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With the advent of the ecumenical thrust of the Catholic
hurch in the 1960s, the Rav was consulted regarding Orthodox
participation in the dialogue initiated by the Vatican with Jewish
leaders. Rabbi Soloveitchik opposed many aspects of this dialogue.
He held that there could be no discussion concerning the unique-
ness of the respective religious communities. Each, he held, was an
'individual entity which could not be merged or equated with the
other, since each was committed ta a differeat f3ith. The Rav pre-
sented a paper entitled “Confrontation” on this topic at the 1964
midwinter conference of the Rabbinical Council. Its presentation
led to the formulation of an RCA policv statement which rellegted
the Rav’s viewpoint. He later published an expanded version of
this seminal essay in Tradition: A Journal of Orthodox Fewish
Thought, a journal published by the Rabbinical Council. Appen-
dixed 1o the Rav’s essay was the statement adopted by the RCA at
the 1964 conference. It declared:
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The most interesting aspect of Rabbinical Council and interfaith work
commences just as the scope of this study terminatzs. At the end of 1960, Dr.
Jewish called a meeting of Araerizan reli 0 inel
the Rabtinical Council of America and Union of Orthodox Jewish Con-
gregations of America. 1o ciscuss the acceptarce of a-pessible invitatiar to-at-
tend the Vatizan's Ecumenical Council in Rome. He tald the meeting tht it
was quite passitle that an invitation would be forthcoming if jt wi ac-

cepted.'*!

“Moses Feuerstein, the president of the U.0.J.C.A., turned to Soloveitchik
for guidance. Solcverrchik told Max Davidsoa, the president of the
Svnagogue Courcil, that his organization’s pesition o,
the Rabbinical Council’s participation. He also threatened to have the Miz-
rachi puil out of the Zionist movement for the same reasen, '’

The invitation was never extended for its acceptance was effectively
hat followed 1 Mo str.g chapter in the subsequent

chronicles of the Rabbinical Council and American Jewry.

. A\ Con L\-c\x\‘-lv\sh.\«\ y "k fLav

o tgond fates »«Q T LV 25Crone] Lot o
Sy Yas by Leaw?s

p\ b D’&\“‘ &\a-\\ dwk Nh«f\ l\o‘bx\m/}\h\“&(ﬁa\\—\o r‘\n NQ‘&Q.\QX{”\’U

—

Cop a7 143)

In a similar vein, the Rav providé&—di—r_ection for the Torah
community on how to address non-Jewish religious manifesta-
tions. In Confrontation, the first essay of the Rav’s to appear in
English,8 the Ray developed the ground rules for that very deli-

cate and potentially dangerous relationship. We need not re—artic-
ulate those positions here, but it was in keeping with those anc::-
ples that the Rav took a >tron5_3£_nd on Vat Vatican I In 1960, at the
hme om Jewish commumrv was asked to send repre-
sentatives to the Counctl as observers. Then, like today, there was

a strong inclination in certain circles not just to 80 to the Vat:can‘

but to run. Th unalterably opposed i ending Jewish
observers to part;cnggt_m,v_qu_cgn_l_l)hmh,\&l_r_l__hww,
strictly a Christian matter.Indeed, no offigial Qbservers svere seng.
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The second instance concerns interfaith rather than intracommunal
relations, although it, too, had internal ramifications. I refer, of course, to
the Ray’s adamant stand against Jewish-Christian theological dialogue.
Concerned, in the wake of Catholic overtures encouraged by the thaw in
anti- S'unilibm nul mdaud by the Suond \'Jtic.m Coun il, thal lhc sense of

wuhm and wnthoul the ngah world, the R.w tom,hl “WS‘
incipient ecumenism. He, and only he, had both the stature and the cour-
age to restrain those who, whether leshem shanunayim or otherwise - the
prospect of having one’s picture with the Pope appear on the front page of

the New York Times is no mean temptation - sought the warm embrace of
our erstwhile conterminers; and the policy he enunciated - assent to dia-
logue about moral or social issues but rejection of discussions of faith and

dogma - has stood the Orthodox community in good stead, In retrospect,
some mav feel that the Rav's anxiety about missiopary impulses and possible

“The minute the Rav opposed tt; Dr_ Dr Nachum Goldman, who was
anxmu: to E.\"mp_nc'_\\1lh°Ier r:uhu_zmn pposc the R. Rav - Rav and !

