Difficult Freedom

happiness tasted in the garden of paradise. It is this idea of
fecundity of time and the positive value of history that Resh Lak
wishes to add to R. Johanan’s opinion.

A few words about the method my commentary has adopted
until now, to which I’m also going to adhere for my following tex
In no way do we wish to exclude from the reading of our texty |

radical enough also to satisfy the deman
of philosophy. It is this rational meaning which has been the objeet
of our research. The laconic formulae, images, allusions and virtugl
‘winks’ through which thought finds expression in the Talmud cay
relase their meaning only if one approaches them from the angle of &
concrete problem or social situation, without worrying about the
apparent anachronisms committed as a result. These can shock onl
the fanatics for historical method, who profess that it js forbidden
nspi ' meaning of all experience and
, before a certain time, are
unpronounceable; but that there are also thoughts which, before g
certain time, are unthinkable,
We begin with the idea that inspired thinking is a thought in '
which everything has been thought, even industrial society and
modern technocracy. It is by beginning with real facts and problems
that these formulae and images (through which these scholars speak
to scholars over the heads of the masses), which are shown to be
more precise, studied and daring than they at first seemed, revea] at
least part of their thought. Without this, Judaism, of which they
make up most of the content, would be reduced to folklore or
anecdotes from Jewish history and would not justify its own
history, nor even be worth continuing. It is not a question of
contesting the value of the historical method and the interesting i
perspectives it opens up; but to remain at the level of this method is g
to transform into incidents and little local histories the truths that
have given life to Judaism. Even jf these truths were determined by
circumstances, conflicts and polemics long since forgotten and
rendered insignificant, the words of the Doctors of Israel fix
categories, intellectual structures that are absolute in thought. This
confidence placed in the wisdom of the wise men is, if you like, a
faith. But this form of faith which we proclaim is the only one that
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ot have to be kept discreetly to or}eself, acting like t:&sic
i '; s professions of faith that echo indiscreetly in every p
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‘ ““; » Contradictor iS not R. lohanan but Rab, Samue S usua
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wutagonist in the Talmud.

Rab said: All the predestined dates [for redemption}ltl;ral\cr:
's'qed and the matter [now] depepds only or1f f;‘epe e

lm.dl go’od deeds. But Samuel maintained: It is sutficien

an . : . .

mourner to keep his [period of ] mourning.

jecti iti iverance
We can see that for Rab, the objective conditions }for deh;rt Gy

' Cca ; -
| Ve come together: history is over. One need not a;ecentury or
‘lml’benomenology of the Spirit and the nineteent peotly &

. : ’
- ize the end of history. It is not that there is no m g
but the iti 1 rance
tmﬁthe objective conditions required for thﬁ' i}ppeea:l g 1 2
Messiah have already materialized in the t 1rnngOOd t;jyeeds; i
- ) nds on repentance and g
. era.Everything depe ane e e

I){")‘:;(r)l?c coming?)s to found at the level of tl.ae tr{dnizdugl {{;nkable
“I(:‘be produced in full self-control. Eve}'yth.mg is a re;io (}i' i
(i | thought; humanity is mature; what is missing 1s g e by
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.0od deeds are efficacious. That is the ’Me;sm' e e
" This stands in contrast to Samuel’s thess. amone, o

5 c

yortance to political realities. Only n}e;;xan%i)r:l o Jmeo
llestructive effects they wreak on a ]r[nora ‘ ld Z,idual eff;rt 2 word,

ani ] not ensue from in !
ianic deliverence can : i i
me;:es ossible only in terms of efficacity and harmo . keeg h}ifs

mi\ dp es Samuel say? — ‘It is sufficient for a mourner ceep his

o 'atd (c))f mourning.’ To understand this sibylline statement,
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must first of all find out who it is who is said to be in mourni
There are three opinions. -
The first states that it is God Who is in mourning. This can

said in another language: objective will, which directs history, iy
mourning. God is in mourning and He has kept His period
mourning — The objective order of things cannot remain eternally
check: it cannot remain eternally in a state of disorder; things
work out, and they will do so objectively. One does not need
wait for the individual effort, whi

drowned in the magnificent and reasonable course of histo
events. The individual effort depends, on the contrary, on
arrangement. The mourner, who suffers because of this differen
humanity - in theological language God, at all events the will th
guides history, torn assunder by its contradictions — will bri
about deliveran

ry and objective arrangement of history is n
only a rationalist demand; as we shall see, it is an opinion absolutel
necessary to religion.

