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EDITORIA

The Isracli Election Comumission recently
.S banned Meir Kaharne's party, Kach, from the
-‘-' Knesset elegtoral tists. The reasons given were
E) that it “incites racism.” Similar reasons were
Y advanced in an unsuccesstul attempt to ban

the. pro-Arab Progressive List for Peace.
:z While the law s professed goakef fighting hate
f is certainiy- admirable; the pohncal consider-

leght Seder -

I

We note with enthusiasm the mnewal of last
_year’s program ot attendance . by - Roshei

Yeshiva-at-Night Seder This program added

‘Banning Kach

ations motivating it§ sponsors may some day

" cause the exclusions of religious parties. The

Jaw also deprives thousands of voters of the
right to vote for the party of their choice.
Kahane's major argument has always been

that Israel cannont be both Jewish and .

Democratic; this law, while quieting him now,
serves in the long fun only to prove his poipt

Missing Books

Yeshiva has always prided itsclf on its rare

-college’ library, in which' books are rarely

reatly to the spiritual atmosphere and limud

" stolen. Unfortunately, its beir midrash does

haTorah on campus las vear, and we hope it
_will continue unabated. -

Welcome

Hamevaser welcomes Rabbi Natan Bar-
Haim and Rabbi David Hotwitz, Roshei

ot posess The same distinction. any ot us

. have experienced the wandering sefer syn-

dromg. Writing neithér name nor toom
number seems to keep these books at home.

If you have someone else’s sefer please return,
" it; you are'presently mevatel histime and your "

Yeshiva. and Rabbi Reuven Fink: Rabbi ' Oaf
Francis Nataf, Rabbi Aaron Selvan; and-
Rabbi Morris Wruble of the JSS Faculty. -
, MAN, KING; ANGEL, GOD
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Letters to the"E‘cilii‘o‘f B

To the Editor:

_.- By involving himself'in a pul

‘While the recent dia]og‘ueyhas done a great
deal to help combat these misconceptions,

of issues which lie. at ‘the very heart “of our
commitment to halakha and Judaism, Rabbi

PHOTOGRAPHY
~ CONTEST
HAMEVASER

seeks photographs
_~_on the subject of
Rebbe-Talmid Relations
for the cover of our next
issue.

Contact
Howard Sragow ( 928 1316)

‘Lamm has  confronted “the ‘most difficult
dilemma faced by Orthodoxy this century.
The responses to his- address at the Fifth
‘Avenue " Synagogue “have unquestionably
generated more “heat - than light. Lurking
behind the wildly i intemperate prose published
recently in the Jewish Observer is 4 “hashkafic”
prabiem, which we should take seriously, that
of legitimation, i.e. to what degree our
dialogue with non-Orthodox Rabbinic bodies
implies a de facto legitimatiofi of those bodies
and their beliefs, .

It has been my experience almost without

_.exception that non-Orthodox Jews do rot
-assume’ tht- we legitimate their rabbinic

leadership in any way, by any actien. They
have been the victims; in' the Reform
movement especially, of what may almost be
called -an intentional disinformation cam-
paign. designed to. convince. them . that
Qrthodoxy has already denied their status as

A Retorm 1éadership, wishes™ 10~ cotivinice  ifs

5

_there “is_much..d T

undone.- The. editorial writers of Agudat
Israel’s magazine Coalition have taken note of

-to be.

the "anti:Othodox” propaganda and 'have a

responded ‘vociferously by asserting that
anyone. halakhically converted or born of a
Jewish mother is fully Jewish and deserves our
love and concern. For this I commend themn, ..
but how many.Reforin Jews or even Reform
rabbis read ‘Coalition? Yet when Dr. Lamm
delivered ‘the same message in person ‘and
nationally publicized it, he was attacked in
terms which, in truth, would disgrace this
publication: were they recounted -here. The

masses of Reform and Conservative Jews are

reachable through their leaders and their
publications. While they do not question the
legitimacy .of their Rabbinic leaders, they do

. question whether Orthodoxy has any message

.or meaning for them at all, -

Rabbi Lamm’s critics are concerned about
overstepping the bounds -of what' might
constitute implied “récognition” - in order to

one—

b e o R e b g ¥ KA. B e

I

Jews. The purpase of ‘this is. obvious; the

avoid this misconception:they reinfi
that i$ worse ~ that' non-cc d Jews are

membership -that “the recent decision on

patrifineal descent will not be responsible for -

precipitating a'split in the Jewish people; since
as' far as Orthodoxy is concerned they are

aiready no W T

apartheid”™ (Harold Schulweis, “Jewish

Apartheid”, Moment Dec. 1985 p, 23), and
- miore_explicit statements such as “They are

trying to read e out of Judaism by deciding-

not Jewish and not worth expending resour-
ces on. At the very core of onr commitment
to . Orthodoxy and Jewish - destitiy "should

"-stand our commitiment to these Jews. A policy
. of “no’dialogue; n6 recognition”, surely, will

ot Teach them and wilkonly serve to reinforce
their worst misconceptions about the’ irrele-.
vance of Orthodoxy. The fact isthat-dialogie
with not-yet-refigious Jews is the only pathto

convince them. to return to Orthodoxy. The -

Ho 1s a Jew’ (Alexander Schindler, Balti-
ish Times Deéc. 1985), when uttered
leaders of non-halakhic moverents

dangers from implied recognition pale when
compared to the benefits of dialogue.

Michael Bmyde
RIETS 89



. Tendler

" Based on a Ie:EETyABTa

By Jerrold Rapaport -~ , =

Tshuvah s, in essence, the fcuniting of a
{ragmented self through reevaluation of what
isselfl and. what is. not.
compomc of the inferactions - that “mold
human personality, those with fellow men and
those with God. .

Man’ associates with God most simply- as
He manifests Himself ‘in nature.. Thus
Solomon advised “Lékh el ha n'malah,”
“Go study. the ant. ”What God desires

actions in the physical universe. The natural
world, created. by God- Elokim, is part of the
master spiritual plan‘ef God in his role. as
: Hashem.

o : Mar’s - survival in the phyﬁ;l world " is

oy thr d whenbiol

This_self is. the .

of man can be discovered by studying His

‘bIOIOEILd] as well as hls splmual 5elf Fhus
extreme lmmnrdlxly might in some cases be
réflected in the-onset “of AIDS, the total
collapse of the immune system. Organisms
lose the “fear™ that they wete to haveof man;
and ‘become man’s deddly foe.” Similarly,
fragmentation” of the spiritual self ‘can be

mirtored by such auto-immune dis
rheumnatic arthritis,
immune system attacks the joints, or multiple
sclerosis, which attacks the rierve coatings.
Tshuvah;then, is the recognition_ of, the
self’s fragmentation and the initiation of the
process of repair and restoration. Maimo-
nides (Hilkhot T’shuvah 2:2) delineates four
steps to- r'shuvah; the sinner must leave his

ases as

in which’ man’s own -

state’ that there can bc no /shuvah wuhout
shame. Shame 18 the funddmema] emotion of

shuvah. When one is ebacrassed, one asks -

oneself,” “How could -this happen? “I- am

“shattered; I am fragmented,”

Rav Joseph B. Soleveitchik points out that
when a person does something embarrassing
in public, he covers his facc with his hand.
Wiho is he hiding from? Cannot everyone still
see him? The person is hiding from himself; he

“is fragmented. If a person were to get drunk

at a wedding and insult the bride and groom,
the shame would be unforgettable. How could
one do such a thing? It reveals a flaw in his

personality, an unself that must be destroyed *
in order to bring back harmony of the sclf, |

sclf and nun»scl{ interact in a dynamic

equilibrium, and effort must be exerted to -
Keep the non-self at bay. The'challenge of this 3:_

struggle Is aptly described by Mabir in his ©
discussion of an argiment between Rabhbi ?

Yochanan and Rabbi Abahu. Onetlaims that fjl
&
.

the 1zadik gamur. the person without sins, is
greater than the baal 1'shuvah. one whu

-committed sins but has fully atoned for them. o~
The other claims that the baal tshuvah is %

greater. Mahit resolves this controversy. by
delineating two 1vpes of rzadikim gemurim:
those never exposed to temptation and thus
sinless, and, those constantly exposed to*
temptation who have never succumbed to it.

Surely. says Muhu the haal t'shuvah is greater

WASYATINVH

861 12g0

=t that
.- differentiate between’ self and non-self 20
-, awry. Elokim gave us an i

dlfferenuatc between s

Dol

une'system to
Emd non- Self oand utter a ‘verbal Viduy, or eonfession. In

SInngWa
such a way. again, call.upon God as witness
that-he will never return 1o his sinning ways,

Sresolve-irhisheart nottomsin i

Shame is a meams given t6 us by God to let us
know that our self 1s not whole.

“If one commits a sin and is ashamed, all
of his sins are forgiven” Berukhot 12b). Why

than the man never exposed ta temptation.

But greatest of all is the one who constantly
faces temptation vet never falls prey to it. for

he must constantly battle torema and

{ ﬁ\‘,d

F organism
detect non=self, and. def

within—our—systen

hanisins are

Chapter 1, however; Maimonides focuses on

the -viduy-itselfrather than-on-the- general -

called upon to destroy the invader. Man earns
the right to protection by these messengers of
God by muintaining: his relationship ‘with
God. That is, man must integrate God into his
self ‘t0. the cxtent. that God and His wishes
- become an innate part of his life processes. If
- man achieves this,  God maintains the
relationship between man and nature stated in
parshat Noach:
upon all anifals of the earth.”
But when man fails to mcorporate Godi info
his being, he loses the integrity of his

Gideon: Prin

“and the fear of you. will-be -

process of ¢ shuvah. He specifies the forcn in
which the viduy s said: *1 -have sinned and
done such and such; I regret my-actions and
am ashamed of them, and Wil fiever return to
this -thing.™ The preserice of shame in this
context.s someéwhat puzzling. Where does it
come from and what is its significance? n the

seventh chapter of Hilkhot T'shuvah Maimo-

nides .writes .thdt when ‘a baal tshuvah is
embarrassed and ashamed of his actions his
merit- 15 multiplied and’ his spiritual level is
raised. Rabbeinu Yondh and Maharal both

By Hittet Fetmamn
Gideon’s consecration as a savior of lsrael
J(Judges' 6) seems at first glance -a. rather
ordinary story; God appeints him and as such
appointees do ‘throughout the Bible {cf.
Moses, Saul, Jeremiah) he tries to shirk the
task via 4 “reasonable hesitation.” But the

oo distinet qualities of the tale become apparent

through' a world of subliminal messages. In
addition to these textual messages, Rashi and
<Radak: quote two™ dfrashof on” the focal
sentences of the consecration narrative (1 1-14)
laden with allusions which foreshadow

aspects of the story ‘and- enhance. our |

understanding of Gideon’s character. More-
over, thorough analysis of the differences
between Rashi’s and Radak’s versions of the
d’rashot reveals a key divergence in their views
of Gideon and his political-military rele, a
divergence which illuminates the  passages
“tnany meanings.

11. An Angel of the Lord came and sat under
“the terebinth ar Ophrah, which belonged 1o
Joash the Abiezrite. His son Gideon was then
beating out wheat inside a winepress in order

utilize the same two aggadot 1o siplain this
“difficulty, the two images .of Gideon they

" develop directly oppose each other.

Rishonim commenting on Sanhedrin
disagree as to whether the position of shofet
established in Deuteronomy 16:18 conveys a

should a person dshdmed of one sin be
forgiven for all? The answer lies in the naturce
of shame itself. An ashamed person realizes

'bthat something alien exists within—him. He

mbist scrutinize his self to determine which
fragments are him and which someone else.
Thus through shame he attains forgiveness
from  God by identifying with Him and
“explaining away” the bad as having stemmed
from an alien source.

When the man-God relationship is again
properly established, the seif is reunited. Yet
the non-self never completely disappears, The

then beating out the wheat]” (sentence 11)..In
Rashi’s citation the angel's pralsc ofGldeon is
conspicuously lacking.

