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The Extra Soul and the Common Heart

Martin S. Cohen

The history of the Havdalah ceremony that marks the end of the 
Sabbath or of a festival is complicated; no one ceremony ever evolved 
to fit all occasions, and different versions of the ceremony are used 
formally to conclude the Sabbath, holidays, and Yom Kippur—with 
even more variations on the theme in play when a festival follows the 
Sabbath or Shabbat follows a festival.1 Indeed, even the correct order 
of the blessings remained under discussion into talmudic times.2 

But although each component of the larger ritual would surely be 
interesting to consider in its own right, I wish here to focus on 
one single part of Havdalah, the use of b’samim. Usually translated 
as “spice” or “spices” (the word is invariably used in the plural in 
Hebrew-language sources, but no text known to me suggests that 
more than one kind of spice was ever requisite or customarily in use), 
the rules laid down regarding its use are interesting in many different 
ways.3 But although all would be worthy topics for scrutiny, I wish to 
narrow my focus in this essay even more dramatically by considering 
one sole aspect of the b’samim ritual: the fact that it, in this regard 
unique, is used only at the end of the Sabbath when it is followed by 
a “regular” weekday and not a festival.4 

 There is, among our classical authors, a certain assumption that 
Shabbat, as it departs from the world on Saturday evening, will 
naturally leave in its wake a sense of wistfulness and melancholy. 
And it is this specific dimension of inner despondency connected 
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with the end of the Sabbath that the sweet savor of the b’samim was 
understood, at least by some, to ameliorate. Consider, for example, 
the simple remark by Maimonides (1135–1204) in the section of 
the Mishneh Torah relating to the Sabbath: “Why do we recite the 
blessing over the spices at the end of Shabbat? Because the soul 
suffers over the departure of the Sabbath, so we attempt to cheer it up 
and to restore it through the use of pleasant scent.”5 Or the comment 
of Rabbi Jacob ben Asher (c. 1269–c.1343), writing in his magnum 
opus, the Arba·ah Turim, when he explains that “one need not exert 
oneself overly to locate usable spices for the ceremony because the 
sole point of reciting the blessing over the spices is to soothe the soul 
that is suffering over the departure of Shabbat.”6  
 Other classical sources attempted to identify more specifically 
the source of this post-Shabbat unhappiness. In two of the shorter 
tractates of the Talmud, for example, we find a tradition preserved 
in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish (also known as Resh 
Lakish) to the effect that on the eve of the Sabbath the blessed 
Holy One endows every individual with a n’shamah y’teirah, literally 
an “extra soul,” only for it to be taken again away as the Sabbath 
departs.7 Although not spelled out in so many words in the talmudic 
text, it is presumably this sudden deprivation of the enhanced soul, 
the “Sabbath soul” as some have called it,8 that awakens the glum 
dejectedness that so many feel as Shabbat ends and the workaday 
week with all its relentless exigencies begins anew.
 Rabbi Shimon anchors his lesson in a verse from Scripture that 
he interprets just a bit fancifully. Exodus 31:17, he notes, justifies 
the obligation to rest on the Sabbath with reference to the story of 
creation: the people Israel are to rest on Shabbat because God made 
the world in six days and then, on the seventh day, shavat va-yinnafash. 
These last two words are clear in context—they unambiguously 
reference the fact that God “ceased [work] and rested” on the seventh 
day—and do not seem to present any sort of lexicographical or 
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etymological puzzle.9 Yet, Resh Lakish takes them as an elliptical 
shorthand of sorts, expanding them to read vai, av’dah nefesh, “Oy, a 
soul has gone lost.”10 

 Did Resh Lakish mean for his words to be taken literally? It would 
certainly be easy to take his midrash as a mere flight of exegetical 
fancy. Rashi himself explains that Resh Lakish’s interpretation was 
simply a lyrical way to describe the enhanced ability to appreciate 
leisure and pleasure that the Sabbath brings to its observers, as well 
as the emotional expansiveness it inspires, and—this is my favorite 
part—the way the Sabbath seems to make people capable of feasting 
and imbibing to an extent that in other contexts would only make 
them sick to their stomachs.11 Other medievals travel down the same 
path.12 And most moderns follow Rashi in this regard as well. A 
popular “Judaism 101” website, for example, references the idea of 
the extra soul but presents it as the “special Sabbath spirit,” by which 
term it presumably means to denote an intangible mood rather than 
a physically existent thing.13 
 The notion of an extra soul—understood in this sense of a  
heightened spiritual awareness—is not unknown outside Jewish 
sources. Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803–1882), America’s greatest 
essayist, wrote extensively about something he called the “over-soul,” 
which he defined as “that Unity…within which every man’s particular 
being...contained and made one with all other; that common heart....”14 

And he was able to explain his idea in words no less arresting today 
than when he wrote them nearly two centuries ago:

We live in succession, in division, in parts, in particles. 