L()parduL the unity of the jc\n\h/mmnumu

[n_1962, the Rav had a secret meeting with Cardinal Wijle-

brands, a Church llbcral w ho was very fncndl\ to lc\\s and very

mﬁmbrmds request. The purpose was to
discuss the posslbllltv of a r}lxymn dialogue between jews and
Christians. The Rav rL]LLALd thl> notion trolallv using the basic ar-
guments w hich he had deve Llopgd in (.f)ix_/.rgﬁti'un lii:n;ic’rs_t_g_ad
lhmarm&_r'orc i

t .mxtv and its commntment to

smonstrat its truth and Lrhllﬂdﬂ lndl\-ldu\[\ and gmnps
botic_iﬂm nstrate its truth and p

10
to accept salv ation through a Christian afrw

The RC: \ remained loy al to the guidelines which the § Rav had
set down and dlbhnglll:h\.d between 1 theological discu dl\LUbSlLDS-Bﬂd
ethical-secular concerns, which have universal 1 validity. Every pro-

gl‘m\mh: ¢ Catholic or Protestant churches in which we
‘participated was carefully scrutinized and analyzed—we literally
would go over it with a fine- toothed comb. Every_ topic which hac had
possible theological nuances or implications was vetued and only

R SR
when the Rav pr ronounced it to_ be satisfactory. dld we progeed to

the dialavne

n'l.h\ 133 APOSTASY WS exaggerated. Be that as it may, the eRsode - and il was
fore than that - boldly manifested !hc: Rav's engagem unal

atfairs and the leadershi
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Buausg ot l'.xs dug rooted conviction that va.s ha\c ;x
cthico-relig
co-religious rcsponsxblhn to the world at large, the Rav found it

necessary to devise a Tormula to enable Jewish participation ininger-
ruhyous L(mm(mn?ﬂfs_u—ld JLKI\I(ILS \\nhuw-;gum.cdmwh
integriey and uni qugnus_gt tlxnmh_mml_gp;wsc Con(rarv to
\\lduprgu misvonceptions, his essav “Confrontation” and the
guidelines for .nurthWli
mumn"h'l L\&]lill},ks LL(\\LLI]_[RD(LSK“[\“\LS oﬂudusm a

other_religions. Rabbi Isadore Twersky, the Rav's son-in-Taw, told
me that at one tme the Rav considered an invitation to deliver a lec-
ture at the the Christian-Jewish colloquium held at the Harvard
Divinity School. Morcover, the Rav's classic article *
Man of Fah™

“The Lonely
was tine presented as an oral lecture at 1 Cacholie
senunary m Boghron, Massachusers, Wiije g looked upon interrcli-
zious_disqussions_at’ Iv theol

cussions ol purel_theological issues 3sexercises in fusility,
he approved of sions devoted to socio-political issucs, in spite
of the fact rhn s mml n f(}QLLIU(L to "Confrontation,”=® for

pgoplg ot tajeh >uLh issucs are not secular concerns_bug are srqunded
i theologig ons.
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thn Popcr John XXII1 opencd dialogue wirh Jews, ﬂ\_ﬁb\’