Radak cites a second midrmh which claims
that the interchange took place on the first

B + v
keep the non-sclf from pervading his being.
In addition to knowing and controlling the
self. we must realize that other Jews are also
part of our selves. We are familiar with the
concept that we must look upon each-of our
actions as though it will save or damn the
world. If this is so. the actions of our fellow"
Jews have great consequenées on. ourselyes.
We must therefore endeavor to ensure not
only the well-being of our personal refation-
ship with God, but the well-being of the
relationship of each and every Jew with God
our Lord.

ce or Pawn

" this drash o the phrase: “His son Gideon [was

gives his interpretation of “kochakha, " a word
highly suggestive of Gideon's personal
qualifications. on the phrase. “The Lord is
with you, valiant warrior™(verse 12). Rashi on
that verse paraphrases. “God is beside vou!
valiant warrior, by his granting you strength

-personal halakhic status,mimui-gavra, beyond.-—night.of Passover. Gideon, in his reply tothe —like this.” In_other” words. -this-streagth--

the purely functional. The machioket here as
to_the character of Gideon, ‘the historical
judge, seems to pamllel the general disagree-
rent in Sanhedrin. 1n Rashi’s reconstruction
of the-seenario, Gideon is merely an instru-
ment of God used for the battle: Gideon, as a
unique figure. is not patticuiarly significant to

the victory. Radak’s formulation, on the other

hand, makes Gideon a key factor. Gideon’s
deeds and his overall character qualify him
personally as leader. Moreover, his personal-
ity is supremely in tune with the  speéific

‘purpose of Milkhemet Midvan.
The dispute pivots on the textual ambigui- -

ties'of verses 14 and 16. In verse 14 God says,

*Go jn'this strength of yours and deliver Israel

from the Midyanites. | herewith make you My
o " .“Vehoshata” and. deliver, may

10 keep it safe from the Midyanites. 13.-The
angel of the Lord appeared 1o him and said to
him “The Lord is with you, wlmm warrior!" i3
Gideon said 10 hint. “Please, my._ lord, if .the
Lord is with us, why- has all this befallen us?
Where are all His wondrous woiks about

simply - be taken as an imperative in this
context, as is “lekh™ in the verse’s beginning,
but it may also be a prediction,” and you will
deliver ‘lIsrael,” implying that Gideon’s
partiéipation is necessary.! Similarly, in verse

angel, “Where are all His wonderous deeds
about which our fathers told us, saying, "Truly
the Lord brought us up from Egypt”™ was
refering specificaily to the miracles his father

had told him of the night before at the seder

(Bizait Yisrael MiMitzrayim, Psalm 114).
Gideon proceeds to accusingly ponder in the
angel’s presence, “If our ancestors were
righteous, send us miracles in their merit; 1f
they were wicked, as you wrought miracles on
their behalf [gratis), so do for us.”

‘Instead of counter-charging Gideon or
Israel. God responds wnh penetrating praise”
of Gideon’s undel g supposition. and
declares *On your Tife! Since Jou presumed
my children to be innocent, you are worthy for
me to speak with you."*(God' approach here.
reveals his own presumption) that of assured
deliverance.) Accordingly. God immediately
turns to Gideonand orders,” Go with this
strength, the strength of your merit for
standing in defense of my children.™ Radak
approvingly adds, “This midrash is indeed

kohakha is Divinely instilled. Rashi thus
reversts the usual meaning of kochakha so as
not to refer to Gideon's own strength but to
a strength superimposed by God. Rashi does
not read “The*Lord -turned o him™ as a
positive response to Gideon. Radak on the
other hand emphasizes_ the potency of the
midrash (praising Gideon's defense of Israel)
saving, “this d'rash is indeed correct because it -
gives meaning to the ffollowing] phrase...”. .
Radak may be “calling the drask correct
because it solves some otherwise perplexing
problems. Yét the term nakhon is distmetive
enough to suggest that Radak assents to the
midrash’s claim of Gideon's.virtue as p'shuro
shel nikra.
... Rashi elects to remain consistent with what
.seems to be the theme throughout chapters 6-
8: God as the key to salvatiogp and Gideon as
his Excalibur.* The_choi Gideon, the
voungest -male in the smallest famityof
Mnasheh. as well ds the selection process
was

emploved for the hartle whereby the army

which odr fathers told us. saving, ‘Truly the

—Lordbrought-us up from-Egypt? - Now'the-Lord- -

has abandoned -us and delivered .us into-the
handds of Midyan!” I4. The Lord turned 10 him
and’ said “Go in this strength of yours anid
- deliver Israel from lhe Midianites.. [ herewitl

16 the emiphasis may be either, on ~and you
shall defeat. Midyan” or on*Since 1 will be
with you?"

Radak explains the entire passage in
digressive comments on “and sat under the
terebinth.” He', quotes lhree drashor. “The

PR N

correct because it gives meaning to the phrase.”

‘the Lord turned te him.’” On the words gibor- -
hayill—the angelically-bestowed appelation
of verse 12-- Radak extrapolates, “He [the
angel} called -him [Gideon] thus, so as to
gladden him and bolstef his.confidence so he

Adids

“reduced 10 a scanty three hundred men.

hxghlxght Rashi’s’ interpretation “that “the
victory' was God’s and not the people’s. “The
Lord said to Gideon, "You have to many,
troops with you for me to deliver Midvan into
their hands: Israel might claim for themselves

ir N
wrakeyouiy 15 Hesaid-to-Hin;

“Please, my-Lord, how can I deliver Israel?-..

Why, niy clan is the humblest in Mnasseh. and
1 am the youngest in my father's houséhold,”
The Lord replied “F-will be with you, and you

latterts latéto-ouk

", In the first, Gideon upon dlscoveriﬁghis
father working outside tells him,*You are old,
Father. Go to your house and [ will beat out
[the grain for you), because if the deyamtes

T Shalidefear Midyan o @ man: (JEAgES 6711-15) o youwdom have thestrengrh o fiee

A’ question 1mmed|ately arises. The demon-
strative adjéctive "this™ in-“this strength” is’
without a referent—strength was not menti:
“oned previously. Although Rashl and Radak

-angel, after witnessing this kindness, remarks
that “since you . have kept. the precept of
‘Hongring your fathér’, -you are fitting to
redeem my children [Israel).” Rashi, relates

“wotttd-overeome-Midranamd s

wchhesays:
“Go with this strength of yours.” Finally, on
the phrase, “God faced him” (verse 14) Radak
explains that “God turned to him and adorned
hnm with courage.” Accordmg to Radak,

the glory.dueto- Me thinkimg.“Our owrf hand
has brought us victory™ (Judges 7:2). Rashi’s
understanding of the entire episode seems to
be rooted-in a simple. pshar rendering of the

actual text. R v -contrast. bases hix
s Gods T e .
i IOtEs—God's understanding ¢ simple reading of the

mlghty and intrepid spirit.

Rashi’s downplaying of Gideon’s role is -

again pronouncedly suggested by his selective
quoting and placement of the citations, Rashi

d'rasho, thereby emphasizing God’s selection
of Gideon as a virtuous man of distinction,

continued on page 8
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by Jeressy Wieder
*1f the vx of a Gentife gores the ox o[.ahw
U he (the Gentile) is liable for damagesyJ{ the ox-
of Jew gores the ox of a Gentile, he 1s exempt
o (rom damages.” (Beve Kawme 37b) "Whik
) “-4 theft from a Gentile' is forbidden, keeping his
< lost object is permissible. A mistake (in a
E business transaction) made by a Gentile, need

S ol be corrected by *xjwﬂiwhwdvmt

L apply if a “chiltul hashens’. will transpire.”
(Bava Kam 113b)
These two laws, and several others of 2

deserving of. carcful consideration: On an
abstract kevel, two approaches may be used to

etween Jew and

MAN Cb’ MAN

Hafakhlc Civil Laws

"
discriminate against a person. for being

something he did not choose to be is not only’

grossly unfair but also contradicts one of the
pillars of Ji udaxsm beclumh chqﬁrhu -

chofshit assumes lhat a person is lable only
for those lhmgs which he wnllmgiy chooses to
dH'GCﬁH‘e

the Noachide Laws, he i is llable because they
are necessary for the existence of civilization.

But fo assess him liability for not converting

—rRd—roJdaisTr 5 unfair because Jugais s truths  Society.

are not scif-evident to most- people;and
intetligence, since not decided by free will,

examine these faws. The first assumes a gap\/@cs not play 2 role in deciding a person’s

between Jews and Gentiles that produces a
dichotomous sct. of laws, placing Jews and
Gentiles on different planes. The® scocond
assumes that with regards to-civil law Jews
and Gentiles exist coplanarly ‘and that the
surface readings of these gemarot belic a
radically different reality.

1t should be clear that in almost alf cases
these Laws afe not practically relevant due to
‘dina demalchusa dina’ (the law of the land is
hatakha). “chillul hashem® (desecration of
God’s name), or “darkay shalom’(the ways of
peace).

The existence of a dichotomous system of

. righteousness. Fusthermore, Gentiles who did

not refuse the Torah (only the generation of
Gentiles at the time of the giving of the Torah
refused its offering) should not be'punished; in

cxplammg‘ the connection between their
refusal of the Torah and this fine, comments

that. the reasons given by several Gentile .
. nations' for refusing the Torah relate to the

prohibitions-of-theft and bloodshed (which,
incidentally, were already part of the
Noachide Laws). According to Meiri (ibid.)
and-Maimonides (Hilkhot-Gnaiva_1:1)_the

observant Gentiles.
Shalchan Arukh both omit the first law (not
r}:paying a loan), suggésting that they felt it
was not the conclusion of the gemara. While
the m chaber (author) of the Shulchan Arukh

"omits this law, Ramah brings it. With regard

to the second law, several of the rishonim who

Maimonides .and. the

gemara implies that God fined the Gentiles

disagree with Meiri (Maimonides, Tiir)

definitively. rule’ that it is-forbidden to )

only because .they -refused..to. accept_th&J intentionally  deceive a Gentile. It seems,

Noachide Laws, thie laws basic to a peacefu]

however, that in the case of an unifitentional

eople whio fefuse 16 obey such basic

‘il lashem : Wi

-laws-do-not-care-aboutthe-property-of-others
and hence deserve no protection of their own
. property. The fine should not apply, however’
* to'Gentiles who obey the-Noachide Laws.
The gemara a¥the end of B ama(113b)
states that a Jew may keep.a Gentile's lost
object.‘unless -doing so. will .cause a chill

Hash Sanhedrin 76a, extending this law,

a ‘parallel we cannot mi a
second ation assimilated Jew (Chazon
Ish to Mishneh Toreh, Hilkhot Deot 6:3).
Finally, -unjustified discrimination against
other humans is most probably’ not the
“righteousness and justice™ {Genesis 19:19)
practiced_and taught by Abraham which
convinced God that he should be the father of-
the “chosen people™ "As the Midrash says,
“And you shall love your neighbor (fellow

forbids a Jew to return'a Gentile’s lost object.
This prohibition almost beyond ail -doubt

“applies only to objects belonging to Gentiles

not obeying the Noachide Laws. Even the
Shulchan Arukh, which usually quotes the
gemara verbatim, adds ‘that this law was

* enacted “because he is strengthening the

hands of sinners™ Gen@iles who do obey the
Noachide Laws are rot “sinners” and their

mistake. If s0, we must once again ask “In the

‘réverse situation, is thé Gentile required to. .

reimburse the Jew?”

The two' approaches’ described are both
acceptable but two addmonal comments on
the topic are germane,

While discussing defective coinage, Maim-=-

onides states: “One is required to destroy the
coin and is certainly forbidden to use it to
deceive a Gentile. This is the error of most
people and a few individuals [probably a

“reference to a. few scholars] who have

“imagined” that such deception of a Gentile is
permitfed. Such an idea is not legitimate.

* It is also forbidden to use any tricks to
deceive the Gentile in monétary matters or

cﬂ.ﬂ iaw, though not cxphcn in any source,is  Jew)“as yourself.” (stmcus I?ZI) R. Akiva belongi;gs may be returned. even simply to foo} him [gevat da'at, theft of
d.by.the omi ol.any. says.—“This-is-a-§ iple-in-the Fhegemaratibid-yderives thistaw fromrthe—

contrary to the simple reading of the gemara.
Passibly the rishonim . and acharonim
refrained from stating this idea explicitly for
fear of anti-Semitic reaction. The dichotom-
ous approach is supported by. Bave
- Kanwa(38a). The gemara there implies ihat

--—when-the other-nations refused 10-accept the -

Torah at Mount Sinai, God fined them by
making their property “hefker’ (ownerless),
thus prohibiting a Jew only from intentionally
“and actively damaging a Gentile’s property.
(Bave MYziye 113b debates whether or not a
Jew may intentionally and actively damage a
Gentile's property, but the conclusion of both

Maimonides [Hilkhot G'naiva 1:1] and the

Shulchon Arukh [ Choshen Mishpar 34822 is
that it is unquestionabiy forbidden and x Jew
is liable for such-damages:)

A biplanar classification of Jews and
Gentiles not exphcnly connected to civil law
is found in Judah- Halevi's Kuzari. He
classifies several levels of existence, the highest
being “Jew™ and the second “Gentike™ In a
similar’ vein, Maharal (Derech Hachayim,
Avos 3:14) states that before the giving of the'
Torah, all of mankind possessed the 1zelenm
Heokim::the image of God: after the' Gentile

nations refused 1o accept the Torah, God™

diminished their rzefem.
But the bl»—planar approach pltsems many

—difficulties:— Whitc—the—Forah—defimes—the

Torah.™ Ben Azai says, ‘“Thns is the book of
the generations of mankind (...in the image of
G-d he was created) (Genesis'5:1).” This'is an
‘éven .more ‘fundamental pnnclple in the
Torah.”