The second conception believes that the mourner js Israel. Isra

1s in mourning. Israel is suffering. This suffering, in the absence
repentance, is the condition for i

brings together Samuel’
tivity of deliverance here postulates, all the same

deliverance. While laying hold of
outside, and so does not place the

of his deliverance, but leaves him only the status of a second cause,

This idea of a suffering distinct from repentance situates the
martyrdom suffered by Israel throughout the terrible years, ag
throughout its whole history, somewhere between life in the strict
sense of the term and the dignity of the victim who, without having
deserved it, suffers absurdly the repercussions of historical neces.
sities. This creates a dignity that is not merited as such,

The third conception belongs to a seventeeth-century commenta-
tor, who figures in the classic editions of the Talmud
Maharsha. His view is that the mourner is indeed Israel,
suffering does not by itself determine deliverance. The
tor is probably shocked by the idea of a redemptio
obtained by the sole effect of suffering and without a
virtue being required, something chat reeks of Christ

the individual, it is received from
individual at the absolute origing

~ namely,
but Israel’s
commenta-
n which is
ny positive
lanity. It 1s
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wificient for a mourner to keep his period of moummg}: suff::llsne%
wiites him to repentance. And it is repentance that

! ll'-\n (lll;l::;nomy of being, therefor_e, §uffering :as af?pe;glal f})ll:::
{ Is not yet moral initiative, but it is throv.;g su egl tg o
liwedom may be aroused. Man receives su l:ru}g, zf i
wifering he emerges as a moral freedqm. T e ;feq Ao s
itervention in salvation becomes reconciled in su _erlngh_ 1 the
wloa that the source of salvation must necessarily lie witl mt an.
Man both receives salvation and is its agent. Samuel, sensitive Sred
wlitical obstacle — that is to say, the outside obgaci;: le'ncoilnC : e
3.\ morality — and calling on aln outside arcst :gt:n}r{lagb e “:;':)rai) i

P ing simple morality, concu )

:l'.: I.'f:::cizg cgme, I;nd ‘the matter now depends only on good
won ks'. .

It is perhaps interesting at this point to relate fn(')]tlhe: p:::a}%ib(i
ihe Talmud, a very beautiful one, which certamly 1 ush ra Sy
radical position but can also act as a fourth reply ;10 the q :
Who is the mourner?’ The mourner is the Messu:i . e v

R. Joshua b. Levi had the good for.tune onel ag. to rglo i
prophet Elijah. Such meetings hapgen in the ta r}rll’u 1;2;‘)"30%' R:
I'he prophet Elijah, as we lfnow, is the Me:ssxa' ‘%Vphen o
|oshua asks him the only interesting question: i
Messiah come?’ The propheF Eh;a},)‘cannot_answ_er,‘ «:}’1s_]‘At o
underling: ‘Go and ask him himself.” “Where is l}e sxttmgh. ~Ache
entrance. He is sitting among the poor leper.s. }{ J%sh ubogdies 2
fiim, and finds him in a veritabl'e court of m;ﬁc es. tieethem s of
these poor wretches are covered in bandages. e{) luq the r’,izing
i rebaﬂgﬁge theﬂ;l- Ijge};arsnor;ourtl?i): alletilr:e lé):mdgages at