Moeselinn retering taahe Ravs essay  Cantrontanon.” chams thit “When Pope John NN
cperatabogne with the Tews the Ry vicwed this as a senvous danger to Judaism, and deckared
that o sich dnitecae parsued. Desprie the epposition of aetes Orthodos rabbis the Rav's

viewei] this a¢ 3 senious danger to Judasm and dcj.hu;d_m_a_nmnw- posttion Cred the day and almostsaithout exeepion no dialogues hune heen conducted
g.xl manncr (hlLSUCh diake ORUC should not be pu“"cd His classic 'n'dc Ml\\u.n Orthodon rabbis and the Catholie Chureh.™ | "] ful s iy 3 ,.]l men the Rav, with lus

ijrnnmnan cxpressed his reasoning. Despite the oppusition of a few et
Orthodox rabbus, the Rav's posivon carsied the day and almost without g ~ Jl-llm.m JJLLMM\\
exception no dislogues have been condncied benveen Orthodox rabhis Ity LL@‘ SIS TR, 7S ansral AL sl conssan,
€CCphon NO & MORUES 3 . ey i Az, Pas posinon comes vut \\1Mﬂd clariny i the Rav's position paper. "On
!M-m&.mmmnm The Rav lelt that it was the res'pmmbnhly of Iul\r' Sl Relatonships.” “We areopposed o any public debate, dialogue or symposiuim
concerning the Joctrinal, dogmatic o ctaal aspects of our Lt vis-aavis "similar’ aspeets of
another Lirh conanunty .. When, however, we mose from the prisate world of laith to the
public world of huntarian and cubtural endeinors, cotmmunication among the various faith

B S{Y\ J [‘\ g Q\A \ p\‘\"’ § N&Y\,\ 6 communitics s desirable and even essential, W are ready o enter into dialogue on such topics
(B,L( a . P ) . ]

. as W amd Peace. Poventy, Freedoms Man's Moral Values... Cived Rights, ete. which revolve
g a\ W‘\)@\"‘ A \’ 2

W‘/\ o \X’\n about tie seligious spintual aspects ot our civilization. Discussion within these arcas will, of
Bl course, he watnn the framework o our religious outlooks and terminology™ (emphases added).

< o

a) r’\ DM é\«\s " (0 (,+ . l q(l’> 1 this copnection, s worth citmyg another “insider” view. The past president o the Rabbinical

/___/J:"-’ Council of Aonca, Rabhi Bernapd Rosensweiy. who worked closely with the Rav on matters off
commuial poliey, writes in his article " Fhe Rav as Communal Leader™ “The RCA remained

toval to the caidelines which the Ras had setdoswn [eoncermng intertaith diatlogue] and

. distmgunshed between theological discussions and ethical-secular coneeens. which have

strangely negative atlitude toward inter-religious dia- anisemat vabidin, ver prnir;un involving either Cathelic or Protestant churches in which we

participated was carclully serutinizcd. . Exens topic which had possible theological nuances or

loguc is prompied by a lingering concern over what they : : ! : : i
-—TT—-v—vrn—'—'T____—"L\_—k—;-——’_ imphications was vetoed. and only when the Ray pronounced it to he satislacton did we proceed
wouldsayin "Brisk.” Ol course, there isnothing strange o thie distogue” (35

Is 1t going too far to maintain that Seloveitchik’'s

—_—t
per se i the view that Jews should desist from discuss- _ . ST

. . . “ . . . Seomueh tor R Veiselmapy's claim that i aceordaneg with the Ray's positinp"alpost... na
ing matters of faith with Christians or others. This po- dibopines b Bovncosdu ol between Orlodos rabhis aud the Catholic Church,”

sition gy easily be sustained on both prudential and

theological grounds. Soloveitchik himself has chosen p\ S\ \\\ s (Q (‘/'7/ jq 0 I's W /0\(‘7 /fﬂ.j Nb(énn

the latter route, arguing in "Confrontation” “the word
of faith reflects the intimate, the private, the paradoxi-
cally inexpressible cravings of the individual for . . . bis __——’}:'/_;‘fg:g (7/0“ Sf)
Moker. It reflects the numinous character and the
strangeness of the act of faith of 2 particular commu-
nity which is totally incomprel\cnsib]c to the man of a

different faith community.” Fair enough, but how can ' I'he practical upshot ol "Controntation™ is cusily summarized. Jews must
Joseph Soloveitchil say this? Has he not read widely in work topether with representatives of the "rc]iglion of the manywhen it
Christian theology? Docs he not point to Kicrkegaard, comes 1o ethies and public policy. Morcover, "religious values, doctrines
Barth, and Otta as thinkers who have plumbed the . and coneepts may be and have been transtated into cultural categories
depths of religious expcrience? Most importanty, has enjoyed and cherished even by secular man.” When we move. however frony
he not drawn on these Christian theologians in formu- ! Wns ol religion to the divine imperativey that

