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Turnstiles

By DAVID BOGNER

When a journal of philosophic thought at-
tempts to address aa issue over which the
more pragmatic sectors of the world hold
sway. there will always arise heated discus-
sions about what is and is not appropriate.
Nevertheless. a situation exists at Yeshiva
University which. along with its secular im-
plications, has a serious effect on the Jewish
fabric of our day to day life.

Not long ago two turnstiles appeared in the
Furman Dining Hall, one at the entrance and
another beyond the cashier. At first people
treated them as oddifies to be joked about and
vaulted. As with mgny new institutions at
Y.U..no explanaul)n was sought or given
and the mmsnns qulcl(ly became a nou-issaé
and then a norm. But acceptance does not ex-
empt something from scrutiny on
moral/religious grounds.

On ‘the surface. the turnstiles seem to
represent a classic example of putting a
stumbling block before the blind. But on
closer inspection {of the issue not the tum-
stiles) it becomes clear that the criteria for
this prohibition are not even remotely involv-
ed. No one will be led unknowingly astray

by these turastiles, and certainly no tran-

sgression should result from their existence.
Granted. a person in a wheelchair would suf-
fer a setback in self-sufficiency. being forc-
ed to ask a friend or stranger to purchase and
deliver his meals. But even the serious foat-
ter of accessibility is not what really intrudes
on the desired Jewish environment. The root
of the problem lies buried in the reason for
the introduction of the tumstiles.
According to cafereria,officials, the un-

checked flow of student traffic in both direc-

tions was causing a serious incidence of theft.
When 1 was informed of this by one of the
senior staff. I felt myself redden with em-
barrassment — not from guilt of course, but
at the thought of the predominantly non-
Jewish cafeteria staff working to prevent the
Yeshiva students from stealing food.

How could such a chilul Hashem be
allowed to exist in our midst? What led these

and Trust

staff bers to the conclusion that
were committinag geneivah? The first ques-
tion is of course rhetorical. The second re-
quites an answer, yet must be left to specula-
tion, Presumably. no one has been caught
red-handed, or at least not in numbers large
enough to warrant such drastic preventive
measures. Perhaps large discrepancies ap-
peared between the food inventory and the
cash register receipts on a regular basis. The
cashiers are trusted employees of many
years' service, so the problem logically rests
with the students.

1 would like to belatedly suggest that the
students are indeed responsible for lhe above-
n.e'mored disciepancy

sugge:ted 1 would even go so far as to par-

tially end the app of the
if the rationale were the following:

Admittedly, the students who use the din-
ing facilities lack some of the finer points of
social behavior. More (o the point, they run
in and out for silverware and condiments.
hurry the cashiers to cash checks, and show
a general lack of concern for the chaos left
in the wake of their line-cutting and rough-
housing. Ican think of many times when the
kind but harried cashiets have had to re-total
an order two or three times in the confusion.

Isn’tit just possible that this kind of chaos
at the height of every meal could be at the
heart of the inventory problem? I dont think
the turnstiles have helped the problem much.
but given the scenario I have just described.
their introduction is a marginally positive
step.

I am dismayed that the University ad-
ministration has allowed this equally plausi-
blc explanation to go unexplared while
allowing the non-Jews who work in the
cafeteria to view us as unworthy of trust. Of
course the point is moot and the damage
done. so it makes little sense to belabor the
issue. | only hope that, in the future, this in-
stitution will not erect stumbling blocks such
ay the turnstiles in our en-going relationship
with "the non-Jews in our midst.

The governing board of Hamevaser

wishes Rabbi Moshe and Judy Bernstein

a hearty mazel tov

on the birth of a son.
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“Dead Pieces Of Bark”

To the Editor: oy
Alan Stadtmauer's article, ‘“‘Open the
Boxes (Hamevaser, Oct. 1986),"" clearly
presents the growing dangers of our
stercotyping of all non-halakhic Jews and
movements. He calls for *‘Developing sen-
sitivity and understanding of our fellow
Jews” through ‘‘readings, classes and per-
sonal contact.”” These sentences should
become the motto of all who are concerned
with the growing chasm within the Jewish
people Unfortunately, this spirit is lacking
ln much of our community as evidenced by
’s tragic . However,
beyond stories and personal views express-
ed in private, such attitudes have crept into
the public arena where they are having, and
potentially will ' have, long-range
ramifications.

An example of such attitudes is the recently
published comments of a well-known Torah
personality in a symposium on the state of
Klal Yisrael (Jewish Action, Sept. 1986). 1
quote: “‘If we want to bring other Jews who
belong to the other ‘branches’ we are not
beholden to give these dead pieces of bark
credence and status.’” I was taken aback.
‘What, I wondered, does Orthodoxy have to
gain by referring to the Conservative and
Reform movements as ‘‘dead pieces of bark*’
in a published forum? Many spiritually seek-
ing and genuinely good people call these

. *“dead pieces of bark™ their home. Where
- is the “*sensitivity and understanding™ we so

desperately need to reach such people?

In fact, these and other comments in this
and other articles emanating from some
quarters of the Torah world seem to clearly
oppose the thrust of the rhetoric condemn-
ing dialogue with Reform and Conservative
which one finds in those very circles! The
argument often advanced is that dialogue im-
plies recognition and legitimization. In any
case we are not concerned that Torah-

commited Jews will be swayed. Rather. we
worry about those ‘‘marginal”’ Jews, the
unaffiliated Jews and the *‘simple’’ Jews who
comprise the bulk of the Reform and Con-
servative movements. These Jews will
receive the impression that there are three
legitimate forms of Judaism. Dialogue will,
some argue, open a Pandora’s box, allow-
ing more Jews to join or solidify their iden-
tification with their movements, thus
strengthening their standing as legitimate in-
terpretations of Judaism. At this stage we
must ask, if we refer to Reform and Conser-
vative as ‘‘dead pieces of bark,” will
marginal and non-observant Jews come run-
ning to Orthodoxy?! Is this really an effec-
tive and responsible strategy for winning the
hearts and minds of the Jewish public at
large? In Israel a commercial in a cam-
paign to prevent auto accidents advises: “ Al
tihye tzodek, tihye chakham — Don't be
right, be smart!”” America, 1986 is not the
Chatam Sofer’s Hungary, 1836. Each situa-
tion requires different methods and ap-
proaches. We should relate realistically and
sensitively to the honest questions of non-
halakhic Jews without viewing all of them
as Abraham Geiger incarnate. This does not
mean we must not be ready to respond
forcefully and unyieldingly if the cir-
warrant it. H , there is a
way and a method of expressing such feel-
ings without engendering possible counter-
productive results. There is the method of
public discourse in the *‘way of peace.” The
Rav shlita’s letter published in Conservative
Judaism in 1956 is one classic example of
such an approach: “‘Be of the disciples of
Aaron — love peace, pursue peace, love your
fellows and bring them close to Torah.” As
Rabbeinu Yonah points out, one cannot
simply tove peace in the abstract, but must
put these ideals into practice — pursue peace
in all one’s endeavors. Thus we may truly
be able to bring all close to Torah.
Nathaniel Helfgot
YC ’85, RIETS '88




RESPONSE!

The Greatest Love Of All

A Zionist Manzfesto

By DAVID LEVINSON

In reading the past issue of Hamevaser,
I sensed a deeply disturbing current of
thought flowing from two essays: Adam Fer-
ziger on Gush Emunim and Robert Klapper
on the American Jews® loyalty dilemma.
Though very different in tocus, both articles
basically quesiion the centrality of Ererz
Yisrael and the nature of Am Yisrael's rela-
tionship to it. Their question reflects the
Jewish community's recent struggle to define
the role of Ererz Yisrael within its value
system. Therefore, this™ issue must be
addressed.

Mr. Ferziger quotes Y. Yuval saying the
idea of the territorial integrity of Eretz
Yisrael is **hazy, pseudo-historical and sen-
timental.”” Let me remind him that. at first,
some of the most outspoken opponents of the
“*Palestine”” Partition Plan were certain
leaders of the Israeli Labor party (whose
heirs today dare not let the words Ereiz
Yisrael escape their lips lest they be called
fascists). Even those who accepted partition
saw the 1948 borders as a temporary com-
promise. Complacency with pre-1967
borders is a recent phenomenon in Jewish
history. Certainly our historical claim to the
land stands on far firmer grounds in Hebron
that it does in Savyon. Ererz Yisrael should
serve as. a rallying point for unity not
divisiveness. for all Jews. religious and non-
religious as it always has (the Techiya party
is a noble exception).

At the risk of entering explosive halakhic
grounds, T -wonld juct comment that Y.
Yuval's charge that Gush Emunim ‘‘has
transformed Halakhah’s humane and morally
sensitive principles™ by demanding that Jews
sacrifice their lives for Eretz Yisrael must be
reevaluated in light of the fact that the mitz-
vah of serrling the land of Israel may very
well have been one of kibush through war.
Though the applicability today of war as a
practical vehicle for accomplishing that mitz-
vah must be questioned, we should realize
that the Torah did sanction mesirut nefesh for
the conquering of Ererz Yisrael. Is Gush
Emunim then, really distorting Halakhah's
humane morality? (Note: Gush Emunim only
supports holding onto what is now securely
in Jewish hands — not going out militarily
to conquer more.)

Certainly, the Torah is humane and moral,
but its absolute morality cannot always be
fully comprehended by human minds. Yet,
we must fry to understand it. If we begin to
understand and feel that the Torah sees Am
Yisrael, the Torah and the land as inex-
tricably bound, then we begin to appreciate
that every piece of Ererz Yisrael which we
relinquish causes a terrible wound in the
Jewish people. Conversely, as Am Yisrael
gains more of its lost land, it slowly heals
and becomes rejuvenated. Perhaps. this is
what led the Ramban (Sefer Hamirzvot No.
227) to compare the mitzvah of Pidyon
Avadim — redeeming an enslaved Jew — to
the liberation of Eretz Yisrael.

Concern was also expressed over the idea
that the settling of Eretz Yisrael is seen by
some as superceding the law of Medinat
Yisrael, that *‘Zionism wins over
democracy.” Necrtheless, every Western
society values conscientious objection and
civil disobedience; the state is not always
supreme, and at times natural and moral law
may have to supercede the man-made law.
Even the radical leftists in Israel implicitly
embraced this concept when they recently an-
nounced their intention to violate Israeli law
by meeting with P.L.O. leaders in Europe.

t nhil (N

1 — shleis hether it be the peo-

Fonunately, ‘Jewish p phy
has a clear view of * naluml law —itis
found in the Torah. The question of whether
mirgvat yishuv Eretz Yisrael would supercede
a contrary injunction by the Israeli govern-
ment, should be dealt with seriously by
Halakhists. The answer may not be as ab-
surd or dangerous as Mr. Ferziger would
have it.

Finally, Mr. Ferziger would have us ask
simplistically: Do we vote for Eretz Yisraelor
Peace? If we “‘humanely’’ cast our vote for
“*peace’" then we are anti-Gush Emunim. But
it is not so simple. Again, if we look to the
Torah, it strongly believes in peace.

ple, the Torah or. the land. Yes,

Gush Emunim is for peace — but its vision ’

of true peace entails holding onto the
geographical soul of Am Yisrael, not by sur-
rendering it.

Many of my comments on Adam Fer-
ziger’s article serve as a basis for a response
to Robert Klapper's piece, in that they
recenter the focus on Eretz Yisrael. Mr.
Klapper speaks of the conflicting loyalties a
Jew faces in his love for America and Israel,
and the impact this has on one’s decision to
make aliyah. I must seriously question what
are those moral and ethical ideals which

That pyramid built of the People,
the Torah, and the Land of Israel
will form a brilliant prism through
which God'’s light will shine unto

the nations of the world

However, the Torah’s concept of peace —
shalom — derives from wholeness —
shleimut. Would we give away half our
Torah for ‘‘peace’’? Why half of Ererz
Yisrael? If we did, the Torah assures that the
peace would be merely an itlusory.

Chazal in Kiddushin 66b explain why the
letter vav in the word shalom is cut in half
in the verse. ‘‘Hineni noten lo et beriti
shalom.”” The cut letter teaches us that a
Kohen who is a baal mum — incomplete
physicalty — cannot perform the Temple ser-
vice. The Berit Shalom comes through com-

America gallantly spreads at home and
abroad? There is democracy and freedom,
but these are not lacking in Israel. Further-
more, America does not spend most of its
time idealistically engaging in the moral
perfection of the world. Certainly, the sex-
ual ‘morality of American society is not
something we or our children should **pledge
allegiance to.”” While we owe a measure of
loyalty and appreciation to America as long
as we choose to live here. America’s in-
fluence on our value system should not be
nearly as strong as Klapper suggests.

