and modern philosophers, such as Friedrich
Nietzsche. A similar approach was accepted by various medieval Jewish philosophers
such as Rabbi Abraham Ibn Ezra.

Of particular importance is a similar approach in kabbalistic thought, which
emphasizes the concept of a spiral rather than a circle, not an eternal precise repetition
of the past but rather a repetition within a process of advancement. To return to our
model, the doctrine of sabbaticals can be described as a rescreening of the tape in which
new motifs appear on the screen within the original production. This example
demonstrates the doctrine of sabbaticals, which maintains that many worlds existed
before our own and that many more are yet to come. In the words of our Sages: "The
Holy One ... creates worlds and destroys them.”

This statement and others like it do not compel us to adopt the doctrine of sabbaticals.
Important thinkers such as Rabbi [saac Arama, author of the Akedat Yitzchak, who were
opposed to this doctrine, interpreted the statement to refer not to real worlds, but rather
rdraft copies,” plans of worlds that were considered and not created; and their
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presentation comes to teach us that our world possesses unique qualities, and was created
for the sole purpose of realizing those qualities. These characteristics allow man’s free
will to find expression, or in the words of Rav Kook, they permit the process of human

actualization to be realized alongside Divine perfection.

The author of the Tif'eret Israel used this theory to understand fossils. We may indeed
discover relics from those worlds in our own.

Rihal addresses a significant question here [1:67]: is the concept of creation a
fundamental principle of our faith? What would be the verdict upon a person who
doubted it? Would another interpretation of the scriptural description of creation have
religious validity? The Chaver’s answer here is brief. It would later be developed in the
Rambam’s philosophy, which was undoubtedly influenced by this segment. Rihal’s
response is that although the general position that we have developed above is correct,
whoever does not accept the severe version presented here, would not be charged with
heresy. Post facto, two other approaches are also acceptable: the theory of eternal
existence, or yesh mi-yesh, and the theory of sabbaticals. The first is the approach
mentioned earlier: the theory of preexisting material. The second is the model of the
cyclical world, in the words of Rihal: the »opinion that many worlds preceded our
world.” These opinions do not mar the faith of their proponents, the »faith that this world
came into being only a certain period of time ago, and that its first human inhabitants
were Adam and Noah.” They do not impair the simple meaning of the text; one might
even say that they agree with it, as certain philosophers before and after Rihal explained.

The Rambam’s Approach

However, some thinkers did not relate to the whole chapter of creation as a cosmological
description. Thus, for example, a number of the Rambam’s more extreme students
maintained that the scriptural descriptions of the origins of humanity are to be taken
allegorically. Have the gates to novel interpretation been closed? We will return to the
question of the legitimacy of a novel interpretive position at a later stage. The Rambam
related to the problem itself and suggested a vantage point from which we must answer
the question. The real problem is not found in the question of the scriptual interpretation.
It is a question of principle: does the theory of pre-existing matter accord with the
Toral's principles, does it permit the belief in Divine revelation? The Rambam
constructs his thought on the fact that the Torah is based on two principles, prophecy
and the existence of miracles. Prophecy would exist, according to the Rambam’s view,
even in a world which had existed forever. However, this would not be the case
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regarding miracles. For miracles to be feasible, one must assume God’s complete
sovereignty, or in other words, the idea of creation from nothingness (yesh me-ayin). If
the world existed forever and functions according to its own rules, then God cannot even
trim a fly’s wing. The existence of miracles teaches us that we must not accept the idea
of eternal existence.

Possibly Rihal referred to these ideas [1: 67]:

nIndeed, the Torah mentions miracles which contain alterations of the natural order,
either in the manner of creation of objects or in the transformation of one object into
another. However, all these only come to demonstrate that the Creator of the world
can, from His will, do whatever He chooses whenever He chooses. ”

Thus, we discover that the possibility of miracles defines the relationship between the
world and God. And this depends on the fact that the world was created from Divine
will. Out of the three fundamental components of the concept of creation: the time
component, the issue of creation of matter, and the issue of Divine will, Rihal chose to
emphasize the third factor. The central thesis is not, then, the time or the material issues;
the central issue is God’s will. What's done is done: the history of the world is
interesting, and the riddle of creation, the cosmological question, is a fascinating riddle,
but religion does not need it, except to perceive God as an omnipotent creator
functioning out of His own will. The central content of creation is the idea of creation
from Divine will; all the rest is secondary.
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CHAPTER 20: The Four Books and the Book of Books

PART I

In the previous lectures we discussed the question of creation. Regarding this question
the Kuzari states:

At present I am satisfied with these claims, which will do for this chapter; if the days
of our companionship last long, I will again request that you bring me clear proofs [1: 68].

Thus, we may conclude that the discussion until now was an introduction, in which
the various religious alternatives, as well as the central concepts that define Judaism,
were presented. The Kuzari reserves the option to re-open the discussion of these issues
at a later stage, and to request clear proofs for the principles of Judaism. And, indeed,
we shall return to this discussion in the fifth book [5:17,18]. We now are moving away
from the issue of creation, and towards a central and related question, the concept of
nature. Since its inception up until our day, this concept has not lost its significance, and
therefore maintains its difficulties as well. In this discussion, we will once again depart
from the atmosphere of the Middle Ages, and approach the battlefields of today, the
struggles against our modern opponents.

Conscience, Nature and History

Despite the fundamental conflicts that exist, as we have seen, between the Chaver and
the philosopher, one element is common to both: the belief in God. This is a significant
similarity, despite the discrepancy between them regarding the image and characteristics
of God. This similarity permits the Chaver to begin his discourse with the exodus from
Egypt and not with the more general question of the source of religious certainty and the
belief'in God.

To summarize the section about the central positions of Jewish thought, we must state
that God communicates with mankind, and with the Jew in particular, in various ways.
The wellspring of all these ways is the Torah. It is the Book of books, which directs us
in our approach to other books which bear the word of God. There are three such books:
the book of nature, the book of history, and the book of the human soul. These are the
four 7stages” wherein Man may encounter his God. We will now enter upon a discussion
of the last two stages.” Until this point the discussion was focused on the first two
levels. The philosopher’s initial words stem from the perspective of nature: he speaks of
the ”God of heaven and earth.” The Chaver adds history to nature: he refers to the "God
who has taken [the Jews] out of Egypt.”
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History

The Torah instructs us by requiring us to pay heed to both general and Jewish history.
This is in fact one of the fundamental elements of Rihal’s approach. Yet, at the same time
it is one of the most far-reaching statements that may be made regarding Judaism.
History does not only teach us the concept of Divine providence; it instructs us in actual
commandments as well. People the world over attempt to preserve their lineage and
prove that they are descendants of kings, of famous folk, of heroes. Yet the Torah
commands us to recollect that we are the progeny of slaves and foreigners, a fact that
most people would probably prefer to forget. The Torah bids us to remember it, and from
this consciousness reach conclusions that in turn influence the way we lead our lives.
Clearly, the recent history of the Jewish people until our day is a book we must study,
and the pages about the holocaust and our national re-birth must be read again and again.

Perception and Conscience

The Torah commands us to "understand the years of each generation;” we are expected
to learn from history. However, at one and the same time the Torah commands us to look
to the heavens and ask ”who created these?” The cosmic glow that we receive is one of
the intimations that have reached us from the creation of the world. However, there are
other traces. Nature still displays the mark of the Divine. Rabbi Bachye Ibn Pakuda
called one of the chapters of his book the ”Gate of Perception.” Perception implies a
keen observation of the world, the gleaning of knowledge from the world, and discerning
the hand of God that finds expression in the world.

However, Rabbi Bachye’s book contains an additional phrase: the doctrine of
conscience. The ”conscience” that Rabbi Bachye speaks of is not conscience in the
modern sense of the word. ”Conscience” for him is that hidden world which exists in
Man, his private psychological world, a world that a stranger has no access to. My
thoughts, my feelings, my pain, even my mind - exist in my conscience. We exist in that
private world, remain in it, but from it we reveal and define facts about the furthest
galaxies. Wise men have discovered planets using only pencil and paper, without any
need of a telescope. And from within this private world they guided others as they
searched the skies for the new planet.

The wisdom of the conscience implies that human intelligence has much to teach us,
that much of our knowledge comes from within ourselves. A number of commandments
are based on this concept. They are generally termed 7sikhliyot,” or rational
commandments. Our conscience teaches us what is called the »fifth volume of the
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Shulchan Arukh (the four-volume code of Jewish law). We must take our internal world
seriously, for God speaks through it as well. However, our internal world is richer than
our mind reveals. Our Sages state that each day a heavenly voice calls out to people to
repent. The Ba’al Shem Tov, founder of the Chassidic movement, was asked regarding
this: why do we not hear the heavenly voice? The Baral Shem Tov responded that
thoughts of repentance that we sometimes feel within us, are actually that heavenly
voice. In other words, there are things that come to us from above, but enter us through

our internal world, through our conscience.

Perception is the basis of empirical, experimental science. However, our conscience
tells us to close our eyes to the outside world and learn something from within our

internal world.

This idea, that a person can learn from within himself, is seemingly odd, but it
constitutes one of the foundations of the Talmud.

Let us read a section from the introduction to Rabbi Bachye’s book, Duties of the
Heart (Chovot HaLevavot):

And the gates that the Creator opened for the sake of His Torah and his religion are
three:
the first is the intellect that is saved from all harm; the second is the Torah given to
Moses our teacher; and the third is the traditions received by the ancients which they
received from the prophets, may they rest in peace.

On the surface this seems like a section that points to philosophical ”chutzpa.” Rabbi
Bachye makes the intellect a partner to the Torah. However, it is interesting that these
three sources are precisely the Sages’ three sources. The Talmud contains three
epistemological terms, and they are: svara (hypothesis), kra (Scripture), and gemara
(Talmud). The svara is the fruit of intellectual study. The kra is the scriptural verse. The
gemara is the tradition we have received from our Sages.

In the Talmud the svara is of central importance. Svara teaches us the primary
principle of Jewish law regarding human life: ”One soul may not forfeit another.” This
is the basis for all the laws that fall under the rubric of the rule, ”yehareg ve-al ya’avor,”
be killed rather than transgress. It is interesting that the verse bases itself on a svara when
it compares different examples of »yehareg ve-al yaavor.” We learn the principle of
blessings from a svara, as well as many of the laws of swearing in court. However, at
the basis of the talmudic discussion lies the idea that the human intellect reaches a certain
level, beyond which we need the kra, the scripture, which gives us the level above
thought.
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We return here to the problem of our attitude towards the power of the intellect. Rabbi
Bachye does well to say that the source of consciousness is ”the intellect that is saved
from all harm.” These words are ambiguous and can be understood on different levels.
However, there is no doubt that they point to the fact that the intellect is exposed to the
danger of 7harm.” And, indeed, many thinkers, such as Rabbi Saadia Gaon, emphasized
that the intellect is always faced with the danger of doubt. Other thinkers have taught us
that we must fight against the psychological forces that endanger the intellect and try to
steal its crown. Imagination is an example of one of the forces which endanger the
intellect. The struggle against the dangers in imagination runs from the Rambam all the
way to Rabbi Israel Salanter, founder of the Mussar movement. However, Rihal does
not identify absolutely with this approach. The war between intellect and imagination is
not like the conflict in westerns between the hero and the villain. Itis a more complicated

war.

Mazes have always interested man. It was an ancient custom to build a maze of

hedges, and we hear of the maze as early as Greek mythology.

Rabbi Bachye uses the model of the maze in order to explain the task of a man who
searches for his path in life with his intellect. The Torah assists us in this search. In other
words, it constitutes a sort of map that accompanies and guides us through the maze,
despite the fact that theoretically we could have found our way alone. Yet occasionally,
the time it takes us to find our way out of the maze is longer than the length of our lives.

Rabbi Moshe Chaim Luzzato, known by his acronym, Ramchal, uses the model of
the maze in a slightly different way in his book, The Path of the Just (Mesilat Yesharim).
A person who is above the maze can guide the person who is in it. The person above the
maze is the person who has achieved his spiritual perfection, and can therefore see what
the man in the maze cannot.

The awareness of the dangers that beset the intellect were always apparent to the
leaders of the Mussar movement. Descartes, the great philosopher who revolutionized
philosophy, opens his book with the imaginary theory that perhaps there is an evil spirit
who tricks him whenever he is involved in logic or mathematics. However, this theory
is not as outlandish as it appears at first glance. Sometimes there really is an evil spirit
that tricks us. Sometimes there are a number of spirits. This is one of the central
principles of the Rambam’s thought. Why do we make mistakes? One of the answers is
that the evil spirit is sometimes inside of us. This evil spirit is in fact our personal

interests which distort our perception of reality.

This is the difference between rationalism and rationalization. Rationalism means
looking at things logically. Rationalization is an approach to things which appears to be
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rational; however, it has a hidden agenda, a bias, something within us that causes us to
make mistaken judgments. In that case, our intellectual theories are not rational; they

are merely rationalizations.

PART II: A Pauper at the Gate: Intellect and Intuition

We have spoken of intellectual power; however our internal world is larger than intellect
alone. Rav Avraham Yitzchak Hacohen Kook taught that beyond the intellect lies what
can be termed, perhaps, healthy intuition. Rav Kook’s son, Rav Zvi Yehuda, used a
beautiful image to express this idea. The source of this image is in the beginning of
Tractate Shabbat: the philosopher who searches for a way to Judaism and passes through
Greek philosophy, is comparable to the pauper who stands at the door begging alms.
Rihal is the homeowner inside.

This idea was admirably expressed by Rihal himself in the fifth part of his book. The
difference between the rich man and the pauper in the previous parable is similar to the
difference between the poet and the literary critic, or between the artist and the art critic.
Some people instinctively know how to write poetry, from within themselves, without
ever having learned the rules. In contrast, the literary critic who is an expert on poetry,
is extremely adept at differentiating between the different types of poetry, may
successfully analyze and appraise it, but cannot write poetry. In fact, people often
comment ironically that every unsuccessful poet becomes a critic. The man of the house
is the poet, and the pauper extending his hand for alms is the critic.

Instinctive faith is the unique gift of the poet, the rich man, the man who reaches the
truth on his own. In contrast, the philosopher is like the critic who tries to understand the
wonder of the poetry, to understand how the literary miracle transpires, and how words
impact upon us. It seems to me that Rihal attempts to synthesize the two approaches.
Despite the fact that the poet’s genius cannot be learned, we may well understand the
poet better if we listen to the critic’s explanations. There is potential for a relationship
between the two, between the prophet and the philosopher. Jewish philosophy is an
attempt to understand and interpret poetry, as though one were lead through the
intricacies of the poem with a guide. It is an effort to construct criticism in the positive
sense of the word, to deepen our understanding of those enigmatic gems that the genius
of prophecy has laid at our feet.

However to a certain degree, this genius exists in each and every one of us as well.
This genius, in essence, is the faith that is rooted in the heart. Following Rihal, Rav Kook
developed this idea. He emphasized religious sentiment rather than the wisdom of
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intellectual inquiry. Allow me to illustrate this point with a parable. Imagine a group of
students whose English grades were mediocre, yet who may surprise and even exceed
the literary abilities of the very teachers who tried to enforce rules of grammar, or forms
of written expression that they considered superior. Similarly, in the history of opinions,
philosophers attempted to »critique” religious and prophetic positions, when in fact they
ought to have behaved more humbly. Truth, like the beauty of poetry, is not necessarily
the domain of the critics; it is the domain of the prophets and the poets, even if
generations pass before this truth or beauty receive recognition.