characterize a taith community. these are incommensurate, particularistic

lating s own Jewish theclogy? IT. despite all this,

and incommunicable: "drafogud™With respecet to such doctrines as the

clection of fsrael. the cternal authority of the Torah. the Trinity and

the incarnation. are ill-advised and tutile. As itis illegitimate for
,Jews 1o tailor their convictions to the expectations of the majority

Soloveitchik can take a stand in upposition (o inter-
faith discussions, it scems likely that, deep down, he

feels a certain amount of guut over what he 1is domg

After all, in "Brisk” the talmudists did not read is- T S . R e R
I community. it is hkewise "impertinent and unwise™ tor the community of
tian_ religious works, ‘[hat much restraint—and here . U - . . 4
e — the few o advise or solicit corresponding changes on the part of the

Solovenlc}nl s dernit to rh - . - -
muw&%r__ﬁ_r,“’”“’““ 18 "community of the many.”
wmmhqw. But at least, Soloveiichik appars-
Cnlll r‘;)‘ ihat there is no need to talk to the guypa in © More than any single essay by Rabbi Soloveitchih. "Controntation” has been
il :

puitic, © the subject of polemical revisionism. Some project onto the Rav's
. Conclusions Noirmsn tuiease sl { hn\mnwum“nmu-lmm
¢« spicitual culture. Others hy othcsuc that Jewish conceerns uh alogue
e B

are no longerjustiticd because
and the Rav-despife all evidence to l!m contra

wouldhave bad he kept up with developments.
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. “Conlrontation™ 15 a characteristicy 2 eatal._and. natonQysly
y \‘ > ( problematic work e Rabby Sujn_\",m;hxk addresses a number c A
0 \k\ Ny 60‘3&/\ CG 5)?52‘ QMM % clearly and to my mind presciently, he also make: L:1 &éjﬁj[ﬂrlﬁr?—'c‘?"w?::

’ that matiers of religiots Taith cannot in principle be_communicated Thus. interfaith
< \r\—(\—\ GRS \/\ &N (_/QJZI'\’\ A dizlogue should not and really cannor_deal svith_theological issues  lis-onlv_proper
Q_\«/\g . subject is the realm ot the secular order, expressed in the pursuit of social Jus and

- bl s e i . expresse ¢ p of social Jusuce
SV e ° O\@\} juj"’(}\'\ &\,\‘.\j{‘)ﬁ,\’\lh R
/ % ) As Dr Korn notes. senous readers have raised two tundamemal and apparently
4:"( \ N . t ) (f\ insuperable objections (o these tonnulatons  First, the assertion of the intrinsic
s LR et NG et ReLc ]
o5y u&xf_ (N"\‘ 1% )

incommunicabiliy of matters of faith teads o, or 15 already, a reductio ad absurdum.
Great rehigious works have been writien through the ages by members of disparate faiths,
R Soloveitchih's substanttie arguments regarding intertuith dralogue appear in Part I of
the ¢ssav 1o which | now twrn In that section he advances three Jdifferent types of

and Rabbi Soloveitchik tumselt read many ol themy  Indeed. he was intluenced by many
arguments that are interworven throughout the discussion (1) a_philosophic ar t

of them—and not just on the levet that be describes as cultural, a level where even
secular thinkers can “enjov and chensh™ rehigious insights - To make matters worse, he
about the nature and ftmits of human communtcation, (2) a_doctrinal_srgument that
assumes tathiul Catholies are bound by specttic theological clims regarding Jews and

says that the individual “encounter between God and man™ cannot even be communicated
to another individual in the same tanh communuy - Thus, theological discussion among
Judaism when engaging i mtertaith dulogue, and 13) 2 istoncal argument based on
Jewish attitudes conditioned by the pantul historical experiences that Jews endured