- ‘From a halakhic perspective, one should

'in every case the gemara uses the word “akum”
{an acronym for an ido! worshipper), “kun
(one,of the Samaritaps, who were a constant
annoyance to the Jews during the Second
Temple period), or “k naani™(a member of
the eoriginal inhabitants of Israel who, as
described by the Torah, practiced cruel and
bominable Ttites) ds opposed- to simply
“nachri” (stranger). This usage suggests that
these laws do not apply toa Gentile observant
of the Noachide Laws. Unfortunately, the
possibility that Christian censorship oblitera-
tedg the gemara’s original wordmg renders
this proof dubious.
Explaining the source of a Jew's excmpuon

from damages inflicted by higox on a Gentile, 7
the gemara in &Ms the verse “If

the ox of a man gores the ‘ox of raiaihu”
(Exodous 21:35): rai aifu (his friend) he must
reimburse, but not a Gentile. Bt the gemara®

“rdjects- this source based on ‘the following

assumption. Before the giving of the Torah;a
person was responsibl only for d ges. he

phrase “And so you shall do to any lost object

of your brother™) and not of a Gentile, Should
we then assume, using the same logic' cited
with regard to damages, that this source is not
really legitimaté but rather just part of the
fofementioned fine? H we don’t assume 56, we

—note-the-gemara’s word-choice for “Gentile™,—must ask, “Is a ‘Gentile is-obligated to return

a Jew’s object?” After all, nowhere does the
gemara state ‘that the Noachide laws forbid

“keeping a lost objéct.

The Meiri takes the former appmach and °

*declares that'a Jew may not keep the object of

an.observant Gentile, Since Maimonides and
the Shulchan Arukh, who do not require a
Jew to_return any. Gentile’s ‘object, do. not
comment about the reéverse situation, their
view is difficuit to determine.

If-a Jew may keep a Gentile’s lost object

.according tothe letter of the law, why does the

Gentile’s finding out constitute ‘a ‘chilful
hashem™ 1f a Gentile does not truly under-
stand the Torah, his misund ding should

ffowtedgel;—and -« fortiori, doing anything

which - might ‘ create a chilul | Hashem is
forbidden because this terrible sin breeds bad
character traits in people. These evils are those

_of which God despises both them and their

perpetrators. About them it is said, “For he is
the abominated orne of God who does these
things [cheating with weights], ke that does
iniquity’ [Deut. -25:16]™ (Peirush Hamash~
nayos, Keilim'12:7). .

Be'er Hagolah (Choshen™ Mishpat 348 5)
adds with regard to dealing dishonéstly with
Gentiles: “I write- this for Tuture generations:

I have seen many who attempted to grow'nH

by tricking Gentiles, and they have failed.
Their wealth has been- oblitérated with' rio
trace.of blessing behind. It is said inthe Sefer
Hachasidim, ‘Many have sanctified God’s
name and returned even expensive ém)rs
made by Gentiles. ‘They have succeeded,
grown in wealth, ‘and have have left a legacy
for their children.™

not constitute a chillul Hashem. Many animal
rights activists would object to sacrifices, and
yet, if thé temiple were standing, ‘we ‘would
disregard their complaints, Said in -another

~way. Jews only have an obligation to- give

Gentiles the correct impression of the Torah,

not an impression t%e to see. But
if a Gentile is entitled to object by the

JOIN
HAMEVA.‘

pire—the—Jew—need—not-correct —his———————

Jewish nation as_séparate from all other

(.IILI Wll“ lllb uuuy ATRITOT IUI' lllObC Caustroy
his ox. Were the verse ‘really to exclude

naitions {Deut, 4:6-8), this neither necessitates
nOr permits us' to acuvtly dcmonsmne our
supeniority thmugjf a judicial system that

- discriminates against Gentiles. If God decides
10.shower: us_with blessing as a reward for

eeimbursement of a-Gentile -fof - damiages
caused by an ox, the Geitile as well should be
exempt, for the Torah has rever told us he is

liable. And were the passuk really to refer 1o

- accepting His “Torah, we- dertainly do not
question the famm of such treatment, but
active _ch seems improper.- Such
reasoning, however, cannol fairly represent

all people, a Tew should be liable for damas
caused “by his- ox to a Geutile. So rai aihu
proves no dichotomy.

The gemara Bava Kama (ibid.) then cites a
Midrash. stating that-when God' saw ' the

. Chorals thinking unless proven o be Jn__Gentiles flouting the Noachide Laws. he made

consonance with the gemara:

First, howewer, we should consider what -
specifically is troubling hashkafically abour a
classification.

bi-planar Certainly, unjustified
bna;:sltpumntandfomgno.lud;smTo

their property hefker, ownerless. This gemara
also cites the Midrash stating that because the
Geriles refused to accept the Torah,” God
fined them by making their property hefker.

IETET OF T faw,  anda, Only 10 prowce e
property “of law-abiding citizens did 'the. -
Rabbis institute the fine of Aefker{the | -power
for such.an action is derived from the concept
of ‘hefker beit' din “hefker’ the courts are
permmed in"dsituation of néed to declare a

TSOR's proper: ownerléss.). we can_ under-

- stand why a true chillul hashern may éxist:

keeping thie object runs against the actual law
as written in the Torah. .

In the last perek of Bava Kama, the gemara
state§ that .when ‘na_chilul Hashem will

: Wﬁpper
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transpire, a Jew may: opt to not pay back his : .-

loan from a Geniile and can_refuse .to
reimburse a Gentile . for errors - made- in

business transactions. The Meiri again -

Maharsha (Chidwskei Halakh ibid.),

that these laws in'no way apply to




——MAN & GOD

by Hmdy Najman

tht role does viduy p]dy in the tshuvah -
process? That is, what is the significance of the
fact that the internal -and-decply “personal
expcnence of moral transformation,. which
each mdmdual ‘must. undergo, fr-him’ or

herself, must_be externalized through words. -

¢ommon 1o ali? Both Ramban and ‘Rambam
agree that viduy is fundamental to the “ikar
mitzvah” of (shuvah. But. that they differ
profoundly in-the way thiey conceive of its role
is: revealed by ‘subtle differences in - their
treatment ‘of viduy and of the role of verbal
articulation in moral life.

Ramban conceives of vidyy as a stimulus.’

towards ¢ shuvaki. It is the opening movement.
which initiates the {re)turning towards God.

oncepﬁ ions of

viduy? O Ramban's view, mlsummg wduy
would be tantamount to.omitting it, since it
would:be unable {0 play its funidamental rofe
asastimulus. Lacking this timely stimaulus, the
community -would have [ailed 10 intérnalize
the need for ¢ shivah. §|mxldrly‘ if viduy were
omitted and ‘rothing. else played ity role of
opening the moverment of L ’shuvah,
could be no (rejturning to God: ™ his
_commentary on Déutcronomy 31:17, Ram-
ban explicates” the -phrase < “ki. ayn elokai
bkirbi” “for my God is not within me™—as
referring to an. uncompleted viduy;  which
made {’shuvah g'murah i;npossible. The

- custom of reciting Rfilah Zakah immediately

before maariv on - Yom Ktppur can be

attributed (o Ramban’s on-—the.

there

fundamental slgnmcdncn behind ikar firzvah
as articulation of the viduy. He dlxlm&unahcx
hctwcen'twmnms of the migzvah. The first is
the manifestation of the méntal state of the
sinfier- of the knowledge that God sées all
The second is thalthrough the atticulation of
the vidduy text - through. the naming of the
sin  the individual transforms his recognition
of his own need for change, which has so far
remained inward, into a‘verbal commitment,
The. Chinukh further devclops the Maimoni-
dean conception of viduy when he writes tha
the individual wilt be bound “nigdar” by the

_-words of his confession. The word geder, in un
halidchic context, implies a protective bound-

aryagainst future transgression, The wnrdx of
'hP\lh‘fur\O a5—a—chos thi

‘onfession

“ultimate goud of redemption

mm\h»rmalvu{n ut 4. poples It o the commu-
nity that must collects ey participate in the
shuvah pracess for aTinal redgemption. While
for Rumban it is essental that a communal
shwvah oceur. the words of that process ares :
NOUITInsic 1o 4 compler&l eshusai. Rabbi {:
Joseph™B. Soleveitchik alvo addre

the fink

ot tshicah o redersption: Fer him unlike o
Rambun. the complete’t Yaie uh procuss 1u m

~
the utterance of the vidun, The Community 4
must-therefore recite the same fentof du 2
This canfessional text articualtes our own &
individdal introspection. At that moment ot z
articulation. the individual reasserts b 3

commitment to the Jew:

through ¢ communal vidie

The common words -of the viduy guide the
individual into the appropriate framework for
transformation. Inspired by the utterance of
those words. “viduy devarim,” ﬁle individual

meﬁters—t-hemr depths of the soul, in readmess

for return “vayasuvu b’libam”

. correct, timing of viduy -as.a stimulus ‘to

Y
& Hhth—th

aclosure

procesy QI repentance. The

- for Rambam, not in the Ramban's sense that

they are necesary only for-the duration of a
stage (the opening into ¢shuvah < which

the eod step wl
process which, then leads o rede
According to the Rambam. Chinukh
Soleveitchik it is the words of the s
bring the p_cnncm individual into the siep

In his. writirigs Rambari ‘places {zldtw in
snany diverse’ c()ntexts In Torat ha’Adam 47),
he requires viduy to be said whenever one’s life

i endangered, even :in- the marketplace. *

However, he'dlso cites the midrashic descrip-
tion of the teri martyrs 2s having received their
portions in the next,world olam habah | even
though they did not recite the viduy (48).
Viduy 1s a spiritual - preparation for the
ullimate transforination, the ultimate

(re)turning toward God, death. But the ten .

martyrs were spiritually prepared through
their act of sanctification of God’s name, and
so they entered the next world in an
appropriate - way and " received their just
reward. If the stimulating role of viduy can be
played by something else which is nonverbal,

fundamental to the “ikar mitzvah” of the
attainment of complete repentance “rshuvah
g'murah'?

_To understand Ramban’s answer to this
question, we must examine his emphasis on
- the-timing-of-viduy as a stage within the
tshuvah process. In Raniban al ha'Torah on
parshat Nitzavim, he outlines his analysis of
the “ordering  of stages in the movement
towards “sshuvah g'murah.” He interprets
“hamitzvah hazot” as referring to the
commandment of ¢shuvah: b picha ulvavcha
repent first with your mouth (viduy) and then

through” your heart. Following the verbal
articulation - which. initiates the process, the
individual: now’inspired is internally trans-
formed. It is the cuitivation of the appropriate

attitude.which completes the moral transfor- .

mation, vayashuvu b libam.

Although viduyp is not the closing of the
tshuvah process according to Ramban, it is
nevertheless fundamental to the completion
of that process. In Chidushei Ramban on
.Yoma 57:, Ramban discusses the timing of’
viduy on Yom Kippur He .interprets the
Talmudic statement that viduy is to be said
after minchah, “im-chashecha’, as stressing the
importance of entering Yom Kippur, as night

« falls ‘and the need for' tShuvah becomes

mcreasmg [y urgem with the uuerance of the

personal mlrospectlon and mofal
Aransformation.
For Ramban, viduy - is mdeed the ikar
t=vat: va,_u_ﬁj_lc a_gap without-which—4

bevond g ¢ uvah centird

finish butratherinth sethat th J'k

£ shuvdh could not open. But the gap-can be
filled with somethm;= g other than the words of
the, vidisy lext Tefillah Zakah fills this lack
with"other words which .are moved. by -and

move the reader- thh the spmt of viduy. For *

the ten manyrs the dppropndte attitude was
- achieved thmugh their-action—the sanctifica-
tiop of the name--se that words were
unnecessary. Or rather, no words-could have
been more articulate than their silence, for
their omission of viduy signified that all which.
could be said had been said, that now was'the
time for action, that God was present in thexr
midst!

For Ramban, tshuvah itself is a stép
beyond words, to a place in the soul where
words are longer needed. In a striking
contrast, for Rambam, ¢'shuvah is a condi-
-tion—a_ speaking with—sustained by the
presence of words in the mouth, which guard
. the soul from transgression.

“Which . is f’shuvah gemura?” (Hilkhot
‘Ushuvah. 2:1). Rambam answers that a
complete 1shuvah is the state in which an

individual would not commit a transgression -

even when under conditions of previous
transgressions. Let us nete for the moment
that- while Rambar refrains from a mention
of viduy at the outset of the second chapter,
the focal point of the +’shuvah process—ikar
mitzvah—is the viduy, as consistent with beth
Ranibam’s: mention -of “mitzvat viduy” in
Sefer haMitzvot and in the first chapter of
Hilkhot T’shuvah. In fact, immediately
following the definition of completed repent-
ance Rambam reverts to his focus en vidu), as
seen in Hilkhot tshuvah 2:2, where he
addresses the question, “What is ¢’ shuvah?”
Rambam” emphasizes a completion of
tshuvah in the heart and then a viduy
bapeh—a verbal articulation: “..and it is

necessary to confess with one’s-lips and to°

utter those thoughts which (the sinner) had
completed in his (or her) heart.” This ordering
of .the stages stands in contradistinction to
that of Ramban. On Ramban’s view, the
process of ¢ shuvah opens with the utterance of
viduy, or something else which plays its role,

a stage (the stage of lnleldUdl mtrospeumn)
10 an end or 4 fulfillment. They mark the
cominginto fruition of the individuals inward
moral transformation and. will continue to
indelibly mark that transformation every time
temptation arises. Having named the sin, the
words of the viduy stand in its way.