¢ Messiah. To treat his sores, he ;
:Enice, as do the others: at any moment he rl::nghtl:;)e }:::1%:31 :ixfgoer; t;::
appear as the Messiah. So instead of untying a th , badagea-
once, he tends each sore separately, uncovering ;_I e Foune
only when he has rebandaged the previous one:i.. leact
delayed by the time it t;l.(es to ierf?l;n;oo}rlliemrr;en dlc:sks- b e

R. Joshua recognizes him, rushes :

thou Jcome, Mastger?’ ‘Todayv’(,/ is tl}:_e a:nszlver’. rl}(;t](f)asll;:? g;t:?l; ;ﬁ
ijah, asking: Was this ‘today’ not > ;
fllxl:;vxx(')sgh‘e'l‘thfiish;: v’vhat hg said to thee, Today, if ye (;1_;1.11 biﬁ;thzs
voice’, a reference to Psalr}rll 95{, verse 7. T}S{ii?i,aﬁn ;gg ;::Ff‘;rs Bm
have here, therefore, 1s a _ :
sal\\)'(;}tliaz)tnvz:nn?)t ensue from the pure virtue of suffering. None the
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ry has been crossed, and every time
completed. The Messiah

everything depends on man. And the suffering of the Messiah and,

consequently, the suffering of humanity which suffers in the
Messiah and the suffering of humanity for whom the Messial
suffers, are not enough to save humanity.

The two theses propounded by Rab and Samuel seem clearer|
they testify to a basi

ic alternative. Either morality — that is to say, the

efforts made by men who are masters of thejr intentions and acty «

will save the world, or else what is needed is an objective event that
surpasses morality and the individual’s good intentions.

Our text then says, in effect, that the discussion between Rab and

Samuel takes up an old debate between Tannaim, which set R,
Eliezer against R. Joshua.

R. Eliezer said: If Israel repent, they will be redeemed; if
not, they will not be redeemed.

Here we are given Rab’s thesis:

R. Joshua said to him: If they do not repent, will they not
be redeemed! But the Holy One, blessed be He, will set up
a king over them, whose decrees shall be as cruel as
Haman’s whereby Israel shall engage in repentance, and he
will thus bring them back to the right path.

Here we can reco
by Maharsha. R.
The phenomenon
of messianism. O

gnize Samuel’s thesis in the interpretation given it
Joshua repudiates the idea of a free deliverance,
of Haman (or Hitler) is placed in the perspective
nly repentance can cause salvation, but objective
events of a political character produce this repentance which is both
a manifestation of human freedom and a product

cause. Samuel’s thesis appears in a form much |
Position, to judge from the version of it which we h
the discussion between the Tannaim. But this is o
Our text reproduces another,
by the collection of teachings
from the Mishnah and compil
end of the second century.

We are confronted by a characteristic passage of the Talmud in

which we have the impression that we are simply witnessing a
combat that trades verses like blows.

of an external
oser to Rab’s
ave just read in

nly one version.
given by the Baraita — that is to say,

of the Tannaim which were excluded

ed by R. Hiyya and R. Oshaia at the
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1 ill be redeemed, as it
i d: If Israel repent, they jmll :
:t.v\l;::;ftze‘;r, Slailetum, ye backsliding 'cbzldren, and I will heal
your backslidings (Jeremiah 3:22).%

is opini i eginnin
[hiis time R. Eliezer supports his opiion wx'thda ve::::ul;ng Wheg
fleturn’. The children of Israel are being invited to A
e .

‘ll §Ic O d (4 essla W’.l come. SalvathIl depends
i

iHiman.

i is i i have sold
id to him: But is it not written, ye ;
‘K(;u]r(::’?;as ;’zr nought; and ye shall be redeemed w;}ttb?g:
ylone (Isaiah 53:3). Ye have sold yoqrsel'ves for nough {08
E:iolat);y' and ye shall be redeemed without money — wit
repentance and good deeds.