Rav Kook emphasized another point as well. In brief, he maintained that every person
draws on his inner world in a different way. There are other societies with different
cultures, and even different psychologies. People’s inner worlds are affected by this
social psychology. Each society brings man to extract something different from his inner
world. As we have already seen, Rav Kook claims that chosenness implies a basic
correspondence between the Torah and the Jewish conscience.

Rihal attempts to bridge the gap between poetry and criticism in the fifth section of
the book. Rihal presents the level of the naive, unsophisticated man as the highest. He is
the intuitive believer, the poet who has no need to learn the rules of poetry, who has no
need of philosophical proofs. The course of the artless believer is the healthiest and the
loftiest path. It is simple good-hearted faith; however, under our circumstances, if we
were to be “thrown” into the world without the training to relate to intellectual inquiry
and philosophical concepts, the situation would be worse. Philosophy is comparable to
certain medicines; the sick person must take them, but the healthy person does not need
them, and they might even cause him damage. Even if we have no intention to buy, we
pass through the market of ideas, and inevitably something of the various stalls sticks to
us, undetected. Rihal writes (5: 2):

»The Chaver said: but do we have within us a tranquil soul that is not tempted towards
the various opinions that abound in the world - the opinions of the scientists and the
soothsayers, the opinions of the talisman holders and the practicers of witchcraft, the
opinions of the believers in the eternal existence of the world and the philosophizers,
and such? In our day man does not achieve faith until he has passed through all the
many levels of heresy, but »the days of life are short and the task is great” and only
individuals, and they are few, have been granted the gift of natural faith. These
[individuals] are not at all damaged by these opinions, for they immediately perceive
the error in them.”

Rihal here refers to the philosophers, to the various men of science, but also to the
prophets of pseudo-science and the prophets of the false sciences, who change their garb
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in each generation. These are the people who believe in astrology, magic and witchcraft,
who try to construct an alternative to religion [1:79]. This reality uncovers a strange
paradox; intelligent people attempt to disregard religion, while they confuse scientific
rationalism with superstition. These people are astute and exacting when involved in
scientific inquiry, while their personal lives are chock-full of superstition. However, the
great danger still lies in the lack of faith, in heresy. It accompanies us and surrounds us,
and this is one of the central reasons why we need philosophy; it accounts for our need
of literary criticism as well as poetry. Man must work hard indeed to escape from this
influence, the unconscious influence that he acquires from the marketplace. I often find
myself humming a tune without realizing that it is an advertisement jingle that I heard
on the radio. Despite my self-development and despite my will, I cannot successfully
avoid the influence of these tunes that I despise. This is what happens to each and every
one of us when he goes out into the world. And herein lies the importance of Jewish
philosophy. This is its therapeutic, and perhaps hygienic role.

Does this mean that the religious position is weak?

Absolutely not, and I will illustrate this with another example. As the Rambam already
stated, philosophy must invest tremendous effort in convincing us of the trivial. The first
famous example are the paradoxes of Xeno, the student of Parmenades, who tried to
prove, with brilliant logic, that there is no movement in the world. Xeno’s famous
paradox runs as follows: Achilles and the tortoise are running a race. Achilles allows the
tortoise, in a moment of mercy, to start first. It can be logically demonstrated that
Achilles will never be able to catch up to the tortoise! Until this very day, philosophers
devote tremendous efforts to prove that movement does indeed exist, a fact that every
child knows.

This paradox is mentioned by Rav Sa’adia Gaon in the first essay of his book, in the
fourth proof of creation. We have received a number of answers to this age old query.
Rasag informs us that 7one of the investigators was forced to say that there is a part that
does not divide”. In other words, he concluded that there are indivisible units of
measurement, and reality is composed of a collection of such quantum units. Others
claim that movement is not continuous: ”Some of them say [that movement occurs] at
intervals” as though people and animals do not walk continuously but rather jump from
place to place. This was the beginning of the debate about the nature of the world.
Through Xeno’s paradoxes we discover some of the most interesting and important
riddles of reality. For example, what is reality composed of? Is it composed of
consecutive and continuous things or of atoms? This was the basic debate between the
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Aristotelians who believed in continuity and the Atomists, who influenced, via Indian
philosophy, the Islamic ”Medabrim” - the Kalam school.

In the last two sections of the Kuzari, Rihal speaks of the attempts to reach the truths
of the Torah philosophically. One of the serious problems with this method is that there
are many philosophical approaches. The Aristotelians mocked the Atomists. Today we
are disciples of quantum theory, and to a certain extent we have returned to the approach
of the "Medabrim,” who were mocked by the Rambam. The fifth section nears the
approach of some of the "Medabrim.” We must add here that in ancient and medieval
times philosophy could be divided into three central approaches. These three positions
differ on fundamental issues, not merely in their final conclusions. They are the Kalam,
the Aristotelians, and the neo-Platonists. The conflict between them touches on
problems of epistemology, ontology, etc.

The paradoxes promise philosophers constant activity. Every generation brings its
own solution, and the succeeding generation disproves it. On this background we can
once again ask ourselves, which option is preferable? Is it better to construct our world
view simply, without spending time solving these sophisticated paradoxes, or to devote
the time, under the assumption that man develops and benefits by solving these
philosophical riddles?

A large percentage of philosophical thought is devoted to apologetics, to the attempt
to defend what we know intuitively or instinctively. Often these apologetics are simply
incorrect, full of logical errors. If we leave the paradox of infinity, and search for a
current example, we can point to a very difficult issue, the question of thou”. If T had to
prove that the person I am talking to now is not a robot but a person, and that he has an
inner world just as I do, I would not succeed. The existence of others, of another soul, is
an enigma in philosophy. In fact, one great philosopher of our century claims that the
belief that other humans exist is merely a ”primal belief.”

The Kuzari says that this is actually the case in very many areas. This situation
resembles that of a country which must devote much of its gross national product (GNP)
to defense and preventing infiltration. The Kuzari says that we must almost instinctively
understand the truth and not permit others to mislead us.

The three key words in the Book of Creation, Olam (world), Shana (year), and Nefesh
(soul) point to the three additional books that the Torah both commands and helps us to
read; nature, history and the human soul are the key to understanding Jewish philosophy.
Jewish philosophy is an attempt to continue to read those three books, with the aid of the
Torah.
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CHAPTER 21: Nature and other Magic Words

Nature: Activity or Intelligence?

We observe nature and conclude that the remarkable order it displays tells us of the
existence of a Creator and an 7organizer” outside of nature. The forces of nature are
blind, mechanical forces, unlike man, who sees, plans and contrives. Our world is guided
by forces and causes. Rihal termed this mechanistic reality 7avoda,” literally, work, or
activity. In the human sphere of consciousness, we find intention and objective; in
Rihal’s words, "chochma,” or intelligence. The striking order in the world bears witness
to the presence of an intelligence, of a hidden hand, which leaves its fingerprints on our
world. It confirms that non-mechanical components have had an influence on our
surroundings.

Regarding the question of nature Rihal attempts to teach us a significant principle that
must guide us on our philosophical path. Often people use a technical, scientific or
philosophical term, which only serves as a screen to shield them from facing the actual
problem. The term becomes a route to run away from the problem, and escape from the

inevitable answer.

A man observes an ant and feels that he is encountering the marvels of creation. The
wonders of creation know no limits. The advice to observe the ant is an ancient
suggestion. Today we can examine much smaller creatures than the ant. The cell, any
cell, is no less complex and wondrous, despite its small size. It is actually an entire city.
Man is amazed by the wonders that the complex and complicated system of the cell
reveals. And he asks: what is the explanation for the marvels that we witness daily? If
we were to ask the average person, who is not interested in hearing the religious
response, he would use the magic word: "nature.” Let us stop here to discuss this and
other magic words. This type of usage, Rihal claims, is a mistake, or even worse, a lie.
There are two options, and two options only:

1. By the term »nature” we refer to a hidden reality possessed of wondrous qualities
which make it similar to or even identical with God. In that case the solution is merely
semantic; we assign God a different name:

I see that with these names the wise men have fooled us and caused us to view nature
as [God’s] equal partner, since we say: ”Nature is wise”, ”Nature acts”, and in their

view it is possible to say, "Nature creates.” [1: 76]
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2. When we use the term nature,” we are trying to construct an actual alternative to God.
In that case, we must account for the way this alternative functions. However the seeker

will not receive such an accounting, in the deep sense of the word.

'Nature’ is thus a magic word. The use of such magic words deludes and deceives us
in a number of different ways. This deception succeeds in "making an impression on the
listeners” [1:75], and on us as well, because through it we transfer the question to a
different domain. We believe that there is some meaningful content to what we refer to
as 'mature.” It is similar to paying a check without money to cover it, or using a currency
that has suffered from inflation. Sometimes we hint with this word to another group
whom we ”believe’ has the answer. Consciously or unconsciously, we assume that there
are experts in this field, and that the experts certainly can solve the question that we
cannot answer. Or, and this is a third option, we assume that in the future, in ideal
science, the question will be resolved in a rational way without compelling us to accept
the assumption that we find uncomfortable. The common denominator between all of
the options is that we are relieved of the obligation to deal seriously with the facts, and
can go on with our lives. Rihal endeavors to teach us that in dealing with this question
we must stop leaning on experts who do not exist, or on theories that have not yet been
born, and accept what simple logic teaches us almost instinctively: the ant bears
indisputable witness to the existence of its Creator.

Nature and the Divine Plan

What is deceptive about the term nature”? Rihal explains this in detail when he points
out the need to distinguish between two different concepts [1: 77]:

Indeed so! The elements, the sun, the moon, and the stars have mechanisms such as
heating and cooling and wetting and drying, etc. However these actions require that we
ascribe to their executors not intelligence but merely activity.

We must begin with the assumption that objects such as simple elements, complex
materials, etc., exist in nature. Each one of these is activated and functions according to
rules that science investigates and formulates. All these actions may be included in an
overall framework, which, echoing Rihal, we may call ractivity.” The conglomeration
of acts that are performed within the framework of the natural order are functions of
activity and not intelligence. Until this point, the natural explanation fits perfectly.
Whatever occurs, occurs according to nature. And indeed, the role of science is to study

these traits and laws, that are essential and not accidental.
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Let us assume that these forces exist. So far the meaning of the term »activity” is
clear. However, even assuming that this concept poses no difficulties, it cannot explain
how actions and forces become arranged in greater units, whose structures bear witness
not to "activity” but to intelligence. Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch, in his admirable
commentary on the vision of Isaiah (chapter 5), explains that the cherubim who hide their
eyes with their wings represent the blind forces of nature, which do not appreciate or
recognize their own purpose. They do their Creator’s bidding, fulfilling the Divine
mission, but they do so blindly. In this they are different from Man, who is (or can be)
mindful of the objective. The big picture, the desire to better the world, does not interest
them. The forces of nature that Rihal spoke of are blind forces; they do not know how
to create an ant, nor are they interested in creating one. Each of them functions in utter
blindness.

We will use a simple analogy to explain both the terms which we have used and
Rihal’'s position. Think of a commonplace object, a spring. This spring has various
physical properties, such as flexibility. These are the natural properties that science
investigates, and in medieval philosophical terms they are called qualities ”7in the object”
or »in nature.” The spring has other qualities that are accidental,” ”biographical” facts,
such as the fact that the spring was constructed in a certain factory, and sold at a
particular store. These are, as we said, accidental qualities, as opposed to the physical
properties of the spring that are essential, and define its role, such as the type of
vibrations it can produce.

A significant philosophical distinction is made here between essential and accidental
motion. Thus for example the movement of the spring from the store to the watch is an
raccidental movement,” and it would be futile to search in physics books for the
underlying principle. However the release of the taut spring, and the resultant motion of
the cogwheels in the watch, is essential motion. It is a function of the flexibility of the
spring. This is the type of motion that the natural sciences investigate.

We must add that the concept of motion in classical thought is very encompassing
and comparable to the concept of an 7event” in our modern language. Every event has a
cause. In the words of Rihal, nature is a general name for all those essential and not

accidental qualities and laws which explain motion and rest.

Physics discusses these traits that are in the object” and "in nature.” However this
discussion is only a first stage. Let us assume that I have achieved a comprehensive
knowledge of springs. I have still not solved the problem of the invention of the spring-
operated watch. When I think of the watchmaker putting together different parts and
making them into a watch, I know that the watchmaker uses the physical properties of
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the various parts, but these physical properties are not enough. The watchmaker adds to
the parts and their characteristics the arrangement of the parts into a greater whole. To
the activity of the parts he adds his intelligence. Nature, then, may be the basis for the
watchmaker’s activity, however the watch is not a solely natural creation. It is a product
of engineering, the result of the operation of intelligence upon activity, upon the
properties and laws of natural objects. Causality responds to the past. Intentionality
responds to the future. Human activity in general, and engineering in particular,
constitute examples of the attempt to channel the blind forces of nature, and arrange
them so that they may help the ”seeing.” Thus intentionality makes use of mechanical
forces. We witness this in every field of human endeavor.

Our situation is similar to that of a Robinson Crusoe, who has been shipwrecked on a
desert island and finds a watch. Rihal claims, no matter how strenuously we resist, that
this watch is proof of the existence of another person, despite the fact that the island
appears to have been completely uninhabited since the six days of creation. And if a
watch proves this, how much more so does an ant. Rihal’s claim is that the life and
activities of the ant are not to be compared to the saltiness of salt or the qualities of an
amino acid, but rather the result of a wondrous organization, that bears witness to a
guiding intelligence. Intelligence is the irrefutable divine stamp. Rihal adds, "the
formation of a shape, the determination of size and character, any action which
demonstrates intelligence, can only be attributed to the Master of intelligence, who is
Master of capability and rulership as well.”

In truth, the example of the watch does not express the situation in all its complexity.
Perhaps we will be more successful if we think about the creation of a newborn. His
parents are, of course, the cause of his creation, despite the fact that they know nothing
about embryology, the process of fetal development. The parents act upon the basis of a
complex system of law which they do not understand. The causes that function in nature
are causes in the same manner that the mother and father are causes, causes which
function on the basis of more penetrating forces, which are marks of the divine: ”And
let not it seem improbable to you that grand marks of the divine appear in this lower
world when the materials have been prepared to accept them.” We have called this divine
evidence fingerprints of Godly activity. By either name, it is this intelligence that
enables the fetus to develop, or allows the creation of that organic "watch” that we meet
at every step.

Thus, the difference between activity and intelligence is parallel to the difference
between the mechanistic, causal system and the intentional, teleological system.
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CHAPTER 22: Nature and Evolution

PART I

Rabbi Yehuda Halevi guided us through the complexities of the usage of one magic
word: nature. However history has continued to gallop forward, and the battle of the
believer against the dissident shows no sign of waning. Thus we see that Rabbi Yehuda
Halevi analyzed the situation accurately. The greatest proof of this lies in the fact that
his opponent was forced to respond to the questions implied by his own words with more
sophisticated techniques than the mere reciting of the word, 'nature.” Today, the man in
the street who wishes to present a non-religious option will use the word evolution in
place of nature. Although we must undoubtedly contend with this question in detail, it
may be stated at the outset that Rihal’s response is appropriate to these new versions as

well.