Meantime within man is the soul of the whole; the wise 
silence; the universal beauty, to which every part and particle 
is equally related; the eternal ONE…We see the world piece 
by piece, as the sun, the moon, the animal, the tree; but the 
whole, of which these are the shining parts, is the soul.15 
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Carl Jung knew of this phenomenon as well, but he chose instead 
to call it the “collective psyche” or the “collective unconsciousness,” 
using both terms to reference that part of the psyche that, as the 
common property of all humankind, is the seat not of individualized 
personality but of shared culture, of those foundational elements that 
together constitute human consciousness.16 But I would like to focus 
here on Emerson rather than Jung, and particularly on his essay “The 
Over-Soul.”
 Generally considered to be one of Emerson’s finest works, “The 
Over-Soul” was written in the spring of 1840.17 By reading the essay 
and Emerson’s earlier poem “The World-Soul” together,18 we can 
come up with an American version of the n’shamah y’teirah that not 
only enhances our sense of what the Jewish idea might mean, but 
also provides some insight into the detail that the Jewish version, the 
“extra soul,” is not a permanent feature of the human psyche at all, 
but rather one that visits the individual on a weekly basis as Shabbat 
arrives. In turn, this detail can help illuminate the larger concept of 
the Sabbath itself, including the specific reason it is considered such 
a great boon for those who observe it punctiliously.
 The notion that the divine presence in the world is both individual-
specific and the great unifying factor that makes all humankind into 
each other’s kin derives directly from a comparison of the two creation 
stories with which the Torah opens. Rabbi Joseph Soloveitchik 
famously juxtaposed these two stories in his essay “The Lonely Man 
of Faith,” which was one of the key texts that led me eventually to 
rabbinical school.19 But I would like to propose a different way to 
read the Bible’s opening chapters in each other’s light.
 In the first chapter of Genesis, God creates a world that includes 
human beings among its living creatures and sends them forth with 
the serial commands to reproduce, to “fill up the earth,” to “conquer” 
the planet, and to rule over the fish of the sea, the birds that fly 
through the air, and all land-based creatures. That this story is about 
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the creation of humankind itself and not solely of one man—a detail 
slightly obfuscated in the Hebrew text by the use of the term ha-adam 
to denote humankind—is clear enough. The narrative uses the same 
language, more or less, to describe the creation of a world of flora, 
a world of fauna, and a world of human beings. The unambiguous 
use of plural command forms, also lost in English translation, only 
makes the point clearer. As does the equally unambiguous comment 
that this initial raft of humankind included men and women: in 
the context of the story as told (if not always as read), the words 
zakhar u-n’keivah bara otam (Genesis 1:27) mean specifically that 
humankind was gendered from the beginning, that—pace Plato—
gender was neither the result of a primordial androgyne being split 
in two nor a subsequent development that made people less perfect 
than when God first made them.20 
 It would therefore follow that, at least according to this account 
of creation, the interconnectedness of humankind is a bit of a 
chimera: for all that we all may have the same Creator, the story 
implies that all humans do not have a single primordial ancestor—
and, it therefore follows that they are not each other’s blood relatives. 
