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1] David Singer & Moshe Sokol: “Joseph Soloveitchik: Lonely Man of Faith”, Modern Judaism vol. 2 (1982): 237-238.

“uses Western thought to serve his own (Jewish) theological purposes.  Thus… Halakhic Man is anything but a radical re-interpretation of Judaism in the light of neo-Kantian philosophy. Rather, Soloveitchik latches on to neo-Kantianism as a way of adding to the prestige of the talmudism; he dresses up talmudism in neo-Kantian garb so as to make it more appealing to a modern, secularized audience…  he uses neo-Kantian philosophy as a mere packaging device… For Soloveitchik, then, neo-Kantian philosophy specifically and Western though generally, exist as resource materials to be pressed into the service of Judaism.  It is a matter, so to speak, of presenting the old Jewish wine in new westernized bottles.

2] David Hartman: Love and Terror in the God Encounter, p. 46

“He is not writing for the confused secular person who seeks to find a haven in Judaism.  Halacha is not a refuge for the timid, the frightened and the weary. It is not an island of safety for those who are afraid to feel the intense contradictions and pains of human existence.  Only those capable of loving and feeling intensely, those bold intellectual spirits who do not cower before any authority, whose  minds roam freely without feeling the inhibitions of dogmatic authoritarianism – it is for them that R. Solovetichik writes Halakhic man.

3] Marvin Fox, “The Unity and Structure of Rabbi Joseph B. Solovietchik’s Thorugh,” Tradition 
24:4 (Winter, 1989) p. 46-7 

Another danger to be avoided is posed by interpreters who do not understand the Rav’s language correctly and draw unfounded ocnclusions based on mistranslations of his terminology.  An instructive example is to be found int he article by Singer and Sokol... they address the admittedly important question of the place and function of Western philosophy in the Rav’s thought ....  

The entire charge rests on a misreading and mistranslation. In the text to which the authors refer, Rav Soloveitchik tells us that he has made use of the example of philosophical idealism from Kant to Herman Cohen and his disciples, “כדי לסבר את האזן בנידון איש ההלכה, שאין חכמי הדת רגילין בו”.  The phrase, l’seber et ha’ozen, certainly does not mean ‘to make more palatable.’ There is nothing sinister in athe prhase, nor does it refer to some hidden propagandistic agenda. It is a standard expression which means ‘to make intelligible’ or ‘to maek more readily understandable.’  The rav is simply saying that the concept of ‘halakhic man’ is totally unfamiliar to people schooled exclusively in the standard literature of western religious though. Consequently, in order to make that concept intelligible to readers of that theyp, he has expressed aspects of the typology in the more familiar language of philosophical idealism. H e is not engaged in some kind of vulgar packaging in order tom arket his ideas successfully. He is certainly not concerned to make his views more ‘palatable’ to properly enlightened westernesr. He is just doing what any good teacher or writer does, namely making a body of unfamiliar concepts intelligible to his audience by comparing them to that with which he presumes his audience sis already acquinted. It should be clear that the works of interpretation need to be read with the greatest care and with appropriate caution. Even seemingly scholarly interpreters can milead their readers, especially when they are determined to make the Rav fit into their own preconceinved mold.”

Family Redeemed p. 161

I want you to understand: the Baraita does not speak of father and mother, but of types – father types and mother types.  The real father may have certain characteristics which belong to the mother-type, and the mother may act like a father.  The baraita is speaking of so-called “deyoknaot,” proto-types, archetypes.”

