Chapter 6: Torah and External Wisdom in Rabbi Hutner’s Thought

Rabbi Hutner’s attitude toward “external wisdom” (the term used within the Jewish tradition to denote knowledge from a source other than traditional Jewish literature) is one of the fundamental issues in the study of his thought. A discussion of this issue must address both the question of the level of his secular education and the impact of that education on his thought. It also must address his attitude, both theoretical and practical, toward non-Jewish knowledge and its study. In the previous chapter, I discussed Rabbi Hutner’s secular education and it will be raised again in the following one. In this chapter, I will analyze his attitude toward non-Jewish knowledge. This analysis will help us clarify his practical approach to these studies and understand the traces of general knowledge in his thought.
Rabbi Hutner’s biography reveals his ambivalence toward external wisdom On one hand, he actively engaged with secular learning, primarily autodidactically, and perhaps also within an institutional framework for a short time, and even attempted to establish a Lithuanian-type yeshiva that included academic training in New York.[footnoteRef:1] On the other hand, while he encouraged certain students to pursue secular education, he did not recommend it as a general policy and opposed Yeshiva University (YU) in principle.[footnoteRef:2] In this chapter, I will examine Rabbi Hutner’s approach to external wisdom as it is reflected in his writings. I will first discuss his approach to the question of the relationship between Torah, referring here to the compendium of traditional Jewish literature, and science, referring here to all academic knowledge, and specifically the contradictions between them. Afterward, I will examine his fundamental attitude to external wisdom.	Comment by Hannah Davidson: I added for clarity 	Comment by Hannah Davidson: I added for clarity [1:  See p.? ]  [2:  See p.?
] 

6.1 Each Discipline has a Unique Reality: Rabbi Hutner and the Relationship between Torah and Science
Theological discussions on the subject of the encounter between Torah and the Jewish religion, on the one hand, and science and Western culture, on the other hand, are not a new phenomenon within Jewish theology, especially in the modern period. Shalom Rosenberg has suggested classifying the approaches to the relationship between Torah and science in the following manner: 1) The rejection of science on principle and the consequent indifference to any possible contradiction between it and traditional sources; 2) The attempt to resolve potential contradictions between Torah and science in one of two ways: a) “the delimiting approach” -- whenever there is a contradiction between Torah and science, it must be assumed that an error was made in the process of arriving at the scientific conclusion and therefore the scientific position must be rejected in that specific matter; b) “the interpretive approach” -- any contradiction between Torah and science is an indication that the Torah has not been correctly interpreted in this matter and a new interpretation should be offered. For our purposes here I will refer to both approaches by a general term describing what is common to both: the conciliatory approach. In addition, there is another approach, “the theory of separate domains,” which maintains that Torah and science are domains of knowledge that do not refer to the same subject and therefore cannot contradict each other. Any contradiction between them is therefore illusory. The rejecting approach is exceptional in that it is the only one that denies the fundamental legitimacy of science. The separate domains approach is also exceptional as the only one that does not rest on the assumption that Torah and science are areas of knowledge relating to the same subject and thus capable of contradicting each other.[footnoteRef:3]	Comment by Hannah Davidson: I found an abstract of the article according to which it " analyzes six fundamental positions: the delimiting approach; rigorous separation; the theory of separate domains; the interpretive approach; the dialectic approach; and the transcendental approach." איפה הגישה ה"שוללת"?  [3:  Cof Jewish existence.] 

A significant section of Pachad Yitzchak on Hanukkah is devoted to grappling with the issue of Torah and external wisdom – specifically the contradictions between Torah knowledge and knowledge from a source external to the Torah. Rabbi Hutner’s approach to this issue is one example of the profound influence of Maharal of Prague and his “paradigm of separation” on his thought.[footnoteRef:4] Sorotzkin characterized Maharal’s intellectual effort in this context as an attempt “to create a bifurcated world order that removes from all universal frameworks that which it defines as the most important categories of Jewish existence.” In his opinion, “this removal derives from Maharal’s explicitly Orthodox motivations and the understanding that the integration of the Jewish religion into the universal framework will end by making Judaism obsolete.”[footnoteRef:5] To paraphrase the words of the Sages in the Sayings of the Fathers, if faith is dependent on something, when that something ceases, faith will cease.[footnoteRef:6] If a religious system is associated with any benefit or function (such as providing an understanding of reality, the organization of a political agreement, and so forth) as soon as another agent can fill that function (science, philosophy, and so forth) the religious framework becomes redundant. The very creation of a discourse of validation regarding religiosity creates the possibility of its invalidation. The conciliatory approach, therefore, entails a danger to religion because it allows the possibility that a contradiction will arise between scientific knowledge and religious knowledge for which a satisfying answer will not be found and thus it allows potentially the refutation of religious belief or its radical reformation. Furthermore, when it succeeds in its attempts, this approach is liable to act against its own interest, to create a dependency between religious knowledge and specific scientific knowledge that is liable to be refuted in the future along with the religious belief that was associated with it. Maharal attempted to construct a religious framework completely independent from the physical world and thereby buttressed the religious framework against criticism, refutation, and redundancy. Maharal’s approach, at least as it is formulated in the context of the paradigm of separation, is thus analogous to the theory of separate domains.[footnoteRef:7] [4:  See p.?]  [5:  Sorotzkin, Orthodoxia, 203.]  [6:  See Mishna, Avot, 5/16.
]  [7:  See Rosenberg, Science and Religion, 113-114. But see also Rubin, "Torah, Madda Ve'Safkanut,” 509, 514.] 