Let us first briefly relate to the new stance of the opponent, to the change in the answer
itself. Let us construct a contemporary version of the classic Kuzari, between the two
characters who never conversed directly in the original Kuzari:

The Chaver: Let us look at the watch that I wear on my wrist. It is actually a tiny
computer. Imagine its tremendous sophistication, the sophistication of simplicity, which

arouses us to amazement and awe; we might indeed call this a digital miracle.

The Philosopher: Indeed, the watch that is before us arouses much wonder, but only
because we have forgotten the history of the development of watches. If we were to study
its history from the earliest times, we would understand how the watch developed. Once
upon a time there was a hourglass, or perhaps a sundial, which transformed over time
into a water clock, until the appearance of the first spring watches. A particularly
interesting development took place during the lifetime of  the spring watch. You
must realize that these minute, quietly accumulating changes, are in fact responsible for
the appearance of this sophisticated watch that you are wearing at this moment. The
passage of time and the powers of the market determined which of these changes would
survive. The unsuccessful watches have disappeared. Only those that suit our needs have
remained. I am astonished by your amazement. Why do you marvel at this »digital
miracle”? You have merely forgotten to take the nature of evolution into account.

The magic word that miraculously solves problems has changed. It is no longer
nature, but evolution. We will return to this parable, for in my opinion it has much to
teach us. However now we will move on to the interpretation of the parable. Our
opponent the philosopher claims that all of life, be it the life of the ant or of man,
develops in the same way. I will not enter here into the heart of the religious question
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that this issue arouses, namely, whether the coexistence of religion and evolution is
possible. At present we must give our attention to the fact that the theory of evolution,
just like the use of the term nature, constitutes an attempt to escape from dealing with
the divine fingerprints that appear in our world.

How does this escape come to pass? True, the creation of the ant is a wondrous thing,
the creation of man even more so. However if enough time is given to natural processes
and the principle of natural selection, these small chance changes can bring about the
creation of a complex and complicated creature, even one that appears as wondrous as
man. Natural selection in effect describes the powers of the market that function in the
world. In accordance with their activity, the creatures that are not fitting for the
environment will die out, and thus the more suitable ones will remain.

I will not enter here into a description of the details of the Darwinian theory, which

in one guise or another dominates science up to our very day.

Darwin belongs to the nineteenth-century world of thought. And undoubtedly there
is a significant difference between the nineteenth century and the twentieth. To a certain
degree, the nineteenth century can be compared to one of those classic realistic
paintings, which contain a clear depiction of a portion of reality. This is a transparent
picture, through which we can seemingly view reality as it is. We »understand” the
picture. The twentieth century is more easily likened to a modern picture, by Picasso or
Dali, which demands that we exert much effort, not in order to bring the picture closer
to our minds, but to bring our own intuitions to the picture. The last century was a
materialistic century, which believed that it had discovered matter as the foundation of
the world, and through it had »almost” found the solution to all of the world’s riddles.
The key to the riddles of the world were to be discovered in matter, not spirituality.

The crumbling of this naive belief stemmed from a series of revolutions which took
place in almost every area, and utterly altered the classical theories. The most well-
known revolutions belong to the world of physics: the theory of relativity, and
particularly quantum physics. However significant revolutions took place in the field of
biology as well. In those days, the Darwinists could assume that if by chance I had found
alive cell, I could extract the entire tree of life from it, including man. This idea is based
on the naive belief in the existence of simple life forms. Today this belief has come into
question. The electron microscope has begun to show us that the cell is actually a whole
city, no less complex and wondrous than man. The idea that primitive animals are
simpler and therefore can be explained more easily as a result of a chance occurrence,
had already evoked the resounding reaction of the Chaver [5:20]: »The wisdom of God
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in giving a form to a fly or a mosquito, is no less [spectacular] than his wisdom in
arranging the celestial system.”

The first element that changed is related to the starting point. The second element is
the process of change itself. A new field has been discovered, which Darwin had never
heard of, and therefore never dreamed of the significance of its implications. Heredity is
determined by a very clear map which is inside the cell. This discovery in essence
brought about the end of classic Darwinism. It had to be replaced by "neo-Darwinism”
or by other theories. The result of this change is that a new word appeared, which Rav
Kook combatted and zealously fought against in his work, Ikvei Hatzon. The key must
lie in the term mutation, a jump or ”dilug,” to use the language of Rav Kook. The conflict
between the believer and the atheist does not and will not end with this transition. Neo-
Darwinism will claim that every occurrence can be compared to a throw of the dice. The
throw is random, and yet the results persuade me that some cheating has been going on.
Some changes have taken place in the atoms of the DNA. These changes are chance
occurrences, yet suddenly because of them a new pattern emerges. Actually, every
positive and successful mutation is in fact a mini-creation that occurs before our very
eyes. It is too coincidental to be a coincidence.

Evolution and natural selection have a place. But in light of what we know today, we
can understand their role differently. I will explain this through a theory which I regard
with respect and hesitation, with doubt and deference. Recently scientists have
reexamined some of the fossils that were used to draw up the tree of evolution. And
behold they discovered that the earlier work that was done was erroneous. Those fossils
demonstrate that in very ancient times strange life forms existed, which were very far
from what we know today, as though a mysterious element, 'nature” - with Rihal’s
reservations - conducted different experiments, and history, or natural selection, did
what it does best: disqualifying possibilities and destroying species. Natural selection is
significant specifically because of its destructive power, while the constructive power
must be explained by another element, an element whose source lies beyond the natural

plane.

It is clear today that evolution seems to function in what may be termed ”explosions.”
For long periods of time evolution seems quiet, and then suddenly it erupts. On the other
hand, scientists are having second thought regarding one of the fundamental bases of
Darwinism, the existence of useless remnants which seemingly prove that they
originated from a different species. Today this theory is doubted as well. Let us look, for
example, at the wing feathers of birds. Birds who do not fly have wings too. The
remnants of the past show that all birds share a common origin. And it is true that birds
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that do not fly have wings, and these wings have feathers. However the feathers differ
from bird to bird. The feathers of flying birds have an aerodynamic and hollow build.
Not so the other birds, such as the ostrich. The structure of the feathers apparently takes
the different functions of different birds into account. It seems that in the development
of living species a single plan prevails, which continually divides and makes use of
different materials. An interesting example of this is the eye. The eye develops in the
fetus. However its origin differs from species to species. Sometimes it develops from
skin cells, sometimes from nerve cells, and sometimes from another source. And yet in

these three species, the eye itself appears exactly the same.

In the scientist’s lexicon there is no term that expresses more than coincidence.
However, this is the place where the advocate of religion must step in and say his piece.
I don't think that the evolutionists have proved these things to be chance occurrences.
They disregard the significance of the facts. Let us imagine that I see fingerprints in the
sand. How did these marks appear? The world has rocks that were carved by the wind,
or stones that water has smoothed. Who formed the fingerprints? The hand that touched
the sand, or the wind? Our argument with evolution is about this phenomenon. The thesis
that what took place occurred by chance is founded in error. For me, the powers that
function in the world are the angels of God. There are chemical, physical and biological
angels, and perhaps there are evolutionary angels. Science is appointed to the post of
investigating the angels. But behind these angels stands their sender, the Lord of the
universe. The angels act blindly, therefore their activity seems arbitrary, but it is not
arbitrary. Some single cell organisms have eyes that have the same properties as the

human eye.

This is true regarding technology as well. Let us assume that a synthesized cell could
be constructed. What will this teach us? Will such an action disprove creation?
Absolutely not! It will teach us that wise men have used information and techniques that
thousands of investigators gathered and created with great sophistication, and with their
help, created a cell.

Precise, non-arbitrary technology united with science and a cell was synthetically
formed. Let’s assume that that is the way the cell was generated in nature as well. It did
not occur as an accident from our perspective, nor was it accidental as far as nature is
concerned. The chemical synthesis is not a chance occurrence, despite the fact that all
kinds of molecules of different organic materials may be formed accidentally. The cell
itself is not a chance occurrence. Why not judge nature exactly as we judge scientists?
The angels of evolution also made use of science and technology, with God’s help.
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Regarding the specific issue of the synthetic generation of life, I would like to bring
here the Kuzari’s opinion on the possibility of genetic engineering, which is in essence
the possibility of utilizing the laws which determine the appearance and influence of life.

For the fact that a plant differs from its fellow or an animal from its fellow, is not one
of the fundamental elements, but rather the form, which is one of God’s actions that the
philosophers term nature. It is true that the elements prepare the types of material to
receive that action according to the proportion of heat and cold, moisture and dryness
which is in them. And according to this, one of them will become a date and the other a
grape, one a horse and the other a lion. However we cannot determine these proportions,
for if we could determine them, we could create animals who would have life in them,
or we could generate from things thatare  not at all foodstuffs ... something that
could replace bread.

At the base of these words lies the claim that we could succeed in generating life if
we could discover the exact formulas. Man does not create; he finds his way into an
existing system. It is essentially no different than the process of bringing children into
the world. The essential difference between the birth of a child and genetic engineering
is a difference on the level of knowledge alone. Rihal does not believe in the possibility
of human engineering of life. This remains a mystery. However, despite this, the
question is not one of religious significance for us. Perhaps those people who claimed to
possess hidden wisdom and believed they could create a Golem, and whose abilities
were denied by Rihal, were right after all.

PART II: Activity and Intelligence

Let us return to the example of the blind forces which we spoke of earlier. The common
denominator between the various Darwinist formulas is the attempt to explain the
creation or appearance of intelligent beings by means of blind forces. This approach
attempts to account for the existence of the universe with the concept of activity and to
bypass intelligence, to use Rihal’s terms. This is the source of our disagreement with the
proponents of the theory of evolution. Can these blind forces in fact create a world,
particularly the miraculous world of living creatures that we witness daily? If we apply
Rihal’s conclusion to our modern problem, we can rephrase his words and let Rihal speak
through a contemporary Chaver, the modern descendent of the Chaver in the Kuzari:

The Chaver: Let us assume that what you say is true - evolution does influence nature.
It is impossible to explain the appearance of man, or the appearance of any animal,

according to evolutionary principles alone, without some involvement of intelligence,
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which grants each being its particular needs without excess or lack. He who labels all
the processes which refine the material world as »evolution” has lost nothing, on the
condition that he has not attributed them intelligence, just as a man and woman should
not be attributed the creation of the fetus by their copulation, since the truth is that they
only facilitate the receipt of the human form to material which is primed for that purpose,
whereas the  form itself emanates from an intelligent creator.

Blind forces cannot create a man unless another, seeing force lies behind them. In
other words, even were we to accept the existence of developmental processes, these
processes cannot, on their own, explain the appearance of life in general and of man in
particular. It is possible (and this is a scientific and not a religious problem) that evolution
accurately describes the course of events, however, in that case, an intelligent force must
be moving these forces. The essence of the belief in creation is a religious proposition,
whose defenders are willing to wager with absolute confidence that any other theory is
simply mistaken or misleading. Other theories may explain the procedures of certain
changes that have taken place in the world; this is perfectly legitimate. However, the
religious view rejects the additional claim that the appearance of the world and the
wonderful order that it contains is to be attributed to evolutionary changes occurring
completely at random. This would be too coincidental, if it were a coincidence. It is
simply too unlikely to be reasonable!

Imagine that you are in a desert, and you discover a handprint in the sand. You could
assume that the wind randomly arranged the sand granules into this form. On the other
hand, you could assume that someone passed by, put his hand in the sand, and the
indentations in the sand are simply the result of that action. Intention is the handprint of
intelligence.

If we reentered a room that we had left in disarray, we could probably tell if someone
else had been there in our absence. How would we know? If the room had been
reorganized, we would know that someone else had been there. If creation can be defined
as the appearance of something out of nothing, then generation is the passage from chaos
to order. The essence of the generation of something from something is the creation of
order. Indeed, the whole cosmos is replete with order. And the most wonderful order
exists in the world of living creatures. Each living being is an immense system, in which
each part serves the whole. Primitive biology did not understand this sufficiently. Each
new discovery brings us closer to an improved understanding of the functions of the
various components.

I will bring one example to illustrate the issue of intention, or purposefulness.
Examples of intelligence in the world of insects abound. The classic examples are, of
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course, the bee hive, the ant hill, etc. However I will use one of the examples chosen by
the great French-Jewish philosopher, Henri Bergson, in his criticism of the Darwinist
approach. He brings the example of one particular insect, who, like all insects, lays eggs
and must care for them. In order to develop, the eggs need nourishment. The insect lays
the eggs and leaves them alone, however he first takes care of them: he stalks a cricket
and lays the eggs on its back. At this point the insect faces a dilemma: should he kill his
victim? If he does, the cricket will rot and not last long enough to serve as food for the
insects that will emerge from the eggs. If he doesn’t kill the victim, it will escape. What
is the insect’s solution? He stings his victim, poisoning only his motor nerve centers.
Thus that the cricket remains alive, yet paralyzed, and he cannot escape before the
insects consume him.

These facts teach us two things: we learn of nature’s intelligence, and also of its
cruelty. This cruelty caused the prophets to proclaim that the final redemption of the
world necessarily entails the rectification of nature. The Torah does not deify nature. It
does not claim that nature is perfect; in fact, the Torah teaches us that the opposite is
true. The legend of the Garden of Eden informs us, in contrast to idolatrous approaches
and to the Greek ideal, that nature is not perfect, and cannot serve as a yardstick of moral
behavior. Nature includes cruel elements; the lion devours the lamb. Thus in the final
redemption nature itself will be redeemed: the lion shall lie down with the lamb.

Contemporary development of tools for scientific research, particularly the
development of the microscope, have only recently introduced us to the world around
us. The insect functions mechanically; it is programmed to act in an ignorant manner,
without awareness. Were we to alter its surroundings slightly, it would not know how to
proceed. However this apparent imbecility once again highlights the vast powers of its
programmer. The world of insects cannot be explained by evolution; however the
attempts at explanation are irrelevant in any case. Throughout the world of insects we
find striking signs of intelligence, and yet these insects lack a learning mechanism
comparable to that of a human. Let me give you an example. We know of insects that
build their homes by cutting a leaf according to a particular mathematical equation,
which allows for the leaf to be folded and thus become a satisfactory nest. The great skill
of the bee is not its ability to make honey. It is the fact that the angles of the cells of a
honeycomb are very closely suited to the mathematical demands for creating a

maximum of space with a minimum of wax.

Had I witnessed a person doing these things, I would conclude that this person had
intelligence, and was employing it. In the behavior of insects, we have a word for it:

instinct. However this word does not, of course, solve the puzzles; it merely covers them
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up. Insects act on instinct. The argument is not whether a plan exists; it is about the
identity of the master planner. Reality teaches us that the intelligence is not in the insect,
but in nature, and its origin stems from a source beyond nature. We face the fingerprints

of something or someone outside the realm of nature who is influencing our world.

Physical and chemical explanations will not suffice if we wish to understand life, just
as it is not enough to understand mechanics in order to understand a car. We must assume
that there was an engineer who planned the car and brought it from theoretical potential
to practical application, in accordance with a particular intention and purpose. The
Darwinian version of the theory of evolution constituted a heroic philosophical attempt
to deny this verdict, and to avoid assuming the existence of intention and purposefulness
in the world. It presented an alternative: everything developed as a result of evolutionary
processes; in the final analysis, the world evolved by chance.

Since its inception, modern science has perceived the world as a mechanistic system,
while studiously avoiding the obvious approach, namely understanding the world based
on the concept of intention.