Jews would also be impossible  Second, the much-guoted footnote that Dr. Komn
their troubled relations with the Church
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q-:scnh:s as “the assumed Achilles heel™ of “Controntation” attirming that to the man of
taith the so-called secular order 1s also sacred underscores the artificiabity of any sharp
division between theological and non-theological matters

Great_thinkers do _not_wnite tansparent nwosepse  They do sometimes engage in
rhetorical hyperbole, and the more obvious 1t s that the hiteral understanding of a
hyperbolic assertion cannot be intended. the more an author has the right to rely on the
reader o understand this But one must also be caretul not to denude the rhetoric of all
meaning, to the point where 1t says something 50 remosved trom its presumed intent that
the tormulation misses the pornt enuirely

Readers of R Solovenchik have claimed that this po;nm_u_m@_hc_re;t.b[&] First and
foremost, R Soloseichik spent Dy entire Tife teaching Yorah and_hafghfuir—Judaism’s
divine fogos. His conception of God's sord assumes it s logical and communicable to

tinite humans In the tradition of Mamonides7[7] we shall see that he believed that the
Torah of God can be taught notonly to Jews but also to Chrishans

et me begin by conceding that Rabbt Soloveitchik was

5 ot entirely_unconcemed DY residua
\ logie At Jow e . Suee . hot_cn = I
Ll('lfdlll_g to his \)):l\l._ |r(X .“f),u':( ;_\.. :_ElLJh'.uJ )Q‘\JL‘\\. can _no_more_successtully bt polemve D o 2y notes that "
o bl . . ; he term debate at one potnt. and | agree that the term is

»')”\ -h nll»l “.up. > I rehe 2 . DS. A ‘ b“hln|‘an .

.\" licale By [ehlous Sxporienie jo . eveahing It_is_also_clear that Rabbi Soloveitchik

Cheistians s tost famous and perhaps most personal theological conlession, “The N . L——*h———"“rr"

[onchy M I Fauth™ delinvered t terfath aud St John's Catholi ssumed that he was dealing. even on the eve of Nostra
v Mar . vas deli ere . stfarth audience >umt -

O o e, SLisachsets 8(8] 1n that udierice at St MRS Sl Jeiate. with a thoroughly supersessionist Lathoticism

Seminan in Brighton, Massachusetts 8[8] in that work. he takes up the generic human <Hse BNt ns e 1 omcmn—TT\'s’B‘:\i

oblem ol mterpel ommunicatl rd concludes that Ade Ve we . V= .
problem of mterpersonal communication and concludes hat Adain and Eve were able to | canmot agree that the full mtent of "Confront
communicate with cich other because they tormed a universal covenantal commumty "

exhausted by depicling .as a.Asamung aginst_¢ngaging 1o old-1as joned disputation
First of all. Jews du crd such 2 warming ’S,meﬁmumm n

with God—uwell before there was any tdea of a particular covenant that separated Jews
1TOIM gentiles . S
1963 and 1964 That she call Yor-dialogue was nol framed 10 disput 1| terms. lndeed,

us. the preliminary

{he tinalareument of his critics notes that R Soloveichik read Christian aod hetssedox
Jewsh philusophers and theologians TIe was deeply mﬂmp Scholagtics, Duns
Seotim, Foant. ScRTmermacher. Scheler. Kierkagaard, Beérgson. Barth and Otto among
others 9[9] His language and philosophy clearly indicate that these thinkers helped shape
his experience of Avdushuh (holiness). reshuvah (repentance) and the teature of his

rehgious hife How then could R Soloveichik claim in “Confrontation” that.lews. and
Christig Lalk to cach other about the faith expenence an h
; ; il T course 1 is a truism that subjective

| behieve that these cnitiguss are unfounded R Soloverchik’s dismissal ol religious
dialogue 35 absurd dues not_reter 1o the pers 3 Wy praal or
roTutation ot faith As an exstentialist who helieved that the deepest yearnings and
satistactions of human ife were not mtetlectual, R Solovertchih mamtained that the
foundations of Jewish taith were lovated in the experienee of the Jewish people, in the