Yet. even if Kiapper’s arguments are true,

no conflict need exist for the American Jew
seeking to bring the Mashiach through the
moral improvement of the world. Even if
America contributes to that process, Judaism
posits that the central role of the Jew in
realizing the messianic ideal requires join-
ing his nation in his land (Israel — for those
who may be confused). There, as an organic
national entity, the Jewish people must live
a national life which sanctifies God’s name
through the light of the Torah. That pyramid
built of the People, the Torah, and the land
of Israel will form a brilliant prism through
which God’s light will shine unto the nations
of the world. As God says to Abraham:
*‘Lekh lekha’ — go unto the land of Israel
‘‘Venivrekhu bekha kol mishpechot
haadama.”” Only in the land of Israel can the
Jew effectuate that eschatological perfection
of the world which Mr. Klapper and ali other
faithful Jews seek to achieve. The role of the
Jew is not as an individual missionary in the
exile but as a national example in his fand.

Finally. 1 must vigorously contest Mr.
Kiapper's final conclusion. Reflecting his
confusion of allegiances. he neutralizes the
force of the famous midrash (Eicha 1:29)
which speaks to the Jewish heart: **You shall
find no comfort outside of Ererz Yisrael.”
While Mr. Kiapper concedes this point. he
justifies staying in the exile by claiming that
Jews will feel uncomfortable in Ererz Yisrael
as well, so long as injustice exists in this
world. Yes. we must feel for injustice. but
how can we ever compare the discomfort one
should feel in the Exile with that in Eretz
Yisrael?! The sensitive committed Jew must
qualitatively distinguish between these two
feelings.

In the Exile he is rootless and helpless as
he weeps for the injustice in the world; in
Eretz Yisrael he is at home. And though he
may have occasion to weep. he is neither
helpless nor rootless as he builds towards that
perfection of the world — tikun haolam.

¢ 98By JosBASUIRH
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ssues and Answers
Dealing With Questions From the Right

By ROBERT KLAPPER
Some time ago, I attended a bar mitzvah
at a shteeble in Boro Park. The day was stor-

- my, and as ! walked into shu/ my hatlessness

was accentuated by the water pouring from
my hair. At a back table, some men were
discussing the incompatibility of religion and
modern science; I found a seat in their midst
and began listening and participating. So-
meone mentioned evolution, and another
quickly d d the theory; app Iy, its
description of our ancestors as short primates
with rotten posture contradicted the
Midrach’s assertion that Og of Bashan’s
ankle was some forty-five feet above ground.
My earlier had already bined
with my | lack of headgear to
establish me as both the most scientifically
knowledgeable and most religiously left-
wing participant in the conversation, and at
this juncture my tablemates paused for my
reaction. Waiting with particular interest was
a Hasidic boy in his early teens whose earlier
comments had betrayed a deep hashkafic
curiosity and an even deeper naivete in that
area.

Rabbi Blau once commented to me that
children often ask better questions in
Talmudics than adults, and the same
phenomenon occurs in the realm of theology,

limited by the plethora of i

p
their elders accumulate under the guise of ex- -

perience, they are frequeatly more able to
penetrate to the essence of belief. But unfor-
tunately the ability to ask a question does not
guarantee the presence of an equat capacity
to comprehend its answers, and those-involv-
ed in chinukh and kiruv have long recogniz-
-ed and bemoaned the difficuities involved in
responding to a child’s query. Yei their pro-
blem is one only of method and not of
philosophy, for the ultimate goal they aspire
o and message they wish to convey is in their
eyes unimpeachable; the Modern Orthodox
Jew confi ibyay Ifi
q has no such cl background
against which to evaluate his options. His

il Fand

belief in the value of independent thought -

forces him to respond, but is he to be in-
tolerant of intolerance?

My recent Boro Park experience was by
no means the first time I had faced such a
situation, nor do I expect it to be the last;
my summer job, my shul and even the Y.U.
cafeteria are breeding grounds for such en-
counters. The following analysis is intend-
ed to provide categories of thought as aids
for people confronted by such scenarios. But
it also serves another function; it challenges
those who avoid such situations to reexamine
their level of ent, to ask th 1
why they are afraid. (Whatever recommen-
dations appear represent the author’s feelings
and shouid in no way be regarded as halakhic
statements. )

The most frequent response to youthful
theological questioning is the brush-off,

response from one point of view in that com-
petently used it will satisfy the questioner and
deter him from pursuing *‘dangerous’” trains
of thought. But it risks the querier’s future
theological development; my Hasidic teen
believed that the builders of the Babei Tower
had failed solely because Heaven was so far
away as to be unreachable, perhaps, he said
“‘even ten billion miles up.”” (That is,
somewhere between ourselves and Alpha

Guidelines for the
Modern Orthodox
Jew confronted by
the youthful fun-
damentalist
questioner

Centauri.) Judaism is a complex creed, and
failure to recognize that is in itself a rather
dangerous train of thought.

A third method of response is obscuran-
tism, i.e. talking over the questioner’s head.
This avoids the primary dangers of brushing-
off-and oversimplification by declaring the
existence of a sufficient answer while not
providing a false one. It is, indeed, an idyilic
route — for those who would rather dodge

either in the guise of discreet
or as some variant of ‘“When you get older
you'll understand.’” While this seems an easy
escape route, it is by no means a safe one.
The child who does not receive a satisfying
answer often begins either to doubt its ex-
istence or to formulate his own on the basis
of severely limited information. And too
often we underesti the intel 1
capabilities of our youth; not infrequently our
inability or even unwillingness to explain is
the sole source of .their failure to
comprehend. .

A second popular answering technique is
oversimplification, an extremely safe

blems than deal with them. But all Jews
are responsible for one another, and we have
no right to declare any aspect of anyone’s
spiritual development ‘‘someone else’s
problem.””
Finally, a question can be responded to via
a real response, of which there are four
types. Either the point of view of the child’s
religious milieu can be presented exclusive-
ly, or one’s own views can be, or the two
can be presented together, and lastly one can
present all views. The first of these methods
involves some measure of moral and spiritual
hypocrisy; how can one help promote the
growth of a religious position one is oppos-

.,

1,09

ed to? The second, ironically, is pro-
blematical on the same general grounds, for
by brainwashing with regard to one position,
the Modern Orthodox Jew undermines all
else that he holds dear. ‘

The third and fourth methods, then, seem
the best available, but they are far from
panaceas. In certain cases they may be im-
p ble, and they d d a degree of
faith in one’s position and occasionally also
in one’s listener that is hard to attain and even
harder to justify. Furthermore, the mere
presentation of a contrasting point of view
might forever destroy the theological in-
nocence a child’s parents may believe a vir-
tue and have worked unceasingly to main-
tain. It is one thing to accept responsibility
for one’s own hashkafic decisions, another
thing entirely to make a child bear that load.
And yet, inaction also has repercussions, and
the Torah enjoins us not to pass correctable
error in silence. The proper method of rep-
ly, then, may depend on another factor —
the question.

There are four basic categories of signifi-
cant difficult questions: general

physical, halakhic with broad hashkafi
ramifications, and in regard to the inviolabili-
ty, reliability and authority of both sacred
texts and codified - halakhah. Technical
halakhic questions as well as yes-or-no type
queries about the basic premises of our faith
are of course not at issue here.

In the first category are questions of the
“*Why do bad things happen to good people”
and “‘Can God make a stone . .” varie-
ty. A factor aiding those faced by such
queries is the general lack of any fully
satisfactory answers; at best, one could pre-
sent a collection of partial responses. In fact,
this is probably the easiest case in which to
defend brushing-off;-it is difficult to criticize
someone for not answering when there is no
answer to give. There would seem to be no
obligation to further confuge, and prevention
of a potential future mistake seems at best
a tenuous ground for action. The only solid
justifications for answering would be the
questioner’s obvious refusal to accept less or

the otherwise inevitable acceptance of a
simplistic viewpoint.

But there are other queries in this category,
such as those concerning the purpose of
Judaism and Medinat Yisrael, which do have
complete answers, albeit widely diverging
ones. In the first of these and others like it,
which touch the core of our religion, there
is no justification for not offering one's own
point of view; it is to promete that view and
its ends that one exists. The Medina issue has
its own special difficulties; the type of answer
given must depend on the centrality of the
state in one’s thinking.

The second category contains questions
dealing with such issues as the permissibili-
ty of secular literature, philosophy and rock
music dedicated to non-sexual themes. While
ostensibly halakhic, these queries obvious-
ly are dependent on a theological issue, the
intrinsic value assigned to knowledge. They
are unique in that they cannot be avoided,

- for they require immnediate practical deci-

sions. Answering *‘forbidden’" in contradic-
tion of one’s own beliefs and ac is ob-
viously dishonest and as such easily discar-
dabie as a response, but the reply to **should
17" raises graver difficuities. If the work in
question is insignificant by any standard, then

But if asked whether or not to read or listen
to something one considers valuable, one has
no right to deny to others his own gains. In- .-
deed, if one assigps religious value to all lear-
ning, such denial would be halakhically in-
detensible! (1 am not discussing books con-
taining descriptions of sexual incidents, for
they pose special legal difficulties. Other
technicalities, such as the question’s
previously having been asked personally to
a recognized posek, may also affect the case.)

The final category is that dealing with
recognized sacred texis. With regard to
Talmud the problems are not too severe, as

dations and factual disag have
occurred continually through the centuries.
The historicity of the canon is a most difficult
issue, however, for one is often trapped bet-
ween the Scylla of an aimost indefensible
position and the Charybdis of heresy. I can-
not’suggest any course of action here as the
issue is far from settled within my own mind.
The mutability of hatakhah is an issue which
creates a similar dilemma. Rav Aharon
Lichtenstein, though, has dealt with it well
by pointing. out that halakhah has ample
mechanisms for change; any problems lie not
in‘the system but rather in our failure to ade-
quately use it.

All the above cases dealt with children
from fundamentatist homes; when one deals
with adults or with children having no
previous indoctrination, the obstacles to a full
p ion generally di . Futher-
more, if a person represents the only chance
someone will ever have to consider opinions
other than those in which he has been indoc-
trinated, let him not be afraid ever to speak.
Our theology is fear of God, not of ideas.

1 gave as complete a reply as I was capable
of to the silence around me. Realizing that
this would probably be the only chance that
boy and those men would ever have to hear
a point of view resembling mine, I covered
everything connected with the topic, rang-
ing from midrashic hyperbole to the diverse
methods of interpreting Genesis to the vary-
ing theories of evolution. The Torah is
described as an etz chayim, and knowledge
and debate are what keep it alive. I planted
some seeds that Shabbat; perhaps someday
a tree will grow in Brooklyn.
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Innovative Exegesis
The Rabbznw Art Of Biblical Narrative

By DANIEL FEIT

The overwhelming popularity of an in-
tellectual idea seems, according to common
-perception, to indicate its innovative nature
ana inherent truth. The grassroots, almost
fanatical, fervor which greeted Marxism
demonstrates this phenomenon. In truth
however. such wide acceptance often hides
a theory's inadequacies. For example, Marx-
ism's popufar mandate concealed the dif-
ficulties in translating the intellectual idea in-
to practical reality.

Presently. the theory of biblical literary
criticism enjovs wide support and intellec-
wal popularity. Numerous books and articles
appear, consistently extolling the idea’s pro-
fundity and besieging the reader with
numerous examples of the technique’s ap-
plication. Names like Alter, Fokkelman, and
Sternberg evoke feelings approaching
reverence among many devotees. Yet the
solid wall of support shields two serious dif-
ficulties from view.

The first difficulty inheres in the applica-
tion of literary techniques to a divine book.
When one analyzes an “‘ordinary”” work us-
ing any critical theory, one attains two
distinct objectives: understanding the work
and judging it. By applying a consistent
theory to a literary piece, one gains greater
insight. However, perhaps more important-
ly, one develops a methodology for judging
the merits of the work. Employing a critical

.

'y, of proposing the
quesnon of what place it was and
what, if anything, was the matter with
it.

Fokkelman argues that the anonymity of the

word makom lends greater significance to the

revelation in verse sixteen, where the word
appears again, that this nameless makom ac-

tually rep shaar h

gate of heaven. Upon looking at Rashi’s

commentary on verse eieven, one notices an
analogous interpretation. Rashi, realizing the
ambiguity of the key-word makom, solves the
problem of anonymity by equating the word
hara with the same term nged in the &'nr\l of
the Akedah: *‘Vayar et hamakom
merachok.” By connecting these two literary
key-words, Rashi argues that Jacob has ar-

rived at Har Hamoriah, just as Abraham did.