Rather, the text instead tells us that God created humankind in the 
divine tzelem, a term explained in the text to be the equivalent of 
the Hebrew d’mut, an unambiguous term that appears many times 
in Scripture and always denotes physical attribute.21 This being the 
case, then, the interconnectedness and essential unity of humankind 
specifically does not rest in the fact that everybody is everybody else’s 
twelve-thousandth cousin, but rather in the fact that all people—
including both women and men—are made in the tzelem and d’mut 
of God.22  The story’s point, therefore, is this: we on earth are all 
descended from the mass of human beings created by God on the 
sixth day of creation week, and moreover we all bear the stamp of 
God’s own appearance. The point here is not about the actual physical 
appearance of any specific human being, then, but rather about the 
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fact that that there is a stamp of divinity that imprints itself on all 
who live and call themselves human; it is the spark of the Divine 
imagined not as energy source but as spiritual overlay.
 The second chapter of Genesis presents a different story of 
creation, one far better known and more widely cited than the first. 
In this story, the interrelatedness of all humanity derives from the 
fact that all people actually are related: all who live on earth are the 
descendants of the same first couple—and thus, at least in biological 
sense, part of each other’s extended family. It follows, therefore, 
that the sense of interconnectedness of all peoples is not a fanciful 
philosophical principle but a simple acknowledgement of how things 
are in the Creator’s created world. In this story, however, the word 
tzelem is notably absent and the term for the divine presence within 
the creation is n’shamah: Scripture states that God fashioned Adam 
of the dust (or perhaps clay) of the earth, and then blew nishmat 
ḥayyim, the life-soul, his anima, into the nostrils of the previously 
lifeless, inanimate body, and made him alive with the spirit of God.23  
Eve, fashioned of Adam, was presumably created with her nishmat 
ḥayyim already in place.
 We are thus left understanding something deep and interesting 
through the juxtaposition and complementarity of these two stories 
that constitute the Torah’s opening tableaus: that humankind is 
related through its common tzelem as well as through its common 
nishmat ḥayyim, through the stamp of divinity that distinguishes 
the human being from all other living things as well as though the 
n’shamah that made clay-Adam alive and which to this day animates 
the human being from its earliest moments of life.
 Eventually, the n’shamah overtook the tzelem in the popular 
imagination as the divine endowment most often associated with 
human spiritual potential. Long, complex sections of the Zohar, for 
example, are devoted entirely to fleshing out the intricacies of the 
soul, including details relating to its internal composition, its origin 
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(or rather, the origin of its constituent elements) within the Godhead, 
its role in the life of the individual it animates, and its eventual fate. 
Indeed, one of the Zohar’s most famous subsections, the one popularly 
called the Saba D’mishpatim, is exclusively concerned with theories 
concerning the nature and destiny of the soul.24 Classic books like the 
Nishmat Ḥayyim of Manasseh ben Israel (1604–1657) or the Nishmat 
Adam of his slightly older contemporary Aharon Shmuel ben Moshe 
Shalom of Kremenitz (d. c. 1620), not to mention later works like 
the magisterial Die Psychologie bei den jüdischen Religionsphilosophen 
des Mittelalters of Saul Horovitz or Woolf Hirsch’s still-useful 
Rabbinic Psychology: Beliefs About the Soul in Rabbinic Literature of the 
Talmudic Period are veritable encyclopedias of rabbinic, philosophic, 
and kabbalistic traditions regarding the soul.25 And this interest has 
persisted over time. At the turn of the millennium, for example, 
Jewish Lights published Rabbi Elie Spitz’s Does the Soul Survive? 
A Jewish Journey to Belief in the Afterlife, Past Lives, and Living with 
Purpose, a treatise about the durable nature of the human soul. And 
that was just a year after Jason Aronson published Rabbi DovBer 
Pinson’s book on a similar theme, Reincarnation and Judaism: The 
Journey of the Soul.26 

 The tzelem, even though it too appears in Scripture to describe 
a divinely-endowed aspect of humanness and is thus a kind of 
counterpart to the nishmat ḥayyim in its sister story, has done less 
well. Nevertheless, it calls to me…and what specifically recommends 
it to me is its easy identification with Emerson’s over-soul.