: . o of
(uriously, the Tanna identifies selling oneself Wltlcll the vanity o
wolatry and money with repentance and good deeds.

i i nd
R. Eliezer retorts: But is it not written, Return unto me, a
| will return unto you (Malachi 3:7).

ndition for
Ihere is still insistence on the word return, the co
salvation.

i is 1 i that I am master
hua rejoined: But is it not written, !
5’(;(:’],0;0“: ar:d I will take you out of a city, }c:n}d.lt‘;z;)o of a
family, and I will bring you to Zion (Jeremiah 3:14).

R. Joshua seems to forget the start of the verse qqot}:d v&;?;ctl;\n;lig
begins with the word ‘Return’, supporting his 'tllllels:s' y pou, ey
ll(lf:) violence of ‘I will take you’ .and I th rmugm)efm : T
forgetfulness is already an indication that the arg

formal than 1t appears.

R. Eliezer replied: But it is written, In returning and rest
shall ye be saved (Isaiah 30:15).

S S p >
lhe verse {lo“l Ialah a tran lath]l that 1S not 1m OSSIble but

ansiators 10t€ n eac case ave gl en the almu ersion, rather
l]la[l C()llllls.
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doubtful: ‘In returning and rest you shall be saved’. As always, he
subordinating deliverance to repentance.

R. Joshua goes on the attack again:

But is it not written, Thus saith the Lord, the Redeemer of
Israel and his Holy One, to him whom man despiseth, to him
whom the nations abborreth, to a servant of rulers, kings shall
see and arise, princes also shall worship? (Isaiah 49:7).

This is an unconditional promise.
We then get R. Eliezer’s fourth retort:

But is it not written, If thou wilt return, O Israel, saith the
Lord, return unto me? (Jeremiah 4:1).

R. Eliezer reads this with the s
own idea: if you return,
Eliezer once again prove
salvation.

But R. Joshua does not have to sear

ch hard to find another verss
in support of his thesis:

But it is elsewhere written, And I heard the man clothed in
linen, which was upon the waters of the river, when he held
up his right hand and his left hand unto heaven, and swore
by him that liveth for ever that jt shall be for a time, times
and a half; and when he shall have accomplished to scatter

the power of the holy people, all things shall be finished.
(Daniel 12:7).

In this verse R.
deliverance.

And R. Eliezer? R. Eliezer remains silent. This is at first
surprising. Has he run short of verses? The combat between erudite
scholars could have continued indefinitely. Could
have been found which begin with ‘Return’
announcing: ‘I shall none the less save you .
remains silent.

To interpret the stran
must first neglect the
the summarized ar
themselves to whic

Joshua reads the announcement of unconditional

not more verses
» as well as others
..”? But R. Eliezer

ge text I have just been questioning, we
points that initially seem to carry the force of
gument, and we must neglect less the vers

es
h the interlocutors have recourse.
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Ihe first force of the arguments seemed indeed to relsnde ;ix}tit(l)lrel
it that R. Eliezer produced verses which place a moral con iem
w deliverance, whereas R. ]:i')shua located his argument in

; with unconditional deliverance. L
F:':f“i'l.‘:ltake the first argument. R. Eliezer said : Tll}etum, ti};j
bachsliding children, and I will heal your backsliding. he essae(rilica1
words are ‘T will heal’. Man’s backslidings 1§1volve su‘; a rn Heal

srruption that this corruption needs medication, a m; 1cau;r1toof e
snsidered ineffectual without some initial effgrt on the patem e
sk person. For R. Eliezer, if evil corrupts being todtfe ex iy
wedication is required, the cure cannot be obtalllge romorru teci
ik grace. The external act no longer has any ho ol\;f:r :ecl:f - Izvil_
being. Nothing can penetrate a person closed in on ];mh ledyfrom
Mo first of all has to get a grip on hlmsel_f in orde‘r tok ?‘d?a 2d Jrom
witside. Precisely, because evil ;)s not I:t[r’nplznawl;:c ij ;b‘:% g
profound illness in being, it is the sick person w e Jirst ana
sincipal worker of his own healing. This is a unique logic,
',:;::{;tel of the logic of grace. I can save you on con.dmoln thdaitt y(:t;
seturn unto me. The sick person must retain sufficient uc}i ); e
ioturn to the doctor; if he cannot his illness is madrlless -t a(: nl b
wy, the state of one who cannot even spontaneous )}'1 summ n the
doctor. This is the eternal requirement of a thought tl gt }:ggz:iation_
u breaking with the eternal order, a free being in se st t1}3l olation.