While the two explanations lack total coin-

cidence, the methodological links are ob-

viously strong.

Robert Alter’s analysis of the Judah-Tamar
story also exposes the methodological con-
nection bewteen the Midrash, classical com-
mentators, and many modern critics. Aler
attempts to demonstrate parallels between the
Joseph story and the Judah-Tamar story. The
tale of Judah and Tamar begins with the
statement: **Vayered Yehuda me’et echav”
— and Judah went down from his brothers.
Alter thematically joins the ideas of Judah
separating from his brothers with Joseph’s

yim — the

How can

one critically

evaluate the work of a divine

Author?

theory enables the reader to determine if the
author remains consistent in theme or im-
agery, if the andlogy used breaks down, or
if the characters are believable. The reader
evaluates the work based on his critical
analysis. With a divine book such an evalua-
tion becomes inappropriate; a divine Author
must necessarily be a perfect author, thereby
invalidating any denigrating evaluation. A
reader can criticize Shakespeare’s sioppy
characterization. a charge that cannot be
levied against a divine Author. Once we limit
application of a critical theory to the realm
of understanding, as opposed to evaluation,
the approach becomes biased in favor of the
author and foses some of its vibrancy and
force.

The second difficulty*undercuts the presup-
posed vibrant originality that both adherents
and detractors grant the theory. In reality,
the Midrash and classical commentators
employed a style strikingly similar to literary
analysis in many of their own interpretations.
Although the Midrash does not exhaust the
analytical possibilities of the text, the basic
midrashic technique is literary. A number of
examples aptly proves this contention. In his
analysis of Genesis 28 (Jacob's ladder
dream), J. P. Fokkelman discusses the repeti-
tion of the word makom in verse eleven:
*“‘Vayifga bamakom vayalen sham ki va
hashemesh, vayikack meavnei hamakom
vayasem merashotav vayishkav bamakom
hahu.’* He writes that since the word appears
three times, it must be

a key-word, which here would have to
serve the -purpose, precisely by its

forced separation. Rashi associated the two
as well, but in a causal relationship; due to
Judah’s role in the sale of Joseph. the
brothers separated from Judah and made him
into a pariah. Alter continues connecting the
two stories by contrasting Jacob’s incon-
solable grief at Joseph's supposed death with
Judah’s pragmatic reaction to the acutal death
of his two sons and his wife. The tale pro-
ceeds with Tamar's deception and the
ultimate denc Alter concludes his,
analysis by comparing Tamar’s statement —

haker na — as she unmasks Judah, with the
terminology used by judah — haker na
(Cienesis 37:32) — as he deceives Jacob
regarding Joseph’s true fate. Similarly,
fudah’s unsuccessful attempt to pay Tamar
with a gedi izim corresponds eerily with the
brother’s use of the blood of a se'ir izim to
misrepresent the circumstances of Joseph's

Judah’s ignorance looms as the ultimate ex-
pression of dramatic irony — *'the spectator
knows something the protagonist doesn't,
and should, know."' With these two objec-
tions, Alter dismisses any clam equating the
Midrash with his own lm-mry appmach
Close inati , invalid:
both of Alter’s distinctions. First, as

disappearance. The Midrash also
the Judah-Tamar and sale of Joseph tales by
comparing the terminology common to both

d d by Rashi’s interp of the
word makom (as discussed earlier), classical
commentaries view the text as one con-

The Midrash employed a style
strikingly similar to literary

analysis

tales:
The Holy One Blessed Be He said to
Judah, ‘‘You deceived your father
with a gedi izim. By your life, Tamar
will deceive you with a gedi izim™". .
The Holy One Blessed Be He said
to Judah, **You said haker na to your
father. By your life, Tamar will say
haker na to you.”
The originality of Alter’s conception regar-
ding a literary reading of the Bible must be
questioned.

Interestingly enough, Alter himself
discusses the Midrash, yet still claims
originality. He attempts to draw two distine-
tions between the midrashic technique and
his own literary approach. First, the authors
of the Midrash did not conceive of the Torah
as one long narrative; they did not concep-
tualize the text “*as a coherent unfolding story
in which the meaning of earlier data is pro-
gressively, even systematically, revealed or
enriched by the addition of subsequent data.™”
Alter argues that the Midrash explicates
specific phrases without establishing the con-
tinvous nature of the text. Second, Alter
questions the Midrash’s dedication to preser-
ving the “literary integrity " of the text due

to its didactic nature. He points out that in
the Midrash relating to the Judah-Tamar
story, God Himself speaks directly to Judah:
God rebukes Judah for his actions, and. con-
sequently the parallels must be explicity
pointed out to Judah so that he can recognize
his wrongs. In a purely literary analysis,
- 14

tinuous narrative. By connecting the Akedah
and Jacob’s ladder-dream, Rashi deepens our
understanding of the nature of Har
Hamoriah. We realize that the place is in-
herently holy and not simpty a mountain ran-
domly selected as the locale for the Akedah.
Rashi does not simply explain the specific
phrase in Genesis 28: he thematically con-
nects two different stories to underscore a
basic truth about a specific place. The
Midrash often adopts an identical approach.
When discussing God's destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrah, the verse relates that the
screams from the city were many — rabah.
The Midrash immediately comments that
God destroyed the Dor Hamabul with water
and Sodom and Gomorrah with fire. We
know that we can equate the two stories
because the verse by Sodom and Gomorrah
says rabah as does the verse by Dor
Hemabu! (Genesis 8:5: “and God saw that
the evil of man was rabah in the land. . .").
By connecting the two stories, the Midrash
calls upon the reader to draw parallels and
distinctions between the episodes. In addi-
tion, such a connection necessarily implies
the continuous nature of the narrative. The
Midrash, not simply explicating one verse.
uses the tales to shed light on each other. It
becomes obvious that Alter’s first distinction
between his literary approach and midrashic
technique is not valid.

Alter’s second distinction rests upon an
assumption regarding midrashic technique.
Atter claims that the midrashic statement that
God talked to Judah implies an actual
dialogue. But, at what point in the story
would such a conversation have occurred?
Would God have made Judah aware of the
ironic parallels during the unfolding drama
with Tamar? Alter, with his literal reading
of the Midrash. must confront these ques-
tions. By reading the Midrash allegorically,
however. one avoids these questions. The
Midrash constructs an imaginary dialogue
between God and Judah to underscore a
didactic point. This didactic message in no
way violates the *literary integrity™" of the
text, since, in alf actuality. the parallels were
never explicitly pointed out to Judah. By con-
necting the two episodes through a literary
analysis, the Midrash grants the reader an
understanding denied to the main pro-
tagonist. Thus. Alter’s second disticntion
lacks validity. Certainly, Alter and other
modern scholars should be acclaimed for
reinvigorating the technique. but the Rabbis
of the Midrash were the true originators of
literary analysis of the Bible.
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By ARIELLA SCHREIBER
The recent Nobel laureate, Elie Weisel,
has often said, ‘‘the term Holocaust was
iven in order to give man a means in which

to grapple intellectually with an event which |

is philisophically ‘inexplicable’.
Silence has become the optimum because of
a fear that words may be misused.” Yet,

be overp tive; others, especi the
silent ones, made an issue of the Holocaust
when they became frustrated. Often, seem-
ingly trivial matters, like ‘‘throwing out a
potato peel,’ gained significance.

The Children
Much as the parents belonged to a

despite the difficulties of expressioin, forty
years have passed and the Holocaust has not
become a dormant issue. Within the last two
years repercussions have been felt in the
political sphere with the election of Kurt
Waldheim as president of Austria and Presi-
dent Reagan's visit to Bitburg. As time pro-
gresses, pushing the Holocaust into the past,
an active movement has developed to both
deny and forget its existence. Judith Miller,
in a recent article ( New York Times
Magazine November 18, 1986) entitled
**Erasing the Past,” claims that the paradox
of remembering and forgening derives from
a single source, namely amnesia, ‘‘a willed
phenomenon coming from [events]
remembered ali too well.”

The dialectic between remembering and
forgetting applies to the realm of the in-
dividual sinner. Survivors fall into two
categories: those who testify and those who
remain silent. Testifiers feel the need to ar-
ticulate thier past, either to remember, re-
mind. or prevent. The silent witnesses
supress the past, feeling that it is either too
painful to remember or an unfair burden to
place on others. For the most part the form

expreseion) has heen the

of avaraccinn (o
of expression (o
velationship between the survivor and his
children. The recent burgeoning of second
generation Holocaust children support
groups ilk that the Holl

for some a living experience. Understanding
the complex relationship between these
children and their parents requires analysis
of the survivor, the child, and the
parent/child relationship.

The Survivor
Dr. William G. Niederthal, a psychologist
who composed one of the first psychologicat
portraits of survivors, describes a *‘survivor

. a similar bond

gnew betweien their children. The first studies

of children of survivors were published in

1966 by Dr. V. Lachoff; Lachoff cites a

direct correlation between the characteristics

of the survivors and their children: *‘It was
—

on them, yet they feel a compulsive need to
fulfill that responsibility.

The Family of Survivers
The complexities of the parent-child roles
and the lack of extended family cause an in-
tensely bonded relauonshlp amongst the sur-

port group for the children. This has created
a means by which the testimonial of the
parents may become an objective issue of
world responsibility instead of a child’s per-
sonal quest for self-knowledge. In addition,

silent parents have an outlet with which they
feel comfortable for their testimony. Trough
their testimony, ihe children fulfill a twofold

vivor family. As a result, ihe parent
the message of a mission to the child:
remembering the past and making it'a living
part of the future. The children feel both a
need and responsibility to know their parems

need: the transmitting of the general history
and the knowledge of an individual past.

Survival and its testimony is more than a
d it is a way of life. A living

past in order to exp the magnitude of
man's potential evil and to prevent it from

almost as if the children had survived the war
themselves.™

synd Sy include nigh

a sense of guilt, anxiety and an uneasiness
with coming to terms with survival. In ad-
dition to the psychological bond -which
creates a survivor community, there are com-
mon feelings experienced by all survivors.
For example, there was a tendency to marry
and have chiidren almost immediately after
the Hol This wasa pulsion to ex-
ternally prove susvival by the perpetuation
of families and the Jewish race. The children
represented both the future and a replacement
of the past.

The child was the survivor’s mission, his
responsibility and his liason between the old
world and the new. Raising a child forced
the survivor to decide how to relate to his
past by forcing him to choose how fo impart
his attitude to the child. The testifier saw the
child as the appendage of the past and ex-
posed the child to it as its messenger. The
silent survivor saw children as new

Ci ty, child of survivors ex-
perienced both reaction and counterreaction
to the Holocaust in its interplay with their
relationship with their parents. Many of the
children felt lonely and deprived because
they lacked an extended family. **We were
different,” one child observed. “We had

recurring.

A problem arises for the child if he lacks
the tools with which to testify. Helen Eps-
tein describes the problem as the *“iron box, "
whose weight increases as the realization of
responsibility grows, while the means
become less and less accessible. The children
of silent parents seem particularly prone to
the “‘iron box’’ syndrome. Love for their

been exposed to war, theological q
evil and suffering before our friends had even

- heard of these concepts.” Many felt stifled

by their parents’ overprotectiveness and *‘by
the biased social beliefs of {their] parents™
regarding Germany and many issues only
distantly related to the war,

The children of silent survivors experienc-
ed additional inner conflicts. Curious about
their parents’ past, yet unable to question,
they tended to vivid imaginings. As they

grew older, many felt a need to speak out

for causes (both Jewish and non-Jewish) in
order to counteract their parents’ silence. An

and shielded them from the burden of his
memories. However, the parents’ silence
was, in the words of one child, ‘‘frustrating,
a silence constantly spoken but never
expressed.””

Children of survivors describe common
characteristics in their upbringing. Many
grew up with an emphasis on the “‘good
life,” i.e. dressing well even when they
could not afford it. Many parents tended to

case was Frank Collins, a Jew who
converted to Christianity and orchestrated the
Nazi march on Skokie.

The portrait of a child of survivors is a
compendiam of conflicting emotions; the
conflict stems not from their parents but the
situation in which they find themselves. They
are angry at their parents for causing them
to feel different, but this anger inspires guilt.
There is rebellion and resentment towards the
inherent responsibility that has been placed

parents Is them to testify, while fear
of hurting the parents prevents them from
probing too deeply into their parents’ past.