traditions of our patrarchs and in the passtonal hie of individual Jews AWhat wag absyrd
; : swriptural anahvsis or togical deduction

to him was any atternpt af ratiop R
To prove or disprove taith Perhaps this 18 why he frequenthy tatked of Ki

rwclm

More 1o the point of “Conlrontation.
refute the Taith of another 15 hostile
casity Mmahes clear that R Suleyeitchih’s prinan objectivn —on bath logical
grounds—wis 10 doctromal_dispritution between Tstans and Jews (eparding-the
vahdity of Judanm e the (it Chrstian-Jewish debates |mwm_g\xm_&hg
Church_lrony Medievdt unes onward  This Conchusion 1y strengthened by the hst of
topies “deemed improper o dulogue that appearcd in the 1900 statement tormulated by

erhega,

“any terfaith discusston that utilized arguments to
and dishonest, not merehy logieally contused.  The

R Soloreitchik and adopted by the RCA [Lis no accadent that the Vst consists of the vgry
auts th ot alie sputauons 1 1[11]
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But 11, 1n fact, there 1s no dntinction, tor the man of tath, between the secular apd the
SGored order, then how can we presciibe cooperation about secylae but noababayt sacred
matters S sl dungl wuh chuschrepresentatiyes o

discyys nuclear ws SOy 3 A “sevular” = . Qghodox Jew
L’v:cghxs 1t out of the dicusston” He can. b suppose cnumerate s posttion on those

questions and rehsd (o discuss his reasons foe hotding those postwions But s that
feasible” People have a night o know why | hold the position 1 do and | can only tell
them by explanmyg iy Laith, my obedienee to the watten and oral Torah and the methods
of exegesis | use to mterpret these authoritative ety It 1s simpiv not possible to sphit a
Jew nto two. demanding of hum to keep what 1s mosl unpofint 4bout s veny tdent Bout his veny identity
out_of he Julppue Al Tewish values are witmately rooted v resclation and 1o pretend
Otherwise is 10 plav a charade which will convinee no one The option 1s w hether to 1atk
with Chnstians or not to talk with them 1t we_reluse 1o talk wjth_ them, We can keep

theology and evep thungehe-outol the diglogue 1 se do ol feluse 10 AL asth-them.,
wecannotheep what 1s Inostprecious o us oyt ol the discussion

that is precisely why Rabbi Soloseuchik had to gaytion against 1t
‘text "On the Attitude of Catholies toward Non-Christians and especially toward Jews”
distributed at the second session of the Counctl on No ember 8. 1963 declared that “since
the Church has so much of a common patrimony with the synagogue. this Holy Synod
intends in every way to promote and further mutual know ledge and esteem obtained by
theological studics and fratemal discussions” (Arthur Gibert. The Vatican Council and
the Jews. p. 262) Third ~Rabbi-Soloveschik wwvdm_gun}aucr_m_mmfallh
representatives of the thmmanwaLub\nmuu fuemany years atler Naoswe-detare
By 1 Lﬁz_n_ﬁ@mmwmmmmwwmﬁmww
dl‘sEulanon. that the parties were not ¢ngaging in medieval polemics about Isaiah 33 or
the ratipmaliiy_of the weamatian_And et Rabby Soloveuishik. on the swhole. held-totrls
guidelings. The entire thrust of “Confrontation™’s insprrational rhetoric about the private

This. [ think. 15 the real thrust of R Soloverichik’'s posiion Ot course many ¢lements o

1 Cl
blcmh_gc'n Lo iy iduals of the same faith, cannot mean that ng the ! ¢S

possible _1t_means that the deepest levgls ol the fath evperience_are in sible to

Sutsiders. and Rabbi Soloveitchik applies this to a collectne of believers
,_,____—-_«_‘.,.__ED__,____ !
individuals. Thus. as imuch as theological propositions can be convered. as much as even

religious emotrons can be partially expressed. that which ultimgtely commts a person to
God or a faith community to 1ts particular Tefationship_with God semguns essentiathy

rehgious doctrme of the coutent OF [Kligious behief, can be comvesed The assertigntha
the great encounter b;‘&\\umﬁuimulm_mwrug{cawd, apphed in the same

rivate, Teaving not onfv a lonely man of farth buta lonely people of faith—a nauon that
Jubadeos
dwells aione