This concept helped Maharal to wrestle with two important phenomena of his time, one particular to the Jewish world and the other pertaining to the general culture. The first is the Christian polemic against the Talmud and rabbinic sayings which developed into an internal Jewish discussion about the way to read this literature. The Talmud and other rabbinic sources were attacked as contradicting both scientific knowledge and logic. In contrast to Jewish theologians who adopted the conciliatory approach and struggled to reconcile rabbinic sayings with accepted general knowledge of the time, Maharal argued that a) the basis of the rabbinic sayings is entirely beyond human understanding, b) it is impossible to understand them in their literal sense, and c) rabbinic sayings do not in any way relate to the same subjects as science and logic.[footnoteRef:8] Rather than attempting to refute the criticism directed toward the rabbinic sages, Maharal made it irrelevant.	Comment by Hannah Davidson: כלל אינם מתייחסים לאותן סוגיות.
אותן סוגיות כמו מי?  [8:  Sorotzkin, Orthodoxia, 205-214.] 

The second contemporary phenomenon with which Maharal grappled was the rise of the idea of natural law. Maharal lived at the time of a growing trend to regard political and social laws as grounded in nature. This idea, which began with Aristotle and was developed predominantly in the Middle Ages by Muslim, Christian, and Jewish philosophers and theologians, was based on the principles that desirable legal and social arrangements can be discovered by reason and that positive law must correspond to them. Jewish theologians who adopted this idea attempted to establish that the Torah (or at least part of it) is in fact natural law. They endeavored to give explanations and reasons for the mitzvot in order to demonstrate how they regulate and promote individual and collective existence. Because nature is the same for all people, these thinkers also tended to ascribe universal validity to the political, social, and ethical laws in the Torah. At the beginning of the modern era, more and more legal systems within the state and society were defined as falling under the authority of natural law (as opposed to divine law) and their content changed and developed. As a result, the Torah, understood by many as a political and social law, lost its natural validity and was perceived as outdated and irrelevant. Maharal took the criticism directed at the Torah and presented it as an asset – Torah law is not natural, but rather above nature, and from this derives its absolute and eternal validity.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Sorotzkin, 152-163, 178-189.] 

Although it may seem paradoxical, Maharal’s approach is actually closer to the scientific and philosophical ideas of his time than the approaches of many who attempted to reconcile the Torah with other sources of knowledge. This is because the attempt to reconcile them is liable to entail the rejection of various findings and to subvert the assessment of general knowledge to facilitate this approach. Categorical differentiation, in contrast, allows one to accept ever-changing scientific theories within their own context, without being compelled to doubt them. Thus, according to Sorotzkin, Maharal “accepts the Christian rationale and the hermeneutical forms upon which it rests yet nonetheless rejects this rationale regarding anything related to the definitions of Jewish existence, which he presents as autonomous and beyond any rational, historical, or textual critique.”[footnoteRef:10] Maharal’s approach to a large extent neutralizes both the dangers of the rejection approach, which forces a religious person to deny his own intelligence, the rationality of scientific knowledge, and the empirical successes of the application of scientific knowledge, and the inherent dangers of the conciliatory approach. In this way, Maharal met the specific challenges of his time, and in doing so also succeeded in achieving another far more important goal: “the removal of nature enabled him to reformulate the durability of the Jewish religion in a unique way that repelled any threat that was liable to come, in the present or future, from the ‘universal’ and ‘general’ frameworks.” [footnoteRef:11] [10:  Sorotzkin, 213. But see Schwartz, Tevunah, 202-203.]  [11:  Sorotzkin, 159.] 

This strategy, as well as the motivation behind it, can be discerned in Rabbi Hutner’s treatment of the question of Torah and science. Rabbi Hutner’s thought also revolves around the concept of a dualistic reality, comprised of two dimensions derived one from the other, that meet and combine only in man. His affinity to Maharal is rooted primarily in this dualistic perspective.[footnoteRef:12] Rabbi Hutner even tries to cope with many of the same difficulties with which Maharal grappled and in a similar way. In particular, he addressed an ideological phenomenon that gathered momentum in contemporary academic and popular literature known, especially by its critics, as “scientism.” This term originated in the critique leveled at more radical versions of logical positivism developed by philosophers at the beginning of the twentieth century. However, subsequently, scientism as an ideology entered the public discourse and reached the height of its popularity in the second half of the twentieth century. The scientistic ideas that were widespread at the end of the twentieth century can be categorized in terms of the following claims: scientific knowledge is the only type of knowledge whose validity should be accepted; a reality that can be examined by scientific instruments is the only existing reality; scientific knowledge alone is useful and valuable to human progress in every possible respect; science can solve all human problems and all existential questions and its role is to replace religion in answering these questions.[footnoteRef:13] The scientist ideology, whose presence and influence increased both in academic circles (primarily in its more abridged versions) as well as in popular culture (sometimes in its extended versions) throughout the twentieth century, maintains, at its most basic level, the invalidity of faith, and in its more radical versions, the infeasibility of faith and a religious lifestyle. Either way, scientism moved between challenging the authority of all non-scientific sources of knowledge and completely invalidating these sources, as well as feelings, experiences, and human intuitions.	Comment by Hannah Davidson: Did scientism exist at the time of Maharal?  [12:  See p.?]  [13:  Sorell, Scientism, 1-23; Stenmark, Scientism, 1-17.] 

The modern era saw the refutation of logical proofs for the existence of God, on the one hand, and the decline of the value of tradition on the other hand, both of which were used to prove the validity of religion and faith by theologians in the Middle Ages. In their place, a subjective feeling of certainty and an inner experience of faith became the common justification for maintaining a religious lifestyle in the modern period (one of the later proponents of this approach was Kierkegaard). Scientism challenges the religious world in a new way in that it gives a scientific basis for the invalidation of subjective feeling. Experiences and feelings regarding the existence of something beyond nature are not proof of its existence, but rather of epiphenomena of neural activity deriving from the gap between the immense complexity of the processes taking place in the brain and the conscious ability to perceive them. In this way, scientism challenges the very existence of any transcendental element in man or the world.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  See Shatz, "Is matter all that matters?,” 56-57.] 