As the Holocaust recedes into the past, the
need for testlmony becomes more pressmg
while the w grow prog ly
older. But the issue of survival is not uni-
quely ch istic of the Hol s it is
concomitant with Jewish history. The ques-
tion is, rather, why has a forty year old issue
suddenly become revitalized?

The renewed stress on the Holocaust is a
publicizing of intensely personal issues. As
children of survivors begin to raise their own
famities, they realize the impact their parents
had on their development They also
recognize their hip in a
ty whose members share a common respon-
sibility ti their parents. As the parents grow
older, the “‘iron box’’ syndrome becomes
more pronounced. The children seek to learn
the past so that they might transmit it.

The various second generation organiza-
tions perform two functions; they serve as
a forum for survivor testimony and as a sup-

phenomenon defining the relationship bet-
ween parents and children, it links genera-

_ tions past, present and future.

Elie Wieseli's latest work, The Fifth Son.
epitomizes the experience of the child of the
survivor in 1986:

I have been waiting for years, for cen-
turies, waiting to rediscover my
father, . . [ have attempted to live
their lives by assuming them as my
own. Now my love for my father is
whole . . . Ihave interrogated the
memory of the living and the dead

. [Now I can] finally begin to
live my life — my own.

# FOCUS:Relationships

Where Honor Is Due
The Rebbe/Talmid Relationship At Yeshiva

By ELI CLARK

Aristotle wrote: ‘‘Teachers who educate
children deserve more honor than
parents . . . for the latter provide mere life
while the former ensure a good life.”” Honor
for one’s teacher (in Hebrew, kevod rav)
assumes a prominent positior; in Jewish law
as well. In his Code (Chap. 5 of Hilkhot
Talmud Torah), Rambam sets dowa the laws
governing the student/teacher relationship.
He begins:

“‘Just as a person is commanded to
honor and revere his father, so he is
requircd to honor and rovere his
teacher {rav), for his father gave him
life in this world, while his rav who
instructs him in wisdom, secures for
him life in the world to
come . . . There is no honor higher
than honor due to the rav and no
reverence [greater] than reverence for
the rav. Our Sages said, Reverence for
your rav shall be like the fear of God
(Ethics of the Fathers 4:15).”"

Rambam'’s preface elevates the concept of
kevod rav to astounding heights. After com-
paring kevod rav to honoring one’s parents,
Rambam adopts rhetorical superlatives,
finaily likening the teacher/student rélation-
ship to the Jew’s relationship to God. Indeed,
this comparison recalls the statement of R-

Akiva (Bava Kama 41b); ** “Thou shalt fear
et the Lord your God (Deut. 6:13)" {the aux-
iliary term ef] implies that the learned man
is also to be fear

The Tosafot commentary (ébid.) points out
that R. Akiva’s lesson appears superfluous
because the acknowledged biblical source for

“kevod rav is the verse in Leviticus (19:32):

*‘Give honoi to the presence of one mature
in wisdom.”” The Tosafot therefore con-
cludes that R. Akiva intended to derive an
altogether different law, that which governs
the specific case of rebbe muvhak (primary
teacher).

Ramban aiso makes iiis paiticalar disiinc-
tion. After detailing laws governing a stu-
dent’s deferral to his rav's judgment and
halakhic decisions, Rambam clarifies (5:9):
‘‘When do these rules apply? With a rebbe
muvhak, fa rav] from whom one has learn-
ed the majority of his knowledge. But if one
did not learn most of his knowledge from a
rav. the relationship is that of a junior to a
sentor scholar, and one is not required to
honer himm in all the {aforementioned] ways.”

In the following chapter Rambam proceeds
to detail the laws governing honor due ali
Torah scholars (falmidei chakhamimy): *‘For
every talmid chakham, it is a mitzvah to treat
him with horior, as it says. ‘‘Before a man
gray with age shalt thou rise up and give

honor to the presence of a man mature in
wisdom.™’

Rambam’s choice of prooftext is consonant
with the explanation of the Tosafot in Bava
Kama. Both attribute the laws governing all
talmidei chakhamim to the verse in Leviticus;
the laws of rebbe muvhak, on the other hand,
would derive from R. Akiva's explanation
of *“Thou shalt fear et the Lord your God."*

Rabbi Isaac Zeev Soloveitchik, in his
monograph on Rambam’s Code, elaborates
upon the distinction between these two com-
mandments. The staggering scale of kevod
he beginning of Chapter Five

I A S

in Leviticus, ‘‘give honor to the presence of
one mature in wisdom,”” employs the term
hadar to mean honor. In other contexts (Lev.
23:40, for example) hadar denotes physical
beauty. The connotation of appearance in-
dicates that only an outward display of
respect is commanded..

Is there a difference between treating a
man with dignity and acknowledging a man's
personal worth? This question exposes an
essential aspect of the rebbe/talmid rclation-
ship at Yeshiva University.

I have heard it said that there is no kevod
ravat YU. In my opinion this critique is both

o tho o LL
ic nic iévue s

and i 1 td alize

comparison to honor due one’s parents im-

that most students honor their rebbe They

plies that the rebbe hak the
religious role of surrogate father. All other
scholars command honor as well, but only
in recognition of their scholarship not in
gratitude for influence on one’s life.

An etymological proof may be summon-
ed in support of R. Soloveitchik’s explana-
tion. The fifth commandment, *‘Honor thy
father and mother.”" utilizes the Hebrew
word kabed . R. 8. R. Hirsch suggests that
this word shares the root (k,b.d) with the
Hebrew word meaning heavy. He concludes
that honor in this sense includes an
ackiiowledgement of value and worth
{qualitative ‘‘weight""). However, the verse

recognize their rebbe’s scholarship and his
dedication to living a Torah life. Call this
respect as admiration. The typical YU stu-
dent seems long on this type of kevod rav.
In shorter supply is the keved rav associated
with the rebhe muvhak. honoring one’s
parents includes an obedience, the subsum-
ing of one’s will under that of another. This
is respect as emulation. Noting the excep-
tions. one neverthcless perceives the difficul-
ty experienced by many YU students in

translating admiration into emulation.
Many reasons for this phenomenon sug-
gest themselves. If this problem is endemic
continued on page 11

The Young and The Restless

The

By DAVID HERTZBERG

Immediately after God created man, He
enjoined him to be fruitful and multiply and
thus inhabit the earth (Bereishit 1:28). This
imperative was originally directed to ail of
mankind, however, when the Torah was
given at Sinai, the obligation was restricted
exclusively 0 Benei Yisrael (Mishneh
L lekh, Hilkhot Melakhim 10:7). In fact
this rule maintains that any mitzvah com-
manded prior to Matan Torah and not
repeated afterward became the sole respon-
sibility and right of Benei Yisrael. The
change in scope of the mitzvah of procrea-
tion may reflect 2 change in purpose; before

Halakhot

- Matan Torah the commandment enjoined the

perpetuation of mankind in general, while the
post-Matan Torah purpose was (and still is)
the perpetuation of the Jewish people.

who delays marriage beyond the age of twen-
ty is guilty of a grave sin and will be duly
punished (see Maharsha ad. loc. who ex-
plains how the prescribed punishment is

This mitzvah, the first ¢ ded to
Adam, assumes aposiotion of great impor-
tance in Halakhah. For example the gemara
(Megillah 27a) states that the prohibition to
sell a sefer Torah sbsides if the sale will
facilitate marriage or learning Torah.
Similarly, according to the gemara (Ketubot
72a) a man may divorce his wife without
paying her ketubah if she refuses to have
children. Such an astitude does much to ex-
plain the statement in Kiddushin 29b that one

[ with the sin committed).

The Gemara’s severity sparks an obvious
question: by what right do so many today
postpone marriage beyond the age of twen-
ty? Twenty years is clearly the upper limit.
The preferred age at which to marry accor-
ding to the mishna in Avor (5:24) is eighteen.
In Kiddushin (loc. cit.) the gemara goes fur-
ther, advising the person to try to marry
when he turns thirteen. The gemara’s opi-
nion is based upon the manifold hatakhic dif-
ficulties with postponing marriage.

The first problem is a biblical concept
described in Pesachim 4a, zerizim makdimim
lemitzvot viz. performing a mitzvah at the
earliest possible opportunity. For example,
the brit milah is customarily performed in the
morning to fulfill this concept of zerizut.
However, zerizut is waived for reasons of
convenience; circumcisions are often done
in the afternoon to accomodate guests. So
too, one could justify postponing marriage
or the begetting of children for reasons of
convenience if zerizut were the only problem.

However, the Chazon Ish’s interpretation
of Moed Katan b which discusses the time
for reiyat negaim (as quoted by R. Herschel
Schachter in *‘Family Planning,”’ Journal of
Halakhah and Contemporary Society, IV, p.
12) may imply that zerizim makdimim lemitz-
vot is not the only problem in delaying mar-
riage; such delay constitutes bitul hamitzvah,
defaulting on the commandment. The
Chazon Ish distinguishes between two
categories of mitzvot: those of higher inten-
sity and those of lesser intensity. Mitzvot
belonging to the former category that have
no prescribed time for performance ivust be
fulfilled at the earliest possible momeit. The

mitzvah of procreation, a mitzvah of great
intensity lacking an explicit time for perfor-
mance, must therefore be performed as ear-
ly as possible. Any delay would constitute
more than a lack of zerizut (the circumcis-
ing at three p.m. instead of at eight a.m.);
it would be performing a mitzvah after its
prescribed time (circumcising the child on
the ninth instead of the eighth day).

The Mah Schick (resp Even
Haezer no. 1) suggests another difficulty
with postponing marriage. He was asked if
one may delay marrying in the hope of fin-
ding a better spouse. The Maharam Schick
responded that there is a rabbinic principle
of ““chayshinan lemitah lezeman merubah.”
one may not postpone fulfilling a mitzvah for
a lengthy period of time for fear that he may
die. (This rule applies only to mitzvot which
need not be performed in a short time inter-
val, e.g. tefillin which must be worn daily.)

In that responsum, the Maharam Schick
also addresses the question of delaying mar-
riage to learn Torah. He answers by quoting
the Rambam (loc. cit.) who permits such
delay if marriage will adversely affect one’s
learning, Based on this, many benei yeshiva
postpone marriage beyond the prescribed
age.

R. Herschel Schachter explains this ruling
in his aforementioned article (footnote no.
36). He writes:

Perhaps the idea behind this is, that
since the whole mitzvah of piryah
verivyah is for the purpose of
perpetuating Klal Yisrael, the ultimate
purpose of which is mesorat haTorah,
passing Torah from one generation to
the next, and a person’s leaming is
also for the purpose of perpetuating
Torah for Kial Yisrael, it may be per-
missible to delay marriage on that
ground. Indeed, the Gemara tells us

Of Postponing Marriage

in Sanhedrin 19b that one who teaches
someone else’s child Torah is con-
sidered as if he fathered him.

It should aiso be noted that the Maharam
Schick quotes the Rambam (Ishur 15:3) who
states that even if marriage will adversely af-
fect a person’s learning. if that person’s sex-
ual desire has reached dangerous heights, he
must get married anyway.

From the above sources it seems cvident
that the postponement of marriage for mere
convenience is prohibited and very negative-
ly viewed by the Gemara. However. if the
reason for postponement is the desire to fur-
ther one’s Torah knowledge, then the Ram-
bam (loc. cit.) and the Mechaber (Even
Haezer 1:3) permit it.

Unfortunately, in contemporary society it
is often financially impossible to marry at age
eighteen or even twenty. Most people at that
age are unable to provide even minimally for
a wife, let alone a family. This may indeed
be an overriding consideration. The Gemara
(Sotah 44a) discusses the order in the Torah
of those people who are exempt from going
to war. The reason the one who has built a
new house and the one who has planted a
vineyard precede the newlywed (the newlyw-
ed ostensibly should have been listed first for
he would suffer the most anguish) is to teach
us the proper way to lead our lives. First a
person should put his life in order and attain
financial security, and only then should he
marry. However, once a person reaches the
age when he and his wife would be able to
survive financiafly. albeit with difficulty,
they are obligated to marry. The only excep-
tion {and even this is only temporary accor-
ding to the overwhelming majority of
posekim) is with respect to someone who is
learning Torah.

P Y
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Hath Put a

By WENDY ZIERLER
We sit behind long, white-robed tables that
stretch across the room like open arms to
welcome ou. adopted master-teacher for the
day, Yehuda Amichai. Approximately thir-

Exploring Hebrew Poetry

forehead, not
by tearing away the blanket.

Since then I love him even more.
And as his reward, may he be

Lened

ty people have gathered in a synag
auditorium saddled with blank paper and
ready pens to embark on a full day’s journey
into the world of Hebrew poetry.