 I have already cited one passage from Emerson, but here is another 
worth considering:

All goes to show that the soul in man is not an organ, but 
animates and exercises all the organs; is not a function, like 
the power of memory, of calculation, of comparison, but uses 
these as hands and feet; is not a faculty, but a light; is not 
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the intellect or the will, but the master of the intellect or 
the will; is the background of our being, in which they lie—
an immensity not possessed and cannot be possessed. From 
within or from behind, a light shines through us upon things 
and makes us aware that we are nothing, but the light is all.27 

These powerful words resound deeply with me, as does Emerson’s 
insistence later on in his essay that the over-soul is the light in which 
all every human being becomes each other’s equal in the eyes of God:

This energy does not descend into individual life on any 
other condition than entire possession. It comes to the lowly 
and simple; it comes to whomsoever will put off what is 
foreign and proud; it comes as insight; it comes as serenity 
and grandeur. When we see those whom it inhabits, we are 
apprised of new degrees of greatness. From that inspiration 
the man comes back with a changed tone. He does not 
talk with men with an eye to their opinion. He tries them. 
It requires of us to be plain and true. The vain traveler 
attempts to embellish his life by quoting my lord, and the 
prince, and the countess, who thus said or did to him. The 
ambitious vulgar show you their spoons, and brooches, and 
rings, and preserve their cards and compliments. The more 
cultivated, in their account of their own experience, cull out 
the pleasing, poetic circumstance,—the visit to Rome, the 
man of genius they saw, the brilliant friend they know; still 
further on, perhaps, the gorgeous landscape, the mountain 
lights, the mountain thoughts, they enjoyed yesterday,—and 
so seek to throw a romantic color over their life. But the 
soul that ascends to worship the great God is plain and true; 
has no rose-color, no fine friends, no chivalry, no adventures; 
does not want admiration; dwells in the hour that now is, in 
the earnest experience of the common day,—by reason of the 
present moment and the mere trifle having become porous 
to thought, and bibulous of the sea of light.28 
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These are momentous thoughts; Emerson in this essay, and in related 
essays, is basically laying the groundwork for understanding the 
world as a kind of symphony in which the people who inhabit it are 
the notes and God is the great Composer…but the human soul is 
the music itself, the ethereal, real/unreal context in which Creator 
and created meet in a kind of swirling vortex of mutual recognition 
that has the potential to transcend its own natural boundaries to 
become the love commanded by Scripture that humankind bring 
to worship. For Emerson, then, what binds human beings to each 
other is neither the soul qua energy source nor the soul as God’s 
intangible contribution to the palette of features that characterize 
human life at its most able (and thus as the divine source in the 
sublunary world of intelligence and artistry, industry and creativity 
and insight, earned talent and innate skill, sensory perception and 
interpretive acuity), but the soul as divine light that illumines the 
earth. Nor is this an alien idea Emerson dared impose on Scripture: 
it is, in fact, fully in keeping with the perspective found in Genesis, 
where we read that, before anything that is was, what was was the 
light of God’s creative presence illuminating the divine spirit as it 
hovered over the depths. And it is, in fact, precisely this notion that 
enables all people rationally to think of their fellow human beings 
not merely as neighbors or even as cousins descended from common 
ancestors, but as actual siblings: as children of the God, all of them, 
whose light illumines their lives and grants meaning and profundity 
to their days on earth.
 And whose divine tzelem they bear, for this Emersonian over-soul 
is not the nishmat ḥayyim of the second creation story but rather 
the tzelem of the first. It is the tzelem that the Torah itself glosses 
as d’mut, a word derived from a verbal root that denotes similarity 
and kinship, which resists easy translation into English. Perhaps 
the King James Version did best of all when it called the d’mut 
“likeness,” for that encapsulates exactly the right blend of similarity 
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and distinctiveness that the Hebrew word implies without pointing, 
theologically absurdly, at actual physical resemblance. But it is the 
tzelem that marks men and women as children of God and it is that 
specific thing that binds all humankind together, both by virtue of 
their createdness by God and by dint of their common privilege of 
bearing the stamp of God’s watchful reality in the world humankind 
was created to inhabit.