Scientific advancement in all fields meant discovery and investigation of the
mechanical causes. The prime example is classical physics, which completely
abandoned any goal-based approach since Newton developed the theory of gravity.
Modern science learned to beware of falling into the trap of intention, yet intention does
exists. However, we must keep to the boundaries of each branch of science. Physics is
not to be interpreted in terms of intentions, whereas in psychology an intention-based
approach is essential. Anyone who attempts to explain human behavior without
involving intentions - and such psychologists existed - is a liar, whom we can only
excuse if we assume that he also lied to himself. Man is motivated by goals and
intentions. The principle that characterizes man is that of thought before action. If
causality changes the future, then in human activity the opposite process takes place: the
future alters the present. The final stage of action was planted with the first seed of
thought. In the realm of physics, mechanical forces function. People function according
to goals.

Between physics and psychology lies that admirable field, the study of life. Biology
is in a valuable and problematic place in the middle. It must be approached in two stages.
Let me give you an example. The fact that the body regulates the amount of sugar in the
blood demonstrates a certain teleological characteristic of the body. If I were to be
satisfied with investigation of intentions, I would sin towards my scientific quest, which
is to investigate how the mechanism of regulation of sugar functions. In contrast, [ would
not understand what I had before me, even if I understood all the mechanisms and
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materials, if I didn’t know that we were dealing with a mechanism with a goal and a
function. I must approach biology on both levels.

Newtonian physics can be compared to a game of pool. Forces hit balls and they
move. Although physics has altered to the extent that it is no longer recognizable as the
same science, the principle of activity of blind forces is still valid. Yet in biology, we
find a miraculous state of order. The student of biology sees that he must fit intentions
and goals into his interpretations.

Suppose that tomorrow we will discover a new substance in the human body. We can
be certain that we may ask what purpose it serves. The thesis that claims that the human
body contains nothing that does not have a purpose, and all its parts contribute towards
the effective functioning of the whole, will assist us in successfully understanding the
role of the new substance. We can also ask a different question. If we discover a
substance or an organ in the body, we may assume that it fills some function or goal.
Admittedly, this assumption also has a limit, but before we reach this limit we will
discover so many functions that even scientists feel compelled to describe the wonders
of life. True, we cannot understand why the fly exists, but we can easily see that an
incredible amount of intelligence has been invested in the fly.

Let us return to the example of the watch. The watch has a certain function, it has a
purpose. How does it fulfill this goal? Through the employment of a large number of
mechanisms and techniques. The oldest and most ingenious of these mechanisms is
clearly the wheel. However beyond it there exist many mechanisms, which we can use
to direct it and adjust it, to light it up in the dark, even to turn it into an alarm clock. These
mechanisms function mechanically, since this is the only way that a mechanism can
function. These mechanisms fulfill their actions for a purpose of which they are
unaware, and yet the watch is a remarkable expression of intention (teleology) that
hitches a ride on a mechanical system.

Immanuel Kant, the great philosopher, contemplated this question. Like many others
he also bent over backwards to find a compromise with teleology. His conclusion was
that there is no such thing as teleology, yet we are allowed to act as though it exists. In
his philosophical system, intention is a "regulative idea.” This concept is based on the
assumption that study of mechanics is true science, while intention only helps us along
in our scientific inquiry. In other words, Kant chose a code word, similar to the slang
phrase, like.” Everything happens like, or as though intention were a motivating force.
But why?

It is thus that we must understand the common use of the term evolution. The

tendency towards the natural sciences and the current intellectual fashion do not permit
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the life sciences and the human sciences to speak the language of intention. And yet,
there is no other way. Here the concept of evolution comes to their aid. The theory of
evolution give scientists an excuse to continue to investigate all the purposeful functions
in life, within each species and also in the relationships between species, without
actually pronouncing the ”holy name.” This concept allows them to involve themselves
in teleological explanations without admitting it by the explanation or fiction (choose
your term) that the amazing teleology that exists in nature stems from a blind process of
trial and error. In this sense evolution is a great blessing. It is similar to certain children’s
games that can be stopped at any given moment by saying some key word, at which point
you can do whatever you want, even something that goes against the rules. Thus
evolution becomes an alibi,” a sort of code word which allows the scientist to move to
a different level of explanation, and give a perfect intention-based explanation for every
aspect of our world, without deriving the obvious conclusions from the existence of

intention and purpose in nature.

In any case, we must admit that the concept of evolution gives scientists the option to
continue investigating the wonderful phenomena of nature, without needing to negate
them. People have often wished to deny the existence of an intelligent force behind the
mechanical function of our world. However, the existence of the theory of evolution
actually proves that man cannot negate intelligence, and we must invent ”something” in
order to explain it. The dispute is about the essence of the explanation. One of the fronts
of the religious argument today is located here, while the facts themselves are
undisputed. We are faced with a dilemma: how must we judge the facts before us, how
must we judge the reality that we see? Faith cannot be forced upon people; we can only
place the alternatives before them. The Kotzker Rebbe used to relate that the Torah says:
rLet these words that [ am telling you today be upon your heart; 7 ideas can be put on the
heart, but not in the heart. If man opens his heart, the words will go in. If he doesn’t, the
words will not enter. We can only point out the facts. The decision is a personal one,

which each individual must make on his own.
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Part I11: Evolution: Coincidence or Design?
The Positions of Classical Thought:

Let us briefly review the three classical and conflicting positions. The first position is
the Aristotelian approach, which maintains that goals and intentions are a moving force
in the physical world. In other words, the Aristotelian position claims that goal-oriented
behavior characterizes not only man, but nature as a whole. This is in fact an outgrowth
of what was known as the Vitalist approach, which actually claimed that organic
chemistry was essentially different from inorganic chemistry. This position was
effectively overthrown by the modern scientific revolution, which is mechanistic at its
core. Various scientists have attempted to resurrect this position, in a theory they called
Neo-vitalism; however, it remains a difficult approach, as it disregards an essential layer

of explanation.

The second position is the theory of evolution, which endeavors to explain nature’s
goal-oriented behavior as resulting from random causes, since mechanisms clearly are
not goal-oriented. Allow me to illustrate the difference between the two approaches with
a simple example. According to the first approach, nature causes rain to fall in order to
make life on earth possible. On the other hand, the theory of evolution would claim that
rain is the outcome of a particular random mechanism; however, since rain does happen
to fall in our world, the appearance of life became possible. Rain does not fall in order
to make life possible; rather, the evolutionists maintain that because of certain random
phenomena, such as falling rain, life appeared on earth. The entire theory of evolution is
an attempt to escape from the discovery of purpose and intention in nature, since
purposeful behavior implies planning, and bears witness to an intelligent designer.

The believer chooses a third position. He claims that intelligence is a force involved
in our world. This is the teleological argument for the existence of God; just as a watch
or a car bears witness to its creators, and an article of clothing bears witness to its tailor,
so too the world bears witness to the existence of its Creator. The teleological approach
proclaims that an intelligent force subsists at the world’s core. This position is similar to
the Aristotelian approach, but is not identical to it. It is not a scientific claim, implying
that within the world itself there is an independent purposeful system. According to the
Aristotelian approach, which the Rambam espoused, purpose and intent are inherent in
the world. This is an almost mystical position, because it brings the existence of
intentions into nature, which finally leads us, link after link, to the existence of a first
cause: God. They were mistaken; we must search out the entire mechanical basis of the
world. However, others are equally mistaken when they deny that purposefulness exists
as well. Purposefulness points to its source; and its source is God.

186



Can a watch appear by coincidence? It is not a question of the materials of which it is
composed but rather of the process of assembling it. The miraculous quality of the watch
and the car, all the more so of the living cell or the eye, is found in their design.

However, if we are honest with ourselves, we must admit that traces of
purposefulness are apparent not only in human endeavor, but also in less likely places.
The eye is comparable to the watch, yet much more complex. The eye sees according to
optical, physical, chemical and other principles. But the arrangement of the eye points
to a goal. Is this is the result of intention or chance?

The existence of purposefulness bears undeniable witness to a planner and engineer.
No one intelligent could believe that the watch came into being on its own. Here once
again the magic word, evolution, appears, graciously allowing us to deal with the
amazing reality without amazement, in other words: without searching for mystical
explanations; or to put it more simply: without admitting that my scientific method
impels me to believe in God.

Evolution teaches us to look into the history of the watch. And this is significant.
There are car experts who deal, without announcing it, in a sort of science of
paleontology. From pieces of a shattered headlight, these experts can discover almost
everything about the car it was taken from. Such is the case with watches as well. From
studying the watch that is before us it would definitely be possible to discover its specific
make, the particular machine that manufactured it, the methods of marketing and the war
between the various models. Yet we will not have touched upon the most significant
question. What hides behind the construction of watches? A plan or a coincidence?

Let me give you an example. Imagine that a fire broke out and the insurance company
sends its promising young investigator on his first mission. The investigator examines
the traces of the fire and prepares his report. The insurance company, of course, wished
to know the answer to the crucial question: why did the fire break out? The investigator
prepares a report, and answers the critical question using the best of his chemical
knowledge. He writes out the chemical formula describing the original emergence of the
fire. Of course, this response will not satisfy the insurance company. The insurance
company is not interested in chemistry; they need to know if the fire broke out by
chance, or by design. Chemistry is useful, but it doesn’t hold the real answer. Such is the
case with all of science, including biology. Science can teach us about the mechanism
of life. But we, as the insurance company, are interested in a different question: how did
reality emerge? How did life emerge? By chance or by design?

We can approach the world of nature in a similar manner. We can ask the questions
that the theory of evolution asks; we can even believe that evolution exists, that species
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change, that new species appear. All these questions are scientific. Important,
interesting, but secondary. From this point onward, we are faced with the crucial
question, the religious question. Did life appear like a chance fire, or was there a hidden
hand that guided the entire evolutionary process, that lit the fire? The beliefin the hidden
force is the thesis of the believers in creation.

Our great battle in the modern world is not with evolution, but with those who believe
that everything happened by chance. This is the focal point of the battle. The most
important lesson that we learn from the theory of evolution is perhaps the idea that was
expressed by Rabbi Nachman Krochmal, known by his acronym, Ranak, when he
explained the meaning of the blessing, ”Blessed are You ... who alters creatures.” It
means that God changes his creatures so that they may adapt to the different
surroundings and conditions under which they live. Rabbi Akiva expressed a similar
thought, when he stated that he expected God to create creatures out of fire, meaning
that in all possible surroundings, in different temperatures and different climates, God
altered his creatures to adapt them to their changing conditions. How did God do this?
That is a scientific question. We can imagine that God implanted the possibility of
change in the genetic makeup so that the various species, and man among them, would
adapt themselves to different climates. We do not believe in mere coincidental, passive
adaptation, but in the employment of the elements and the possibilities that God placed
in nature, in order to change and adapt.

Rav Kook teaches that the evolutionary principle is valid in the entire cosmos;
however it is not random evolution, but guided evolution. Rav Kook’s idea is important
and we will try to explain it with a parable that originated with his student, Rabbi David
Hacohen, commonly known as the Nazir. The religious perception of evolution can be
compared to a group of vessels whose bases are interconnected. Let us assume that these
containers are connected to a large reservoir of water. Let us also assume that we are
inside one of the vessels. We don’t see the whole picture. We see that the water in our
vessel is rising, and we are amazed. For our experience teaches us to expect the water to
descend, and yet we see it rising before our very eyes. This would be a riddle to someone
who doesn’t know about the connection between the water in the vessels and the larger
body of water in the reservoir. Only someone who knows that he is actually part of an
interconnected system could figure out the riddle.

Rav Kook teaches that evolution is a similar process, in which the water rises. This is
contrary to all the laws of nature. The whole world, it seems, is improving, developing,
passing from a less perfect state to a more perfect state. We agree with the scientists who
recognize the reality of evolution. Perhaps we can even agree with them about the actual

188



process of evolution. We do not agree with their conclusion. The interconnected vessels
connect us with God. God is perfection, and therefore a process of perfection is destined
to appear in the world.

Thus, we must differentiate between evolution and Darwinism. Evolution explains
the processes. It is a theory which deserves to be debated and have its methods and
conclusions scrupulously examined. However, Darwinism tried to do something beyond
this. It tried to explain this theory based upon chance, struggle, death, and survival of the
fittest. It is possible that this process occurred in certain segments of nature, but we
cannot generalize and explain the appearance of all of life through it. In particular, we
cannot agree that this process is a random process. How do these processes occur? The
riddle remains unexplained. We believe that these processes are not random, but rather
they are directed by a guiding hand. This is the claim that the proponents of religion

affirm with certainty and conviction.

Part IV: Chance and Probability

Do you remember the insurance investigator from last week’s lecture? Perhaps his
chemical research is not as absurd and superfluous as it originally appeared. He can
make use of it to ask what the chances are that such a fire would occur by accident.
Essentially, this is the question of probability. However, probability theory teaches us
something additional, a very significant lesson about theories in general. Although we
are discussing the probability of occurrences, we can apply what we learn to the
probability of theories as well. Bayesian statistics informs us of the following fact: if
according to your theory, the probability that a particular occurrence will take place is a
thousand to one, and it does take place, this means that the probability that your theory
is correct is a thousand to one. In other words, we can note the probability of the theory
itself, and according to its success, predict what will happen. If according to the theory
of evolution the probability of man appearing is very slight, that means that if man does
exist, then the probability of this theory being true is equally slight.

Various thinkers have tried to give a quantitative expression to the question of
probability. However, it seems to me that a quantitative expression would actually
weaken the direct experience of reality. The essence of things is what is important here
and not their quantity. Let me explain: the evolutionary approach is based upon the
principle of transition from simple beings to more and more complex ones. The
development of scientific equipment has shown that the complexity of the most
elemental cell is not much inferior to that of man in his entirety. The cell is not an
amorphous ""piece of flesh,” a collection of chemical materials which possesses chance
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characteristics. It is closer to a complex and highly organized system. One might say that
the cell resembles a city more than it resembles any object from our daily life. It has a
power plant, libraries for information and groups of laborers. The concept of the simple
and complex is a simplistic one. Already at the outset, the wisdom that is so apparent in
the bigger things can be clearly perceived. The stars and constellations are not alone
when they proclaim the glory of God; divine wisdom is evident at what seem to be much
lower levels of sophistication. If this is true, then the parable of the watch is misleading.
The sundial is much simpler than the spring watch. The most primitive life forms are
more similar to a wondrous digital watch than to a sundial, even one that evolved by

chance.

When we make the transition from chemistry to life, the reality becomes even more
remarkable. If we were dealing with a small number of conditions that make life
possible, the Darwinian theory of evolution would be reasonable. However today we
know that the number of conditions necessary to make life possible is enormous. Could
it possibly have occurred by chance? The chance of the world evolving by coincidence
is like the chance of winning the lottery, or guessing the outcome of a throw of dice. If
have to guess one number out of six, my chances of winning would be reasonable. But
the more complex the gamble, the less likely I am to win. As we become aware of the
enormous complexity of life, the possibility that life would appear by chance becomes
completely unreasonable. The very fact that life exists becomes more and more
remarkable; in other words it becomes a proof that someone planned it all.