Presently one of Israel’s most celebrated
Hebrew poets, whose widely translated
poems have won him international recogni-

tion unprecedented for one writing in that
la . Amichai proves well-suited to
guide the expedition. To some, Judaism and
poetry remain words that are rarely sound-
ed in the same breath. Before the end of the
seminar, however, Amichaei will illustrate

, in his characteristically soft-spoken man-
ner. that they are old friends.

Judaism has been described as the rehglon
of history, and its God, the God of historical
events — Creation, Covenant, Exodus,
Sinaitic Revelation. Note that when God

ted Himself to Abrat He said. *'I
am the God who took you out of Ur
Kasdim.”* Again, at Mount Sinai, God iden-
tifies Himself not as the Creator of the
universe, but, in very immediate terms, as
the God who liberated the Jews from bon-
dage. To the Jew, historical memory is
essential to belief. He draws from the past
as a source of hope for future redemption.

Amichai identifies this duality as the essen-
tial thrust of Jewish writing throughout the
ages: the wraditionai yearning for past giories,
and the hope to renew Zion through mes-
sianic redemption. Romanticization of the
past provides the life force of Biblical pro-
phecy as well as the thematic backbone of
the liturgy. Thus, a Jew doesn’t live in an
isolated present, but answers to the call to
itmagine his ancestors’ experiences as if they
were his own.

“*As if,”" *‘as though,” *‘like’"; these are
the buzzwords of metaphor, the most essen-
tial tool in the making of poetry. Poetry too,
Amichai argues, either looks back in long-
ing, or forward in hope. All of Judaism, he
dares us to consider — its literature, liturgy,
mitzvot and halacha — is rich with roman-
tic, poetic yearning and hope. To Amichai,
this message, delivered in dazzling
metaphorical vessels, is the stuff of Hebrew
poetry.

But, this elemental trait shared by Judaism
and poetry poses a serious question. As one
member of the audience puts it, **As long as
we live for promise of deliverance and
perfection in a Messianic age, there will be
Jewish poetry. But when Messiah arrives,
when perfection is realized and our prayers
all answered, Jewish poetry — indeed
Judaism as we know it — will end!

Amichai answers: ‘‘We Jews will fix it that
there will be no such Messiah,”

Reading through Amichai’s enormous

of highly biographical verse,
one begins to unfold the ule of a life shaped
by the beauty of idealized Judaism and the
harsh realities of modem Isracl. Bomn in
Wurzburg, Germany in 1924, Amichai was
raised in an Orthodox home steeped in mual

gently and with love
On the Day of Resurrection. *

Amichai emmigrated to Palestine with his
family in 1935 and become involved in the
ionist-Socialist youth m . The new
environment seemed to pull him away from

ed like eggs
on the rim of the bowl, to make the
city

puff up rich and fat.*

Today, as Amichai traces the development
of Hebrew poetry from the Bible to the pre-
sent, he instructs us in his art, — seeing
historical relationships between Israel’s
everyday reality and its written and oral
traditions. Although Amichai begins his
discussion with the Paytanim, the Medieval
poets, intending a chronologically linear

Yehuda Amichai

his traditional childhood. As an Israeli,
Amichai experienced the pressing realities of
the tiny Jewish State. He confides to his small
audience: ‘I know what war is, and I belong
on the peace side of things. But so many wars
have been waged for peace, as if to say,
*Please mankind, let’s have this tiny little
war, and then peace.” Embraces can always
turn into stabbings. Therefore, the slogan of
no war is better than the slogan for peace.””

For over fifty years, Amichai has lived in
the city where history and modernity reside
side-by-side. Modern-day X lem, with its

treatment, he frequently spnrals forward and
Jjumps back again, as poetic themes repeated-
ly refer to the past and recur in the present.
Amichai begins with Shmuel Ha-Nagid, the
tenth century master poet and warrior. A
devout Jew, Ha-Nagid expressed his
asthetic/poetic urges in both sacred and
secular poems. His war poetry in particular
strikes the reader with its vivid imagery.
Rabbi Yehuda Halevi, the next medieval
figure, was an outstanding scholar and
phllosopher as well as a poet of distinction.
ized mostly for his poems of yearn-

past-present-future juxtapositions, seems to
be where Yehuda Amichai’s poetry, built
essennally on the principles of tradition and

As aresult, he
with the breadth of traditional cus!om and
observance, but stands apart in his ability to
personalize them, as in the poem, A Let-
ter of Recommendation,””

7 ber my father walking me
for early prayers.
He would do it gently by stroking my

tion, is most at home. He writes:

Jerusalem ts full of used Jews, worn
out by history,
Jews dhand,
at bargasn prices.
And the eye yearns toward Zion, al
the time. And all the eyes

of the living and the dead are crack-

7

skightly d

ing for Zion (Zion Halo Tishali, Yefe Nof
Mesos Tevel), Halevi aiso wrote romantic
love lyrics, infused with biblical language
and metaphor:

1 rake the fire of your cheeks,

to put out fire with fire: When I am
thirsty, it is there that I look for
water.

Oh that I would suck your red lips
that

flame like glowing coals, and my jaws

would like tongs . . .

For about two hundred years after the
medieval period, the voice of Hebrew poetry
fell virtually silent. The early years of the
Haskalah saw the revival of Jewish national
consciousness, and the advent of Y.L. Gor-
don and M.Y. Levensohn, who wrote epic
poetry in Hebrew. But it wasn’t until a hun-
dred years ago that luminescent modern

. Hebrew poets began to appear out of their

eclipsed tradition.

Hayim Nachman Bialik, the central force
in the birth of modern Hebrew poeiry, at-
temped to buiid a new poetic styie on the
foundations of the past. In his youth, he
studied at the Volozhin yeshiva and later
wrote romantic reflections on this ex-
periences there such as, ‘“The Taimud stu-
dent” and ‘*On the thresholds of the House
of Prayer.”” As the poet, T. Carmi, observes,
his poetry, laden with biblical references,
“‘recapitulates successive stages of history."
Once again, we discover the romantic-
historical quality of Hebrew poetry. Like
Halevi, Bialik harbored a great passion for
Zion, and dedicated his life to the revival of
Hebrew language and culture. Yet, when he
immigrated to Palestine in 1922, he ceased
to write poetry. This oddity epitomizes the
phenomenon of Hebrew poetry: always ex-
pressing longing while simultaneously
resisting fulfillment. Thus, once beyond the
confines of the yeshiva, Bialik wrote fondly
of ‘that experience; and once he heard
Hebrew being spoken as a living language,
he ceased to write poems.

For younger immigrant poets, this era
resembiled the first critical hours after birth,
during which a baby acclimates to the shock-
ingly wondrous reality of being alive. After
two thousand years of linguistic exile, ancient
Hebrew returned home and confronted the
modern idiom. Young poets like Avraham
Shlonsky, a Russian-born kibbutznik, envi-
sioned a natufal transition from diaspora
Judaism to modern Ji in Palesti
from serving God through prayer and study
to serving God by wotking the land. In his
poem, ““Toil,”” he imagines how physical
avodah will replace the avodah of prayer:

Dress me, good mother, in a glorious
robe of many colours,

and at dawn, lead me to my toil,
My land i wrapped in white, as in
a prayer shawl.

The houses stand forth like frontlets;
and the roads paved by hand, stream
down like phylactery straps.

Poetry attempts, through the careful ap-
plication of a few words, to paint pictures
of a thousand or more. The biblical origin
of ¢ porary Hebrew bulary grants
Hebrew poets a certain advantage over others
in that individual words and names. are
already equipped whole chapters of mean-
ing. *‘Scrawled in Pencil in the Sealed Car,””
by the modermn Hebrew poet and scholar, Dan
Pagis, depicts human tragedy in twenty four
words:

Here in the transport

I, Eve

And Abel, my son

If you should see my elder son
Cain, Adam’s son

Tell him that I

The names Eve, Abel, Cain, immediatelv
recall the Genesis story. We think of
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mankind’s initial awareness of evil, the first
exile, and the bold-crying horror of the first -

murder. These paradigmatic incidents
reappear throughout human history. The
titte, ‘‘Scrawled in Pencil in the Sealed
Car,” jars us with visions of our century’s
worst Gencsis experience — sealed train
cars crammed with human cargo. This poem
has no end, but leads back cyclically
to the beginning (““Tell him the I-Eve/
And Abel my son . ."") repeating like a

broken record the ever-unfolding tragedy-

of the human condition.

Similarly, in his ‘*‘Poem Without End,"
Amichai selects a few potent words and joins
them in a continual circle.

Inside the brand-new museum
there’s an old synagogue.
Inside the synagogue is me.
Inside me

my heart.”

Inside my heart

a museum.

Inside the museum

a synagogue,

inside it

me,

inside me

my heart,

inside my heart

a museum.

Unlike their predecessors, Hebrew poets
growing up in Israel and younger, Sabra
poets, approached Hebrew as their native
tongue; Biblical times, Hebrew letters were
again used to spell out the sacred and the pro-
fane; to speak of prophecy and harlotry. With
this in mind, one may appreciate Amichai's
special She hecheyanu (blesing for renewal)
for the first Hebrew speaking prostitute in
Tel Aviv. In 2 more sobered tone, Amichai
expounds upon this phenomenon in his
poem, *‘National Thoughts™*:

People caught in a homeland-trap:
to speak now in this weary language,
a language that was torn from its

we must wonder if God’s rofe in our world
is as random and mechanical as his mother’s.
Or perhaps, raw acts must deliberately be
performed in order to realize some pleasant
and presentable end. such as the family’s
Shabbat meal.

Jewish-literature has always built upon
metaphorical reiationships. In the Bible,
Joseph compares Jacob, Leah and his
brothers to the sun, moon and eleven stars.
The modern Hebrew poets show particular
sensitivity to the importance of metaphor in
the Jewish literary tradition,

Indeed. much of their poetry reads like
commentary, in the spirit of Midrash and
Aggadah.

Even in Talmudic and halakhic literature,
Amichai sees a certain- poetic sensiblitity.
One may argue whether the laws surroun-
ding kashrut, or the commandments to take
a lulav, build a succah and eat matzah offer
much in the way of practical vaiue, but they
embody undeniably poignant symbolism.
Amichai considers Rashi *‘poetic commen-
taty’"; not in his language, but in his ability
to **speak dialectically about what is not a
reality in order to live that reality.” Rashi
often explains the text with a midrashic
parable, drawing parallels between the
famitiar scenarios of the parable and the
biblical situation from which we are tem-
porally and emotionailly distanced.” The
Talmud often resorts to parable as a method
of explanation, and parables are no more than
metaphors in narrative dress.

Another prominent modern, Nathan Zach,
in his poem, **As Sand,”” struggles with the

ing of God's phorical promise to
Abrak that his d d will be as
numerous *‘as the sand on the beach and the
stars in the heavens.’” This appears to be an
exaggeration. Perhaps, Abraham’s descen-
dants are d d to be as d, as
weathered, as trod upon *‘as sand.”

Similarly, three modern poets revisit and
reinterpret the Akedah, the binding of Issac.
In Amir Gilboa’s poem, ‘*Yitzchak,” the
son, representative of the Jews in Palestine,
recounts in horror the sacrifice of his father,

Even in Talmudic and halakhic literature,
Amichai perceives a certain poetic

sensibility .

sleep tn the Bible: dazzled,

it wobbles from mouth to mouth. In
a language that once described
miracles and God, to say car, bomb,
God.

In joining meanings and concepts from dis-
tant ages, modern Hebrew poctry inheres a
distinct phorical quality. Metaphor jux-
taposes disparate experiences. composing
meanings far greater than the sum of the in-
dividual parts — more specific, yet open-to
endless interpretation. For example, when
Amichai begins a poem, ‘‘God’s hand in the
world/ like my mother’s hand in the guts of
the slaugl i chicken/ on Sabbath eve,””
we squirm at the violence of this image, and
at the same time find soface in its nostalgic
visions of Shabbat.

When he asks, “What does God see
through the window/ While his hands reach
into the world?/ What does my mother see?”

Abraham, who represents European Jew
perishing in the Holocaust, and despairs at
his failure to save his father, Hayim Gouri'a
*‘Heritage™ laments the tragic legacy pass-
ed down by Issac to his descendents. Issac,
as the story goes, was not sacrificed...But,
**bequeathed that hour to his offspring. They
are born with a knife in their hearts.’” Rather
than treating the Akedah as merely an
historical event, they renew its meaning for
each generation.