Unlike Ramban, who believes that tiwe
words of viduy can be replaced with some:
thing else, verbal or non-verbal. which plays
their role, it is crucial to the Rambam that
precisely these words are Aittered. In the Sefer
haMitzvot, Rambam emphasizes that viduy is
the ‘tkar mitzvah --the focal poini—of the
1shuvah process: “that a person explicitly
(b phairushy and verbally (b phiv) tecalls his
sin which he committed, and seeks atonement
for it and then elaborates upon that matter in
conformity with [lhe highest standards of

purity of his language) fzachur I'shono. In -

‘Hilkhot Tefilah 1:4 Rambam uses a related
phrase to explain why the text of the liturgy
must be fixed, as opposed 1o each-individuai
asking for personal needs to be fulfilled. He
explaing that as a result of the Babvlonian
Exile, popular parfance. became riddled with
impurities and the Jewish people lost the
ability to articulate in any one puye language,
The loss of linguistic unity accompanied the
loss of political unity. Lacking a land of their
‘own, the people alsq lacked a language and a
voice of their own. Therefore no individual
could adequately formulate his or her needs in
prayer before God, and a set text in pure and
succinct Hebrew was established, enabling
people to pray “like the prayer of the masters
of pure language™ - “k efillat ba alei ha lushon
Aaezachah. " tn an atiempt 10 réunif_v a people
fragmented in the diaspora, the Hebrew

- tanguage served as a rebonding between those

dispersed members of the society. The
similarity of phrasing in Sefer haMitzvot
reveals a similar significance for our viduy
text. In the case of prayer, it has been true
since the moment of exile that only if we share
atextas a community can we articulate our
individual needs. In the case of viduy, it has
always_been true that only if we share the

intplies thatsc g wilt

viduy—Theg

" have EoTrupted your thought process since the

viduy of ‘minchgh. Other commentaries
support_this by giving examples of distrac-
tions such. as drinking; eatmg, etc. Ramban
. however uses this gemdra 1o support “his
conception of *viduy, 1t is"-i important - for

and then Tollows this stimufus with a

_{re)turning of the heart,

. This distinction in' the views of Rdmbar;l
and Rarﬁmyl/ on the timing of viduy reveals a
strikingly profound difference in their views of
both- role and. significance of language. in
moral life. For Rambanthe peni

passe:

words of our commitment can we properly
repent as individuals. In Sefer haMitzvot
Rambam quotes Sifrei Zuta which binds the
utterance of viduy # each stage of the history

of the Jewish people. Viduy has the same place -

for every individual, a8 revealed in the.many
biblicalref both ard—pestexil

- completion.of r'shuvah then the ent

Hwe follow Ramban'ssiew that t

predig
words play a fundunitntal roic-in’ the

this. Culminating stage bears caretui
The traditional text for the vidig begin. w
the words. "Anah Hashem...” Bound by the
words. the individual enters into the last sta
of the process. bound by them to" 4 peor
united” in lunguage: bound by them ‘in

. commitment to God. In 41 ha t shuvah, Rubbi

Joseph B. Sologecitchik elaborates on the
signficance of the viche langdage. In fact,
“Annah tavoh lefanecha” seems superfluous 1o
our vidiy, so much so that this opening phrase
has been omitted from many modern texts
and replaced with “Elokeinu v eloke avorein. ™
“Anab.” or “nah, " surfades many times within
the Bible. For example. at the binding of
Issac. God did not simply command Issac.
“sacrifice your son!” Instead. God pretaced
his command with “Ract nah. " The word nah
indicates the enormity - one might almost say
the-excessiveness of the request, The'sacri
of Abraham’s only son ~the appointed and
fitting heir !hf’T)u‘gT\'\xhom God's covenant Is
be fulfilied borders on being too much 1o
ask, even of Avraham Avinu. And i<t
prefaced by “naf. " the question is neverthe-
leshasked. SimilarTv
to ask for the forgiveness of our sins. we
recognize the enormity of our request, 111\.

hen we approach God™ -

sins we have done. “Chatati, Aviti. Pas
how can we cask God to erase them? We
therefore introduce our confession with this
phrase, “Hriah 1voh [fanecha”- Please, we
beseectr You, let us come before You.™
Repeating the language of viduy again and
again. the language of “dneh " is a persistent
knocking upon the gates of repentance. (41 ha
tshuvah) These gaes will open for those
individuals who. in hearing the words of
viduy, are bound ‘together in a pedple
dedicated 1o achieving a complete moral
transformation. This aléie merits divine

_redemption.

And do we. indeed. have words in com-

.mon? How can we approach God when we

cannot approach each other in dialogue? The
promise of Divine redemption depends upon
communal movement towards moral return.
This condition’ of individual r3nvah as
prerequisite to gewla will provoke individuals
alienated from the community to reassert jost
communal identities. thus hastening a retarn
ta theis rightfu) House af lsrael _

- Ramban' that' Yom Kippur ‘begin with the

utterance - of * viduy—viduy ‘devarim—"cha- -

shecan” (nightfali). As darkness encroaches,
the words " of vzduy must dovelall wuh the
words of
tshirvah of Yom Kippur:,

Why this insistence? Can Yom Kippur not
simply begin. with its special maariv, the
Amrdah of which, after all concludes with

beyond thé woids of inspiration ififo the realm
of 'the heart, where words are no longer
needed. For Rambam, in contrast, it is the
commued | presence of the words of confession
tuinity. for sin arises, the words stick in the
-reformed sinner’s mouth. The Chinukh
explicates. the Rambam’s interpretation - of
mitzvat viduy in bringing to the surface the-

both-pre-and—pekt-exile:
from ‘the viduy of Aaron wthe viduy of.
Daniel, from the pre-Tempie to the diaspora
periad.

Tshuvah of the lewuh people. 1s often
-presented-as T
of the 'biblical promise for redemption.
Ramban connects this theme of viduy with
geulah | redemption (parshat” bchukotai
26:16). The gewdah is contingent on the moral
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\ e ’ : ‘ - =+ We sanctify thy name in this’world even as they sanctily it in . w :
the highest heavens, as it is w ntten b\ thy prophet: “They keo ) . ) ‘,
calling to one another: ‘ g ’ 4
. B Holy, holy; ‘holy is the Lord of hosts; ‘ ST : . \ . P ’
. o The whole earth is full of his glory m N ~ " | By Moshe Rayman . 4 ) - N ) - s
. . Those.opposite them say: ‘Bléssed— ’ : . “You are eternal O Lord, yourword Stands  particular issue. And. since the Torah wa; '
S Blessed be the glory of ihe Lord from hls E‘Od"“ fixed in Heaven.” (Psalms 119:89) given to people. to- understand in their own
And in thy holy Seriptures it is written: e

a *Heavenly voiee or hat kol the lowest level
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co The.Lord shall seign forevér,

"Your God, O Zion, for all génerations.

have been lost.in my dfﬂlcuon " (Psdlms
11992y

“If your Torah was not' my toy, | would..

teris, the majority actualy determines what

- .the Torah ‘really’ says. regardiess of heaventy

proclamations.

of prophecy, danpe affect the Torah, which
was given at Mount Sinaf at the highest fese

Although God wrote the -of prophecy: Since a ‘hat ked 'van be h 5
e . Pmise the Lord#® o - The Psalmist initially refers 10 the Torah as Torah, the version He.gave to the world was by anvonme, not only & prophet. it merely IJ
- ) ' ¢ “standing in Heaven™ The Torah is divine. Its  {ormulated in human terms. - _ reveals some human condition. not Pivine 2
1 —- -’ When Angels Smg lays. concepts“un‘cvl secrets are defined in Rav Arth Leib (introduction o Shev - tuth. On « human level, B Fheser wa .
divine terms. But in the same breath the = Sh'matta) furthier argues that scholars do inteflectualy correct."On the Divine fevel e -
- By Yitzchak Blau : . Psaimist refers to the Torah as a toy, or a  more than mearly inerpret the Torah in| was not. We cannot rely purch, on human =
: 3 Immortal angels serve God, mortal man more literally, as saying thar God can have a plaything. This connotes that a human being,  human terms, He cites the Midrash. “Turnus  intelleet. We must stiive toward the Divine z
- — N strives to reach Him. Yet though these beings -specific 91.39‘1 Although thc entire coSMOoS i | with his human intellect, can feel at home with . Rufus asked Rav Akiva, *Which are more  This difference between R Arveh Leiband
x —— e P exist in diffgreit worlds, man’s emulz_nion of full Of His glc?ry, the Divine: Presence Can | these divine concepts. He can even play with  pleasant, the work of God-or the work of  Maharab surtaces in othes areas s well Bath 2
u o 9 . angelic praise is among the centerpieces of dwell in a paricular area. AQO'}?"T QUESLIOD | them The paradox is obviols: how can the  man® R, Akiva responded.Thework of mén.  Ruav Aryeh Leib -(introduction to Shev &
. < E— \ davening. We recite kedushah in birkhot k riat confronting the religious individual. As human inteliect, with its human limitations, ~ God creates the wheat and man makes the  Sh'ma'ata p.3) and Maharal (Netiv Hatorah _
Z i . T | sh¥a of shacharit and during the chazan’s Solomon asked, “The.heavens and heaven of hope to fathom the diving"Concepts of the  bread.” and then applies this concept to  ch. S) state tha to fully understand the Torah =
b v Dmu)” o o« - r—— /“‘" repetition of the amidah. Our—r_ecitation of it he_awens cannot contain [-he?,; ho“{ much less Torah?.« tidmud Torah. Scholars do net only interpret  a person must separate himself from wnﬁm "J
- ; . — ‘ in wvah ['tzion is said to “sustain the world” this house th?‘ ['have buil?” (2 Kings 8127? ‘The Tatmud (Bava Metzia 59b) relates the . the Torah, they actually play a part in its  pleasure. Rav Aryeh Leib explains @ toliows
\ y The historical context of the prophecies :

(Sotah 49a).
" Kedushah - may have mote Than one
function. Only kedushah of shemonah esreh

requires ten people present; the others are not

dvarim shel kedushah (according to most
opinions). Rosh among others explains that in
the other kedushor we' only relate the angels’
ﬁraise, whereas in kedushah of sh'monah esreh
we ourselvesoffer the praise. Kedushah of

(" shinonah ésreh begins “nekadesh;” “We will

sanetify Your Name in this world just as'they
sanctify it in the highest heavens.”

Kedushah of uvah ['tzion is not integral to
davening. Eshkol believes it a tashlumin. for
people :who missed kedushdh of sh'monah
esreh. Rashi (Sotah op. cit.), however,
explaifs that it was established to assure daily
limud Torah for all Jews. To. learn one must
understand; thus in wvah {1zion we add the
Targum’sinterpretation. But many other texfs
could have accomplished the same function.

offers a different perspective. Isaiah prophes-
ized at-a time when-the Temple existed, when
the grandeur of God was more apparent; “He
was like a townsman who sees the king
(hagigah 13b). His vision includes both God’s
awesome transcéndence and His everpresem
glory. '

Ezekie!’s vision takes place after the exilé of
Jehoiachin. Radak explains Ezekiel 3:12 to

meéan that even though the Shechinah has left
its place the “kvod Hashem” is still blessed..

Ezekiel was “like a villager who sees the king
(Chagigah op. cit.), unused to the revelation of
the Divine. His was a vision of tzimtzum, of
limited splendor. The first verse of kedushah
ekpresses the majesty of the Lord while the
second verse reflects his withdrawal. But God
is no less sanctified in His withdrawal.

. The Rav discusses these two themes in
terms of man’s rélationship with God

famous dispute concerning the “oven of
Achnai”. Rav Eliezér held that this kind of
oven is not Susceptible to mmah, and the
Rabbis held that it was. The Talmud
continues as follows: “He (R. Eliezer) said to
the. Rabbis, “if | am correct let Heaven prove

_you want from R. Eliezér? The halacha
follows his opinion in-ali places.” R. Yehoshua
stood:up and.proclaimed, *lt (the Torah) is not
in Heaven’ (Deut. 30:12)... We do not listen to
Heavenly voicesfor it is already written, ‘The
law follows the majority” (Ex. 23:2)".

This passage clearly states that we have the
right to interpret the Torah even in a manner
inco.nsistem, with God’s view. -R. - Nissim
(Drashot Haran, 7y and Rav Aryeh Leib
(intoduction to K'tzot Hachoshen) explain
that the Torah was given-to human beings, to
be understood by human beings. Majority

rule isnot just aco method. of settling

A T ime For T’shuvah

By Howard Sragow
Reuten is a sinner. In fact, hes a very evil
person. Because of Reuvens sins. God has
written in the Book of Death that Reuven will
die at a certain date inwthe spring. He may
tepent before that date, butedn hxs repentance
change his fate?

“Any oceurence iy ascribed to the judge-

- other,

2irt—-ob- the-pr
Hashana 164). God decides only then what
will happen to man during the vear: no action
atter Yom Rippur can affect the sentence.
Thercfore. Reuven's ¢ vinevah during Chesh-
van b urelevant o thé-verdiet- Ao God
judges on Yol Rippur regardless of whether
tsracl repents on that dav {Ray Soloveitehik,
Al Hat'shuvah).