Let us return to the example of the watches; it can teach us something from a different
angle. All watches serve the same purpose; they measure time. We can see how water
watches or hourglasses developed, and sometimes these developments are the results of
chance occurrences, or even of mistakes that certain designers made, which later turned
out to be better ideas than the intentional ones. We can also think of the progression from
the large watches enjoyed by Louis X VI before his decapitation, to small spring watches,
which we all wore up until a few years ago. We would be mistaken if we overlooked the
fact that the history of watches is not fully explained by its natural development, but
must also include the fact that every so often a revolution takes place. There is a
fundamental difference between the regular spring watch and the digital watch. Here an
intelligent element interfered with the 'natural” development, and thus caused a
revolution. Just as with the transition from the hourglass to the water watch, or from the
sundial to the spring watch, the transition that we have witnessed with our very eyes with
the appearance of the digital watch hints at the existence of great revolutions caused by
an outside factor who intervenes in the process. Evolution does function according to

the Darwinian method, and the watch which is most suited to the market will remain
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while the others disappear. However beyond this process there is another process, one
of true innovation. Every so often a new invention appears, and it enters the evolutionary
process and revolutionizes it. Rav Kook described the case accurately when he said that
the theory of evolution is correct in assuming the existence of all the middle stages, of
all the possibilities. But it must add, Rav Kook claims, another option, the mutation,

which is no less than a jump into a new reality.

These jumps constitute great riddles that cannot be solved with the standard
explanations. The appearance of plants, the appearance of life, the appearance of
intelligence and the appearance of language are such mutations, which create
fundamental differences which themselves are parallel to Rihal’s division of reality into
levels of existence. If we add the riddle of the appearance of matter, then we have before
us four beginnings that are parallel to Rihal’s categories of animal, vegetable, mineral
and human. The appearance of religion is also a revolution which, perhaps, cannot be
explained according to the earlier principles, and brings us, in a sense, to Rihal’s fifth
level of existence. In short: beyond the evolutionary development there exists a factor
which intervenes and effects change in our reality.

I repeat, I do not claim that the mechanisms of the theory of evolution do not operate.
They do, and it is very possible that we can learn much about the emergence of life from
this theory. However, I deny that these things could have happened by chance. Would
the scientist who believes in evolution be willing to play cards against a gambler who is
dealt cards with the same luck as the development of life? If it were me, [ would conclude
that there were trick cards or some other kind of deception. Or perhaps, that this gambler

had supernatural powers.

There are forces in the world that function as God’s messengers. There is a hidden
power that functions through chance. The appearance of life, creation and divine
providence appear and exist in our world with the miraculous powers of that lucky

gambler.

The probability of life appearing on earth is close to zero. The whole of life can be
seen as a defiant response to the theory of probability. One could theoretically argue that
the chances of winning the lottery are just as slight, and yet people do win the lottery.
This seems like a good question, but the answer is clear. The two cases are different. The
comparison itself is erroneous. Professor Yeshayahu Leibowitz once put it well: the
chance of winning the lottery is not zero but one, in other words, it is certain. In order to
understand what he said, we must remember that the lottery is built in such a way that if
we had bought all the combinations, we would definitely win. This is not the case with
the appearance of life, which is statistically absurd. Let us imagine a million people
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buying lottery tickets, while the lottery machine contains additional infinite random
combinations which do not appear on the tickets. The probability of someone winning
the lottery would then be zero. The chance of explaining life through examining physics,
chemistry and biology, is impossible. It is simply too coincidental to be a coincidence.

Divine Providence

We can now glance historically at the issue of evolution. As we have seen, Rihal did not
want to present his Jewish calling card at a natural or cosmic event, such as creation, but
rather in history; he chose to present it at the exodus from Egypt. The exodus from Egypt
teaches us about what classical Jewish thought has called hashgacha pratit [individual,
or personal providence]. In the issue of evolution we are reminded of the importance of
another concept: hashgacha klalit [general providence]. The theory of evolution in its
atheistic form battles with the belief in general providence, against the recognition of
God’s hand in nature.

The Emperor’s New Clothes

There is a word of Greek origin, which is periodically thrown at anyone who is involved
in Jewish philosophy and attempting to answer eternal or contemporary philosophical
questions: apologetics. The dictionary definition of apologetics is 7advocacy, words of
justification or defense.” Whether we want it or not, apologetics create a sort of
philosophical tool which man uses to defend a particular position from which he is
unwilling either to retreat or to progress. This lethargy stems from an intellectual fatigue,
a lack of initiative, or other psychological reasons. Apologetics is a word that is used to
throw darts at a man who is unable to see reality as it is, and tries to explain it through

various methods of escape.

All this is true here as well: the use of the term evolution is an example of anti
religious apologetics. It sees many things that do indeed exist, but like the word nature,
it constitutes a sort of defense line or escape route that people use. As the Chaver
succinctly put it, it is the hope of simple people, who think that somewhere there are
wise experts who can provide support for the threadbare phrases that we use. Nature and
evolution are examples of those phrases, and regarding them the Kuzari said, »This is
one of the powers” - and perhaps we might add, one of the processes - 7that the wise men
know of. We do not understand its essence, but there is no doubt that the wise people
know its essence.” This no doubt” is the basis for the peace of mind which many people
feel when approaching a discussion of these issues. However this 'no doubt” is
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completely false. With regard to those experts the Chaver said, ”Their knowledge of it
is no greater than our own.” This dependence on experts who have the solutions in their
hands is actually a religious position in disguise, naivete or pretended naivete. It is not
far, in its powers of explanation, from the statement of that wise man who said that

opium induces sleep because it has a sleep inducing quality.

The Kuzari had to respond to this explanation. He responds not to the discussion itself
but rather to »faith” and the dependence upon the wise men. This dependence has
psychological rules of its own. For example, if a man were to go to a park and see a bench
with a sign on it that says "wet paint,” it is very possible that his natural inclination would
be to put his finger on the bench to ascertain that the bench is indeed wet. In contrast, if
he were to read in the paper that a green creature had arrived on earth in a shining
spaceship he would often be inclined to believe it. The difference between what a person
will believe and what he will not believe is a psychological difference that we must
account for. Of course we must at times depend on some scientific positions, and this is
the basis for scientific tradition. However the dependence on an answer that exists out

there but is not in myself, is trap set by the evil inclination.

The scope and complexity of science in our day no longer permit us to be
encyclopedists, experts in all field. However despite everything, we must judge the
judges, investigate the investigators and critique the critics. The deciding question that
we must ask is whether their positions in the various areas are scientifically self-evident,
or are they only results of fashion and the prevailing mood. Perhaps their source is not
in their own area of expertise, but beyond the boundaries of that field, and must therefore
be classified as religious or philosophical claims, not scientific ones. Perhaps the
Kuzari’s approach to this issue can be defined as a philosophical interpretation of the
emperor’s new clothes. On many occasions the emperor does wear royal garb; however
sometimes, and such is our case when he discusses the problems of nature and evolution,
the innocent child is right when he cries out that the emperor is wearing nothing at all.
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CHAPTET 23: Science and Religion

PART I: Rav Kook’s Approach

We have previously examined Rihal’s approach, which relates to philosophical solutions
as models which can guide us, despite the fact that we can never be certain of their merit;
for in the final analysis every theory is a fallible and transitory creation.

An understanding of Rav Kook’s approach is essential in any contemporary
discussion of science and religion. We will use Rav Kook’s book Eder Hayakar as our
base, with occasional references to his other writings on the subject.

The uniqueness of Rav Kook’s approach lies in the claim that this ”conflict” must be
approached with an emphasis on the historical context, and particularly what Rav Kook

calls the "moral foundation.” He writes:

All human conflicts of opinion, within each particular nation, and within the Jewish
nation most particularly, are based only on the moral foundation.

In other words, contradictions between science and religion stem from a severe moral
problem involving the »religious establishment,” which is revealed through social and

economic injustice and political oppression.

Scientific development has caused religious problems, and we will discuss them later
on. However, Rav Kook maintains that these problems were meant merely to be stages
in the conceptual development of humanity:

... If not for the hatred, which was planted [in the hearts of many people] by the
corrupt leadership of Catholicism ... [against] the glory of faith in divinity and in the
sacredness of the Scriptures, by its corrupt moral leadership ... as well as [by] the rest of
the religions who sanctify the Scriptures, [who inspired hatred of their religion] by
their corrupt behaviors with regard to human morality, in the name of faith, it would
have been inconceivable to supplant the [original] faith with new approaches, neither
past ones, nor present ones, nor future ones.

Judaism’s openness to the new world brought about the "rise of blasphemy” among
Jews in the form of an unnatural disease.” However in this »infiltration” we must
distinguish between two levels - the intellectual and the ethical. If I understand Jewish
Thought correctly, it does not contain anything that could cause a fundamental conflict
with science. We will discuss this thesis at greater length later on. However this is not
true on the ethical level. The conflict has succeeded in 7infiltrating” the Jewish world
and 7finding a stronghold through the protection of some moral rights, which [are only
in need of protection because of] incidental deficiencies and dereliction in the
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[development] ... of the positive attributes.” Indeed, deficiencies have been found in the
social structure of the Jewish nation, not essential deficiencies in the Torah, but rather
nincidental dereliction” in »the [development] of ... the positive attributes.” These
deficiencies contain the source of the conflict. The responsibility of the religious person
is twofold. Not only is his Torah to be pure and uncorrupted; this obligation applies to
him personally as well.

The Torah as a Source of Information

What does Rav Kook have to say about our central question - the conflict between

religion and science?

We sense this naturally. For example, every intelligent person knows that the
existence of faith, both in its general assertion of the divine foundation [which asserts
the potential for human] ... knowledge of God, and in the sanctity of the Torah (as it is
manifest] in practice, is completely unaffected by the state of [human] knowledge about
characteristics of geology. And that in general the Torah, in its revealed perspective,
relates only to the knowledge of God and of morality and their extensions in life and
in behavior, in the life of the individual, the nation and the world, which knowledge is
essentially the apex of all of life, the basis for everything and the receptacle for
everything. However, with regard to the forms of investigative and experiential
information, which are minor sparks in relation to the general apprehension of divine
knowledge and holiness of life, their [constantly changing] relationships to the Torah is
[of no consequence], and there is no difference between their various relations to the
Torah, and there is no distinction [in these relationships], for example, between the
position of Ptolemy, of Copernicus and Galileo etc.; [in this assertion ] include all the
newest information, which exists at present, and which may develop; and such is the
case with all knowledge which is discovered through research and investigation in each
period.

It is already quite well known that prophecy chooses parables for human instruction,
according to what is well known in the language of the people at that time, to give the
ear what it is capable of hearing at the present, since ”time and justice are known to a
wise heart.” ... And the truth which stems from the depths of the Torah is much higher
and more exalted than this, because human conjecture, however it relates to reality,
certainly also contributes to man’s ethical development and his other higher faculties, in
each generation, according to its ideas, which continually change, and adapt to the goal
of the general good and the everlasting divine benevolence. [Yet] the inner concept,
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which is pure divine knowledge and practical and intellectual morality, exists forever,
[as it is written,] ”Indeed the nation is as grass; grass dries, blossoms wilt, and the word
of our Lord will stand forever.” [Isaiah 40: 8]

In this section Rav Kook stresses the eternal quality of revelation [7the word of our
Lord”] in contrast with those transitory elements - the faiths of each passing generation
- which are expressed both in scientific theories, and in the ideas which inspire each new
generation, and which serve as a backdrop for the revelation. If so, we need not claim
prophetic authority for the explanations of those scriptural passages which seem to us to
correspond with the Ptolemeic approach, and to reject a newer approach based on those
passages.

In one of his letters, Rav Kook uses the kabbalistic term tzimtzum” (contraction) in
order to deepen this explanation. The creation of the finite world is the result of
tzimtzum, the transition from the infinite to the finite. Rav Kook saw tzimtzum not only

in creation but in revelation as well:

The midrash has already stated that it is impossible to communicate the essence of
the creation of the world to flesh and blood, and therefore the scriptures are muted [and
merely say] ”In the beginning God created.” And the essential thing is the knowledge
which arises from this issue, [contributing to] the achievement of knowledge of God and
true morality ... God takes this into consideration even [with regard to] the spirit that falls
upon the prophets; he limited [the spiritual revelation], because only when the divine
concepts are clothed in these [familiar] images can people draw out, with all of their
ability, whatever is useful and elevating for them. (Letter 19)

»The essence of the creation of the world” - the true substance of creation - cannot be
adequately described. Any description is bound to be incomplete and somewhat
distorted. The creation of the world that is described in the Torah is none other than
tzimtzum, the tzimtzum of the hidden into the revealed. According to Rav Kook’s
approach, to solve the problem of the relationship between Torah and science one must
begin with the premise that a fundamental distinction exists between the hidden and the
revealed. The concepts in the scriptures are not "revealed” but #hidden,” and their true
meaning is very far from the plain reading of the text. In contrast, in the "revealed” Torah
we find only commandments and moral exhortations based on the fundamental axiom
of »divine knowledge,” which is the true content of the »revealed” Torah’s description
of the creation of the world. The answer to our question is simple: there is no conflict,
for the revealed Torah does not pass on information that could in any way generate a
conflict with the claims of science. On the other hand, the information in the hidden level
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of the Torah can possibly be termed philosophical, but in no way could we justifiably
call it scientific.

Another issue regarding the ”information” that the Torah passes on is discussed in
the Ramchal’s (Rabbi Moshe Chaim Luzzato) essay about the Aggadic legends.

The rule that the Torah ”speaks the language of people” is true for the Sages as well.
They also used the language of the everyday people. This is why it is important to
research the method in which the legends were written. The Ramchal explains this
method to us. He stresses the form of the parable, a device well known to writers, who
often make use of images taken from other areas. A second method is the method of
omission, in which various legends are written with certain facts that are necessary to
understand the story glaringly absent. These are facts that exegesis must supply. This
method of the Ramchal is important because it describes the state of the text. One of the
central problems in understanding a written text, or another person speaking, is that we

will always be missing information.

A classic example of these methods are the stories of Rabba Bar Bar Hanna. We, as
modern people, understand the significance of the absurd story, or what our Sages
termed ”leshon guzma ve-havai.” The absurd story is one of the literary devices that only
we today can properly understand. One of Rabbi Nahman of Breslov’s important

contributions was the return to the absurd story.

Here we reach the third, most important method, which deserves our attention and

emphasis. The Ramchal writes:

The third method is lightness. This is when some great principle is hinted at using
things that seem to be trivial and insignificant, similar to the parables of simple folk.
They use this method to illustrate exalted and significant issues which the trivial things
can illuminate, just like a person who is familiar with these hints knows how to flow in
his conversation and his thoughts from the revealed to the concealed and from the lowly
to the exalted.