However, R. Joshua’s reply emphasizes a reguxrem;x} chat is no
lows eternal. The sin that separates and isolates is baseh'm lllf Y
lapse, and a lapse is open to the outside actlonhof teaci ringm | for R.
e on 2 baCksi\i/;ﬁngl e Sms’icfrolr rI:s.tgoj)nuZna isndifference’of

> a lapse. Moral perver. ’ indiffer
.| :TIT x(xire(.n'lfhis l:fpse is idolatry. For R. Joshua s_]udanlsm, 1t‘1Xs( :;1 :3:
hase of all moral depravity, but on its own it is just a;psi " r
wld yourselves for noggilt’, says Isaiah, and R. Joshua is q
G ht, for idolatry’. . _
Nl(/I\.n i)c};e?l?:z%or;xmitted ag:ii;st man proceeds from a radlczl ev1i.nl(ti;
can be effaced only when hthe f?ffe;dedApa;tf}’er?cfie:sg a};;:t O(;lod d
demands reparation from the offender. An R
womething God takes care of. It is due to lack o eh}l e s
ecisely what R. Joshua replies: Is there not something inte
:lvl Lif)f(i?éu:i& at tge root of a sin that cannot be redzemed k:t); r};:ul;ela);
external intervention anfd req\l'xllrc?sdgo_i)i(‘:l1 a;l}egc}ils; lillrcll t }?:fil bm[:l o
regeneration that comes from the individuals i the fal, broghe
ratuitously) inconsistent lapse not be rede
;‘»l:n(t);:i: Zviih((g)ut expectizg good deeds (money)? Isn’t the human fall
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primarily intellectual and doctrinal? And doesn’t this mean that
Messiah must come through the outside influence of teaching?
‘is why R. Joshua will always be right (just as R. Eliezer will

Beyond the corruption of ‘evil, he perceives an intellectual f|

which can and must be redeemed from outside.
Let us come now to the other arguments. Return unto me, an

will return unto you. Here R. Eliezer

requirement of morality:

me. It is in the name of such freedom ¢
man’s salvation must have its origins in man.

The whole discussion is, as I have already said, curiously oppos
to the Christian logic of grace: a lapse needs external aid, for t
knowledge cannot be self-learned; but sin can be atoned for onl
from within.
What is R. Joshua’s response? This sovereign freedom being p
forward is by no means cut and dried. Doesn’t freedom rest on
preliminary commitment to the being with regard to whom on
puts oneself forward as free? Are not the two free beings, God an
man, like an engaged couple freely deciding to be united, when th
could reject such an option? Are they not tied henceforth by a bond
similar to marriage? It is precisely this image of conjugal union |
which the initiative belongs to one of the spouses that is evoked
the verse quoted by R. Joshua. Is God a partner Whom one accepty
or rejects? Has one not accepted Him even when one rejects Him
Does not freedom in general presuppose a commitment that pra-?
cedes the very rejection of such a commitment? Let us transpose all
this on to the political plane, for example. Has the person wha
rejects the State not been formed for this rejection by the very State
he rejects?

If one of our speakers from the previous conference were here, he
would certainly have protested against R. Joshua’s idea, this cone
testation of freedom, this “if you deny me, it is because you support
me; if you are looking for me, it is because you have already found

me’. His protest would not put him outside of Judaism; he would
find himself agreeing with R. Eliezer.