So i repentant Reaven doomed? Ldont
think so. Would God really ignore a complete
1xhavah and kil a purely righteous, man for
sin he forsook? Many sources; biblical and
attest that: God can reverse His
decisions on- days other than Yom /\Ip/mr
(e.p. 17 Tumuz 2448 God relented rather
than Kittthe Israelites for the sin of the (xnldm
Cain.

The passage.in. Rosh Hashanu seems
irreconaitable with history and God’s mercifnl
nuture. Maimonides: writes (Commentary on
the Vislina, Rosh Hoshana'1:2) that the whole
wdea of judgement at only one point in the year
is. “very- difficult without a“doubr™ Pertvaps~

the Talmudic passage do€s” not apply 1o

Yem-Kipprr™ {Rosh—

Stuvalr's ‘effects occur before Yom Kippur,
concurrent with the sins renounced. However,
this interpretation - introduces the tangly
probiem of foreknowledge and free’ will,
which could render the entire issue irrelevant.
. An alternative explanation. avoids this
quandary. Rabbi Yerucham Yehuda Perel-

—man-Qr—Hagadol —Rosh—Hashana 1.2} .

dismisses the possibility of interpreting the
gemara liicmHy. He declares that although
God judges us during - Yonr Kippur, He
witches vear-round for reasons 10 change his
verdict. Perelman  directly -contradicts the
gemara’s apparent-theme of total judgement
on tom KNippur. but satisfies the views of
Rabbi Yuse and Rabbi Natan. that God
judges us continually (ibid. Rabbi Yose holds

that man is judged. every day. and Rabbi
Natan M $ judged continually). In
effect. since God can judge u§ all the time., Yo

Kippur is inherently different from, all other
days onlyiin that God always judges then.

We concentrate our eftorts toward 1 shuvah
in the period just before Yom Kippur because
repentance would otherwise be wo.difficult.
God implicitly commands us in Levificus

1630 10 rbpcm by Yom Kippur, prescribing a
realistic method by-which we can-repent and
to which he can respond with atonément. The
defined. day-for 1'shuvah is integral to His
method: had we no specific day, tew would

depending on when they sinncd or their state
of mind. Such a system. would certainly
mitigate the problem of “I shall sin and repent
before Rosh Hashana”. And God can certainly
judge everyone at their own fime without
getting confused. . -
Unfottunately, Man would be confused.
_He cannot be trusted fo establish his personal

dates for prayer and repentance. People need |
aset time, s0'God set one. For similar reasons
the Rabbis established Shabbos Zachor as the
.time to read the portion of Amalek though the
commandment really could be fulfilled at any
time during the year.

Rabbenu Nissim writes that God chose l
Tishreibecause it is a “time of mercy™. Sarah,
Rachel, and Chana were afl “remembered” for
childbearing, Joseph left jail, and the
Israclites™slave labor in Egypt ended on Rosh
Hashana. Moreover, the beginning of a year
is a naiural time for evaluation. Americans
advance resolutions at New Years time
because people naturally audit theémselves at
the end of the calendar year. Independent of
theological influences, accountants prepare
year-end reports with recomendations for the
_next 12 months,

The "moSt important effect of “God’s
method, though, is that it creates communat
repentance. The ‘psychological build-up of
peer pressure, an artificial deddlme inspiring
services, ‘and’ a physxciFweakness which

Why was kedushah chosen?

The term “kadosh” means separate or
beyond (see Kuzari 4:3). Thus the Sifra
interpretes “you shall be holy” (Leviticus 19:2)
as “you- shall set yourselves apart”. When
applied 1o Geod, “kadosh™ refers to His
transcendence. God is above and beyod the
universe: He cannot bé defined in physical
terms.

Repeating'kadosh three times may simply
emphasize God's transcendence, but it may
also make three distinct points. Targum
Yonatan explains that God is holy in the
heavens, holv on the ¢arth, and hoty forever:
The Lord cant be described by the earthly
material or the heavenly substance, Time and

space do.not contain him. Maharal (N'tivot .

Olam, N'tiv Hap'rishut) understands the verse
to mean that He is separate from' body,
separate’ from 'soul, and separate from
intetlect. No aspect of the human condition
resembles that of the Divine.

“Holy Holy Holy is the Lord of Hosts the
entire world is full with His Glory™ (Isaiah
6:3). “Kavod™{ills the world in Numbers 14:21
as well. Kavod, immanencé, contrasts with
kadosh transcendence. The seraphim affirm
God’s exaltedness and omnipresence in the
same breath. The Supreme  Being utierly
beyond the world: is dlso present in every
infinitesimal “particle. He is remiote yet
involved: and active. Isaiah- begins his

Tnarra(ive With & description of “God sitting on

a high and exal}ed throne andHis train filling
the heichal.” Although God -is  high - and
exalted His glory is felt below. Transcendence
and immanence; the Divine mystery. (s¢¢ Ibn

(“Majesty and Humility,” Tradition vol. 17:2
p-31). “Cosmic man finds God in the vastness
and boundlessness of the cosmic drama, in
heavenly galaxies Inlhons of light years away.
Homebound, origin-minded man finds God
in the limitedness and narrowness of finitude,

in the smalliiess of the modest home into.

which maf was born and to which he wnlly-
nilly returns.”
Kedushah closes with Psalms 146:10: “The

Lord shall reign forever, the Geod of Zion, for-

every generation Hallukah.” While dispute
exists as.to whether this verse is an integral,
part_of._kedushah, {Arukh HaShulchan on

disputes but rather the method of determining
what the human intellect has to say about a

Orakh Chayim 125) Malkhut is clearly related
to kedushah. Uvah lizion’s kedushah- also

" finishes with .a ‘verse asking for God’s

sovereignty. Rav-Yochanan ben Nuri (Rosh
HaShanah) believes- that the blessings . of
Malkhuvot on Rosh Hashanah are to be added
inthe blessing of “arah kadosh. "3We finish this
blessing. during the ten days of repentance
with “hamelekh hakadosh.”

All apects of kedusha are components of .|,

God’s malkhut. He is transcendent and rules
as a-superior being, He is involved and rules

in actuality. Divine Providence is constant °

whether God ‘appears to us majesnc or
withdrawn, T
Just as-alf of nature tesnﬁes to the glory of
God; sotoo all beings tinite in His praise. Man
afid angel proclaim God’s unity. Yet.it i§ man

»-and-his-praise that-is more beloved 10 God-

(Chulin 91b), Masn struggles to understand the
enigma of the angels’ words. They are a sod
siyach, a mystery. The angels themselves ask,
“Where is the ; place of HlS Glory?” Accordmg

tshutah, But since any Kind of sin or good
deed should affect God's judgement just as
much as ¢ shuvah-dees, ail actions should be
L\cluded from the gemara

“qualification renders tRe passage
«meaningless.

The Rav’s claim that the effects of ¢ shuvafi

are retroactive offers a potential solution: Ged
can include ’shuvah in his analysis because

Tépent Nuttimaltramarr beimgs Ldﬂ!ll)l COTKEN-
trate on prayer and self-evaluation year-
round. much less those-who need it most. So
He ordered us to use this specific time for
repentance. ’

God designated (he month of Tishrei, but
He could have picked any month. The
amount of time between regular judgements is

also irrelevant to Him. Optimally, men would

- repent. at- their subjectively best times,

-

severely- firmts “our ability to communicate
with anyone except God brings us to a
spiriturat “fever-pitch by nilah. But- God
definitely does not ignore late pemtems

The Tishrei of 15huvah schedule exists not_

Ezra, :Radak ad loc.)

“Blessed is the Glory of thé Lord from His
- place.”

(Ezekiel 13:2) Maimonides writes
(Guide to the Perplexed 1:8) that “his place™

_means not his. physical -location _but rather

for God's convenience but for ours, I¢"fs
obligatory excellent’ advice; But just in case
you, like most everyone, ‘haven't finished
repenting, don't worry; God listens Just as

_ carefully in Cheshvan.

“according to his stature”. In his interpreta-
tion thejuxtaposition of this verse with Isaiah
6:3 serves only to add émphasis; the “kvod
hashem™ ‘previously referred to is blessed.
Most commentators. understand “his place™

to rlrnez r
have no answer but respond “Wherever it is,
it is blessed”. In contrast to the angels, finite

< man lacks direct contact with the Divine.-For

him to offer the same praise is the greatest.

"kedusf h. - Kedushak as~ applied ‘to™ man,

meéaning Holiness.

1 have heard that the Rav apphcd theése two

\Themes to.the Kedusha as well, but have not

séen n iny print.

it.” A heavenly voice proclaimed, ‘What do,

development. A scholar’s innovations aré real.
and they become part of the Torah. Rav
Aryeh Leib’s two ideas form a coherent thesis.
Torah was ériginally formulated in human
terms; to be interpreted with human intellect.
There!ore human innovation has a place in
Torah study. -
Although this thesis gives Man a very active
role in.Forah study, and justifies the ralmid
chakham’s right to innovaterit limits Man's
intellect to the “non-Divine™ “The Torah,

however, was ot given to the angels, it was™

given to man who has human intellect. God,
in his infinite mercy, gave us the Torah to be
understood in.human terms, even if the
human understanding is not true on the divine
level™ (introduction to K'rzot Hachoshen), To
solve our paradox. Rav Aryeh Leibbrought
the Divine Torah down to our level.

Rav Yehudah Loew ben Bezalei {Maharal)
understands. the “oven of Achnai” incident
quite differently. He argues (Chidushei
Agadot Maharal v.. 3 p. 26) that Rav

“Everyons who loves -wealth and honor
cannot learn the oral-law because 1t i~ -u
painful. sleepless task.” Only a person capabic

of enduring pain and suffering can work hard

enough to fully understand the Torah
Maharal explains that since Torah 15 Divine
wisdom, only & person who has separatcd
himself {rom the mundane can attun
sufficient Divine wisdom to understand the
Torah.

Both agree that Torah studv is the quest tor
Divingé Knowledge. As humans. we cannot

1
i
|
Yehoshua rejects the "Heavendy oiee” beciuse 1
1
\
|
1
4
i
1
(

hope 1o fully fathom the Divine concepts of *

the Torah. Rav Arveh Letb feh that the divine
concepts (n their pure form were totali
beyond human comprehension. God had w0
translate the Torah into our terms. Hence
only we have the license 10 interpret i
Maharal felt that the Divine knowledge
within our reach. Human intellect is on God's
wavelength. albeit of tower amplitude. If we
separate ourselves from the mundane we cun
understand the word of God.
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Tam's intellect had sumshcd the front of the
okd simplistic interpretation. yand under the
quigt hul"ukntlu‘\‘;,uur:\l\'ﬁtm‘ R; Isaac of
I)Jmpluu the land of” the Talmud "was
‘occupied. runmnucd, and Aldmnnslcrnd by~
Josatist thought. ™ *{Ray Chaim Soloveitchik,
“Three Themes in the Sefer Hasidim™ AJS
Review Vol.l p.339) The Baalei Tosafor
explored contradictions between sugyof and
wrote bnlll.ml harmonistic commentaries.
Talmudic study

Its spiritual sldlur@ nmwuh\tdndmp,, ptlpul
“graduatly lost intellectual vitality. Nineteenth
century-critics-of rabbinic “casuistry” found*
“hoddot d'baal “din”, “defendant’s admis-
sions”,.on the title pages of Talmudic novclla

““yeklol Zeh evno elah lepilpula balma vawn

lisniokh alav lehalakha”, “All this is. mere
casuistry and should not be. relied upon in
legal decision-making.”

Tradition -once more found a source of
renewal. Rav Chaim Soloveitchik, Rabbi of

' Talmu

1 he majomy of L\lmudlc dlSCuS ons are at
least seemingly abopt non-esoteri¢. stibject
matter; if our_repetition of them has such
esoteric ‘metaphysical effeu_t.;\ it does-s0'in a

fashion naturally beyond ouf underslandmg_
and -at least ofien «without ‘our qonscious -

intent” 1t'seéms odd for so intensely rational
an activity to have so distinctly arational an
aim. Modern pisak must deal with so many
layers of precedent that its decision-making

* process could not be identical with that of a

hakikhie and sgeadic texts learned pot out of Fhe nu\ methods” of L ¢ v 0
x l‘:\:\\k\ bup v/ :u;n ixh . man from nim. The  brought” dangers as well as rewards. Sefer Brisk, developed yet anew derekh halimz.:d thousapd years ago even were its analyu;(al
: words utl' Ladition dominated inteflectual - Chassidiisaacked the Tosatistic pioneers for i Arguing that many of the Talm»ud‘s technical procgdures unchanged. And surely Tanakh
< discourse, sind their intéepretation, ansmis-  using an @ien methodology. “the dialectic of  tefms had more than on¢ meaning, he sought provnfies a better fon‘{m‘than thg Talmud for
2 Gon. and where necessary restoravion were the  the Gentiles™ And the desire for harmony  to de(ine them ali distinctly. Ironicaily, he learning from the actions and mindsets o(thg

§ S ot ot . iten lod_to toriurous. exegesis, with the ~ créated in the process a new- generation of great figures of the past. )

< et ;Iw discussions- of several \um,mlmw.nd meaning of sugvo sometimes  multi-definition terms. Rav. Solovellchiks The b.ci_vxer derekh m_a‘ua the: ycuu:u}u)j of
- y Talmudic_study even harder to justify.