 I would like to propose that we imagine (poetically, if perhaps not 
quite historically) the n’shamah y’teirah specifically not as “another” 
soul that Shabbat offers Israel somewhat in the way an overprotective 
parent might force a child to wear a second overcoat—in effect, an over-
overcoat—on a particularly cold and blustery winter’s day. Rather, I 
suggest that we see it as an enhanced, more-alive-than-usual sense 
of the tzelem that createdness in God imposes on all people. This is 
an unusual reading of Resh Lakish’s midrash, admittedly. And yet it 
resonates with me, and particularly because of the detail—foreign to 
Emerson but embedded in the midrash as taught—that the n’shamah 
y’teirah is specifically not a permanent feature of human life on 
earth, but a recurring gift to the Jewish people that comes along as a 
welcome complement to its observance of the Sabbath.
 The point, according to my reading of the midrash, is not that the 
tzelem is only bestowed upon the men and women of the House of 
Israel. (Indeed, the Torah is crystal clear that the tzelem is a feature of 
humanness, not Jewishness.) But what is God’s weekly gift to Israel 
is an enhanced sense of what it means to bear the tzelem, what it 
means fully to be human, what it means to be called to bear the 
divine simulacrum layered metaphysically over the visible presence in 
the world of both men and women as a kind of incorporeal overlay.
 And it is this enhanced sensitivity to the interconnectedness 
of all humankind that makes palatable the thought that racism, 
xenophobia, chauvinism, imperialism, and prejudice are no less 
than rank repudiations of the common createdness of all in God. 
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That this elevated level of awareness of the ultimate kinship of all 
humankind is elevating, ennobling, and deeply satisfying hardly 
needs to be justified. But neither should it be at all surprising that 
its withdrawal at Sabbath’s end—for all that withdrawal might be 
justified by the fact that the n’shamah y’teirah is a gift that would 
be diminished, not made greater, by constancy in the lives of those 
to whom it is offered—provokes a sense of real and perceptible 
glumness. Indeed, both notions—what its arrival grants and what its 
departure provokes—are suggestive of the great nobility embedded 
in the Jewish soul.
 That tradition devised a simple antidote to the sullen dejectedness 
occasioned by the departure of the over-soul speaks volumes. Surely 
no one will imagine that a whiff of allspice could possibly be pungent 
enough actually to undo the gloom the departing over-soul leaves in 
its wake. But that riddle suggests its own answer: the scent is intended 
not to actually dissolve the gloom, but merely to remind us that what 
we know of the world—and specifically what the weekly visit of the 
n’shamah y’teirah reminds us about the world and its citizens—is not 
lost (or at least not necessarily lost) as the workaday week recommences. 
Indeed, it is in the course of the “regular” week that we are presented 
with the opportunity, again and again, to reach out to those in need, 
to stoop to lift someone bent over by poverty or illness or misery, to 
demonstrate through the kindnesses we bestow on our neighbors and 
the insistence we bring to the search for justice in the world the degree 
to which we feel ourselves truly created in and of God. Traditional 
Sabbath observance hampers us from engaging fully with the world 
on Shabbat. And so the whole point of Shabbat becomes that much 
clearer as we consider that the reason we are visited on Shabbat by 
the world-soul is specifically to remind us of the interconnectedness 
of all humankind so that, when Sabbath yields to workweek, those of 
us bound in covenant to our Creator can devote ourselves to serving 
those in need and whose cries to God we are sensitive enough to 
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hear…and to which cries God commands us to respond generously 
and vigorously. It is in this sense that Shabbat ennobles through its 
rituals and rites, because it is precisely with the arrival of the Sabbath 
soul that we, as human beings, acquire the true sense of ourselves as 
children of God called to the service of God’s creation.
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NOTES

1 Cf. the discussion of the matter by Michael Katz and the late Gershon 
Schwartz in The Observant Life, eds. Martin S. Cohen and Michael Katz (New 
York: Rabbinical Assembly, 2012), pp. 118–121. And see also the essay of Elliot 
Dorff elsewhere in this volume with respect to the differences between the 
different versions of Havdalah.
2 Cf. the passage at B. Berakhot 52b in which, after duly reporting the ancient 
debate between the School of Hillel and the School of Shammai regarding the 
correct order of the blessings that constitute the ceremony, the text concludes 
simply by citing Rabbi Yoḥanan’s observation regarding popular custom in his 
day with respect to the issue at hand.