Like Maharal, Rabbi Hutner took it upon himself to defend the Talmud and the wisdom of the Torah in general from scientific critique. But the criticism that he contends with is not technical but rather systematic: because the content of the Torah cannot be proved scientifically, even if it is not challenged on a specific point, as an entity it cannot be regarded as authentic, valid, or valuable knowledge. By using the same strategy and line of thought as Maharal, Rabbi Hutner endeavors to turn what is considered a defect of the Torah into an asset.
In one of his discourses in Pachad Yitzchak on Hanukkah, Rabbi Hutner discusses at length the difference between the physical sciences and the Torah. In a lengthy passage, he explains that there are two types of knowledge: (a) knowledge that is affirming or sustaining whose purpose is to preserve reality as it is. This knowledge is connected to external wisdom, whose purpose is to investigate reality as it is; (b) creative knowledge whose purpose is to create a new reality worthy of being lived. This knowledge is connected to the Torah (Pachad Yitzchak on Hanukkah 9/4).[footnoteRef:15] After this discussion, he continues with these words:	Comment by Hannah Davidson: דעת 
Intelligence?  Wisdom?  [15:  See also Pachad Ytizhchak: Yom Hakkipurim, 9/5.] 

ומוכנים אנו עכשיו, לקראת האור השופע מדבריו של הרמב"ן כי אין בחכמת תלמודנו מופת חותך כגון חשבוני התשבורת ונסיוני התכונה. יעו"ש. כי אין זה קול ענות חלושה של חכמת תלמודנו, הזקוקה להתנצלות על חסרון בהירות ההכרעה, ותוקף ההכרח אשר ה"מופת חותך" ממציא לידם של חוקרי התשבורת וחכמי התכונה. אדרבא, זו היא הרבותא הגדולה כי תפארתה וגאותה של חכמת תלמודנו, הוא בשלילת המופת החותך בתחומה. ומהלך הדברים כך הוא. אותה ההבדלה המתקיימת בין ברית נח ובין ברית אברהם, מבדילה היא במלוא חריפותה בין המדע המשתייך להמציאות של ברית נח, ובין החכמה המשתייכת להמציאות של ברית אברהם. כי ברית נח היא ברית השמירה על המציאות הקיימת כפי שהיא עומדת בעינה, ותוכן המדע של המציאות הזו, ענינו הוא לתפוס בכוח השכל, את הניתן להשכיל במציאות הזו הקיימת, כפי שהיא עומדת בעינה. אבל ברית אברהם, אשר תוכנה איננו ענין של שמירה על הקיים, אלא ענין של יצירת מציאות חדשה, ממילא בהתאם לזה גם תוכן המדע המשתייך לברית זו אינו ענין של חקירת מציאות קיימת, אלא חקירת הדרכים והכוחות הפועלים במהלך היצירה של המציאות החדשה, העומדת להתקיים בעתיד של אחרית הימים. וכאן אנו נוגעים בעוקצו של ענין ה"מופת חותך." כי הלא המופת החותך של כל מדע, לקוח הוא מן המציאות שאותו מדע דן עליה וחוקר אותה. מדע ומדע ומציאות שלו. וכל מדע מתפרנס הוא מן המציאות שלו, ומשיג מתוכה את המופת-חותך הנצרך לו לפי עניינו. וכל זה לא שייך אלא במדע המתיחס למציאות של הוה. אבל חכמת תלמודנו הנושאת את נפשה ליצירת מציאות-של-עתיד, הרי מופקעת היא בעצם מן המושג של "מופת חותך.” המבחן היחידי בחכמת תלמודנו שיהיה בבחינת מופת חותך, גנוז הוא במציאות העתידה של אחרית הימים. וממילא, לעת עתה אי אפשר שיהא בחכמת תלמודנו מופת חותך. באופן כי חסרון ה"מופת-חותך" בחכמת תלמודנו, היא גאותה ותפארתה של חכמת תלמודנו. כי אלמלא היתה בחכמת תלמודנו "היכי-תמצי" של מופת חותך, כי אז היתה חכמת תלמודנו הופכת להיות חכמה-חוקרת-מציאות, במוקם היותה חכמה-יוצרת-מציאות. וחכמת תלמודנו בתור מדע חוקר מציאות – זה הוא דבר הסותר את עצמו. כשם שלא ייתכן שהאות על תחיית המתים תהא אות הקשת, ממש כמו כן לא ייתכן "היכי-תמצי" של מופת חותך בחכמת תלמודנו (שם, ה. ההדגשה אינה במקור).
The Torah is the “science” that creates reality; it pertains to a renewed, future reality and therefore cannot possibly be provable from within the current reality. If it were provable, its advantage would be lost. Rabbi Hutner does not attempt to refute the criticism leveled at the Torah. He does not attempt to show that it is possible to prove its validity and he does not attack the premise that knowledge should be provable in order to be valid. Instead, he conceives the Torah as a different category of knowledge, knowledge that does not relate to reality as it is revealed to man and cannot be proven from within that reality. The criticism leveled at the Torah is not incorrect – it is just irrelevant.
There is an entire area of human activity that can be neither deduced, proven, or, consequently, refuted, by understanding the natural world. The Torah is not knowledge that provides an answer to questions involving an understanding of reality. It is the source for understanding the purpose of the world, a purpose that cannot be perceived by contemplating reality itself, and it is an instrument for the realization of this purpose. In other words, the Torah is an ideal and a call to act according to this ideal. An investigation of reality cannot reveal which ideal should be pursued. The scientist ideology in its more extreme and popular versions maintains that science has the power to solve all human problems and existential questions, including the question “what should be?” However, this question, like Hume’s famous comment on the is/ought problem, is dependent on values from a different source, especially when the subject under discussion is not a realistic plan for the future but a vision that assumes the possibility of the renewal of reality in apocalyptic proportions. According to Rabbi Hutner, knowledge concerning reality as it should exist cannot, by definition, be considered scientific knowledge. If the Torah were provable that would indicate that it cannot teach us how the world should be, only how it currently exists, and therefore, “"מעלתה היתה אובדת ממנה.[footnoteRef:16] Rabbi Hutner, similar to Maharal in the context of his separation paradigm, and in keeping with the separate domains approach, maintains that Torah and science belong to different categories of knowledge. [16:  See also Kaplan, "Implicit Theology,” 105-106 Fn 7.] 