R. Eliezer’s third argument is:
saved.” Here he once again involve
ism or deliverance: the possibilit
have on us, and of distancing ours
and leisure of being aware, the fre
renewal, the returning,

N g e

‘In returning and rest shall ye be
s an eternal condition of messian-
y of suspending the hold things
elves from them. This is the place
edom of thought. Without it, self-
1s not possible. It is the prerogative of any
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Jinscience as conscienide, assuring us of this renewal and this
stery over our inner destiny. e
,*'jl l(y)shua’s reply is peremptory. V‘Vl}at at};lout th:nssgg?s;th’?
wurker, the underdeveloped nations, ‘him w (l)fm (r)x:lscmusness, L
i .alread}' ﬁ!l?iizdtl'tlte;:iit-if)ns for becoming
N an m(‘)lfe E,;a;eeﬁn(:gl:ilrsll?lrel;:t lthernal intervention in this case
SWilIrc
g i begin from inside, from the
[f moral action must therefore begin | ide, from, T
interval’ of consciousness and medltatlonl, ina co;i:ions ion.a
sreliminary and objective event must fulfil its con s
t . be outside intervention, whether in the shape of the e ox
4: volution or political action, if only to allow men to acce
leisure and self-consciousness. k' bate a
e e e e - s a e
1 . For the first ume, the
lh‘"»ltl:c;l:e;ltl:r rIlietum unto me, and I will return unto fyou(.i -
’ln"l' ) require absolute morality is to require absolute free f)mf.act :
re n(u:s ?he possibility of immorality. What will happen tl}?e -
s rn to God? The Messiah will never come, orl
lell] (li)o nt?:r;:iu over to the wicked and atheist belu?f that it 12
\*V:vcrrfed by chance, and evil will triumph. Mloral‘;tye ;ies(gu:ﬁe
‘.‘iwolute freedom, but within this ;(;ree_dom ther:;1 : :,?1 (},’f e
soibil 1 — that 1s to say, !
'l"‘lmSlbgsl)ts)irbci)lE;n cl)rfn::?l;xall'nrzgxr':l:ll w:)rld is thex?;fore inclucilled ,;nﬁ;}:ﬁ
m:d?tions for morality. It is for this reaso(;l 1t.hat ﬁ;:é](:)sf tl}x; bl
argument consists in l;lrutally ::1fﬁrm:'ln§1 ;::rv : ;zi;‘a e
by a fixed date, whether or not men . B e
is i . Eliezer on this occasion r .
| [}ndod;)l:cfu::hZhil: time the requirements for morahtg reacGhO;
boint | here, in the name of man’s absolute freedom, they. eny Goc
P(;i::tvivs te(: es’ay, the absolute certainty of the defeat of Evil. 'Ie'};:::exj
no immorality without God; without qu mqrahty é:tn:stsg:;ce ved
\gainst immorality. God emerges here in His lﬁurhe e aéven_
distant from all imagery of incarnation, thropgl (t,f Pt "
ture of humanity. God is here the very pcxl'mcxp ebelieve s
10od. If you do not believe this, if you do not | oo
t?ase the Messiah will come, you do not believe in o e
15 to a better understanding of the famous paradqx tha P
l\:vsiltlocome when the world is wholly gullt.y.. Th;i :;aitfetmh:r:v Ly
> consequence of an obvious proposition:
;)l;tsl;::l?llt(::ly plu?lged in sin, the Messiah will come.
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R. Eliezer remains silent, but his argument has not been abandon~
ed. It will be resuscitated in the age of Rab and Samuel. And it is still
alive. Judaism adores its God while remaining acutely aware of all of
atheism’s reasons, or Reason.