3 The five most essential rules in their regard are gathered together at S.A. Oraḥ 
Ḥayyim 297. The word b’samim is not invariably used in the plural in classical 
Hebrew; the singular forms, besem and bosem, appear, e.g., at Exodus 30:23.
4 This is not to say that the pronunciation of a blessing over pleasant-smelling 
spices is unique to Havdalah, only that that practice of reciting such a blessing 
during Havdalah is unique to the version pronounced on Saturday evenings. 
See, e.g., Maimonides’ comments at M.T. Hilkhot Berakhot 7:14 (regarding 
the blessing over spices pronounced as part of the Grace after Meals) or 9:1–9 
regarding the obligation in general to recite a blessing upon smelling pleasantly-
scented spices, and the exceptions to that rule.
5 M.T. Hilkhot Shabbat 29:29.
6 A.T. Oraḥ Ḥayyim 297. Presumably the point is that, since the spices speak to 
a human need unrelated to the service of the Divine, they can be skipped if it 
would be overly arduous or complicated to procure them.
7 Resh Lakish’s midrash appears in the Talmud at B. Beitzah 16a and Taanit 
27b, and cf. the reference to the extra soul in the extra-talmudic tractate Sofrim 
17:4, ed. M. Higger (New York: D’vei Rabbanan, 5697 [1936/1937]), p. 301.
8 Cf. the title of Eitan Fishbane’s book, The Sabbath Soul: Mystical Reflections 
on the Transformative Power of Holy Time (Woodstock, VT: Jewish Lights 
Publishing, 2012).
9 Both terms appear in other passages in Scripture that make their meanings 
entirely clear. At Exodus 23:12, for example, a verb derived from the same root 
as shavat appears as the antonym of “doing one’s work,” and v’yinnafeish, a verb 
from the same root as va-yinnafash, appears as the term applied to people that 
is parallel to the Sabbath rest of animals.
10 Rashi spells this out clearly in his comment ad locum in tractate Beitzah, 
s.v. va-yinnafash: “This is being learned midrashically, reading [the words in 
Exodus] to mean ‘Oy, for the soul that now departs.’” Most readers will think of 
oy as a Yiddish term, but it derives directly from biblical Hebrew and appears 
about two dozen times in Scripture to denote anguish.
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11 Rashi to B. Beitzah 16a, s.v. n’shamah y’teirah and to B. Taanit 27b, s.v. n’shamah 
y’teirah, and cf. also the interesting comments of the Tosafot to B. Beitzah 33b, 
s.v. ki havinan bei rav y’hudah, explaining that the specific reason the blessing 
over the spices is omitted when a festival begins on Saturday evening as 
Shabbat concludes is because the feasting that characterizes traditional holiday 
observance itself dissipates the gloom the departure of the n’shamah y’teirah 
naturally induces.
12 Cf. the comment of Isaac ben Moses of Vienna (1200–1270) in his Sefer 
Or Zarua, part 2, §407, or the Meiri (i.e., Rabbi Menaḥem ben Solomon 
[1249–1316]), who rationalizes Rashi’s approach in the introduction to his 
masterwork, the Beit Ha-b’ḥirah commentary on the Talmud, by noting that 
the word y’teirah in the expression n’shamah y’teirah does not mean “extra” at all, 
but merely “enhanced,” just as Rashi taught. For what it’s worth, the holy Shlah 
(that is, Rabbi Isaiah Horowitz [c. 1565–1620], known by the acronym of the 
title of his most famous book, the Sh’nei Luḥot Ha-b’rit), vigorously opposes 
Rashi’s idea that the point of the extra soul is to enable excessive eating and 
drinking (see Sh’nei Luḥot Ha-b’rit [ed. Frankfurt a. O., 1717], p. 247a), but still 
seems supportive of the idea that the n’shamah y’teirah is a poetic designation 
of ability or capacity animated within the Sabbath observer on Shabbat. In his 
commentary to Genesis 2:3, Rabbi Abraham ibn Ezra interprets the “extra soul” 
as having to do with enhanced intellectual ability.
13 See www.jewfaq.org/prayer/havdalah.htm.
14 Emerson, “The Over-Soul” (1841; rpt. in The Spiritual Emerson, ed. David M. 
Robinson [Boston: Beacon Press, 2003]), p. 134.