The most conspicuous area in which Rabbi Hutner applies this approach while wrestling with scientist ideology and materialist outlooks is the question of determinism, which he identified as the most serious heresy of his time, the outer limit of these viewpoints.[footnoteRef:17] In Rabbi Hutner’s time, the determinist outlook extended beyond academic debate and had clear political and social ramifications. For example, subversion of the traditional concepts of law and punishment laid the foundation for the diminished responsibility of criminals for their deeds and the reduction in the punishment meted to them.[footnoteRef:18] Rabbi Hutner addressed this issue explicitly in one instance: "כל מה שנתבטל מוראה של מלכות בתקופתנו, היינו משום שהכניסו את הכפירה בכוח הבחירה ברשות המשפט." [footnoteRef:19] [17:  See p.?]  [18:  Most famously in the case of Leopold and Loeb, two college students who abducted and murdered a 14-year-old boy in 1924. Their attorney, Clarence Darrow, argued for the mitigation of their sentence by claiming that their actions should be attribured to psychologically deterministic factors. See Kane, Free Will, 70. ]  [19:  Pachad Yitzchak: Igrot Uketavim, 43.] 


In the twentieth century, a critical change occurred within the dynamic of the question of free will. Until then, deterministic ideas rested upon philosophical or theological determinism. In the course of the twentieth century, new scientific disciplines, including neuroscience, evolutionary biology, and cognitive psychology, contributed to the belief it can be empirically proven that human choices are the product of necessary chemical-biological processes. The sensation of freedom of choice is an epiphenomenon of these processes, nothing more than an illusion within human consciousness, which cannot grasp the processes occurring in the brain because of their complexity. A person feels that he is deliberating, agonizing, weighing every possibility, and justifying every decision; but this is merely an illusion. Just as the senses deceive when a person perceives an optical illusion, so does cognitive experience deceive, and just as a person must believe science rather than his eyes which tell him that the moon and the sun are the same size, so he must accept the scientific finding that although he experiences himself choosing, this is not, in fact, the case.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Sompolinsky, " Human Choice"; Schatz, "Free Will.”] 

There is nothing new in the statement that determinism poses a problem for the framework of religious thought. Maimonides wrote that “אילו היה שם דבר שמושך את האדם בעיקר תולדתו לדרך מן הדרכים [...] או למעשה מן המעשים [...] היאך היה מצווה לנו על ידי הנביאים עשה כך ואל תעשה כך [...] ומה מקום היה לכל התורה כולה?"[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Maimonides, The Code of Maimonides, Laws of Repentance, 5/6.] 

As Maimonides’ words reveal, classic determinism undermines one specific element of the religious worldview, the principle of reward and punishment, which is inexplicable without the premise that man can choose. Scientific determinism, however, threatens the belief in the existence of a divine spark in man and thus removes the foundation of the entire religious perspective in all its components.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Not all thinkers sharethis perspective. Some, known as "compatabalists,” argue that determinism does not necessarily contradict the existence of choice.] 

The new scientific determinism sought to establish that the sensation or experience of choice is illusory, a by-product of neural-chemical activity. In one of his apocryphal works, Rabbi Hutner addresses this claim directly. Following the approach described above, he does not dispute the scientific position itself. Like Maharal, he accepts the premises of science and as such even admits that man’s senses can sometimes deceive him and that in these cases scientific thinking should be preferred over them. However, he distinguishes between the correct approach toward human feelings, both in general and regarding the natural world, and the correct approach toward them in the specific context of the world of purpose. In this higher reality, man’s feelings and intuitions, planted within him by God through a mixture of the divine soul and the natural spirit, cannot be denied. In his words:	Comment by JA: As I pointed out in a previous chapter, I do not think you can use apocryphal in this way. You mean works composed by students based on his lectures, correct? 
Perhaps unauthorized/unofficial 
You need to change it throughout. 
מצינו בכמה מקומות שדיני התורה בנויים הם על הופעות הטבע, כפי שהופעות אלו נתפסות בתחושתו של האדם, אע"פ שאין תחושתו של אדם מתאימה למציאות העניינים כפי שהם פועלים בטבע באמת [...] אלא שבמקום שאנשי המדע גוזרים על עניינים אלו שהחושים כוזבים ומכזבים, ("senses are misleading") כשאנו עומדים בתחום הקדשים, כפי שהיא כתובה בתורה, אי אפשר לנו לדלג על תחושת האדם. שהרי גם תחושה מוטעית נוצרה על ידי יוצר האדם. ועל כרחך שבבחינה ידועה יש מקום לתמונה של העובדות, כפי שהם מצטיירים בנפשו של אדם. ולקושטא דמילתא [מבחינת האמת] זה היא הטעם שהרמב"ם לא מונה את עיקר הבחירה בהלכות יסודי-התורה. דאין הרמב"ם מכניס לכלל הי"ג עיקרים את עיקר הבחירה, מפני שבתחושת האדם הטבעית נמצאת העובדא של חירות האדם בהחלטותיו בצורה של ודאות גמורה. אלא שאדרבא הכופרים בבחירה הם הם הכופרים שצריכים להניח שתחושתו של אדם מכזבת, ואין לסמוך עליה. ובכללם של הי"ג עיקרים שמנה הרמב"ם אינם נמצאים רק עניינים כאלה שאין להם מקום בתפיסת החושים. אבל בעיקר הבחירה, הרי נהפוך היא, כי דוקא אלו הכופרים בה הם הם האומרים שהחוש הוא מכזב. ועל כן אין מקומה של הבחירה בין הי"ג עיקרים.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Pachad Yitzchak: Sefer Hazikaron, p. 395-396.] 