Since RahbuSnloveutchuk beliey wd that uptrammeled anterfaith dialogue presumes o enter
o that_realm, he declares at out of bounds Even though dialoguc among behievers
El‘hwmmuﬁm religiousdime n ssume 1o gnler that
Inneumost realm,and-sissalue thgpeforoutwerghistesdualdangess 111 am comect,

Ihe most basic seli-mternretation ot Judaisin_ 1t turns out_ss thereloe at siake  True,
Gdamnt v not 2 misstonan rebigion We do nat believe it 1o be God's wall that ajl of
hamamiy become Jewnh Gennles who lead o basicalls moral hite have a place in the
world 1o come But s dovs notmean that Judaisim 1s 1nditterent to the tate ol non-
Jewnh humaniy  The C&Tion of Lrael has as as purpose the salvauon of all ol

humantis T gentiles are bound by the Nouchide covenant, how_ate they supposed to

learn about this cone oot eveeptbtough theotogical dutopue with sracl” The Noachde

covenant is not the natura! law that Gentikes are Supposed 10 discover by means of good
thinking 111y 4 set ot commandments tamzzvon ol the God of Israel and must be obeyed,
at feast according toone reading of Mamomides teat, because they are commanded by
God. utherwise obadienee to them s ot himited value But how can Gentiles enter it

retationstig with the God ot Isract except through contact with the people of Israel? The
J Jeed

daty of Btaed s 1o spread Anowledge o The God ol Abraham by woed an and this

annor e TeeampIhad by sdiilideas (F behind ek PRETawally Jnd prétending the gest

ol WorldJGes not exist OF coutse there are dangers 10 dulogue, §mcularl)‘ when
Jewalt Lol 1y weak and mamodews aré in aeve Tight Trom thew God-chosen destiny
But_the_avordance ot all danger 1y not the s on it a_repudiation_ot_lstaets
axsugnment
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Nobody tamiljar with the full range of the Rav's published writings and
fectures can deny that he Tound C hristian thousht helptul iR working
lﬂd_twL_HM ideas. It is simply impossiBle to Tollow hifm
without considering his appreciation and critique of Kierhegaard, Otto
.\.‘chclcr. Newman. Barth, Brunner. and Nicbuhr among others, |He diﬂ'.crcd
Irom ather contemporary rabbinic authoritics not only in the breadth and
depth ol his itellectual Tife. but also in revealing these pursuits to

the public. 1t is thus impossible to take his p(»sil;\c words about

Christian culiura) and intellectual creativity as mere politeness.

The Rav vividly perecived and articulated the intimacy between God and the

individual and between God and His people. Qe cangot communicate to an
outsider. without distortion and objectitication. the secret life of
lmmcm. any more than a refine person would
"dialogue” explicitly with friends and acgquaintances about his most
intimate family relations. Olten. as with human love, precisely the unique
gestures and turns ot phrase that an outsider is Hable to dismiss as
isignilicant are those that dety paraphrase and explanation. Modesty is
not only a matter ol external garb. 1t 1s a reticence about exposing human
and communal singularity, Though some may find 1t ronic that the Rav
could present this ortentation in the language ol Kierkegaard and Barth,
his tormulations are rooted in the traditional halakhic conception of

Torah as part of a sacred covenant between God and Israel for which the
conjugal image is a suitable metaphor. The Rav would probably have liked

Auden's line: "Orthodoxy iy reticence.”