In other words, sometimes we use a colloquial expression in our conversation, and it
is clear that we don’t mean to express that phrase but to express a different idea which
we clothe in the colloquial expression. This much is obvious; however, the Ramchal’s

conclusion is interesting:

You must also know that many of the principal secrets are hinted at by the Sages using
issues from natural science. They used teachings that were taught in those days by the
experts on natural science. In fact, the scientific issue was not important to them,

but only the secret that they wished to convey by its means.
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Sometimes we don't use phrases but rather scientific facts to explain things that are
beyond science. Science changes, and there are statements in our Sages’ writings which
are seemingly connected to science, and which are therefore no longer meaningful to us.
We are faced with two options, both of which are mistaken. One option is to absolutely
disqualify the legends as meaningless. Another option is to stick to the simple
explanation of the text, and insist on defending an outdated scientific position. The
Ramchal teaches us that the truth is found in a third possibility, which is actually
expressed in the simple mathematical principle: asb = c/d. Let us assume that b is a
particular piece of scientific information. If the intention of the Sages was to teach us b,
then b is not true. However the Sages did not want to teach us b. They wanted to teach
us as/b. They wanted to teach us how we try, through looking at certain facts, to convey
a spiritual-religious, and not scientific message. Today we do not accept the information
in b, just as we do not accept the position of Ptolemy, who claimed that the sun rotates
around the Earth, and in its place we accept something else, a doctrine which we will
call d. The background has changed, however the relationship of as/b has remained
constant. The purpose of the legend was to try to understand ¢, which is learned from the
relation of a to b. The same spiritual truth that we received thousands of years ago
continues to be true today as well. In the language of the Ramchal, the point is not the
rscientific issue, but the secret that they wanted to allude to through it.” The Ramchal
adds:

Therefore it is irrelevant to the truth of the issue that is alluded to whether or not the
outer clothing of the parable is true, because the intention was to clothe that secret in
what was well known ... among the wise men The matter itself could have been dressed
inanother garb according to what was well known in other generations; and the
originator of the statement would have done so, if he had said it in those days.”

This is the unique quality of our Holy Scriptures and the legends of our Sages. Holy
matters continue to be true even if their outer garb alters. The content that is clothed in a
scientific background continues to be true when the background changes. One might say
that in a sense the famous miracle that occurred during the exodus from Egypt is
recurring in our time: the clothing continues to grow along with its wearers.
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PART II: Creation and the Age of the World

In this and the following lecture, I will attempt to illustrate the principles that we
discussed last week through a concrete discussion of creation according to Rav Kook.
As we have seen so far, the comparison between the Torah and the findings of geology

can be divided into two levels:

A. the differences between the traditional pronouncement of the age of the world as

against the radically different measurements of time that are found in cosmology and
geology;

B. the meaning of the concept of creation as opposed to the theory of the

development of species.

Until now we have discussed the second point, and we will soon return to Rav Kook’s
opinion on this issue. However, we must first deal with the first point. As we shall see,
Jewish thought is divided on this question. One position maintains that the traditional
stance must be accepted literally. The other approach claims that we are not obligated to
take the traditional figure literally; instead, we may interpret the scriptures in a manner
which allows us to assume that the world is much older than the approximate six
thousand years claimed by the tradition. To my mind, this difference of opinion is
legitimate. I feel that those who do not accept the ordinary interpretation have not gone
beyond the pale of traditional Judaism. We will soon read Rav Kook’s approach to this

question.

On the surface, it seems that the interpretation that does not follow the simple
meaning of the scriptures conflicts with Rihal’s position. The Chaver is trying to boost
the integrity of the Jewish tradition on the basis of the fact that the Torah has a
continuous and encompassing tradition regarding the age of the world, and on the basis
of the Hebrew language [1:44-52]. We will return to the issue of the language later.
However, with regard to the age of the world, it seems to me that we must not
unequivocally state that Rihal explicitly opposed any interpretation that was not in strict
accordance with the simple meaning of the text. In fact, a closer look will hint that
opposite seems true, and as we shall soon see, Rihal himself states that there is no
necessity to compute the age of the world according to the simple interpretation of the
text. This is one of the issues in which Rihal’s thought allows us to explore new options

while his overall position remains consistent.

This leads us to a broader issue. This difference of opinion is actually contingent upon

another conflict. A close reading of our text will reveal that two possible positions are
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hidden in Rabbi Yehuda Halevi’s words: the first is that the number of years stems from
tradition, and the second is that it stems from prophecy. The Chaver says [1: 43]:

He described the creation of the world, and how the people before the flood related
to man, and the flood ... and how the languages were divided.

If the number of years is written as a historical tradition, then we must accept it
literally. However, if it is written in prophetic language, then we must be more careful.
We must always remember that prophetic description must undergo prophetic
interpretation. It must be approached as we approach prophetic texts in general,
according to the rules of allegorical interpretation, which distance the scriptures from
their literal meaning.

However, Rihal also suggests the second possibility, meaning that in addition to the
prophetic description, a living tradition existed within the nation [1:47]. Rihal presents a
theory that is worthy of our serious attention. He claims that the Torah had to encounter
and withstand the idolatrous traditions:

For it is impossible that the wise men of Egypt did not disagree with Moses ... for
have we not seen that [even]... his own nation challenged him? How much more so
[would we expect it of] people who are not of his nation! [1: 51]

Rihal insists that we are in possession of a tradition which has been kept by humanity
itself, about its own beginning. This issue is of course connected to the picture of the
history of humanity which historians, and actually all of us, try to build, and to our
perception of the prehistoric era. There is no doubt that, regarding this issue, Rihal
opposes the accepted modern theories, which base themselves on the claim that
mankind’s beginnings were in mere animalistic primitivity. Rihal’s central claim is that
man began his course in life with a divine spark, »the image of God,” which finds
expression in the act of his creation.

The Beginning:

There are two approaches to human history. The first accepts the general structure of
history that is recognized today. It claims that the Torah is not a history book but a book
of prophecy, and it must be understood according to its own rules and dimensions.
Another approach exists, which remains loyal to Rihal’'s approach, and defends the
literal interpretation of the Genesis stories regarding the beginning of humanity,
opposing theories that seem to them to be based on the assumption of an arbitrary and
variable historical development. This approach objects to the assumption that man must
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have been an animal in his early stages of development, and that only after slow
painstaking development did he achieve his current state.

The two descriptions of the beginning of history are also relevant to the question of
early religion and the origins of monotheism. Did primitive man believe in one God, or
did he possess idolatrous beliefs? Between the two approaches various intermediate
positions can be found. One such intermediate position approaches Rihal’s opinion as
expressed in the sections before us, and to a certain extent coincides with the Rambam’s
opinion as well. This approach asserts the existence of an ancient tradition, which was
lost at some stage and was in need of renewal. Man’s initial spiritual state was not
idolatrous; it was monotheistic, while idolatry actually appears at a later stage as a
deterioration. This tradition is expressed through the concept of the generation of Enosh,
in which, Scripture tells us, people had "begun to call God’s name.”

We must mention that a number of twentieth century anthropologists agreed with
such a historical description, and attempted to display indications of primitive
monotheism in very primitive tribes. This was true regarding the Indians of South
America, which they believed to be proof of the claim that the most primitive tribes did
not uphold the wild pagan polytheism of the later period, but rather espoused a simple
monotheism. Clearly, any discussion of these issues becomes mere conjecture and
hypothetical reconstruction. However, we must be cognizant of the fact that there are
stories in distant cultures which bear a striking resemblance to the stories of the Bible.
One could see in this a sort of common cultural background for all humanity, the ancient
tradition of Adam, Noah, etc. Of course this was understood by early researchers as
proof of the ancient roots of the pagan tradition, and the fact that Judaism drew its ideas
from the pagan tradition. However, when we discover such a tradition in the writings of
the Mayan people, the Native American tribes who resided in Central America before
the continent was discovered by the West, this explanation is not reasonable. It is
astounding to discover descriptions of the biblical flood in Mayan writings.

The only possible explanation for this strange fact, if we do not want to assume the
existence of an ancient tradition, is that these stories express psychological mechanisms
shared by all of humankind. The descriptions that appear in so many varied cultures, and
bear witness to the human memory of a flood, are explained by various zealous
psychologists as symbolical descriptions of birth, which is accompanied by something
like a flood, and which was later expressed in various myths. In truth, these psychologist
also depart from the literal interpretation of the text.

Probably Rihal would have disputed this approach, however it seems to me that that
his approach is built on an appraisal of history, and not of the prehistoric era. In other
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words: no matter what we say about man’s beginnings, the truth of the Torah is neither
strengthened nor weakened by it. The Torah is beyond any specific scientific theory. We
do not have adopt particular scientific theories in order to prove the truth of the Torah.
However, we must not bow our heads before every theory. Our discussion plants us face
to face with riddles that science has not solved, and perhaps never will. One of the
outstanding examples of such a riddle is the origins of language. We will discuss this

issue in next week’s lecture.

PART III

Rav Kook addresses the question of the world’s true age in his letters (#91). He points
out the existence of various statements in early rabbinical literature and in the classical
commentaries which imply a chronology much longer than tradition seems to permit;
and although some of these statements can be interpreted in a number of ways, they open
the option of accepting the scientific age of the world without rejecting the traditional
Jewish approach.

However, this response is only a preliminary solution. To reach a comprehensive
understanding of the topic we must begin by distinguishing between the hidden and the
revealed aspects of our religion. The core of the Jewish world view is only to be found
in the hidden side. What is known as scientific information is completely absent from
the revealed element, for the revealed side is but a framework for the achievement of
divine knowledge and the performance of the commandments. This reality does not
prevent us, however, from accepting the literal interpretation of the revealed Torah, for
practical purposes:

nRegarding to the issue of the number of years since creation in relation to the
geological findings of our time, it is generally assumed that there were already many
periods prior to our own. It was well known among all the ancient kabbalists, and in
the Midrash Rabba, [that God] 'built worlds and destroyed them,’ and in the Zohar ...
that there were a number of types of people besides Adam ... however in this regard
one must comprehend all of the deep symbolism, which require very extensive
clarification ...

We keep count according to the literal interpretation of the Scripture, which touches
us much more than all the ancient knowledge, which we do not hold in great esteem.
And the Torah of course silenced itself on the topic of creation, speaking in hints and
parables, since everyone knows that the original act of creation is part of the mysteries
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of the Torah, and if all the things were to be taken literally, what mystery is here?”
(Letter 91)

However, the age of the world is a minor problem. Rav Kook progresses from it to the
essential problem. The theory of paleontology seemingly contradicts not the details but
the essence of the biblical description of creation. A complete understanding of Rav
Kook’s response requires that we refer to scientific theories which were prevalent in
nineteenth century paleontology. Although the debates surrounding these problems are
dated, Rav Kook’s position is not essentially bound up with them. It demonstrates an
interesting conceptual alternative, which can contribute to our own understanding of the

problem.

Rav Kook was faced with two alternative theories, which were connected to the
names of Cuvier and Darwin, respectively. According to Cuvier, the father of modern
paleontology, the development of species is the result a process of creations, which are
followed by destruction, whose remnants can be seen in the findings of paleontology. In
contrast with Cuvier’s approach, Darwin’s theory emphasizes the development of the
species without intermediate leaps, and without the interference of supernatural

elements.

However, Cuvier’s understanding of creation as formed by a series of creations and
destructions forms a striking parallel to the midrashic statement attributed to Rabbi
Abbahu: ”From here [we learn] that God creates worlds and destroys them” (Bereishit
Rabba, 9). The midrash extrapolates this from the verse, ”These are the chronicles of
heaven and earth when they were created” (Bereishit 2:4), explaining that »Wherever it
says 'and these,’ it is an addition to the first, and wherever it says 'these,’ it disqualifies
the first.”

This approach, which sees creation as a series of creations and destructions, was
accepted by certain nineteenth century Jewish sages. Such was the opinion of Rabbi
Yisrael Lifschitz, author of the famous commentary to the Mishna, " Tiferet Yisrael.” In
his treatise ”Drush Or Ha-chayim,” which is appended to his commentary on Nezikin,
he elaborates his interpretation of the scriptural account of creation. The first verse, in
his opinion, refers to the first creation, while the second assumes the existence of a
destroyed cosmos: "”And the land was in chaos:’ this means that it became barren and
desolate once again.” Regarding the prehistoric era, Rabbi Yisrael Lifschitz writes: ”In
my humble opinion, it appears that those people who existed in the ancient world ... I
refer to those people who were in the world before the creation of Adam ... they are the
nine hundred and seventy four generations that are mentioned in Tractates Shabbat and
Chagiga, who were created before the contemporary creation of the world.”
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Rabbi Lifschitz maintained that his position was in keeping with the geological
findings of his day. The remains of prehistoric animals are so bizarre »...that it cannot be
assumed that such a creature came into being simply through the revolution that God
performed at one point in time ... Similarly, sea animals have been discovered in the deep
in the higher mountains, which have hardened and become stone. And one wise natural
investigator, by the name of Coffier, wrote that from all the seventy eight types of
animals that have been found in the depths of the earth, there are forty eight species, that
cannot be found at all in the present world ... From all of the above it seems clear that
what the kabbalists have been telling us for hundreds of years, that there existed a world
previous to ours, and it was destroyed and recreated ... all of it has become proven in our
day to be true...”

A similar approach can be found in the writings of Rabbi Eliyahu Benamozegh. In
his commentary on the Torah, the significant alteration in his interpretation of the
statement ”The Holy One ... creates worlds and destroys them” is particularly striking.
Jewish philosophical thought in the middle ages vacillated between belief in the eternal
existence of the world and the belief in creation. The creation and destruction of worlds
is a puzzling issue for the proponents of either approach. The accepted solution was to
relate to these worlds as possible worlds, our world being the most perfect of them all.
This Liebowitzesque interpretation supported the accepted rationalistic explanation. In
contrast, the kabbalistic interpretation accepted this statement, in addition to a symbolic
interpretation, with all its import. If we ignore specific claims, the new geological
theories seemed particularly fitting to that hidden Jewish doctrine, in Cuvier’s version,
which speaks of destructions and creations.

Rav Kook discusses this doctrine, although he does not mention Cuvier explicitly:

It so, those excavations teach us that creature from certain periods were discovered,
and people among them, but that there was not a general destruction and a new
creation in the interim: for this there is no proof, but only empty suppositions, which
should not be noticed at all.” [Letter 91]

These words seem to imply that Rav Kook failed to see any decisive proof in favor of
the Darwinist approach. However, Rav Kook did not feel that his role was to offer a
seemingly ”scientific” answer to the question. Rather, he desired to emphasize the
fundamental claim that the Torah is not to be harnessed to any scientific theory, despite
any apparent suitability to the text:

»But truly we do not need all this, since even if it would become clear to us that the
process of creation occurred in the fashion of the development of species, there is still
no contradiction... for the basis of everything is what we teach in the world, that
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everything is an act of God. And the means, whether many or few, up to thousands
upon thousands, are all acts of God, who did not leave in his world anything lacking,
and whose heroism, strength, wisdom and glory are infinite, blessed is He and blessed
is His name for ever and ever. And sometimes we declare the means to be God’s work,
in order to widen our conceptions, and sometimes we say... "and God created,” as we
say then Solomon built,” and we do not say that Solomon commanded the ministers,
and the ministers those beneath them, and they the architects and the architects the
artisans and the artisans the simple workers, because it is a known process, and is also
unimportant. So too all that will be investigated in the course of many thousands of
years, with the expansion of methods and means, which add to our knowledge and
intelligence of the divine genius, are, for the most part, shortened.” (Letter 91)

Rav Kook places an alternative before us, without choosing or rejecting it explicitly
himself. The two positions are different not only in the fact that they are different
paleontological doctrines, which in turn causes their differing approaches to certain
texts. The difference between them is much deeper. These are two distinct perceptions
of the concept of creation. In the first approach, creation is a historical occurrence, a
break in the natural order, which is transcendental in origin. In the second approach, the
concept of creation lies beyond the boundaries of the scientific discussion, which can
only explain the intermediary causes.