The scientific outlook is not wrong in principle. Using the tools at its disposal, it reached the only possible logical conclusion, that there is no free will, and it can do nothing other than deny the human experience. This mistake is the result not of faulty thinking but of the under-development of the supernatural dimension of reality that can explain the discrepancy between what man experiences directly and what he is capable of grasping indirectly in the form of scientific proof. The advocates of scientific determinism are correct in saying that in regard to anything pertaining to the human brain a person does not choose, and in regard to anything pertaining to nature alone, the senses are liable to deceive us. However, free will is not a natural matter and does not pertain to the human brain alone. The rules are decided by the scientists; however, there are exceptions to these rules when we enter the domain of the separate according to Maharal’s conception, or the domain of holiness in Rabbi Hutner’s language.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Some philosophers base their argument for the existence of free will on a similar notion of the "sense of freedom.” See Nelkin, “The sense of Freedom.”] 

Rabbi Hutner’s approach, based on Maharal’s separation paradigm, falls under the category of the separate domains approach. Its default position is that non-Torah knowledge is correct regarding everything that falls under its own category – the natural world. However, as it approaches the realm of the world of purpose, it lacks access to relevant knowledge and therefore cannot but arrive at false conclusions. Only the Torah can complete the picture and present the highest level, which science lacks.
6.2 The “Prevention of Supremacy”: Rabbi Hutner’s Approach to the Study of External Wisdom
Having examined Rabbi Hutner’s theoretical position on external wisdom, we will now examine his approach to its study. In accordance with his dualistic, neutral position, Rabbi Hutner believed in principle that Torah and external wisdom both belong to the revelation of God’s will and that therefore external wisdom has fundamental legitimacy, "חכמה הרי היא התעסקות בחקירת רצון השם,” כתב, "וממילא יש כאן נקודת-מגע של דרך משותפת, מכיון שגם חוקי הטבע וגם חוקי התורה גילוי רצונו של מקום הם" (פחד יצחק, חנוכה, ד/ו).. Not only is the study of external wisdom legitimate, but it also has the potential to fulfill the purpose of Torah study.
Nonetheless, Rabbi Hutner believed that the people of Israel’s relationship to the “power of wisdom unique to Greece” was dual: "מחדא [!] גיסא חושך על פני תהום זו יון המחשיכה עיניהם של ישראל; ומאידך גיסא, אין כתבי הקודש נכתבים בשום לשון, כי אם בשפת יונית שנאמר יפת אלהים ליפת וישכון באהלי שם, יפיפותו של יפת באהלי שם" (שם, ג). The study of external wisdom contains both potential and danger.
To understand Rabbi Hutner’s approach to external wisdom, we will examine the sixth discourse of Pachad Yitzchak on Hanukkah in which Rabbi Hutner discusses the connection between wisdom and pleasure. As he often does, Rabbi Hutner makes a distinction along the lines of an aspect of something in contrast to its essence (similar to the philosophical distinction between an incidental and an essential aspect). In every other area, pleasure is usually something that accompanies an action. However, in intellectual attainment, the pleasure and the action are one and the same. One is not possible without the other. Intellectual attainment is achieved by the power of pleasure and thus is dependent upon it. From this is deduced the obligation to study Torah specifically in a place that one’s heart desires: "חפץ הלב הכרעה היא רק בתלמוד תורה. משום דמצות תלמודה של תורה מתקיימת היא בכחה של ההשגה וההשכלה. וכל תוספת תענוג בשעת השגה – הרי היא ממילא תוספת השגה" (פחד יצחק, חנוכה ו/יא-יב).[footnoteRef:25] [25:  See p. 153?] 

After concluding that pleasure is the crucial element in Torah study, Rabbi Hutner turns to explaining why academic disciplines not related to Torah are called “external” disciplines. On the face of it, the adjective “external” indicates that these fields of knowledge lie beyond a defined framework. Rabbi Hutner, in contrast, suggests a more fundamental explanation of this term, connected to the dualistic structure of reality. We have seen in the framework of Rabbi Hutner’s thought various conceptualizations of this dualism. One of these is the distinction between the body of the world and the purpose of the world, a relationship that he also characterizes by the concepts of inside and outside, in reference to the difference between the two revelations of God’s will – the ten sayings with which the world was created and the ten commandments with which the Torah was given: "פנימיות תוכנן של עשרת המאמרות הן עשרת הדברות." (פחד יצחק, חנוכה, ד/ד). [footnoteRef:26] According to this reasoning, Rabbi Hutner explains why fields of knowledge not derived from the Torah are called “external wisdom.” In his words: [26:  See p.?] 