All this may sound absurd 1o those for whom the theological singularity of
Jewish existence and Torah is at best an intellectual formula rather than
avivid. pervasive experience. and it is alien to a compulsively talkative
culture that sees reticence as an obstacle to overcome. Clearly there are |
situations when speaking of private matters to outsiders. or | ic, is
vulgar and dégrading. Yeteven relined people sometimes allow friends and
acquaintances, themselves excluded from their lonely communion, some
micasure of access to their intimate lives. Suchattempts at communjcation.
however inadequate. are often dignificd and valuable uns‘_l isel ul. The fully

"orthodox.” who have internalized the Rav's attitude to Torah and Jewish
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reminders sonstraints. Policy. however, requires veneral guideli
Though no rigid set of guidelines can prescribe the appropriate behavior
and auancEtarevery case.the Ray undertook 1o provide them. .
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the may have had hide chowe given his awdience) People heught up aa fath

commurities leamn to_adapt their togical facihyes toohe teticls o dhaes fokion. o the
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Rabbs Solovertchih charges that gitempty to upderstund the mner logsc of another faith are -
“absurd * This harsh word v preked apart bﬂ:m\?nnmrmmm 1S
"incoherent * Korn cites the tact that Rabbi Soloy erteink A 33T Imenanh sudiences
and Jid Believe that expressions ar taith could be articulated. proxamaliy it not exactly
D Korn then clamy that, "What was absurd to him was ‘ulc'mp( at ranonat
demonstration, scriptural anaivsis or Jogical deduction 1o prove or disprove fanh * This
statement. might of Lasker’s observations. fequires further edificauon Can we
conhidently sav that Rabn Solovetchik's word chasee 1s Himied to spheres of logical
deduction o rational demonstration alone™ 1atth 1y sculpted less through doctrine and
dogma than through the nuances of behavior and nitua!. custom and histon The word
absurd may seem: harsh but unegquivocalls communicates what authenticity seems to
d-:m.u?d No, we cangol argagically understand other faiths, nor can ML)MW
inisrtauh dhalogue communicate the truhs o3 felizion with adequagy. We may use the
portals_of history. literature or other scholurstup 10 lean about anaiher rebigion but
diatogue implies wiking 1o and ot ling past or looking over the arutacts of another +
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believe Rabbi Soloveitchik wag right in his
essay. Confrontaiion IRt Lbase 1aken it as my gwdethiongISal To be sure, he used
the word "incommunicable | prefer the word “incommensurable.” This term will be
famihar to readers of the late Sir Isaiah Berlin

The great_fauhs consutute diiferent languages of pcrghﬂv_ll%_imninm
snsibility__They are only partially Tamlalatic o one anviher, _Lhis is
I'he varous Latn- based languages have g In common, as do the
Semitic tongues, ancient and modem. The same applies to rehigions. The Abrahamic
monotheisms are more closely related to one another than they are to the mysticisms o’

the East

Nonetheless, ¢ach is disunct Each has ws own resonances gand puances of mganing

100._and

Another way of approaching it j H According to

Matontdes. muzveh Sewt adum la-Viakom (commands between man and God) require a
blessing Those between persons thein udum fe-ciuverny do not Following a suggestion of Rabb
Yizhah Remes the put it somnewhat ditfereatly, but the point is the same), the reason for the
distingtion 1 that lor commands beneeen the person and God. the essential eiement 18 the
mtentional act peuduiy That intention must be made explicit in the form of a biessing, which
constitutes a mental dedication of the act as one of senvice to God. As for commands between
persons, what 15 ¢ssential 15 not the intentional act but its effect (mphal). thus no declaration of

tent 18 necessan  Jowming together 10 ameli itz

“between_man 2| 15 unatfected by the specy 2 > 1w
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bring us 1o authentic dialogue about our behief systems. And why must w L ntd
The work that Jews, Chnstians and Mushms hay o[ (04 te the worl

Wil Brmg us together_repeatedly 1n consersation Chrsnans may need 10 make
theolograalTspace tor Jews T with them in the work of the world. but that
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cons ersalion 18 largels an internal one and one that 15 gratefutly 1aking place now Mn
have 4 lot to wlk about It thy 0 s cementol u
Wostem socrety aching lor

But At that_enougl 3| ! :
ToTovenchih, we can thank him for provoking Ihis commentary At the same ume, the