The Contradictions of Messianism

The passage concerning the internal contradictions of the messianic
coming, which is also taken from Tractate Sanhedrin (88b), will be
commented on more loosely. I

Here is the start of the text:

Ulla said: Let him [the Messiah] come, but let me not see
him. Rabbah said likewise: Let him come, but let me not see
him. R. Joseph said: Let him come, and may I be worthy of
sitting in the shadow of his ass’s saddle.

Abbaye enquires of Rabbah the reason for such an attitude. The
coming of the Messiah is accompanied by catastrophes; is it this that
causes you fear? But is it not written that the man of good deeds
who studies the Torah will escape the upheavals of the messianic
era? Are you not that good deed, are you not the Torah itself ?

But Rabbah is unsure of being without sin, and unsure of his
future: Jacob had received every promise from God, yet he was
greatly afraid and distressed to face Esau. Was he not afraid that sin
might somehow cause the nullification of God’s promise?

And why did Israel on the flight out of Egypt to the Promised
Land benefit from miracles, when no miracle occurred on the return
to Babylon? Do we not know that miracles were promised for both
circumstances, since in the Song of Moses about the Red Sea, we
read: ‘il thy people, O Lord, pass by [out of Egypt), till the
people pass by whom thou hast purchased [in Babylon]’ (Exodus
15:16). But sin caused the promise not to happen.

The subject is therefore never a pure activity, but is always placed
in question. The subject is not in possession of himself in a relaxed
and unalienable way. He always has more asked of him. The more
just he is, the more harshly is he judged. Can one therefore enter the
messianic state without fear and trembling? The hour of truth is.
fearsome. Can man match the clarity he wishes to call up? Through
the growing demands which it places on the Self and the scruples by
which it lives, does not morality exclude the messianic era in which
things are brought to fruition?
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This text is Pharisaic, but of a kind unknown to the Gbofsp§ls.
Note the precise nature of Rabbah’s reply. He refers to Jaco laci&g
l'sau and Israel’s returning from Babylon, Jacob and Israe . Ir
Israel and All Israel. The nations in revolt are no more sure of their

; n are individuals. o
l..l;;\ftd:}?ere is a second reason for evading the messianic era. F;l
Johanan said likewise: ‘Let him come, and let me not see him.” Res

[Lakish asks:

Why so? Shall we say, because it is written, Af if a man did
flee from a lion, and a bear met him; or went into the hozfse;
and leaned bis band on a wall, and a serpent bit him:?

(Amos, 5:19).

But is this situation more horrible than the era in Whlchlwe. alr}eady
live?> Have we something to lose in the horrors of revolution? :
That is not, then, what R. Johanan fears. Instead, he anguishes

over a verse from Jeremiah:

Ask ye now, and see whether a man doth travail with child?
Wherefore do I see every man with his hands on his loins, a§
a woman in travail, and all faces are t‘urn.ed into Palene?s.
Alas! that day is so great there is none like it (Jeremiah 50:6—

7).

This i that frightens R. Johanan, for he naturally reads it
llnh}lmsislf):s}'l: :r:l;.e ‘Every nglan’ [geber] is not the totahty‘ of man; e;ery
man designates Him who is virility itself [geburah). ‘Every’ is erﬁ
the abverb ‘all’. He who is every man is gll man, all hur.nam.t:y, a
virility. At the end of time God holds His hands on His .101lns', a§
though in labour. Why does He hold His hapds on His ko(xins.
Because at the messianic moment He must sacrl_ﬁce the wicked to
the good. Because in the just act there is still a violence that causes
suffering. Even when the act is reasonable, when the act is just, it
3 ence. '

ln;lxlts leil verse is not finished. R. Iohanan discerns two ?';‘lllfr
partners, those whose faces are turned into paleness. He says: hlls
refers to God’s heavenly family [i.e. the angels] and his earthly

amily [i.e. Israel]’. '

mzll‘lllz [}lleeavenly ]family and the earthly fam'lly are p:ﬂe. Why?
Because they are afraid in case God changes His mind and removes
sanctions. For the family on high, the angels, pure Reason, injustice
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