חכמת הטבע היא בודאי חכמת החוקים של רצון השם שנתגלו לנו בעשרה מאמרות, אבל מכיון שחכמה זו איננה רק חכמת רצון השם שנתגלה לנו על ידי מתן-הכרח, הרי היא חכמה חיצונית לגבי חכמת התורה אשר היא חכמת רצון השם שנתגלה לנו על ידי מתן-חירות. זה הוא מובנו של הענין אשר בלשון חכמים קרואים הם כל החכמות, מלבד חכמת התורה, חכמות חיצוניות. מפני שפנימיות תכנן של עשרת המאמרות, הן עשרת הדברות (פחד יצחק, חנוכה, ו/יג).
Fields of knowledge that relate to the natural world belong to the body of the world, to the outer façade of reality while the Torah belongs to the purpose of the world and the inner aspect of reality. Therefore, they are called the external sciences. After this observation Rabbi Hutner returns to his discussion of pleasure, this time in light of the distinction between inner and outer. He wrote:
הואיל ולמדנו [...] כי השגה של חכמה מבלי תענוג הוא דבר הסותר את עצמו, הרי בעל כרחך אתה למד כי אותה ההבדלה שאנו מבדילים בין חכמה חיצונית ובין חכמה פנימית, יש לה נקודה מקבילה גם בכח התענוג. כי לעולם אין בחכמה מה שאין בתענוג. ואם בגוף החכמה יש מקום לחיצוניות ופנימיות, הרי שגם התענוג המחיה את החכמה מתחלק הוא לתענוג חיצוני ולתענוג פנימי. וציור החלוקה הזאת בענינו של כח התענוג הוא כמו שאנו רואים בעניני העולם, כי תענוג העסק באמצעים הוא תענוג חיצוני לגבי תענוג העסק בתכלית. אדם הבונה לו היכל לשבתו, הרי גם גוף הבנין תענוג הוא לו. אלא שמכל מקום תענוג זה חיצוני לגבי תענוג של הדירה עצמה. עיקר ההבדל בין התענוג החיצוני ובין התענוג הפנימי אינו במידת התוקף שלו; עיקר ההבדל הוא בסגולת ההדבקה אשר בו. סגולת ההדבקה אשר בכח התענוג החיצוני היא כמעט כאין וכאפס לגבי איתניות ההדבקה אשר בסגולתו של התענוג הפנימי להדביק את הנפש (שם, יד).
The connection between wisdom and pleasure is so close that “wisdom has nothing that pleasure does not also have.” If wisdom has both inner and outer aspects, so does pleasure. Rabbi Hutner compares the difference between extrinsic and intrinsic pleasure to the pleasure of engaging in means in contrast to the pleasure of engaging in purpose. The comparison is clear: the body of the world and the external sciences pertaining to it are means toward achieving the purpose of the world, to which the Torah belongs. Engagement in both – external sciences and the Torah – involves pleasure, but these are two different types of pleasure. The difference between them is not quantitative -- in both cases, the pleasure is supposed to be great. The difference is qualitative, and it is expressed in a special ability to cleave to the soul. Intrinsic pleasure, in contrast to extrinsic pleasure, has a special ability to adhere very strongly to the soul.	Comment by Hannah Davidson: סגולת ההדבקה בנפש
I am not sure what this means in either language. I don't think the English reader will understand either. 
After discussing the difference between the two types of pleasure, Rabbi Hutner moves on to the matter that occupies him in this discourse -- the fear of equating external studies and the Torah:
העמדת חכמת התורה בשורה אחת עם שאר סוגי ההשכלות הנמצאים בעולם [...] מכוונת היא בעיקרה לסרוסו של כח התענוג. דהיינו, שאותו התענוג הפנימי של השגת חכמת התורה עם סגולת ההדבקה אשר בו, ינתן ויתמשך ויתעצם עם השגתה של חכמה חיצונית (שם, טו).
To summarize our discussion so far: The achievement of wisdom depends upon pleasure. Wisdom, like reality, can be divided into two categories: inner wisdom, which is Torah, pertaining to the purpose of creation, and external wisdom, pertaining to the body of reality, which is the means to attaining its purpose. Pleasure, like wisdom, can be divided into intrinsic and extrinsic, whereby the difference between them is in the special ability to adhere. The danger in equating the status of the Torah with that of external wisdom is that the pleasure that accompanies the attainment of external wisdom will have to be of the type that is unique to the Torah -- intrinsic pleasure with its special ability to adhere.
What is really under discussion here? Who is Rabbi Hutner reacting to? What is bothering him? What is the meaning of the difference between extrinsic and intrinsic pleasure and why does one have a greater capacity than the other to cleave to the soul? In previous chapters, I characterized Rabbi Hutner’s thought as focused on a search for meaning. Oneg, in his thought, is a code name for ontological security and the assurance that meaning has existence. Against this background, we must understand the difference, in the context of study, between engaging in means and engaging in purpose and the difference between extrinsic and intrinsic pleasure. Using the terminology of Nicholas Maxwell, the difference is rooted in the distinction between knowledge-inquiry and wisdom-inquiry. Anything that can be known falls under the category of knowledge. Wisdom is knowledge of a certain kind, connected to the endeavor to discover what is valuable in life and to attain, acknowledge, and realize it. [footnoteRef:27] [27:  Maxwell, From knowledge to wisdom; Maxwell, "From knowledge to wisdom.”] 

