HE NATURE OF the dilemma can be stated in

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

am lonely and, hence, feel {rustrated. On the octher hand,



4

JOSEPH B. SOLOVEITCHIK

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

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

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

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

overwhelmed by the impact of social and culcaral torces,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

rencrs.

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

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

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

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

Garden of Eden to serve it and to keep e

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

tween these twoO accounts:

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

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

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

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

lohitn s used in conjunction with the Tetragrammaton.

LET US PORTRAY rthese two men. Adam che first and

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

because it has sacrificed qualitative-metaphysical specula-

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

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

C€1‘1’1€d.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

needed several days to travel from Boston to New York

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

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

runs patallel to the workings ot the real multifarious

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

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

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

ethical, sphere *

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

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

responsibility = majesty.



II

DAM THE SECOND is, like Adam the first, also

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

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

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

covers along the many tortuous paths of creation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Therefore, Adam the first was created not alone, but

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

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

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

of one cotmmunity.