*talorading

hundT yelrs were collected and edited as the
I'he -Babylonian Fulmud became
preeminerit halakhie -work. \umn!mu
 the Geonic period it was ¢ ed 1o

the
et

sdel palensny] - Suiysygng saiay ‘18104 puowdaly

r
;

qepe:

wriling, possibly because oral transmission
could not preserve so tong and complex a text
in a Diaspora, T

But even writien transmision could pre-
serve only~text, not interpretation. Jews no

. longer spoke Aramaic. and the text became

© discussions),

Mishneh Torah), Taimudi

progressively less actessible. By the eleventh
century Maimonides felt the necd for a
popular, halakhic work (Introduction to the
study becarme not

Vleurning’ became fun. Nonetheless,

sacrificed to the unity of the T almud.

Fhe tosafistic mrcthod had two even more
important consdquences.” 1t deemphasized
AL soralt . as the problems it raised were clearly

_ derekh fulfilied’ Rav Chaim' Volozhin’s”
‘theology. for ift Talmud ‘study is intelléctual

“worship it should be condiicted’in the most-
intelléctually rigorous possible way:

Biiskers discuss the intended concept rather
than' the written' Word, . downplaying ~any
rationally ihaccessible meaning. Their method

ot even conceived of much less resolved in,
the interpretative tradition. And it created:
a motivation for leirning beyond knowl-
edge of halukha or of the words of Masoruh:
the
Tosafists were still textually based. While they
viewed-the Talmud as continually ikar chaser,
min hasefer (omitting relevant details); they
did not challenge the intellectual superiority
of its authors. The validity of the Tosafot
depended on their ‘being - rediscoveries of
original intent rather than lmprovements
The. interpretative territory..opened by _
Rabbeinu Tam was largely exhausied in
several hundred years, but the fascination
with his method was not. Learning frequently
becdme intellectval gdmesmanshlp, with
adictions _ of doubtful

But while the “Brisker derekFR was i a way
the logical résult of the Volozhin theology, it
¢reated a serious. new. philosophic problem:
Brisk’s formulations were sharper than those
explicitly writtenin the Talmud. While raising”
Talmudic study to new intellectual heights, it
at least potentially lowered. respect for the
Talmud itself.

As Briskers sharpen their method, concepts
are replacing texis as-the subjects of analysis.
The " intellgctual, level of Talmudic debate
continues to rise, but in the process the debate
_becomes less glst{nctlvely Talmudic. Many

halalchic concepts exist in other legal systems;
only the connection to' Masoretic text makes them
distinctly Jewish. Perhaps this is ywhy we find
that the primacy of Talmud: in the Jewish
curriculum is criticized, alniost daily. To the

of the Talmud (and of at least some Fishonim
% leavmg ns use of .doubtful value to the

100SNess.
Supercommentaries also used this method
a 'vast literature sprang up resolving contra-
dictions within and among the Baalei
Hatosafot and other rishonim. The ‘potential
for originality in this ficld caused the text of
the Talmud. itself to recede in importance
relatiye to the commentaries .on it. Scholars
bcgan to evaluate legal theory against the texts
of the rishonim rather than against that of the

talmud. Though less central than they had »

been, the words of Morah still played a
critical role in Jewish learning — but- the

exient thar on Talmud has obliter=—
ated study of Tanakh , history, -etc., the
criticisms are certainly justified. But Talmudic
study has been the centerpiecé of our
educatioft Tor a thousand years, and that
tradition should not be easily discarded:
Addressing the Torah U'Mada Thinktank
several years ago, Rav Aharon Kabri declared
that Talmud-should remain central because
every word of Talmud . learned- moves
metaphysical mountains. Another justifica-

. tion offered is that familiarity with. the

Talmud is essential for an understanding of

g Talmuds halakhic
process and the Amoraim’s personalities.
Conceptual analysis' does offer, however,

‘the capacity for creation,.for adding to the

Msorah. (See “Creativity and Avodat
Hashem” in the last Hamevaser for a fuller
treatment of this idea.) It allows U not only
to find lost interpretations but to discover
legitimate implications-new perhaps even to
the authors of the texts they are found in. It
allows us not only to transmit but to expand.
The danger, of course, is that expansion will
leave the center hollow.

of mwsmﬁmmmnrgtyﬁrﬁervﬁvmht———"—

merely textually oriented but textually bound,
with even the discovery of poshur /nlza!
requiring much mental effort.

Rabbi - Shlomo  Yitzchakis .commentary
{possibly the greaiest of its kind-ever on any
text), by clearly and concisely explaining the
internal mechanics of -sugyof (talmudic
faid the groundwork for an
intetlectual revolution, His - grandson took
advantage of the Talmud’s renewed accessibil-

v The multiple panzer thrusts of Rabbenu

words of ‘M sorah had changed.

Tonically, as Talmudic study deemphasized its
basic text it grew in spiritual importance.
Eigh h century “Lith found.  in
Talmud an’exhilarating intellectual experi-
ence. Challenged by the rise of Hasidism to
reinvigorate- Rabinic Judaism’s spirituality,

‘Rav Chaim Volozhin emphasized a different
inteflectual communion

function- of lomdus :
with God

. The ideal mode of communication
with Him MHigWord.

* the halakhic system, even 1 it may no [onger

be .needed for day-to-day halakhic life.
Fmally, the Talmud’s centrality :may be
justified on thie grounds that its significance
lies less in its.concepts than in its characters;
we study it less.to learn the Law than to
acquaint ourselves with the people who
embodied it.

All ‘the above themes - face hls;onco-
traditional’ and’ logical “objections . to their
being justifications for our study of Talmud.

timc an hel

cof M somh suffused Jewish- scholarship.
Li to deb in a-beit midrash today,
1 sometimes serise that the scholarship has

In-Amorak SEnse.

- been -transmitted. but not that sense ‘of

tradition, Yet in the early hours of the
morning, when intellectual enjoyment disap-
pears.and the only thotivation for going on is
devotion to. learning, the exhausted figures
pacing "the " aisles bring back shadows of
ancient times;

Gideon; continued from p. 3

enhancing his status.as heroic Champion of
Israel, and, recognizing him as a key factor in
the victory.

Rashi and Ridak's respective reddings are
-cuéd by nuances within the d’rashor .
notes the mention of Hallel and the Haggdduh
in the d’rashic expansion’ of Gideon's
reference to the Exodus.® 1n-both those texts
God’s role. overshadows that -of . His agent.

indeed theic theime is His personal interven- .

. ness”

Rashi o
reward wiitiéd in" Deuteronomy  5:16 for

importance in the drashor’s use of “worthi-
and “koach ='chul’” According to
Radak, “worthiness™ means religious merit,
Gideon's fulfillment of the commandment to
honor' one’s: father made him personally
worthyof saving Istael. The fulfillment of that
precept was particularly approprilite, as the

honoring one's parents; “that you may long
enduie, and that you may fare well, inthéland
-that the Lord your God.is assigning to.you.”

The sentence even-sugpests that the reward is. -

. tion. .Moses™ name ‘appears only once in the
Haggadah and nowhere in Hallel® 7'Rashi
may. have behe»ed the reference a hint thar

" Gideon’s role should also be dcemphasued .

i

linked to the land of Israel. Maimonides holds

that the sentence contains two promises.®
“Radak defines “kochakha”, ot koach z'chu,

as leadership qualities, in Gideon's case a

" without d'rash . When Gideon responds to the

angels’ greeting of *God is with you; valiant
warrior”, with “Is God really with vs?”, he
essentially responds to a greeting of “Good

" “day”(See Brachor.9:5) by saying, “What is s0’

good about it?”.' The basis of Radak’s
understanding of “Gideon .is the passion of

Gideon’s-response. -Gideon’s: spirit_.and.__

compassion prove him-deserving, and
- morcover qualified, to mspxre lsracl in .its
physical defense. 0

The 1mpondnce of this “Y ‘rubaal” (the
+ ("’I £ dessy H th D ot

ﬁght- for himself.” Abrahiam- takes a similar

positivist approach in demonstrating Terach’s

own lack’ of belief in his idols’ power by -

making him admit to not believing that the
idols had the power to destroy one another.
However, in one aspect of the derashah (ibid.)
Terach differs from Yoash, who excuses ahd
the authorities as a }uvemle dehnquem, for
punishment.!! S
Additional similarjties between Abraham
and Gideon may have mﬂuenced the darshan.

Both—§ unk 1y _meel—-an. anm‘l

e g ¥ -
idol. in '6:32) aspect of Gideon’s nature’ is
suggested by the drasha describing Abraham’s
smashing” of the idols in “Terach’s shop

. (Breishis Rabbah 38:13), a d'rasha seemingly

(lnc tory of umcun h weveris

s 1} b
realotry-and—car

in “Vay hi buchatzi Hala\la and *Uv'chayn
vaamartem zevach Pesach™, piyuiim recited
after the Haggadah.)® R

" Radak finds clues to Gideon's persohal

. I o

tiveness.. In his story Gideon offers an
argument that verges on an attack on God
His reading of Gldeon s charactér has textual
basis, for Gidéon's bitterness-is evident

only biblical son to smash idols in his father’s
possession or jurisdiction. Gideon's father
defends him against- his nelghbors wrath by
mockmgly suggestmg that the Baal should

They proceed to feed that angel and defend a
people before-God. Both are fundamentalists,
zealously anti-pagan, Gideon against the Baal
and  Abraham as the discoverer of and

sion of course ‘supports : Radak’s ‘stance.

Futthermore, various literary allusions attract;

_attention to the similarities between the two




community. This article briefly outlines some
of the halachic concerns relevant to this issue
and-“analyzes ‘the scenario” depicted’ dbove
based on these concerns. It certainly does not

STUDIES—

is’ nt@poim?d. to a position of authority
ovgr the community.”: - | - .

Rav Moshe Feinstein (Igrot Moshe , Yoreh

. “A king is not chosen from a gentile

Q@ﬁon,..and not just kingship but any position
-of sérarak. Not an officer responsible for fifty
people and not an officer tesponsible for ten

exhaust the issue and is not intended to arrive _

at-any halachic conclusions.

The controversy suirounding a wotnan’s .

-assnmption of an office such as the synagogue
. presidency is at “least . partially based on
Maimonides’ statement in ‘Mishnek . Torah
(Hilkhot Melakhim 1:5). “A woman cannot be
appointed a monarch as it says, ‘a king and
~mot a queen.” Similarly, with regard’ to all
appointments in Israel only a malé may be
appointed to them.” The juxtaposition of the
halachot regarding corimunal positions and
‘malkhut is presumably not coincidental
""The first halakha abové; “a king and fiot a
queen”, is based on the Sifrei to Deuteronomy
17:14: “Som taseem alekha melekh asher

Deah ™, 234,745y, however,” wiites that
Maimonides had ‘no explicit source.” Kiryat
Sefer explains that Maimonides deduced this
law “from the Talmud’s (Kiddushin 76b,
Yevamot 102a) extension of the exclusion of
gentiles from royal office to all positions
entailing s rarah, which can be loosely defined
‘as “dominion.” Perhaps Mai ides thought
- that as the laws exchuding gentiles and women
from-‘malkiust appear ‘in the same parsha,
peripheral prohibitions' applying to one
should apply to the other. o
Whatever Maimonides's source or reason
for excluding from communatoffices, his view
was arguably accepted by most halachic
authorities (including Rabbenu Nissim,

people. Even someone appointed over a
waterfall that is distributed to fields; and there
is no need to say that a judge or a president
should only be from the Jews. As it says,
‘mikerev achikha_ tasim alekha melekh.’ All
functions that you assign will only be from
. your brothers.”
Maimonides's definition of srarak in 1:4
- presumably also applies in 1:5. Therefore the
exclusion of women from leadership, positions
applies even in groups of only ten people, and
therefore by definition to synagogues.
Maimonides’s prohibition may only forbid

positions, but it may also bar women from
exercising the powers of such offices. R. Ben

_. power.of coercion_The syna

suggests, the nature of the office must he
examined. Tosafot (Yevamot 101b) indicaiés
that any position of srareh must entail the

commitiee

in our-case would have to determine whether
the president of the synagogue has the power
to-coerce anyone.

1t seemns, then, that a synagogue board
considering a woman’s candidacy must
consider the following issues: Is the way in
which a'women’ would acquire the office the
only problem or is her exercise of the powers
of that office also problematic? If the former.

- is election to an office less problematic than

appointment? If the latter, is coerciort. a
prerequisite for serarah? If so, would the office
enable the officer 10 coerce people? Clearly,

quite complex and would have to be studied
on a case by case basis.