Regarding our current discussion, wisdom-inquiry has existential meaning, while knowledge-inquiry brings man knowledge and understanding of purely intellectual or instrumental significance. The acquisition of intellectual or instrumental knowledge is likely to be accompanied by great enjoyment, but not to the same degree as the discovery of knowledge relevant to the meaning of life or satisfying the human longing for value. This is how Rabbi Hutner perceived the difference between extrinsic and intrinsic pleasure. We can call this the difference between the pleasure of gratification and the pleasure of oneg in Rabbi Hutner’s terminology, in other words, the joy of feeling the meaning of existence. From this it is clear why intrinsic pleasure has a much stronger capacity for firm adhesion than extrinsic pleasure -- knowledge with existential meaning is knowledge that a person adheres to with all his might.
Rabbi Hutner endeavors to strongly compartmentalize external wisdom and the Torah. The former has intellectual and instrumental meaning while the latter possesses existential meaning. However, Rabbi Hutner is well aware that the sciences lay claim not only to knowledge, but also to wisdom, and that for many people they are perceived as having existential meaning. Herein lies his fear: the replacement of the Torah with the external sciences as the source of existential meaning for those who study it. This is how he summarizes the message of the discourse under discussion here:
לנו אשר זכינו להיות בין המשתדלים באורייתא, חיונית היא ביותר הידיעה, כי בשמנו של נר חנוכה גנוזים הם בשבילנו כחות התאמצות בשמירת הגבול אשר בין חכמת התורה ובין שאר עניני שכל, וכחות שמירת התענוג הפנימי שבנפש לבל יפסל ביציאה לחוץ של החכמה החיצונית, וישאר סגור בטהרתו להשתדלות ויגיעה בחכמתה של תורה. יהיו לך לבדך, ואין לזרים אתך (פחד יצחק, חנוכה, ו/יח).
It is necessary to preserve the intrinsic pleasure "לבל יפסל ביציאה לחוץ" precisely because, from Rabbi Hutner’s perspective, there is a great danger. It is important to accurately define the fear that he expresses. The basis of the opposition within Orthodox society to learning the sciences rests primarily upon two reasons: the neglect of the Torah – the fact that this enterprise comes at the expense of activity appropriate for a Jew; and the fear of heresy -- the fear that the student will confront content that will undermine his faith and lead him to eventually abandon it. The possibility of heresy also underlies the fear expressed by Rabbi Hutner, but not because the encounter is liable to undermine the student’s faith. Rather, the fear is because it is liable to present to him an alternative source of existential meaning.
Rabbi Hutner fears not only the failure of the model of combining religious and secular studies but also its success, because presenting the study of external sciences as having religious value is liable to divert focus from Torah study. This fear emerges in the ninth discourse in Pachad Yitzchak on Hanukkah. In the previous section, we discussed the central point of this discourse, the difference between science and Torah, expressed in the conclusion that science is a discipline that investigates reality while the Torah is a discipline that creates reality. This discourse opens with a reference to a law regarding blessings: “The Rabbis have taught: one who sees the sages of Israel says: ‘Blessed is he who bequeathed his wisdom to those who fear Him’. He who sees non-Jewish wise men says: ‘Blessed is he who gave his wisdom to flesh and blood’.” (Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Brachot 58a). Rabbi Hutner wrote:
הרואה חכם מחכמי ישראל מברך ברוך שחלק מחכמתו ליראיו. ורואה חכם מחכמי האומות מברך ברוך שנתן מחכמתו לבשר ודם. נראה להדיא כי ההבדל בין שתי הברכות הוא בסוג החכמה. כי על חכם בחכמת התורה שייך לומר "שחלק," ועל חכם בחכמת הטבע שייך לומר "שנתן.” אלא שבברייתא ניתוסף עוד תנאי, שהחכם בחכמת התורה יהיה מישראל, והחכם בחכמת הטבע יהיה מאומות העולם. והנה מציאותה של חכמת התורה אצל אחד מאומות העולם – אינה נכנסת בחשבון כלל. ופשוט הוא שאין מציאות זו מחייבת כלום. דמורשה קהילת יעקב כתיב. אבל לעומת זאת, למדנו מכאן חידוש גדול לאידך גיסא, דאם אחד מישראל הוא חכם בחכמת הטבע, אין מציאותו מחייבת כלום. ואין כאן מקום לברכה כל עיקר. ואף על פי שחכמת הטבע מצד עצמה מחייבת היא בברכה, מכל מקום אם בעליה של חכמה זו, הרי הם מישראל, הרי הבעלים מפקיעים את עניין הברכה מחכמתם (פחד יצחק, חנוכה, ט/ב).
Rabbi Hutner asks why one does not recite a blessing on seeing a Jewish man who is a great scientist, despite the fact that great scientific wisdom in itself warrants a blessing. He presents his question as one that emerges from the source he is discussing. However, careful reading reveals that this is not necessarily so. In a characteristic manner, Rabbi Hutner constructs an exegetical argument beginning with the presentation of the most common or straightforward assumption and then reveals that in fact there is another or additional factor. However, in this case, the assumption is not at all straightforward, but rather quite loaded. Rabbi Hutner presents a simple premise: on the surface, the reading of the text demonstrates that the type of wisdom, Torah or science, is the reason for the difference between the wording of the blessings, “he bequeathed his wisdom to those that fear Him,” in contrast to “he gave his wisdom to flesh and blood,” whereas an exact reading demonstrates that not only the type of wisdom but also the identity of the scholar, Jew or gentile, is relevant. However, in the source itself there is no indication that the type of wisdom is a factor in the formulation of the wording of the blessing. On the contrary, the simple reading is that the identity of the wise man is the decisive factor in the differences in wording, while the type of wisdom is irrelevant. Ostensibly, if one sees two scholars of exactly the same field of study, the only difference being that one is a Jew and the other a gentile, the Jew, should inspire the blessing “he who bequeathed his wisdom to those that fear him” and the gentile, “he who gave wisdom to flesh and blood.” The assumption that a wise Jew is specifically wise in Torah, and a wise gentile is specifically wise in natural sciences is perhaps reasonable, but not necessary, and to a large extent begs the question and distorts the meaning of the blessing from a blessing on a wise man to a blessing on wisdom.[footnoteRef:28] The following conclusion, that only these combinations require a blessing and therefore seeing a Jewish man learned in the physical sciences does not require any blessing, is not at all necessary. The law that Rabbi Hutner is pondering is not the law mentioned in the tannaitic source but rather his own halachic innovation. Rabbi Hutner’s aim becomes apparent at this point: He is trying to validate external wisdom yet at the same time discourage its pursuit. After pointing out that the Torah, as wisdom creating reality, surpasses external wisdom, Rabbi Hutner returns to this halachic problem in order to solve it. He finds the solution by examining a similar law in connection with another blessing, the blessing over spices. In his words: [28:  הדבר אף עולה משתי ברכות מקבילות שמברכים בעת שרואים מלך: על ראיית מלך מישראל מברכים "שחלק מכבודו ליראיו" ועל מלך מאומות העולם מברכים "שנתן מכבודו לבשר ודם.” 
] 