These two approaches are parallel to two positions regarding the doctrine of creation
which were formulated in medieval Jewish philosophy. Rabbi Saadia Gaon, for
example, represents one type of position, according to which creation can be proved by
relying on the laws of nature and certain empirical facts, or even from logical-
mathematical considerations. According to the Rambamr’s position, however (and
indeed, the fact that Rav Kook bases himself on the Rambam’s Guide for the Perplexed
is no accident), creation is not to be proven through the natural sciences. The relations
between a world which is rationally possible, to a reality which is rationally imperative,
is completely beyond the scope of the scientific debate.

An informed look into Rav Kook’s analyses of these issues teaches us that one must
not seek an absolute position which describes the facts and a single authoritative
interpretation of the scriptural account of creation. In this issue we are faced with a
doubt, which, perhaps, our generation will never overcome. This doubt opens various
possibilities before us, all of which are legitimate within the framework of Jewish
thought.

What was Rav Kook’s personal opinion regarding this alternative? Letter 91 seemed
to imply support for the position that sees creation as a break in the natural order. In
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contrast, in ”Orot Hakodesh” (pg. 537), Rav Kook points out that perhaps the theory of
development of species is suited to 7the weighty secrets of the Kabbala more than all the
other philosophical doctrines.”

An in-depth study of his approach, including all its diverse sides, certifies that this
was indeed his true opinion. However, here as well, one must take care not to
simplistically identify Rav Kook’s position with the Darwinist approach. My objection
is not related to facts but to the philosophical explanation of development. It is possible

to view the process of development and improvement as guided by a supernatural force:

»The development that treads the path of improvement ... we discover the divine
shining within it with absolute clarity, when the operative infinity succeeds in
activating what is infinite in its potential.”

Rav Kook’s discussion of the scriptural account of creation, which we mentioned earlier,
is essentially one instance of the problem of religion and science in general. However,
in addition to specific claims in each of the problematic areas, we must state two
fundamental conclusions, which express the history of the conflict between religion and
science within the framework of the spiritual development of humanity:

A: The changing understanding of truth is in itself a part of the divine revelation,
continuous revelation; there is meaning to what is revealed and also to when it is

revealed, just as there is significance to what was hidden in certain generations:

»But all these require times and preparations, and the narrative imagery - both those
that are drawn by the power of the intellectual perusal of creation ... and those that
emerge from the revelation of the hand of God by his prophets - must always carry
with them the power that strengthens life and true success, and not offer mankind a
harvest of fragmented information with which to amuse himself'in childish play. And
when you understand this, you will understand that there is an exalted worth to what
is revealed, and also to what is concealed, and the manners of concealment are
many...” (Letter 91)

B: The alterations in religious thought, which occur as a result of a conflict, are also part
of the continuous revelation:

»In general, this is an important rule in the war of opinions, that every opinion which
comes to contradict something from the Torah, we must initially not necessarily
contradict it, but rather construct the palace of the Torah upon it, and thus we
are elevated by it. Because of this elevation, the information is revealed, and
afterwards, when we are not pressured by anything, we can with a heart full of
confidence battle it as well.” (Letter 134)
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The phrasing here has two meanings: the construction of »the palace of the Torah upon
it” can seem like a mere tactical move. However there is much more here. For the idea
itself'is elevated as a result of the conflict.

PART IV: Religion, Torah and Morality

The other side of the tension between religion and science, which relates to the revealed

part of the Torah, is the ethical significance of modern scientific discoveries.

The discoveries of astronomy and geology have widened mankind’s time-space
horizons; miles have become light years. This extension incurs a sense of the lowliness
and insignificance of man, which was expressed not in humility towards the Creator and
in a humble bearing, but in the negation of the value and values of human reality. This
goes against the central element of the scriptural account of creation and of the belief in
the scriptures. Rav Kook writes:

»The community of Israel needed to be involved with all the idol worshippers, to
explain to them that despite the magnitude of creation, man is not despicable to the
point that that there would be no value to his moral behavior; rather, man’s ethical
creation is very important, immeasurably more than the more numerous creatures.”
(Letter 91)

In Orot Hakodesh (vol. 2, p. 541), Rav Kook again emphasizes the importance of this
problem:

r»Cosmological thought has brought about a tremendous change in the process of
spiritual life. The ideas which were absorbed through the tiny picture of the general
world, according to the old qualities and in a state of quiet and smallness, are
appropriate for the smallness of restricted surroundings. The encompassing new
spirit, [which] comes as a result of the scientific extension of the sense imagery
towards the tangible reality, must renew with its enlargement among the masses a
new form of the spiritual world and its related thoughts, which requires much study,
[to determine] how to re-establish everything from scratch in the best possible

manner, successfully inspired by all the basic good that exists in the former state.”

From here stems the new need for study which will place the entire spiritual content on
its shining pedestal, which will continually brighten through the goodness, which will
be gathered by the extension of all the new encounters, after [they] will make appropriate
all the good that is concealed in all the old forms...” (ibid).
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This role is given to religion: ”Divine providence is the basis of human morality and
its success” (letter 91). In other words: pure religious faith constitutes the only theoretical
basis for morality and the single motivator which can bring humanity to moral life. And
when this basis - providence - "will be well clarified in the world in a great and clear
knowledge, it will be the foundation of joy: 'They will not do evil or destruction on all
of my holy mountain, for the land will be full of the knowledge of God.”” This is
knowledge of God, the central component of the revealed aspect of the Torah’s account
of creation. This general approach allows us to view the entire issue of the relations

between science and morality in the modern world:

rEveryone knows that wisdom and talent refer to the ability to strengthen and fortify
man’s intellectual or practical abilities. Morality exists to improve human desire, that
it will desire good. Thus, if the human ability will grow sevenfold, but man’s good
will does not develop according to the guidance of complete morality, then his

increased abilities will be put only to iniquitous use.”

Modern man’s development is largely expressed in the strengthening of human ability,
and it is dependent upon constant progress in two areas: science - "wisdom” and
technology - 7talent.” The industrial revolution, with all its various compartments, the
new scientific equipment, the machines, and, we may add anachronistically, computers,
nrefer to the ability to strengthen and fortify man’s intellectual or practical abilities.”
However, until this point we have discussed only one side of reality. Human activity is
measured not only by its potential, but also by the direction of its activity. This additional
aspect, which chooses the goal of human endeavor, is expressed in the text we have
before us in placing the desire” opposite the »ability; ” just as at the core of the »ability”
lies science, so too within the essence of the desire” lies morality. The central problem
of progress lies in the danger, that 7if human ability will grow sevenfold, but man’s good
will does not develop according to the guidance of complete morality, then his increased
abilities will be put only to iniquitous use.”

This point relates to the problem of the relationship between ethics and science. It is
accepted and clear to us today that every attempt to create a theory which will unite
science and morality, and which will draw moral commands from scientific statements,
is doomed to failure. This is true not only on a practical level, as stated above - since
scientific progress does not bear witness to moral progress - but also from a purely
conceptual perspective. A bridge between science and morality can never be
constructed. There is no passage from the 7is” to the ”ought,” from fact to
commandment. There is no bridge between the reality and the ideal.
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Rav Kook understood this fact well; he saw it as one of the crucial problems of our
time. Behind this fact hides the incomplete state of man and his world. Despite their
seemingly parallel nature, these forces »unite in their source”, 7and as man continues to
improve his intellect, thus he will more clearly recognize the unity of the forces that are
revealed in different forms.”

This unity between morality and science is a kind of ”personal connection;” it is
apparent in the person who is both a scientist and a moral human being. However, Rav
Kook believed that an 7objective connection” is possible as well. The revelation of this
unity is, without a doubt, part of the meaning of redemption. Human history is the road
to redemption, but this rode is not necessarily a straight one. The existence of the modern
world is dependent on the necessity that scientific progress be accompanied by the
development of morality and justice. Here the role of the Torah comes in, which is
nclose” to that ”One,” the source of all existence. »The improvement of man,” the
building of a righteous world, will be possible only through ""the complete union of both
forces - the ability and the desire at their best.” Without this union, science and

technology are but harmful gift, a poisoned apple.
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CHAPTER 4: Man and the Cosmos

PART I: What is Man, That You Should Remember Him? (Psalms 8:5)

One of the central issues raised in the first half of the Kuzari is the marvel of God’s
relationship with man: is it possible that #the Creator of the bodies and spirits and the
souls and the intelligences and the angels, who is too sublime and holy and exalted to be
comprehended by the intelligences, still less so by the senses, has a connection with this
lowly creature, composed of despicable matter?” [1: 68].

This question is clearly a central one: can it be possible that a relationship exists
between God, the most exalted of all beings, and man? The Chaver does not answer this
question, because he feels that the Kuzari himself has already answered it. The question
is based on a mistaken assumption. How do we know that man is a lowly being? What
principle guides us in judging what is important? Our tests of significance are usually
greatly mistaken.

Sometimes we err on the side of grandiosity; sometimes on the side of a misplaced
inferiority complex. A grandiosity complex can be discerned in various philosophical
positions, particularly in idealistic approaches. In contrast, science has in various periods
created a kind of inferiority complex within us. This conflict gained momentum during
the Copernican revolution. It grew and expanded still more later on. With the
astronomical revolution that took place in the beginning of the modern age, when the
vastness of the cosmos was spread before us, this conflict acquired a particular character.
Scientists informed us that the world is not the center of the universe; it is merely a
satellite circling one of the many suns in our galaxy, itself one of many galaxies. In such
a vast universe, how could it be possible that God would show an interest in minuscule

man?

This question is not merely a philosophical one. It connects to a circumstance which
took place at the beginning of the modern era and which became the prototype of the
conflict between science and religion: the story of Galileo.

The popular description of this conflict is well known. The discoveries and theories
of Copernicus and Galileo transformed the earth from the center of the cosmos to a
planet which serves a master, the sun. This was a complete cosmological revolution. The
conceptual world modeled after Dante’s Divine Comedy collapsed, and with it the
theology that had been built upon this position. Can man in fact be viewed as the center
of the world? »What is man that You should remember him, the son of man that You
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should take notice of him?” (Psalms 8: 5). Now we must speak not of angels, as Rihal did,
but of planets and constellations. The inner reason for the breakdown, which explains
the fact that Galileo’s books were banned by the Catholic church (and were removed
from the index of forbidden books only in 1835), was indeed the sense that man was no
longer the crown of creation; he had become a mere reed growing on the banks of an
ocean which was rapidly spreading into infinity.

This became the accepted position, and it is this view that stands in the background
of Rav Kook’s response to the problem, as we saw in last week’s lecture. Rav Kook
defines Judaism’s object as the wish to proclaim that ”despite the vastness of creation,
man is not despicable to the extent that his ethical behavior should be regarded as
worthless; rather, man’s ethical creation is very important, immeasurably more so than
the other creatures who are greater than him in number.” According to this approach, the
conflict between religion and science as typified by the case of Galileo is only an illusory
problem. Its severity stemmed only from an inherited tradition of idolatry which did not
differentiate between matter and spirit. Man must overcome this complex. Our
generation is uniquely equipped to understand the meaninglessness of size, while
understanding that two oceans stretch before us: one is the ocean of the ever widening
reality, and the other is the ocean of the microscopic reality which is continually growing
and unfolding before us.

However, this opinion was not alien to Jewish philosophy in the middle ages.
Actually this issue had already been discussed, in a different form, in Jewish philosophy.
We will illustrate this below by viewing sections from 'Bechinat Olam,’ a well-known
philosophical poem by Rabbi Yedaiah Hapnini. The position of medieval Jewish
philosophy was entirely different from the position which fought against Galileo. The
problem of man in the universe was strongly felt by them, and from their perspective
man’s place at the center of the cosmos was not at all a place of honor. Thus, in his Guide
for the Perplexed (I: 72), the Rambam compares the cosmos to man: ”Know that all that
exists is like one person ... that the outermost sphere with all that it contains is one
person.” These spheres are the heart of the world, 7and just as if the heart were to rest
for the blink of an eye, the person would die and all his movements and powers would
be nullified, so too if the spheres were to rest it would cause the death of the world in its
entirety and the nullification of all that is contained in it”.

Not all the details contained in this analogy are correct, and in fact the Rambam lists
three central differences. The second is relevant to our discussion:

7And the second, that the heart of every being possessed of a heart, is in the center [of
its body] ... [whereas] in the world in general the opposite is true, the important
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[element] surrounds the insignificant ... and [therefore] the state of the world in general
is that the closer the physical elements are to the center of the world, the more turbid
their essence, heavy their movements, and [the more] their radiance and clarity

departs.”

As can be proven from these lines, the geometrical center of the world is not in any way
associated in the Rambam’s thought with the ”metaphysical” center, or what we might
call the center of merit. And indeed, the question regarding man’s place in the cosmos

arose even then, and demanded an answer.

A beautiful expression of this response can be found in Rabbi Yedaiah Hapnini’s
philosophical poem, "Bechinat Olam” (chapter 12). While looking at the cosmos, the

poet proclaims:

»And when I raise my eyes and behold their loftiness, wondrous beyond my
comprehension and their myriad battalions which bedeck myself and my people at
the extremity of the cave sitting at the end of a minute point, the lowest of places...
my place is the size of a gnat in relation to my size and the shelter of my small roof
unifies the houses of a small city...How may a weakling such as I scorn those who dig
my grave before I come into existence... How may the youngest of flies, clipped of
wing be proud sunken in prison, quashed in a cage while all the celestial bodies stand
above him on my right and my left how may my time release me from the fear of one
of the small snares which are quarried at my feet from above which from the moment
of creation lay in wait to lead me to them...”
The heavenly bodies make human life possible:

And in addition with ability their Creator imbued them... which compels them to
affect the lowliest in the movement of dead bodies at rest...To return a shamefaced

human from his nakedness...”

However, we must not draw the conclusion that the heavenly bodies serve man and that

he is the crown of creation:

»Not that they were created for this purpose to serve bewildered creatures whom they
exceed in significance and loftiness heaven forbid that their Creator should humble
the exalted before the lowly and the upright before the bewildered. And he would not
be considered a wise artisan who prepares vessels weighing ten thousand silver coins
to make one iron needle rather [He] created them with wisdom known only to Him...”
However, in contrast to man’s physical lowliness, we must emphasize his intellectual

prowess:
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r[Scaling the] skies to their heights and earth to its depths [Bearing the] unfathomable
width of a wise heart he who loves to explore the roots of the quarry of his humanity
there is no fathoming his wisdom many are the secrets of the heart that he holds... can
the heart of heaven penetrate can the heart of the seas fathom the knowledge
encompassed within the walls of a heart can the wings of the wind encompass the
wind of wisdom which hovers over still waters and Arcadian streams can the
expanses of earth encompass a thought whose [resting] place is... small as a man’s
palm behold this is man’s divine endowment and the divine part of his world. God
rules in heaven and this being alone on the earth strides forth and probes texts of truth
great are his actions in religion and law were he not beset by the terrors of his time
nor terrorized by the winds of his day he would not be hindered from riding the
heavens from embracing the entire world until he become as God, knowing good.”

This medieval thinker could never have understood the metaphysical problem which
was seemingly created with the new heliocentric hypothesis, which transformed the
world into the sun’s satellite. He dealt with the problem through the astronomy in which
he believed, and solved the problem in his own way, a way which holds significance for

us as well.