The poetic interpretations offered by
Gilboa and Gouri are particularly important
because they represent a shift in the treatment
of Biblical subject matter. Whereas the
earlier moderns use biblical imagery and nar-
rative to charge their nationalistic poems,
these younger poets graft their own ex-
periences onto the narrative. Amichai’s ver-
sion of this biblical episode takes a huge im-
aginative leap and announces, *“The real hero
of the Issac story was the ram/who didn’t

Bt g
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know about the conspiracy between the
others.”

Much of the humor we witness in
Amichai’s recollections results from his jux-
taposition of revered traditional images and
sleek modern ones, such as [saac as a “‘young
man tanned and manicured in his jazzy suit.”’
No doubt, most cxamples stem from a fond-
ness for Jewish lore and practice. Yet, the
distance Amichai puts between himself and
his tradition conveys not only a sense of
humor, but a certain discomfort with or-
thodox beliefs. In **A Song of Lies on the
Sabbath,”™ Amichai recounts how, as a chiid,
he would lie to his father, I went to another
synagogue,” he further admits, “*Since then,

Mouth

Amichai

spiritual perfection. Thus, Amichai’s retort:
““We Jews will fix it that there will be no
such Messiah."

Amichai may well characterize the
quintessential Hebrew poet, himself trapped
between the two worlds of the ideal and the
real. In an early poem, “Of Three or Four
in a Room.” he presenis his image of the
poet:

Of three or four in a room

there is always one who stands beside
the window.

He must see the evi] among thorns
and ihe fires on ihe hail.

and how people who went out of their

Iq Joining meanings and concepts from
distant ages, modern Hebrew poetry in-
heres a distinct metaphorical quality

lying has always tasted very sweet to me.”
But only in the last two lines do we feel the
full import of simple lies and the irony they
hold for one disbelieving of tradition’s sweet
promises: “*‘And my father returned the lie
when he died: ‘I've gone to another life.” ™

Like Shlonsky, Amichai suggests an alter-
native to the ritualistic - traditions of past
generations. The poet improves his capaci-
ty for making metaphorical relationships
when one of the things compared remains
distant enough to be held as an ‘‘other’’: a
thing that once was, but no longer is, a com-
plete reality. Standing on the periphery of
tradition, Amichai is able to see a sefer Torah
like a beautiful woman. After the reading she
is wrapped in a belt, draped in a velvet gown
and adorned with silver crown and dangling
jewels. He lives on this side of the metaphor,
tradition on the “‘other.”

Immediately, the medieval poets — as well
as later aspirants, such as Malbim and Rav
Kook -~ come to mind, suggesting that poetic
distance belongs more to the realm of the im-
agination and desn’t demand that the poet ac-
tually step outside the life of strict obser-
vance. A modern poet, Zelda, lived her en-
tire life in the ultra-Orthodox enclave of Mea
Shearim, and remained devoutly religious
throughout her life. Yet, even she recogniz-
ed, in her poem, **Each Man has a Name.™
the necessity for each person to establish his
own identity before God:

Each man has a name

given him by his sins

and given him by his longings . . .
Each man has a name .

grven him by his feast days

and given him by his craft

In any case, the idea of metaphorical
distance does not state a rule so much as pre-
sent a disturbing tension between religious
observance and creative expression. Indeed,
the special predicament of Hebrew poetry
bears direct relation to our initial dilemma:
What will happen to Hebrew poetry, and
Judaism as a whole, with the realization of
messianic redemption? Just as poetic
endeavour thrives only in the guif between
the imagined and the real. all of the poetry
embodied in Judaism will only survive in the
chasm between longing and the realization
of longing. Poetry gestures toward reality;
Judaism strives for, but never realizes.

houses whole
are given back in the evening like
small change.

Of three or four in a roem

there is always one who stands beside
the window,

his dark hair above his thoughts.
Behind him, words.

And in front of him, voices wander-
ing without a knapsack,

hearts without provisions, prophecies
without water,

large stones that have been returned
and stay sealed, like letters that have
no address

and no one Lo receive them.

Robert Friend, in The Modern Hebrew
Poem ltself, explains that the room represents
our protective world of every day existence,
and the place seen through the window, fill-
ed with injustice and unfulfilled Jonging. In
his visions, he sees how men begin their lives
whole, but are literally broken into small
change by both real wars and embattled lives.
The poet longs to venture out into the
wilderness like a prophet, gather the wander-
ing voices. and, as Friend states. *‘return
with God’s word, for He is the source of the
living waters (Jeremiah).”

-Perhaps, after all, the prophet is the
quintessential poet, for the metaphorical rela-
tionships he establishes derive from this
divine source. Seremiah discovers his pro-
phetic identity when he correctly sces these
relationships:

God asks him, "“Jeremiah, what do you
see?”’

**I see the branch of an aimond (shaked)
tree.”

“You have seen well.” God responds.
*for I will hasten (shoked) my word to per-
form it.”’

God asks again “*What do you sce?

**I see a seething pot, and its face is from
the north.” )

And God responds. *“*Out of the north the
evil shall break forth upon all the in-
habitants.”” You have correctly represented
the fate of your people in a metaphor.

Special thanks (and apologies) to Rabbi J.
Blau, Rabbi Shalom Carmy, Mrs. Esther
Roshwalb, and Yehuda Amichai.
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The Relationship Between Religion and Morality

By RABBI AHARON LICHTENSTEIN
The following is a synopsis by Nachum
Spim of a lecture by Rav Lichtenstein
delivered on Nov. 6, 1986 to the Educational
Council of America at its convention at the
Homawack Hotel in Spring Glen, N.Y.
What does it mean to be “‘frum”? Put
simply. it means to have an existential and
experiential refationship with the Ribono Shel
Olam. Emunah, devekut, ahavah, and yir ‘ah
are all cc of that relationship. In
halakhah, this must translae into obedience
to God’s normative demands. This is what
the Torah means when it says (Devarim
10:12-13): **And now, O Israel, what does
God ask of you but to fear the Lord your
God..."" The pasuk then continues: *‘to walk
in His ways and to love Him, to serve the
. to keep the mitzvot
of God and His statutes.’” Fear of God imust
lead to the living of a halakhic life. And the

. essence of halakhic life is to make the move

from a Homocentric to a theocentric

* existence.

But being *‘frum’” does not solely mean
obeying God in the realm of mitzvot; the
Divine command has implications in the
realm of devar reshut as well. In the begin-
ning of Bereishit (2:16-17) we find: “And
the Lord God commanded the man saying,
Of every tree of the garden shalt thou indeed
cat, but of the tree of knowledge of good and
evil. thou shalt not eat of it."> We unders-
tand God’s command not to eat of the Eitz
nh nl\lor\ 0o man

-

But what is God saying in the first part of
the pasuk — must Adam eat from all the trees
in the Garden of Eden? He cannot choose in-
stead to eat vegetables or to fast altogether?
Rather we see that once the category of
Divine command appears as an essential
component of human existence, it has im-
plications for devar reshut as much as for
devar mitzvah; every action a person does
must be examined in light of what God says
about it. “‘Bekhol drakhekha da'aihu — In
all thy knowled Mishlei

“even b

ficalty, because it is God who thus restricts
Himself; there is no external restraint.

Of these two posmons, Judaism clearly ac-
cepts the second. God is rational, and things
which are evil cannot be willed by Him.
Chabakuk (1:13) says: **Thou art of eyes too
_pure o behu!d cvil. canst not look on without
iniquity."” Moshe said it earlier: **A God of
truth and without lmqunly just and right is
He (Devarim 32:4).”" And Avraham still
earlier: **Will the judge of the whole world
not do justice (Bereishit 18:25)7" We see

who is not good.”” A ‘rasha who is bad
towards Heaven but is good to his fellow man
is a **rasha who is not bad."" It appears from
the gemara that indeed one who is **frum”
but ot good can still be called a rzaddik!
Nevertheless, 1 do not think that our in-
stincts are all that wrong. From where would
Western culture inherit the idea that
**frumkeit"” without goodness is meaningless
if not from Judaism? *‘For what do I need
your multitude of sacrifices to me? .
I cannot bear iniquity along w1th solemn

that God-can be held acce bie to
of morality!

But does this presumption of the rationality
of mitzvot carry over into all areas of Torah
or is it limited only to those dealing with
moral issues? This question is the subject of
some controversy among Rishonim. Rashi
(Vayikra 19:19) writes that chukim are
**decrees of the King which havi
The Ramban (ibid.) responds as follows
““The intention of the rabbis [in defining
shukim as the laws of the King for which
there is no reason] was not that these are
decrees of the King of Kings for which there
are no reasons whatever, ‘for every word of
God is tried’. [They meant] only
that . . . the chukim are God’s secrets in the
Torah which the people, by means of their
thinking, do not grasp as they do in the case
of mishpatim {laws which conform to the
human conception of justice], but yet they
ali have a proper reason and perfect benefit.”
The Rambam_ in Moreh Nevukhim (111, 26}
suggests that even though any given mitzvah
taken as a whole has meaning and purpose,
it is entirely possible that the details and
minutiae of halakhot are not inherently

_significant.

I believe it is further possible to go beyond
the Rambam and to suggest that perhaps the
content of a particular mitzvah (even taken
in its entirety) inherently has no reason. Yet,
this itself comprises a reason. Some mitzvot
may have been commanded despite — or

ack ge Him
3:6)."

Frumkeit vs. Goodness

This does not tell us, however, what is the
relationship between ‘‘frumkeit” and
goodness or, if you will, between religion
and morality. The two basic historica! ap-

h

of — the fact they have no
reason. Their purpose — to accustom us to
obedience. For it is intrinsically good to obey
God; it is good that rational creatures should
readily submit themselves to their Creator.
It should be emphasized however that to say
this is not to adopt the voluntarist pesition;
it is simply to extend somewhat the notion
and the concept of what is instrinsically

p to this question can be iz-
ed as follows: The first, or ‘“‘voluntarist™
position, is that of moral relativism. Nothing
is inherently good or bad but {God’s} wishing
makes it so. God is thus viewed as a God of
power (Kol Hashem BeKoach), and that
power is most keenly felt precisely when ar-
bitrarily exercised. Indeed, this approach,
adopted by William of Occam in the Middle
Ages, posits that something is defined as

“‘good’’ only because God so decreed — and- -

the decree is an arbitrary one at that.

. The second approach, that of Thomas
Aquinas and more recently of C.S. Lewis,
insists that actions are intrinsically good or
bad; there are antecedent reasons inherent in
a particular phenomenon which, as it were,
“‘compelled’* God to deem certain actions
good and others evil. This second approach,
though recognizing that God is indeed all-
powerful, relates to Him more as a God of
Values (in the sense of Kol Hashem
BeHadar), by which He represents the beau-
iy of rationality and goodness. And though
the sense of God’s absolute Power is
somewhat diminished according to this ap-
proach, this does not pose a theologicai dif-

luable and desirabl
Frumkeit Without Goodness

If we are to understand that God’s will —
His mitzvot — are grounded in goodness,
morality and rationality, then goodness is
certainly an integral component of that will,
and if so, thea ideal, comprehensive
“*frumkeit’” obviously includes goodness.
But “frumkeit’” is, in actuality, rarely ideal
and comprehensive. We must therefore ask
ourselves, how do we relate to ““frumkeit™
without goodness?

The humanist/moralist within us hastens
to reply, ‘‘Gornisht! ‘Frumkeit’ without
goodness means nothing.”” But we must curb
our haste.

The Gemara (Kiddushin 40a) quotes
Yeshayahn (3:10-11): ““Imru tzaddik ki
tov...Oy U'rasha ra — Say ye of the righteous
that he is good...Woe to the wicked man [that
is] evil,”” and asks: Is there, then, such a
thing as a rzaddik who is not good or a rasha
who is not bad? The gemara answers that a
1zaddik who is only good towards Heavea but
is bad towards his fellow man is 2 “‘tzaddik

pldyt:lb I will nui licait your
of blood . . Cease to do evil; learn to
do well . . Relieve the oppressed, judge
the fatherless, plead for the widow
(Yeshayahu 1).”’ And further: *“You fast for
strife and debate . . Is such the fast that
1 have chosen? . . Is not this rather-the
fast that I have chosen — to loose the chains
of wickedness. ..to share thy bread with the
hungry...when thou seest the naked, that
thou cover him . . . (ibid.49).” Itis ciearly
inconceivable to refer to one who harms
others as a *‘bad tzaddik’*. When the gemara
in Kiddushin says one who is *‘bad”’ to his
fellow man can be called a *‘rzaddik who is
not good,” it must mean that one who is
oblivious to the needs of his fellow man, with
no social conscience, may be referred to that
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way. One who actively hurts his fellow man
certainly cannot be considered any kind of
1zaddik. And even for the ““frum’” personali-
ty who is simply egocentric (without active-
ly harming others), there comes a point
where his level of concern and involvement
solely with himself, where his obliviousness
to others becomes so complete that his
passive insensitivity translates into a kind of
active “‘ra.”* (Cf. “‘Do not stand idly by the
blood of your neighbor [Vayikra 19:16}.”")