15 Ibid.
16 Jung described the artist as one who is by definition capable of harnessing 
that part or his or her psychological make-up to produce works of art; cf. his 
Modern Man in Search of a Soul, trans. Cary F. Baynes (1933; rpt. Abingdon 
[U.K.]: Routledge, 2001), p. 176: “We see that he [i.e., the artist] has drawn 
upon the healing and redeeming forces of the collective psyche that underlies 
consciousness with its isolation and its painful errors; that he has penetrated to 
that matrix of life in which all men are embedded, which imparts a common 
rhythm to all human existence and allows the individual to communicate his 
feeling and his striving to mankind as a whole.”
17 Cf. Robert D. Richardson, Jr., Emerson: The Mind on Fire (Berkeley, Los 
Angeles, and London: University of California Press, 1995), p. 334. Emerson 
was also trying to decide whether to buy a cow that month (ibid., p. 332).
18 Emerson’s poem, “The World-Soul,” first published in 1847, appears in the 
author’s Poems (Boston and New York: Houghton, Mifflin, and Cambridge, MA: 
Riverside Press, 1904), pp. 15–19 and in many other editions of Emerson’s poems.
19 Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik’s “The Lonely Man of Faith” first appeared in 
Tradition 7:2 (1965), pp. 5–67, but has been reprinted and republished many 
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times since, most recently in stand-alone volumes by that same title published 
by Doubleday in 1992, Jason Aronson in 1997, Image Books in 2006, and 
Koren Publishers in Jerusalem in 2011.
20 The second story, discussed below, features male Adam as the first person 
and Eve as a secondary creation made “of ” him as a way of dealing both with 
his loneliness and his ultimate need to reproduce if the whole human story is 
ever to get off the ground. Plato’s theory of the primal androgyne is set forth in 
Aristophanes’ speech in The Symposium 190a–193a.
21 The word d’mut appears twenty-five times in the Hebrew Bible, every one 
unambiguously referencing physical appearance. The word tzelem appears 
seventeen times, and its Aramaic equivalent, another seventeen. Most are 
unambiguous references to physical attribute, but the word itself (with its 
obvious assonance with the Hebrew word for “shadow”) suggests at least 
etymologically something less substantive than simple appearance, perhaps 
something more akin to demeanor or bearing. All the Aramaic examples, 
however, reference simple three-dimensional appearance. The comment that 
humankind was created in the divine tzelem appears in Genesis at 1:26, 1:27, 
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22 The point that the interconnectedness of all humankind is a function their 
common createdness in the divine image rather than a mere function of 
consanguinity became a familiar rabbinic trope later on; see, e.g., M. Sanhedrin 4:5.
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forms of the same noun. At its simplest level, the so-called p’shat level of the 
text, the phrase nishmat ḥayyim simply means “the breath of life.”
24 The Saba D’mishpatim is printed in the Zohar at II 94b–114a. A full, annotated 
translation appears in The Zohar, ed. and trans. Daniel C. Matt (Stanford, CA: 
Stanford University Press, 2009), vol. 5, pp. 1–139. Compare this magisterial, 
content-rich, fully arresting material with the arcane, almost byzantine analysis 
of the tzelem, say, in Ḥayyim Vital’s Sha∙ar Ha-hakdamot (Tel Aviv: Eshel, 1961), 
pp. 332–333, to which passage may be compared the parallel material in Vital’s 
Eitz Ḥayyim (1910; rpt. Jerusalem: M’kor Ḥayyim, s.a.), sha∙ar ha-k’lalim, chap. 
5, p. 7d).
25 Saul Horovitz’s book was published in four volumes from 1898 to 1911 by Th. 
Schatzky in Breslau. Woolf Hirsch’s was published in London by E. Goldston 
in 1947.
26 Elie Spitz’s book was published in 2000 by Jewish Lights Publishing in 
Woodstock, Vermont. DovBer Pinson’s book was published in 1999 by Jason 
Aronson in Blue Ridge Summit, Pennsylvania.
27 Emerson, “Over-Soul,” p. 135.
28 Emerson, “Over-Soul,” pp. 145–146.