Gid

ceremony, the king is to a oertajnjexteht a

. ‘ e
S S N Zion Uzicl (Mishpatei Uziel | Choshen 2%
Mishpar  no. 6), uSing the first andcistanding, ot
verel n distinguishey between clected and appointed >~
: . offices. He argues that the prohibiton apphes =

., N R S . : only 10 the datter and not o, situations in

Imagine the following scenario; A syna- yivchar Hashem Elokekha bo mikerey achikha ~ Rashba, Ritva, dnd Rosh among others). A which 4 woman is voluntarily accepted as
gogue president’s term is almost «over,-and a taseem alekha melekh lo toochal latet alekha  Rav Feinstein points out, the Sefer HaChi-  tzader. His digtinction ma; be further 7
. woman is, among those applying to replace - ish nachri asher lo achikha hoo ™ “Place upon - nukh_among others disagrees. However, as qualificd; ‘possibly ‘the election must be 8
. him, W‘omen have never rin for the office ” yourselves a king: whom' God will -appoint - the. majority. of rishonim seem 1o agree with . “ynanimous and the clectee subject to recall at .VE"
before. The Election Committee’s firstinstinct  from among your brothers: from the fidst of Maimonides, the rest’ of this_discussion will any time. l"(m‘xhly wamen may serve in offices 5
is to deny her application St{me bers. your'brothers you shall place on yourselves a _take place ‘under the assumption that he is ‘they would otherwise be excluded from if they
wonder whgthcr halakha permits women _lo a king, you shall not place on yourselves a . correct. o are accepted by the constituénts. Election of a 2
occupy positions of communal leadership.  stranger who is not your brother.” The Sifrei Even a general exclusion of women from  synagogue -presidem would, especially if
Others’argue that it would be unjust to dény . ‘s comment is generally understood to mean * communal leadership may not necessanily  unanimous, constitute acceptance. Ray *
women, opportunities within the Jewish that a woman cannot rule the Jewish people. -~ disqualify women from the office of syna- Yisioel 7oy Minsberg, however, points our &
community they already have in society .at The basis of the second halacha is not clear, ~ 808u€ president. According to many poskim, . yhat kahbaluh only allows & ry:;wn normally E;
large: Turning to }hg(av o.( the synagogue for . - ¢ argue that Maimonides brad a precedéit  (including Rabbi Yaakov. Levinson, Rabbi ineligible for an office to serve on an ,mgm;,} :7
_help, the Committee .begins to explore’ the for his statement. One possible source Ben Zion Uziel, Rabbi Chaim Herschenson) basis. Obviously, the presidency of a syna- —
issues at hand. ) mentioned is the Pesikéa on “lo: tuchal later - ¥0der “Some  circumstances Maimonides’s gogue is more permunent than the type of z

Inrecent years, the |s‘(szl;tzﬁwhethe:womcn . alekha ish nochri.,” (Deuteronomy op. cit.). stawmemvdfxlts not apply. If so, the extent of  gituation which Ray Minzberg described. )

can assume communal' ltlpn§ has attract.ed The ikta comments.” ‘A man’ bﬁt ot 2 :hf Lpr?tlihquzrf n:t:sthb'e (!e%efminc.d. In ‘ I|fm¢ exeycise of the powers of the office is ’;
woman.-From here it ts derived that a woman hosen foae s IS0 probIEAtic, 35" TeSalol (Sotah 415] <

the “appointment of women to commiinal — the deliberations aboui this Topic would B~

logistical perspective ‘milkhemet Midyan from Gideon which stemis oniy from Gods. - -
g app iately came to be regarded as one of sending him, i.c. from “I have herewith sent
d~ “the Divine tons in history.  you™. i

d from page §

- . p of judge and prophet. The
Tigures. In the'story of Judges 6: 'ZW'Tki’ng and judge are very Specific, delr

T

gained your favor...do not leave this place
until I cp}lle back to you and bring out' my
offering and place it before you:” Genesis 18:3
“If I'have found favor in your eyes do not pass
by your servant.” Similarly cémpare Judges
6:39 with Genesis 18:30, 32)

Radak may well have seen the first d’rasha
merely as an attempt to implant the percep-
tion of Gideon as-caring amd protective,
necessary requirements in a leader; the drasha
of Moses and his' sheep,'? for example,

. impants the ame. impresssion.Perhaps,._than-a3 a

though, Radak believed that the the drasha
was commenting -on the - ptight ‘to which
Gideon subjected his father. Gideon smashes
the Baal and Yoash is left to defend him before
anangry population. The darshan tries to add
to the .text” with an episode- attesting to
Gideon’s paternal devotion, in ‘this case ‘by
defending his father as his father later would
him. The d'rasha thus establishes Gideon’s
character as one whose regard for his father is
complimented and not overridden by his
Y’rubaal fanaticism.!?

The"unique character. of Gideon apd
Milkhémet Midyan both add meaning to the
dispute “about Gideon’s role. The famous
question as to Gideon’s semi-royal status can
be related. to our’ dispute. In addition, if
Gideon actually. is king)like, obr_dispute

. shows yet another face.

Rashi and Radak’s diség;éé;nent may

Gideon seems to combine the duties of judge

and: prophet. The chorus of Judges, “In those ‘Divinely-aided. victory in that a minimal  Gideon’s. iconocl

ays there was no . everyone did as he
pleased”, supporis the idea that the king is a
mote comiplete judge.  Most commentators
believe the narrator to be complaining about
the inadequacy of the judicial system. When

for il

selections.” Sovereignity is limited by lincage.
Prophets are similarly preordained (e.g.
Jeremiah 1:5, Samuel 1:11). The lifelong
relationship ‘these people have with -God
contributes to the significance of the their
appointment. Conversely, the judge’s tempo-
rary status makes him appear more as an
instrument than a-personality. Rashi, in line

-with Gideon’s sentiment; tries to dispel any -

perception of him as a vuler-like. He views
Gideon and “kochakha zeh” more’ as tools

Radak, thoiigh, creates a unique status for
Gideon as unique among the judges (visibly
attested (o by the Israclite masses attempt to
-crown him) yet separates hint-from the class
of kings. T
Interestingly; the kingship suggested here,
teeters on the same- balance; the king is both
the great leader of the-people, a virtuous
personality capable of leadership, yet humble
before God as merely the device chosen to act

for his people.'* The pattern set by Gideon of

modest tribal and familial background (verse
15) dramatically followed by subsequent
courage in battle attesting military skill and
leadership is strikingly emulated by Saul, the
first and as such somewhat prototypical king
of Israel. -

The battle of Midyan took.a revered

position in the historical fore of biblical times. "

It is referred to as a prime example of a great

-....extend to the nature of Gideon’s kingship. = victory in Isaiah 9:3 and Psaims 83:10-12.

Militarily, it stood as a quintessential

oup annihilated a:stupendously larger and
much better suited army. The Israelite army,
numbering a select three hundred -men,
outwits the army of a people described as
twice as numerous as the locists in a cloud.

the: i
:become insurmountable Samuel seems 1o feel
personally spurned,™ aware that a King takes
on a part of the prophet’s tasks. Indeed, as-the
maintainer of civil order and teacher (These

aking
-] &

-¥oles are-reflected, for example; in'the hakhet - Zevah and Zalmunna: ‘chce, from a  thou shall save l§mcl“ or is it-a force apart

The leader of the Israclites himself cpitomizes. - ‘rcads “and._deliver Israe™ the Septuagint__ gualities and humility that a leader confronts

the character of his small army; he is the
youngest son of the most humble family in his
tribe; The victory is despite these conditions
thorough; the enemy are killed to.the fast men,

The battle itself, of course, was only an
outgrowth of the war against idolatry
(Chapter 6:1,8-10). The goal of the redemp-
tion was to retuin Israel to God.-On the
internal religious ievel; the battle was
supposed to rid the people of the idolatrous
elements which had penetrated it."” Fhe dual
nature of the battle, the physical challenge

- posed by Midyan and the spiritual challenge
of idolatry, paraflel Israel’s basic intertwined
extenal and internal struggle against the

2. In Legends of the Jews, H.L.. Ginzberg lists
MHG 1722)3 and Yalkut 11,62 as the priman
sources for the derashah3. Ginzberg ( Yelam-

" medanu) cites this derashah ffom Yalkut 11,

62, and Zohar Hadash. Noah 29a .

4. First, G-d’ winnowing of the army down to
minimal size lest “Israel.,.claim for themselves
the glory due 1o Me, thinking *Our owh hand
has brought us victory™(7:2} The implication
is that the victorys foremaest function is to
serve- as a testament 1o God. Secondly.

of the Baal represented a political act and not
auniquely spiritual one (from a Jewish popint
of view, as well) because in the battle against
the idolatry and the idolatrous nations of the
world against idolatry the two are one.
Unfortunately,  Gideon lost the religious
battle. The national failure at this vital aspect
of the battle is scen unmistakeably in the
regression to the ephod worship. lsrael is
copsequently tossed back into the cyclical
retribution track of the Judges period.
Gideon’s personality as outlined earlier and.
his importance to the battle are intimately tied
to the character of milkhemet Midyan. The

reestablishment of God's. indivistble and ™

unmediated throne in the Israelites’ mind was
the purpose of the battle. Hence the signifi-
cance of Rashi and Radak’s disagreement.
Rashi, in accordance with the character of
milkchemet Midyan, wishes to minimize the
part of any figure other than God in the
victory, In contradistinction, Radak views

instrument for hasizing God’s undisputed

astic character as the ideal -

—personality—and- its attributes.nations of the workd Gideon's dismermbering  Gideon's rejection of the throne because “1
_will not rule over you, nor shall my son rule

over you; the Lord alone shall rule over you™.

{8:23)5. This is the title sentence of Psalm 114,
which tells of Israel’s awe-inspiring position in
the world following vetziat mitzrayim.

6. Even the one rention of Moshe’s name
occurs oaly in r%abbi Yose HaGelillis
numeration of the plagués.

7. ttis also likely that this derashah was )

sparked by the phrase “sipru lanu avotaynu™
“that our fithers told us™ which is’similar to
‘the phrase used in the Torah’s command to
tell the story of the Fxodus to one' sons

..{Shemot 10:2)
* &. A prime example of this notion of Kingship

is the dictum of Bar Kappara on’ Berakhot
34a)b “R. Shimeon ben Pazi sard irethe name
of R. Yehoshua ben Levi. reporting Bar
Kappara: An ordinary person bows as: we
have mentioned, a high priest at the end-of
cach benedict
cach benediction and at the end of cach
benediction... It was explained... a king, once

Ta’king at the beginning of

reign.
Footnotes ..

L. In contrast to the JPS translation which

translates “and thou shalt save.. Behold |
.--have sent you.” The dispute between Rashi
and Radak can work even within the
Septuagint: Is this strength linked to “and

he bhas kneft down does-not rise agam... -
(Soncino). Rashi surmises in his articulation
of Bar Kappara's logic the idea of an intrinsic
balance between maintaining leadership

“kol mashehu gadol beyoter 1zarich Ihachnia
u'thashpil ‘et atzmo™. Maimonides fixes the
halakha in accordance with the dictum
(Hilkhot Tefilah 5:10).

“contimsed on page 10




Cheshvan 5749 8 October 1988

By Doy Fogel
(The article presented - here atiempts to
Sabato and Rav Y. Mavdan of Yeshivat Har
Fraon) :
Tanakis treatmeht of the monarchy s
unbiguous. When God promises Abraham
‘Imm vou Kings shall come forth” {Gendsis
7:7), He seerns o have no qualms regarding .
km\w similarhy, the Torah. when protubiting

4

l',V/\‘é!‘

Between

expound several ideas discussed by Rav M.

son, and in that way the Divine kingdom is
truly personified. In addition, the refationship,
_between king and prinee’is paralicled by the
God-king relationship. In 1 Sdmud 7. after
David's request to build the Iunplc Nathan
the prophet informs him that. only during
Solomon’s reign can the commandment . be
tutfilled since only then will the kingdom,

od and

5 king has reptaced (76d+:-or even is God- —av

other nations did. But in this obstuicle lies the

individual tribes. That tatk of unity, decried
by Deborah (Judges '5:23), leads to the
disaster and civil war of Judges 19.
Interestingly, the two conchuding incidetits
in the book of Judges (“the idot of Michah”
and “the mistress of Giv'ah”), which under-
score the need for a king (“there was no
‘klng))each man did as. he pleased™), are

having been inherited by Solomon, genuinely-.consonant.. with the themes presented here.

e—

the cutsing of kings and judges (ExXodus 22:27

Ibn Fria), upcquivocatly assumgs their
enistence and stature. fn Deut 17: 14420,
the Torah commands Isracl to appoint a King.

HAS

portray the eternity, as well as permanence of
God's kingdam and presence. Then only can
the Divine presence-inhiabit, the permanent:

" temple. This idea is retated more explicitly in

Buv by plicing the comntand-in -a particular- - God's.refusal of David. in which He refers to .

historical content. the Torah scems to suggest
thatthe Momurchy W mer Tl in accomodation
of the pcui}]c (Nachmamdes). not.an impera-
tive. Gideons Judges ¥) rejection of a popular
attempt to crown him turther obscures the
Also, the.success of various judges in
17) seems

- IRSUe,
thrwarting enemy attacks (Judges 3-
to deny any need for a king, However, the
repetition-ot . “there’ Wiis no King in lsrael -
cach man did ay he pleased™ in Judges 18-20
implies that the absence of @ monarch let

violence and 1dolatry overeun Israel.
_dunahhr

ambiguity_on the subject

Samuel {8-32) 1o the people’s demand for a
After initially expressing feelings of
“itis 1 they have rejected ™ (Samuel
8:%) God obliges- and initiates the King’s

King.
rc_;cc! on.