Thus, we must strive for *‘frumkeit™ in its
totality, a totality that certainly includes
goodness.

Goodness Without Frumkeit

How ‘do we relate to the opposite
phenomenon, that of goodness devoid of

dent of a religious outlcok, in fpractice a
society will not be a moral one without
religion. Religion must therefore be sold 1o
the masses on the basis of its contribution t¢
morality. (It should be noted, as Newmax
pointed out in the nineteenth century, that this
approach may well constitute a debasing of
religion in that it bases the legitimacy of
religion purely on its moral significance.) In
Eretz Yisrael, whenever a new study in-
dicating a high degree of sexual licen-
tiousness, drug abuse, or stealing in secular
i certain circles of
< resnand with joy and ex-

ultation, “*See how your secular education
doesn’t work!"*"they exclaim. ‘*Bring your
children to us and we’'li make ‘mentschen’
out of them!"* This attitude is one which we
ought to reject categorically. Who are these
delinguents? Our brothers! We should weep.

We should be glad to see moral idealism
wherever it expresses itself, and it should not
be dismissed and denigrated simply because
motivated by secular sources. There are
moral, good people in the secular communi-
ty. And to needlesssly sharpen the divisions
that separate Klal Yisrael from each other,
to increase sinat chinam — that too is an
ethical problem.

“Immoral’’ Religion?

We come now to those arcas where a con-
flict may appear to exist between **frumkeit”
and goodness. Examples include God’s com-
mand to destroy Amalek and His command
to Avraham to slaughter Yitzchak. The pro-
blem is real.!It should be noted however that
it affects only those people whom we have
been successful in imbuing with moral and
spinitual sensitivity; those who are relative-
ly **gross’" are not concerned about Amalek.
Does this mean we should encourage a more
*‘gross™” perspective, and thus avoid the
conflict?

Resolving this dilemma is perhaps prac-
tically difficult, but conceptually it is clear
and unequivocal. This question, after all, is
central to the Akedah. The message of the
Akedah is clear: The Divine command takes
precedence in every respect to our moral sen-
sibilities and our conscientious objections.
With yir'at shamayim, we obey. But this is
not to say there is no room for moral sen-
sibility. There is a role for conscience and
for goodness, particularly in an interpretative
capacity. The Midrash relates that Avraham
struggled for three days to understand God's
command. Grappling with Divine commands
is legitimate. We need not dismiss the am- -
bivalence, the difficulties, the contradiction;
we need not wish away Avraham’s days of
spiritual wrestling. The goodness which is
the source of the struggles and the tension
is itself a part of yir'at shamayim — a
legitimate part. But the grappling must all be
done within the parameters of the understan-
ding that however much I wrestle, I do not

“frumkeit’’, of secular moral idealism?
Some thinkers have questioned whether such
a thing can exist and have claimed that
morality without religion is inconceivable.
Together with Dostoevsky’s Karamazov,
they claim that *‘without God, everything is
fawful.”

Our experience seems to be otherwise. We
ail know atheists who view themselves — and
we view them — as good people. Though
they may be philosophically inconsistent,
they are ethical people.

Other thinkers have claimed that though
it is possible for goodness to exist indepen-

q the autl y of the d nor
do 1 sit in Judgement of the-Ribono Shel
Olom. 1 assume a priori that God is a “*God
of truth and without iniquity (Devarim
32:4).”" But in the context »f an a priori obe-
dience and submission, I may try to unders-
tand, I may grope, I may ask and I may
ultimately seek resolution.

In a recent article of mine which dealt with
the use of force and violence and the motiva-
tion behind it, I discussed Shaul, who was
punished because he didn’t kill Amalek (I
Shemuel 15). 1 suggested that he was punish-

continuel on page 11




RABBINICS

Follow the Leader
The Rabbi In the Roles of Posek and Counselor

By SHAI SHMELTZER
On Thursday Sept. 25, 1986 RIETS spon-
sored a Yom lyun on the topic; ‘‘Develop-
ing as a Rav in the Roles of Posek and
Counselor.”'The following is a syropsis of
the address by Rabbi Norman Lamm.

At the Yom Iyun presentation, Rabbi®

Lamm spoke of the rabbi’s dual role as posek
and madrikh — as halakhic arbiter and com-
munity counselor. He analyzed the
methodologies of the two functions and
dlstmgulshed them on the ground that pesak

. talakhi

' by introducing several
issues to which it applied, among them Bar
Kochba’s putative messianism and Torah
education for women. He mentioned. the
former as a classic instance in which a mat-
ter of national and historical importance can-
not be resolved through the usual halakhic
process but must instead .be dealt with
metahalakhically. Moving closer to our time,
he mentioned that the Chofetz Chayim per-
mitted the study of Torah for women after

is clearly prohibited in the individual sphere
on the basis of lo tikom v'lo titor, the com-
munity of Benei Yisrael is urged by the verse
‘nekom nikmat dam avadekha to take revenge
on those who spil its blood. Clearly, he con-
cluded, the community must conform to dif-
ferent standards of appropriate behavior than
the individual.

Rabbi Lamm mentioned that another ex-
ample of the distinction between horaah and

cons:dermg not only the halakhi

involves d and q
while counse]ling req
4 fesuva is aTTived at via iic api
general and concrete halakhic principles but
counsel must be tailored in relation to the
specific needs of the questioner. Rabbi
Lamm referred to the relative and specific
type of response as ‘‘metahalakhic’’, or
above strict halakhic interpretation. He added
that both rabbinic functions require a great
deal of experience.

Rabbi Lamm clarified the concept of

principles, but also the general condition and
c;.. r’xs.:mu,s of the women of his time. He
st 373

Mldrash at Stem College, saying that in lhe
face of vehement opposition from other rab-
bis the Rav and he had supported it after con-
sidering the interests of Klal Yisrael.
Rabbi Lamm next mentioned another area
in which halaknics must be enlisted, the

hadrakha is found in a teshuva of the Telzer
Rosh Yeshiva, R. Avraham Yiizchak Block.
R. Block wrote that the apphcauon of R.S.R.

depends on the condmons ofa commumty s
environment.

Rabbi Lamm also referred to a major ques-
tlon facmg the Orthodox rabbinate today:
<, ion with the non-Orthodox. He ad-

ditfering application of moral principles to
the general pubhc s opposed tc mdmduals
He gave ge as an it

P

vised against extremism in either direction,
arguing that an Orthodox Rabbi’s decision
should be based on the specific circumstances

of a situation,

Near the end of the lecture, Rabbi Lamm
placed his conception of the rabbinate in a
broader philosophical perspective. He stated
that halakha can be approached in one of two
ways, either monistically or dualistically.
Monists, he said, believe that a halakhic deci-
sion is absolute truth and the only possible
response to the situation i deals with, white
dualists contend that a halakhic question can
be answered differently in different cir-
cumstances. He pointed out that this dispute
exists within the Rishonim and argued for ac-
ceptance of the dualist approach.

Rabbi Lamm conciuded by listing the goals
for which a madrikh should strive. A rab-
bi’s advice, he said, should increase kibud
shamayim, be magdil Torah, and take into
account the needs of all Kial Yicrael. He con-
ceded the difficulty of what he was deman-
ding, but argued that rather than paralyzing
it should make the rabbi more aware of his
responsibilities and their importance.

Kavod

continued from page 7

10 YU, the source of our difficulty may lie
in the institution. The YU rebbe shares his
platform, indeed competes, with secular pro-
fessors. Such a situation is conducive to the
misrepresentation of the rebbe as merely a
‘fecturer in Talmud. This explanation might
be corroborated by the fact that many
students who stedy in Israel grow intimate
with their Isracli rebbe. In Istael, a rebbe has
a complete monopoly on his students” time
and attention. At YU, on the other hand, the
rebbe might be prevented from profoundly
influencing his students on a grand scale.
Dual curriculum spells divided attention.

Or perhaps, the fauit lies less with YU than
with the students themselves. There are cer-
tainly students apathetic to leaming and in-
different to their rebbe. Even among those
who are not apatheuc. however, many

d fail to d p a serious i

with their rebbe. Perhaps they have been i in-
fected with the contagion of modern liberal
individualism. According to this scenario,
the devotee of liberal arts, suffused with the
glow of intellectual autonomy, finds himself
unwilling to make the sacrifice of in-
dependence demanded by a rebbe of his
disciple. For a genui bbe/talmid relation-
ship must impose restriction on the student;
his mode of thought and belhavior are
pres:~sted from above. Rejecting this, the
stude: t rejects his rebbe.

A third explanation might find the rebbe
at fault. Perhaps the rebbe may be accused
of not trying to influence his students. If this
seems unlikely or unfair, one may suggest
that even the rebbe who dedicates himself to
drawing his students close may not succeed.
One way or the other, when a rebbe teaches
students without inspiring them, everyone
loses.

What about the charismatic rav and the stu-
dent who loves learning? In this case too
kevod rav may be absent. Why?

Perhaps some students find themselves
distanced philosophically from their rebbe.
As a result the rebbe — no matter how in-
spiring — can be no more than a Talmud pro-
fessor, demonstrating the techniques and
skills of learning; the student can draw no
closer. For when the topic changes from
Talmud to hashkafa, the student changes

from disciple to defendant. A yawning
philosophical chasm separates the student
from his rebbe; worse, it casts the rebbe in
the role of hashkafic antagonist. This forces
his students into a defensive stance and
e izes the nascent hip between
the rebbe and his talmidim.

To restore a personal and intimate kevod
rav to Yeshiva University, something must
be changed. Can we ask YU to change its
character? Can we demand that the student
adjust to his rav or vice versa? Or dare we
resign ourselves-to our present weak and
pathetic situation? I pray not. We must strive
to change that status quo. If such a process
must be gradual, let us hope its effect will
be profounder still.

Frum

continued from page 10

ed not for sparing the last Amalekite, but
rather because his refusal to kill Agag plac-
ed the killing of all the other Amalekim in
a different light. Slaughtering a whole peo-
ple — morally, a frightful thing — is only
justifiable as ‘a response to the unequivocal
command of the Ribono Shel Olam. Sparing
Agag demonstrated that Shaul’s motivation
was not God’s command, but some baser im-
pulse of instinctive violence. If that guided
him, then he was punished not for sparing
Agag, but for killing the rest of the Amalekite
nation; Shaut killed them not purely out of
obedience to the Divine command, but rather
out of some type of military, diplomatic, or
political consideration.

There were those in Israel who felt that,
educationally speaking, one should not pre-
sent the Divine command as conflicting with
usual moral norms — even if we agree that
in the specific context of a Divine command,
an otherwise immoral action partakes of the
goodness and morality of God and thus can-
not be labeled *‘immoral.”” And there is
something to his view.

Nonetheless, 1 think we have no choice.
Moral sensibility as guide to moral action is
crucial. The solution is not to teach morali-
ty less, but yir ‘at shamayim more. R. Chaim
Brisker, as described in R. Zevin's Ishim
VeShitot, was a man of extreme morat sen-
sibility, with great concern for human be-
ings, for human suffering . . . Yet he lived
with the totality of halakhah, including

Amalek and the Shiv'at Amamim. Why?
Clearly not because his moral sensibility was
less, but rather that his emunah and yir'at
shamayim were so much more.

This, then, must be our solution: to
strengthen and intensify our dvekut, yir'at

and emunah, while si ly
developing our moral consciousness and sen-
sitivities — to their maximum.

Hirsch

continued from page 12

To recapitulate Hirsch's argurents for an
ideal Galut (i.e., the Emancipation) the con-
cept of the Jewish people living again in
Israel contradicts his view of the Jewish mis-
sion in the world as well as the Mensch-
Yisrael concept because it totally separates
the Jews from the greater world. Further-
more, return to the fand before messianic
times will reinsert ‘*material’ as important
to Judaism, thus de-emphasizing the
“spiritual”” which Hirsch idealized. His in-

sion of humanity.”” We see here a degree of
continuity in Hirsch’s thinking. In the mes-
sianic era, rather than individual Jews liv-
ing with people of other faiths, Judaism as
a nation wili live as neighbors with other na-
tions of the world continuing to shinc its uni-
que light, albeit on a grander scale. Yet,
despite the pleasant, appealing sound of these
words, they are merely intangible clouds in
contrast to his specific plan of the Jewish pro-
gram in Exile. Obviously, no onc knows as
much about the messianic age as he does
about this world, but the scarcity of
references to an issue which other great
Jewish thinkers spent chapters and books on,
seems a result of the low, almost in-
conceivable place that this ideal plays in
Hirsch's philosophy.