אין מברכים ברכת הריח אלא אם כן היו הבשמים מיוחדים ועומדים לשם הנאת הריח. אם אין הבשמים מיוחדים להנאת הריח, אין מברכים עליהם אפילו אם למעשה נמצא בהם הריח הטוב. הרגשת הריח אינה מחייבת בברכה אלא אם כן עולה הוא הריח ממקור המיוחד לו. לא הריח הטוב מחייב את הברכה, אלא היחוד לאותו הריח. ריח טוב העולה ממקור שאינו מיוחד לו, הרי זה בבחינת טפל. וברכה טעונה עיקר, ואין הטפל כדאי לברכה. והוא הדין והיא המדה בהופעת החכמה. שכלו של אדם מישראל מיוחד הוא לחכמת היצירה של המציאות החדשה. ואם מן השכל הזה עולה היא חכמת החקירה של המציאות הקיימת, הרי זה הופעת החכמה במקום שאינו מיוחד לה. וממילא מציאותה במקום הזה אינה בציור של עיקר, אלא בציור של טפל. וכלל הוא בידינו: אין הטפל כדאי לברכה! – והרי זה דומה ממש לאחד מישראל אשר במקום האמונה שתהא תחיית המתים, הוא מעמיד את האמונה שלא יהא עוד מבול, ומתוך כך הוא רוצה לצאת בברית הקשת במקום בברית המילה (פחד יצחק, חנוכה, ט/ו).
The study of the sciences itself is not bad. On the contrary, it is an endeavor worthy of a blessing. However, for a Jew, the situation is similar to the case of a person who has a rare ability to engage directly in an end goal and yet neglects it for the sake of engaging in the means to the end that anyone is capable of performing. Even if this person engages in the means to the end in an impressive manner, given the context, it would be strange for this to elicit a blessing. This argument is reminiscent of a common explanation for Orthodox opposition to secular studies, the first reason mentioned above, the neglect of Torah study. The study of external wisdom is invalid because it comes at the expense of Torah study. For Rabbi Hutner, this is not because secular studies are without value. They are not a waste of time (or in Orthodox parlance “bitul zman”). Nonetheless, when they become the focus of study at the expense of the Torah, the result, according to his perspective, is a waste of Jewish manpower.
In addition to conceptualizing the relationships of the dualistic components of reality as the body and purpose of the world, Rabbi Hutner also conceptualizes them using the terms “primary” and “secondary,” in the context of the function of wisdom as the ability to distinguish between primary and secondary and to subordinate the latter to the former.[footnoteRef:29] Rabbi Hutner’s discussion of external wisdom in this quotation places it in this context. In general, engagement with the secondary, as part of its transformation into the primary, is an important principle in Rabbi Hutner’s thought. This is the essence of one of the central concepts in his thought: the performance of voluntary acts for the sake of heaven.[footnoteRef:30] He even ascribes to this a higher status than he ascribes to the performance of the commandments because the victory in the war between the sacred and the profane is a higher aspiration than victory in the war between good and evil. All this pertains to the sphere of action. However, in the sphere of wisdom, Rabbi Hutner takes care to emphasize that if a Jew engages in external wisdom, even if his motivation is for the sake of heaven, and it becomes a more significant occupation for him than the Torah, his situation is flawed. This flaw is reflected in that if he were a gentile scholar, his wisdom would have required those who encounter him to recite a blessing, but his case does not require a blessing to be made. In another discourse in Pachad Yitzchak on Hanukkah, Rabbi Hutner again makes this distinction between performing voluntary acts for the sake of heaven in a general context, in contrast to the specific context of wisdom. He wrote there: [29:  See p. 125.]  [30:  See p. 115–118.
] 

הנה מחויבים אנו לחיות את חיי-הרשות שלנו לשם שמים [...] ונמצא דאם האדם חי באיזה חלק מחיי הרשות שלו, בהעדר כונה לשם שמים, הרי זה מבטל חובה זו של "בכל דרכיך דעהו.” כלומר, הפגם הוא בזה שלא הקדיש את החולין שלו. על ידי חסרון ההקדש, נשאר החול בחילוניותו [...אולם] המשתמש בכוח השכל לחפצי הרשות סתם, אין אנו זקוקים לפגמו מצד ביטול חובת "בכל דרכיך דעהו.” אלא שיש פגם ואיסור הנובע מעצם מהותו של כוח השכל. הלא נכתב במקרא "ודברת בם" וגומר, ונאמרה כאן ההלכה שלא יהא עיקר דיבורך אלא בם. כלומר, אין סוף ענינה של מצות תלמוד תורה, הטלת חובה של עצם הלימוד; אלא שסוף ענינה של מצות תלמוד תורה, הוא מניעת צורת עיקר מכל סוג התעסקות של שכל מלבד ההתעסקות בחכמת התורה (פחד יצחק, חנוכה, יא/ג. ההדגשה במקור).
This conceptualization of the commandment to study Torah study as an obligation to prevent the supremacy of any other intellectual endeavor is exceptional and quite convoluted. On the face of it, it could be said that preventing the supremacy of other studies is part of the obligation of Torah study, but not its essence, which is of course the study itself. However, this claim corresponds with Rabbi Hutner’s general approach, expressed in his educational principle that elevating respect for the Torah is a more important goal than increasing the amount of Torah study itself. It also corresponds to his opinion that a person who does not engage much in Torah study yet recognizes its supremacy, is closer to the Torah than a person who studies Torah intensively every day but is more impressed by a rich man than by a Torah scholar.[footnoteRef:31] This also connects to his emphasis that it is vital that Torah study alone will be understood as knowledge having existential meaning accompanied by inner joy.[footnoteRef:32] In his words: [31:  See p. 63.]  [32:  See also Pachad Yitzchak: Igrot Uketavim, 11.] 

גלות יון היא בעיקרה גלות החכמה [...] נקודת המוקד של גלות זו היא קביעות היחס של עיקר וטפל בערכי השכל [...] וכאן הוא הלחץ שחכמת יון לוחצת על חכמת התורה להדביק את תואר העיקריות לחכמת החול [...] העיקריות של חכמה יונית נבנית היא על חורבנה של עיקריות חכמת ישראל (פחד יצחק, חנוכה, טו/ז).
Both aspects of Rabbi Hutner’s dual approach to the study of external wisdom derive essentially from a single source: the value that he ascribes to external wisdom. He perceives it as the source of empowerment for Judaism and the Jew and in certain aspects the revelation of God’s will, yet at the same time, a rival to Judaism. From here derives his own engagement with external wisdom, his ambivalent attitude to the study of external wisdom by his students and yeshiva students in general, and his negative attitude to Jewish ideologies that obligate external studies for everyone without restriction and as a religious value.
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