PART II: The Third System: The Anthropic Principle

Until this point we have viewed two different approaches to the question of man’s place
in the universe. However, in the middle age and the modern era, three positions have
battled for prominence. The first sees man as the center of the universe, the second
transforms him into an insignificant grain of dust, and the third tries to emphasize his
importance despite the fact that he does not constitute the geometrical or the
astronomical center of the world.

Where do we stand today? In order to approach an understanding of this query, we
must return to the critical question which we posed in our intellectual chess game with
the proponent of the theory of evolution. Is what took place, if it did take place, the result
of chance?

What would be our opponent’s answer? He would of course respond that this is indeed
the case, and indeed there is enough time for any probability, even the smallest one, to
materialize. In nature we are not playing chess but rather dice. The players are order and
chaos. "Order” is a simple player, generally as unsuccessful as I. I see him constantly
losing. Yet oddly enough, in the game against chaos, he acquires a "lucky streak,” and
his dice show sixes, time after time.
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Let us assume that such is the nature of things; in any case our proponent of chance
is faced with a much more severe problem. And this problem has already been raised, in
principle, by the Rambam in his discussion of creation. His approach to the problem
constitutes, in his view, a most important proof, bearing witness to creation. Despite the

danger of imprecision, I will try to simplify the problem.

In physics we study equations, however we also study a significant number of givens,
such as gravity, the charge of electrons or the mass of neutrons, the age of the world
according to the theory of the big bang, the mass of the world, etc. These are basic
numbers which do not stem from the theory; they are in effect arbitrary numbers that
enter into the theory.

Let me give you an example. When we study mathematics, we learn the equation
ax+by+cz=0. However, a specific equation will be written as 5x+2y+7=0. These
numbers are arbitrary numbers. And here we come upon a very strange phenomenon.
Were we to multiply these measurements by ten, by one hundred, by one thousand, a
modest multiplication which from a mathematical perspective does not change a thing,
we would make an interesting discovery: the world as we know it, which permits life
and consciousness, could not exist. In other words, everything takes place only, so to
speak, in theory. Certain givens were planted in the original design of the laws of
physics, which allow the existence of a particular chemistry, in order to allow for the
consequent appearance of biology. These givens are seemingly planted in the world
from the start, in order to make the existence of man possible. This is an anthropic, or
human, principle, which is hidden in the cosmic creation. Incidentally, I refer here not
to one world but to all the worlds, which depend on these same physics and organic
chemistry. Of course I could amuse myself by saying that perhaps other chemical
systems could exist, which could also make the existence of life possible. But this is a
speculation. Happy is the believer.

The Cosmos and the Human Observer

Modern physics has presented us with some very strange phenomena. The conclusions
which stem from some of these well-based experiments teach us that our observation of
occurrences actually alters reality, even retroactively.

There are a number of experiments which have been proven more conclusively than
any physical theory, yet they are particularly paradoxical. There are, for example,
phenomena which will occur differently if observed. Not only that, but if you were to
observe the phenomena tomorrow, things will occur in it today, that are different from
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those that would occur if you did not look at it tomorrow. In other words, to borrow a
talmudic concept, in physics we rule that yesh brera» (lit., there is specification) from
an experimental point of view, or in other words, there is a 7retroactive addition.” This
can be compared to a man who wears pajamas in his house if there are no visitors. In our
interpretation, the electron then appears in the form of a wave. If we look at it, it will put
on more representative clothing; the electron will appear in the form of a particle.
However, let us conduct a simple mental experiment. The hour is late, and someone
knocks on the door with no advance warning in order to catch the man wearing pajamas.
Thus the scientist discovers to his astonishment that the particle is always ready. Even if
the time elapsed from the moment of knocking at the door until the moment the door is
opened is smaller than the time needed for the man to go to the closet and change clothes,
nevertheless, this man, who goes about all day long in pajamas, is always ready. There
is something very peculiar about particles, something related to time.

Today we know that quantum theory contains a mysterious principle, which was first
mentioned by the Rambam. We had become used to hearing explanations and theories
which claim that psychology is based on biology, biology on biochemistry, chemistry
on physics, etc. But in the wake of the recent experiments in physics, it seems that at the
basis of physics lies ... a sort of psychology. Quantum phenomena are dependent on the
fact that there be an observer. In other words, the physics of the world is built as a sort
of movie with sensors, which is shown in a movie theater. The moment there are
spectators, the film begins. This means that if quantum physics is correct, it expects the
presence of a spectator. We can only draw one conclusion from this - it creates a doubt
regarding the anthropic principle. The anthropic principle assumes that the world
seemingly »expects” the appearance of man. It expects man not only in the area of
biology, but even in the area of cosmology, before the development of chemistry. Earlier
we saw the world functioning ”in theory;” its existence was dependent upon the
existence of a spectator. The rules are created in such a way that allows for the existence
of a spectator, yet on the other hand, only if there is a spectator can the world exist. These
two extremes meld in our reality. On the one hand, there is a starting point, a world that
has rules and an initial state. And on the other hand, we reach the final point, where man,
the spectator on the world, appears on the scene. And behold, 7the end is included in the
beginning.” In other words, this end is not coincidental. This approach is completely
opposed to the principles of evolution.

Rabbi Nachman of Breslov writes a story about the heart of the world and the spring.
The heart of the world is based upon the wondrous concept that psychology preceded
physics.

215



CHAPTER 25: The Unity of the Human Race

PART I

Rabbi Yehuda Halevi believed in a single origin for all humanity, and he attempted to
prove it [I: 53ff.]. Despite the vast differences separating nations and languages, races
and ethnic groups the world over, Rihal believed in the unity of the human race, and was
convinced of the presence of traces of this unity. We can in fact point out three examples
of these hints: the structure of language, the seven day week, and the decimal system.
These three cases can be divided into two components: a natural element, necessary for
all of humanity, and an arbitrarily determined element, which could just as easily have
been different. The natural element must be general and universal, but the determined
element is completely random, and therefore should reasonably differ from nation to
nation. However, this is not the case; the arbitrary element is universal as well. This is a
coincidence which is impossible to understand unless we assume that humanity shares a

common origin. We will illustrate this through the example of the decimal system.

The Cycle of Ten and the Cycle of Seven

Our elementary school teacher taught us that although we use the decimal system, this
fact is completely coincidental. What do we mean when we speak of the decimal system?
We count from one to ten, and when we reach ten, we stop adding new symbols or
names, and instead use the former ones in a cyclical fashion. We count by starting from
one once again: we use the symbols for the number one to signify the number eleven,
we use one and two to express the number twelve, etc. And when we reach one hundred,
we begin again from one. In other words, this is a cycle built on the decimal, or ten,
system, and it allows us to express any possible number with the use of ten symbols, ten
figures. It is remarkable that language employed the decimal system before symbols for
numbers were created. Actually, there is a very slight difference between the system
used in spoken language and the decimal system. This is because our written system

needed a zero to allow the writing of any number.

It is very easy to understand that our use of the decimal system is coincidental. We
can imagine a person counting until eight, and beginning a new cycle. Thus, for example,
in computers we count to two, or sixteen, and begin a new cycle. Rabbi Yehuda Halevi

writes:

216



»...and such is the case also with decimal computation; people agreed upon it from
the east to the west, and what nature caused them to stop counting specifically at the
number ten? The fact is that this [form of ] counting is a legacy...” [1: 59]

In other words: people could have created various cycles, and yet the entire world agreed
upon the decimal system. This fact, in Rihal’s opinion, bears witness to the basic unity
of all of humanity. The second example is the use of the number seven for the division
of the week. The third example is taken from the structure of language.

The Essence of Language

Classical philosophy abounds in disputes regarding the essence of language, and many
different positions on this question were expressed. Most approaches maintained that
language was a convention, meaning that it was the result of an arbitrary decision. This
forms a sharp contrast to the language of animals, which is natural; animals express
sounds naturally as a result of certain events. We know, for example, that in order to
avoid collisions between airplanes and birds, there are airports in which the sound of
birds in distress are played. The birds who near the airplanes hear the sounds and are
frightened, because whatever their origin, they naturally understand these sounds

specific to their species.

In contrast, human language is a convention. We can clearly differentiate between a
cry of pain and the statement, ”I am in pain.” The cry of pain is a natural response, while
the statement, I am in pain” is a convention. It is not a direct expression of a feeling,
but rather a symbolic response, which is formed in accordance with a certain structure.
Thus classical philosophy divided language into three parts: nouns, verbs, and
prepositions. The other difference between the cry of pain and the statement, ”I am in
pain,” is based on the fact that language can be divided into atomic parts, both structural
and phonological; these parts are called morphemes and phonemes. What the king of
the Khazars teaches us here is that language is built like a assembly toy, in which we
build a structure using basic building blocks. Thus we construct language from the letters
taken from the utterances of human speech.

The existence of a structure proves, in Rihal’s view, that all languages ”came into
being during a certain period and were established by general consent” [1: 54]. This fact
proves, in his opinion, that language is not a response such as a scream or tears; rather it
is constructed, artificial and functional, comparable to a vessel. The general consent
regarding language finds expression through the fact that many different languages
exist. In other words, a particular thing is referred to in different languages using
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different words, when in actuality there is no reason for us to use these particular words
with regard to these certain things. However, chaos does not rule absolutely. If we pay
attention, we will discern that there are families of languages. This teaches us that there
are a number of source languages which later developed into the other languages. The
fact that there are a few such basic languages is shown in the Torah, in the story of the
Tower of Babel. The Torah teaches us that although humanity is one, it is divided into
languages and therefore into nations, as the result of a sort of recreation, or to be precise,
a re-confusion, and beyond those basic languages one cannot discover other links

between languages.

Human speech is characterized by many languages. However, Rabbi Yehuda Halevi
draws our attention to the fact that despite their many differences, the various languages
share a common structure. The Chaver inquires of the Kuzari whether he thinks that the
current division of languages always existed [1: 54]. The Kuzari responds according to
what common sense teaches him, and his response is absolutely opposed to the
philosophical approach which claims that the world has always existed. There is no
doubt, claims the Chaver, that an intuitive view shows us that languages had a beginning.
Languages are not eternal; they have a history and a birth certificate.

Here the Chaver presents one of the most difficult riddles facing man: how was
language formed? The Chaver asks the Kuzari whether he had ever heard of a person
who had made up a language. The Kuzari answers: "I do not believe so, neither have |
heard of it, however there is no doubt that human language came into being at a particular
time, and before that there was no language in the world that was agreed upon by any
nation” [1:56]. This is odd indeed. We can certainly provide examples of artificial
languages that were created by man, the classic example being Esperanto. However,
such an answer is irrelevant. Zamenhoff created Esperanto, but only thanks to the fact
that he worked in another language. He produced tongs, but to forge them in the fire he
used another set of tongs which he already possessed. How is it possible to make the first
set of tongs? There are a number of turning points in cosmic history which contain a
miraculous element, a creation of ”something from nothing” which cannot be
understood in simple rational terms, which leaves us amazed. These are the appearance
of matter and energy, the appearance of life, the appearance of man and the appearance
of language. And those who refuse to see the wonders of creation, and use the word
evolution to explain away all questions, cannot give even a fig’s leaf of coverage to these
questions. One can speak of the development of the first seed, but the appearance of that
seed cannot be explained by evolution. Prior to the evolution of natural phenomena,
something came into being which was absolutely different, the creation of something

from nothing. Before us are two remarkable wonders: the enigma of the beginning, and
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the existence of a uniform structure to all languages despite their vast number. This is a
very strange phenomenon indeed, and it points to the unity of the human race.

Philosophy plays a significant role here. We are used to a particular world and
demand an explanation for the extraordinary. However, philosophy teaches us that at
times the opposite of what we are used to is in fact the more logical conclusion. Things
which seem to us to be completely normal, simple and obvious, are in fact very difficult
riddles. The existence of language is a wonder. However as we shall soon see, the fact
that children are capable of acquiring language is in itself a wonder. A look at this
wonder opens the door to understanding the essence of the human experience.

Does the existence of a common structure to all languages prove the unity of the
human race? In modern thought there is an alternative to the Kuzari’s approach, however
it solves one riddle by creating an even greater one. A cursory comparison between
languages seems to show them fundamentally different from each other. However recent
studies have demonstrated that underneath the difference a very basic similarity exists,
and it is this that was hinted at by Rabbi Yehuda Halevi in the philosophical terms of his
period, when he pointed to a fundamental similarity between the structures of all
languages: nouns, verbs and prepositions. These modern studies are connected with the
name of Noam Chomsky. In order to understand his central claim we must be conscious
of an additional wonder: the way that a child acquires language. With astounding ease a
child conquers any spoken language that he was born into, be it the most difficult and
complex of tongues. The accepted position was that the child did this according to the
method of trial and error. The theory was that the child gains experience in the world of
objects, and learns through beginning to connect between the names he hears and the
objects he sees. However, recent theories have revealed (until we hear otherwise) that
the child acquires language because he has a mental structure which is appropriate for
any human language that he may learn.

This means that despite the differences between languages, all languages share a
common structure. Let us assume that the unity of the human race is a principle which
cannot be historically proven. And let us assume this, despite the fact that in our
generation scientists have reiterated various claims and speculations which may prove
that genetically there is only one source to the human race. However, here we have
found, through the wonder of language, a different claim. All of humanity constitutes
one species, not only genetically, but also from the perspective of language. Humanity
is of one structure, a structure that God placed within us from the start of creation, and
which remains unified even after the formation of a multitude of languages. Despite the

large number of languages, they share a common unified structure and form.
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The question of the unity of the human race is important from another perspective as
well. In the Mishna (Tractate Sanhedrin 4:5), we read that we were all created in the
image of God, from one man, and »therefore man was created singly.” The sages explain
the reason for this unity from various perspectives. One of the answers is of paramount
importance: ”So that a man should not say to his friend, my father is greater than your
father.” And indeed we must take note of the fact that certain racist doctrines were based
on the opinion that such human unity does not exist. In the nineteenth century even the
Darwinist theory was used to claim that different monkeys developed into different
races, and we are not connected by blood ties, and thus are also exempt from any moral
obligation towards a different type of person, in other words another race. This is of
course absurd, and the simple proof of it is that two people from any two races can have
common descendants. The Mishna in Sanhedrin says, in effect, that we are all brothers,
and despite the fact that Cain killed Abel, he was his brother.

The new approach teaches us, then, that despite the fact that the historical conclusions
will always remain unclear and surrounded by question marks, we can reach one other
important conclusion. Man carries within him an elementary programming which he
employs to acquire language. To use a simple example, we could compare this to the use
of a computer. We buy a computer, and write various programs on it. However, a little
intelligence and humility will soon teach us that the computer did not get to us only as
hardware but rather came with a basic operating system, which we use when we start to
work on the computer. Such is the case with man as well; God »planted” a basic program
in him which he uses when he acquires language. It is interesting to note that although
we cannot historically prove the unity of the human race, we can prove that there is a
basic program common to all of the human race. Not only the hardware that the
geneticist works on is common; the program which allows us to grasp and learn
language is shared as well.

PART II: The Dawn of Jewish History

To sum up our discussion until this point, we must emphasize once more that in Rihal’s
view, the history of the human race has one unified beginning. Let me give you an
example. The human race is comparable to leaves which sprout on the different branches
of a single tree. We cannot leave our place on the branch to search out our common
source. However the keen observation of our own development leads us to believe that
our branches have a common root. If we could but move backward, we would discover
that all the branches are united in a shared tree trunk. Similarly, by examining a number
of basic characteristics common 