And seek the peace of the city whither

1 have exiled you, and pray for it to

be the Lord, for in its peace there will

be unto you peace.

Certainly, i jews must seek peace in
vhat land they inhabit; being a light unto

terpretaion of sources from the bible which
show the significance of Galut are left with
no basis if the Jews return to Israel. Essen-
tially, if Israel returns to their ancient land
they will re-enter history, losing their uni-
que spirtual quality and becoming just like
all the nations.

Rosenbloom, who seeks to show the high
degree of Hegelian influence on Hirsch’s
writings, asks: “Is there a synthesis in
Hirsch’s thought?** He answers that in the
messianic era, the state and the exile which
are presently antithetical will unite into a state
led by the Torah which is ‘‘an exemplar of
the meaning of divine revelation and the mis-

the nations is not a commandment dependent
upon living in the fand. Yet, Hirsch’s con-
clusion from Jeremiah that the ideal place for
the Jews was in exile seems short-sighted in
view of traditional Bible commentaries. The
Metsudat David interprets this passage as
pragmatic instruction for an interim period
before the Jews return to their permanent
home. Twentieth century history has borne
this out. One is left with the impression that
Hirsch was a great leader, whose vision did
not span beyond the immediate future, while
Jeremiah had the **vision” to speak with con-
fidence of a scenario which took over two
thousand years to come to fruition.
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"Where Does the Light Shine
Exile In the Thought of R. S. R. Hirsch

By ADAM S. FERZIGER

Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch believed
that a place and a positive function exists
fo. the Jewish people in the Galw
(Diaspora). As. a leader of German Or-
thodoxy in the nineteenth century, he strove
1o practice the goal of full emancipation for
the Jews. This effort is reflected in his more
popularly known position as Rabbi of Kehal
Adass Yeshurun in Frankfort-Am-Main. A
prolific writer, Hirsch devoted significant
portions of his literary output, pamcularly
in his Ni Letters 10 di ion of the

world and specifically why its goals could
best be accomplished in the Galut under the
terms of the Emancipation.

Another movement, the seeds of wh|ch
were planted in Hirsch’s day, but only truly
began to take root after his death, was
Zionism. Though the term had not yet been
coined, contemporaries of Hirsch such as
Kalischer and Hess had already begun to ex-
press strong views on the Jewish return to

.Zion and possible ways .to hasten this

**physical” redemption Hirsch clearly op-
posed these views. In referrmg to the
gath of exiles” to us by the
prophets he proclalmed **For this
fuwre . . . we hope and pray, but actively
to accelerate its coming is prohibited tous.”
Though it is possible that Hirsch’s ‘‘anti~
Zionism™* is based solely on a halakhic deci-
sion — similar to that of the present-day Sat-
mar Hasidim — more likely his dedication
1o the emancipation contributed greatly to his
opposition to contemporary proto-Zionistic
aspirations. In order to gain a stronger grasp
of his position, it is necessary to formulate
precisely his view of the role of the Jews in
the world and why the Galut is the most fer-
tile ground for the bearing of its fruit.

Hirsch believed that Judaism was found-
ed to solve a specific problem, ‘‘men had
eliminated God from life.>* The only means
for solution was to create a nation whose pur-
pose was to be an or lagoyim, a ‘‘light onto
the nations.” This nation must show the
world that God s its sole Creator and that
the function of human life is not to attain
possessions and seek enjoyment, but rather,
to fulfill the will of God. Dr. Mordechai
Breuer points out that the concept of or
lagoyim did not originate in the nineteenth
century; actually, ‘‘its existence dates to the
existence of Judaism itself.”” Hirsch’s con-
tribution was first, in highlighting it for the
first time since the days of Judah Ha-Levi,
and second. in his ability to understand the
unique application of this concept to his own
generation.

A nation with such high aspirations re-
quired nurturing under those conditions
which would inculcate the values necessary
to perfonn their mlsswn Only after it had

dits p devel could it
be placed in an environment which was wont
for its influence. Thus, the exiled Jews from
Egypt, equipped with the spiritality which
had been b d upon them through the
recently received Torah, entered their own
land. The Jewish stay in Israel accomplish-
ed two pragmatic goals ds b
light onto the nations: it separated the nanon
from the other peoples of the world so that
it could grow, unadulterated by the in-
fl of foreign cul Furth
the physical land established them as a *‘peo-
ple in the midst of people,’” a nation with
the status and respect of all other nations.

Though the land played a positive role in
Israel’s develop iy, it b

clear that the Jews had been enriched as
much as was necessary and the land had
begun 1o be a negative force. Instead of g,am—
ing in spirituality the Jews only saw “‘the
abundance of earthly goods, the
wealth . . . which had led Israel to stray
from its mission.”” Therefore, it was time for
Israel to realize that, as a nation with a mis-
sion, it lived according to higher standards
and it had done wrong. In addition, it must
move out into the world so that it could per-
form its divinely appointed task. The destruc-
non served both purposes. It physically

hile simititaneously

Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch

ing God’s unt

eSS o with Tsrael’s
actions. Dr. Nozh H. Rosenbloor, in Tradi-
tion in the Age of Reform, points out that

Hirsch’s explanation of the destruction as an _

essential ingredient in Jewish development
is i with its ptance of the
Hegelian concept of “‘destructive effects in=
volved in the historical process.”

There is no doubt that Hirsch saw Galut
as the ideal place for performance of Israel’s
mission. He points to the greater degree of
influence Israel has living among the nations,
““if in the midst of a world which worships
wealth and iust, Israel were to live a tran-
quil life of righteousness and love . . . what
a powerful instrument for good couid Israel
be.”’ Yet, he also felt that Galut added to
Israel’s own spirituality; for as Israel lives
through history and sees all the powers of
the world destroyed, it gains greater faith in
God.

The key to this conception of the diaspora
is the notion that living in the land of Israel
is-not always ideal and thus, the cutrent
dispersion of the Jews does not represent a
de facto situation. To fortify this position,
we are presented with a number of incid

neatly within the Hegelian concept of
historical development of nations. Hirsch's
dilemma was the same as Krochmal's. The
Jews were different from all nations. They
had already developed a high level of
spirituality at an early stage in history. Thus,
Hirsch accepted the two-tiered view of
Jewish nhlury, at one level a u,um i na-
tion like all others, while concurrently a per-
manently spiritual people. Although this is
the case, we see that Hirschian philosophy
clearly seeks to emphasize the spiritual rather
than the national aspects of Judaistn. This
position has been taken to its extreme in the
philosophy of Hirsch’s grandson, Rabbi
Isaac Brener who, in Rosenbloom's words,
““resolved the inner ¢ diction by remov-
ing the Jewish péople entirely from the realm
of history and placing them exclusively in the
realm of the spiritual.””

As in all of Hirsch’s ideas, the Emancipa-
tion is presented both in twerms of its
pragmatic advantages and its philosophical
basis. The main practical arguments. for
Emancipation is that if the Jews are equal in
status to those of their fellow countrymen
they will be able to better accomplish their
mission. There are four main reasons for
this. First, living amongst general society
and being accepted as equals certainly allows

it takes displays Israel’s viability as spiritual
messengers of God outside the concept of a
nation and a land. emancipation solidifies this
point and develops it further. Once the Jews
have b fully i d into g 1
society, there will be no question that
spirituality is the essence of Judaism and that
*‘itie independent national lifc of Isracl was
never the purpose of our existence . . . " for
national life will more or less cease to exist.
Furthermore, both Rosenbloom and Ze'ev
Levi, point out that emancipation is fulfill-
ment of Hirsch’s concept of Mensch-Yisrael
(Jew-Israel). This is the belief that although
Judaism has a “‘spiritua! metahistorical quali-
ty " which makes it uniquely *‘Israel’" as op-
posed to just another nation. coinciding with
this, is the *‘common external aspect’” which
historicaily unites the Jew with all others.
Since Jews share the quality of mensch they
are entitled to live among *‘men.”” Eman-

pation is an iization of this ideai
because it enables Jewish spirituality” to
blossom inside a common tan.

It must be noted, that Hirsch never con-
sidered Emancipation a goal unto itself,
rather, ‘‘a new condition for its mission.""
In this light, he did not omit the fears which
he had of a condition in many ways *‘much
severer than the trial of oppression.”’ In this
he alludes to the fact that the

for more opportunities to infl the
greater world. Second, if Jews and gentiles
are neighbors who interact on an every-day
basis, the non-Jews will cease to perceive the
Jews as strange, foreign creatures. Third, in-
stead of being forced to concentrate their
energies on mere survival, Jews will be able
to focus on their ultimate task. Finally, he
felt that many of the Jews of his day would
not be forced *‘upon paths they were too
weak to refuse,” if being Jewish was not

made so difficult by the ‘‘excess of
oppression.”
In the ‘‘Nineteenth Letter,”” Hirsch

Hirsch saw
Galut as the
ideal setting for
performance of
Israel’s mission

a biblical p as evidence to the

in the Bible which show that our God and
forefathers felt that, at certain times, a higher
level of spirituality can be gained outside the
land of Israel. Abraham and Jacob both left
the land of Israel to go to Egypt for osten-
sibly practical reasons, yet the results were
concrete gains in their personal development
and as such, the entire nation. Moreover,
arguably the most climactic event in Jewish
history, the revelation and reception of the
Torah on Sinai occured outside the borders
of our land. Finally, during the return of the
exiles from Babylon led by Ezra and
Nehemia, it was the leaders, men of
spirituality and wisdom, who chose to stay
in Galut and eventually created the Babylo-
nian Talmud.

Rosenbloom points out that Hirsch sought
to maintain some sense of Jewish nationhood
even in the Galut in order to fit his theories

deep ph rools of « ipation
within Judaism. When the Jews were exiled
to Babylon after the deslrucnon of v.he ﬁrst
Temple, the proph
And seek the peace of the cny whither
I have exiled you, and pray for it to
the Lord, for in its peace there will be
unto you peace.

Hirsch clearly saw this as a positive direc-
tive; not just a practical guide to survival in
exile. ““Peace,”” here, does not mean mere-
Ly physical well-being, it means bringing an
air of peace to the entire world. Thus, if
emancipation will promote these goals, then
the Jews must join “‘as closely as possible
to the state which receives us.”

Besides the practical value of helping to

plish their i pation- il-
lusirates two main ideals within Judaism.
Though the general Galut in whatever form

L »

Emancipation can easily be misconstrued as
an end, not just a means. Contrary to gain-
ing new resources of strength for their mis-
sion, the Jews could be drugged by their new
found comforts into seeing emancipation as
the “‘end of Galur.”” Additionally, living
closer to the non-Jews means having more
opportunity to affect them positively, but no
doubt the ‘negative influences of outside
society are more readily available. Despite
these hesitations, Hirsch had faith that eman-
cipation will awaken *‘the true spirit which
strives to fulfill the mission of Israel.”

As stated previously, it is possible that
Hirsch’s negative attitude towards the Jew's
physical return to Zion was based strictly on
his understanding of certain Halakhic issues;
specifically the three ocaths which Israel
became obligated to when it weat into exile,
as mentioned in Tractate Kerubot 113A.
However, he never mentions such argumen-
tation, and thus, we are left to make conclu-
sions based on his stated beliefs.

Dr. Ze’ev Levi, in an asticle dealing with
the attitudes of nineteenth century German
Jewish thinkers towards Israel, argues that
this group’s characteristically negative at-
titude towards return to Zion stems from
their fear for their status in their country of
residence. He consideres this viewpoint
prevalent among all German Jewish leaders
of that time from the most liberal to the most
Orthodox. Along this line of thinking, one
would conclude in regard to Hirsch, if not
for the issue of dual loyalty, he might not
have relegated return to Zion to some in-
tangible messianic ideal. Possibly, deep
down Hirsch really hoped that these
**Zionists” would succeed; but he did not see
this as ble and therefore decided to
concentrate his own energies on what seem-
ed to be reachable.

I suggest that Hirsch had more than
pragmatic reasons for his position. He saw
the Galut as the ideal place for the Jews for
as long as he could imagine, and only includ-
ed smatterings of messianic rhetoric because
Jewish literature, tradition and Halakhah are
so rich in pointing to *‘the return’’ that he
could not completely ignore such a concept.

continued on page 11