Solomon as “like a son to. me” ".(11 Samuel
7:145. As a son. the kirig must resemble his
father and perpetuate his ideals.

In the midst of the description: of : the
temple’s construction a peculiar interruption

.oceurs, a description of the construction of the

king's house. The text seemingly compares the
two houses. (The repéa\ed use of th; word
“bayit” 10 describe both the Davidic dynasty
and the temple support the wngpt that both
institutions contain the shechinah.)} Their
identical height illustrates their similarity as
| expressions of God’s monarchy and

point of the monarchy, THe fecognition that &
flesh-and-blood human exerts authyrity and
fights_ gatlantly ‘only because of the Divine

power imbued in him. That a higher authoriry”
supercedes him is primari}y expressed in the’

_kings unique obligation to make the Sefer
Jorah his constant comparnion. Unlike, the

judges, the king was. anointed bya prophet
and always-accompaniet! by him. The people

then recognized - the, Divine monarchy and
presence in'the human king.

Aside from these. dangers:-an. inherent
inconsistency in the institution of the
monarchy -is evinced by the contrast of
chapters 7 and 11 in | Samuel. Confronted by
the threatening Philistines in Chapter -7,
Samuel, upim the people’s request, turns to
God for deliverance. In chapter 11, however,
when faced with Nachash the Amonite, the
people seek:Saul to iead them in battle. This

Pesel Mikhah emphasizes the need for.a center
of worship along with the need for a king, The
subsequent_story ‘condenins the lack of a

central authority, Both stofies ¢oridem the *

__spiritual and political anarchy that prevalled
among the tribes. (The phrase “each man did
as he pledsed,” borrowed fronmDeuteronomy
12:8, originally described the ‘prohibition  of
bamot _upon.the consecration of a central
.place of worship in Jerusalem after a king has
been annointed:)

When the king acts as military. leader. he
illustrates both’ motifs. concurreatly, In
leading the people the king unites them,
imitates God (“God mastér of war™,
15:3) and sanctifies.God’s name in war (“when
the ark was lifted...and the enemy scattered,”
Numbers 10:35-6). L

Exodus -

- STark contrast refates the practical impossibil-

ity of dual Ioyalty, of Toyalty to both king and

God: The people’s unquestioning reliance on -

God and faith.in-‘Him'fade with the emergence
- of the king. The prophet relays this progres-

- 'smn—m a-]

people’s total reliance on God in Cha'pte‘r 7
with their utter despair in Chapter 11 {(Samuel
11:3).

misconceptions that accompany the monar-
chy don't outweigh its practical necessny and
religious-significance. For lsrael, the king is
not only a glorified general assuring national
integrity. Rather, because they are unable to
comprehend God, the people also employ the
“king -as His physical representation. Saul
captures this theme when he attributes his first

presence in this world.

According 10 Abravané! (Introduction to
Judges), certain rights and honors specific to
the position of king echo this theme. The law
dictates that even a prophet must bow before

The Torah's reluctance to take a clear
position concerning the monarchy relates to
the king’s dual nature. While the Jewish king
parallels God’s monarchy and assumes many
of his powers, such as the right to kill those

victory to God. Though the prophet has just
condemned the people’s lack of faith in God
continued on’Fext page

may also be an awareness that although his
son did riot display the necessary power to be

process of appointment. That 'God's inital
distay or-has dissipated is underscoréd by the
contiguity and peculiarity of chapter 9, which
deseribes Saul’s ¢chance meeting with Samuel
and subsequent - inauguration, - Chapter 8
closes with God’s commandment fo Samuel
10 heed the people’s demand. In chapter 9,
v though. Samuel remains in his usual residence
while Godly intervention strikingly delivers
Saul to Samuel. The narrative (in addition to
the king’s being chosen by lottery. in the
folfowing chapter) emphasizes the role Divine
providence plaved in the initiation of the
“monarchy. AT the enuctiedt of e Divine
commandment the prophet is most enigmatic,
fhe problem is twofold: why does the
prophet present the story.so ambiguously, and

- why does Samuel so angrily resist performing
“God's comrmandment expressed both in the

Yorah and specificatly. to. him.

“The sotution to: these gicries lies in the
paradoxical nature of the monarchy. The
monarch serves both to represent the heavenly
Kingodom on this world as wellas to unite and
lead the people” Through office, leadership,
and éxample he must'be a religious model, yet
he must also unify a nation and enable it to

- decomplish” #s.military, économic. judicial
* -and religious objectives. These distinct themes
complement one another. Only through tribal
unity can spinitual goals be truly realized.
Also. by unifying the nation:the king imitates

thie God ‘Whowiil unity the world when it

truly realizes Him*(Zechariah. 14:9). - These

- themes manifestthemselves in vartous aspects ~economic survivat: traddition e may

and requirements uf,\hc monarchy. The
monarchy is hereditary. “Inheritance.” (see

the king.. And even the king may never defer
his own honor since it'i not his to défer; but

“rather God's:

The kabbalistic systcm of sflrol also
contains this idea. in the “ordér of the sfirol,
malkiut is the lowest level of Divine
character, the only one revealed in this world.
God shares his kingdom with.us by ordaining
the huméan monarchy, )

This notion might explain the equation of -

Moses and Samuel in Psalms 99:1. Moses®
greatest action was his revelation andteaching
of the Torah to Israel. Fhis first instance of
Divine revelation was completed by Sdmuel
when he instituted the.monarchy.

The second, more mundane motif stresses
the bond between king and people. The
requirement that he'be able to unite the people
is made apparent by the necessity for
unanimous consent 16 his acceptance as king;
The six months of David’s réign (11 Samuel
15) during which Absalom’s rebellion flour-
ished aren't included in the count of his years
‘as king because duri; em he didn't havethe
allegiance of th€€ntire people. Consequently,
he didn’t bnng the king's sacrifice during that
time.

Rav Hirschi reﬂ_ccls lhis theme when he
states that Israel will achieve its spiritual
objectives only when the resources and will of

_the population-ate at the king’s disposal.

Abravanel adds that the king’s powers include
the confiscation of property and the collection
of necessary taxes for the state’s military and

special lepisiation in times of emergency and
exact. whatever punishments he considers;

Trorasher-ofrthamDoat- 2550 expresses
God's interest in perpetuating the father, who
lives. vicariously through his son’¢ use of his
name and fand and striving for his ideals: The
phrase “Jacébour father néver died” (Ta'anit)

who rebel against him, he also governs the
people as do other heads of state, The Té&rah’s
fear is that the power will go to his head. For
instance, Uziyah (11 Chronicles 26; 16) thought
""his great success and supteme control meant’
that his power was godly and alsoentitled him
1o assume the priestly rofe. :

The dangers of monarchy relate to the
people as well. Economically and socially
subordinated to a human (Il Samugi 8:11-26)
as other nations are, they may think that the

Gideon: continuied from page '3

9. Nachmanides on the Decalogue in Exodus
counts in accordance with Chazal, another
reward, . in ‘addition to longevity, of eternal
dwelling on the good land which he shall grant
us.. He quotes Maimonides 'in support.
Furthermore, by the second rendition: of the
Decalogue, Nachmanides writes in the end of
his-commentary’ on. the fifth commandment
that the reward “I’'maan yitav I'cha” is to be,
understood as the sentence in Psalms 85:13
which"reads;. “The Lord also bestows His
bounty; our land yields its produce”.

10. The father:son motif coincidentally recurs
in the story when-Gideon tells his son to kill
Zevah and Zalmunnah Perhaps in addition
to delivering these once~powerful kings their
“ultimate shaming, Gideon wished to see if his
son, as a small child, had the fortitude he had-
had as a mdn of meek backround and few
military resources facing an evil~and' more
powerful enemy. Evil with an overlooking

‘Gideon supported Yeier as: lehavdil, God had

a leader or & king, ~his grandson might
eventually possess it and be able and fitting to
rule, . s

11. The agaddah relaung th_e mc:dem of
Moshe, the shepherd,.and his runaway sheep
is found in Shemmot Rabbah 2;2.12. See Da’at
Migra- on the man¢ Yeruba'al and it’s
'derivation (6; 32)...

13. See Shiemuel T 9;21 and 11;11-13.14. Seé
Shemuet 1 8;6-8. We can assume that God’s

_ comforting is well targeted.

The second derasha, in- placing the
exchange on the night of the Seder, is in tune
with the story’s seasonal backdrop according
to thie peshat. The Midyanites ar¢ plundering
the yevul, the year’s first crop. Another prop
intimating that it is springtime is the dream of
the Midyanite soldier involving a-tumbling

loaf of barley bread. It is sensible that this

image would beona deyamte s mind during
harvest tirme:

15, Parenthetlcally, Gldeon s “hesitation and
attempts. to gain. reasurrance -through signs
find noteworthy foils in Ephrairn’s reaction to
not being caled to battle and thé responses to

the peoples of Sucot'and Penuel to Gideons’s

request for- food and water, in chapter 8. The
people of Ephraim, in contrast to Gideon, are
eager without the need of any reassurance to
battle Midyan, Admmedly their contenuons
are regxstere.d in hindsight, but npnetheless we
may ‘assume the integrity-of [ their complamt
- The “people ‘of Sucot “and ~Petiiel are hke
‘Gideon in being extremely hesitant to' side

safeguard. The parallel s hefped somewhat by~ with anyene opposing the mighty ‘Midyan.
the presence in both of a reliable safeguard:

until they are certain it'is their most judicious

option. However, - the officers ‘of :Sucot-and-

EXIEERY 10 Curt injustice. AT TR evinges Ris
function as leader.

The king serves:as military leader as well,
and in this role he actisally unites the people.
He has the ability to punish those who ignored

backed him). Inthe text, after Yeter fails, the
people request Gideon, his son, and eventu-
ally his grandson to rule over them. Gideon
responds 1o the people’s requést; “I will not
rule over you myself, nor shall my son rule

Penuel appear so callous in their self-service
because their refusal. to. furnish supplies to
Gideon’s army, in cofitrast to Gideon’s delay,
threatened death to the emreatmg camp;
16.Shofetim 610,

# oIS OUrThAT Jatob'S e s perperated as

his sons follow in his ideological footsteps.
The kingship must, in mitroring God's
kingdom, parallel His eternity, The Jewish
monarch doesn’t die. He lives on through his

s call to”join the war. (Saul hinted at this
when he sent a strip of lamb to each tribe (11
-Samuel 11:7)). The Judges, on the othier hand,
could not exercise such- power -and therefore
every war in their time was fought by

over. you...” (8323); The deletion of his
grandson may well be for the sake of the meter
,or because consecutive generafions is enough
te-cenvey the idea of inherited or in this case

non-inherited’ power. The reason, however,

Note: The Tanakh tmnsIatton of the Jewish
qulxcgt_mn Society ‘was reffered 1o for' all
translations.. However,. all the italics, both in
these. quoted translations. and- in_ the article
usey are miine. :

The problemam: nature of and possxble




Stealing Home
by Haim Chertok

One might well suspect 2 writer who quotes

=.-Henry. David Thoreau and Rabbi Joseph B.

Soloveitchik on the page preceding his table

.-of “contents of - possessing a perspective

‘indeed-—a lifestyle-that falls somewhere out
of ‘the ordinary. Haim Chertok’s Stealing

 Fordham University Press
. ‘Reviewed by David Glatt .

Jewish survival.” Chertok circa 1976, newly’
fled of Ameriea, felt that “for its Jews América
offeis a gemlmg, narcotic certainty.. Sure as
death.” In the beginning of the book he.views
almost all facets of Jewish life as internally
transformed and tainted by the sweet poison

Home (Fordham Umversny Press, New Yotk subtly slipped into -its hand by America—a

1988) does, in fact“deliver an interesting look _
at the experience of aliyah from the perspec-
tive of a baal t'shuvah who once proudly
belonged to the Students for a’ Democratic
Society, a man who, while- moving religiouly
tathe right, remainéd firmlyentrenched in the
political left. Far more than a journal or

.« - collection of recollections, the essays try, to

P

examine the author’s original decision to
"emigrate to Israel and the conditions in 'which
the decxsmn occurred, -his ‘adjustment and
! reactions to his mew environment, both the
routines and singular incidents of Israeli life.
Finally, it briefly reassesses, with the eye of a

Veteran oleh, the América Chertok knew most )

.intimately before his departure,

During his last seven years in the 'U.S,,
Chertok resided in Coalinga, California, “a-
map-dot of 6,000 some 60 miles southwest of

. .Fresno.” Though the Chertoks accounted
for Yully one quarter of the town’s Jewish
population, they nevertheless metamorphos-
ized within this' Christian cocoon into ‘a
religious family. Not surprisingly, they found

Coalinga. increasingly deficient in Jewish .-

- -—spiritual life-as  they-grew- inereasingly-

observant. Chertok writes that this situation,
coupled with a hastily planned but' highly
inspirational trip to -Israel, eventually
prompted his alxyah

poison- that -neuters religious identity ‘and -

feeling. And’ in anticipation of obvious
questions, he writes that apparently healthy
Jewish communities such as “the Skokies and
Teanecks . . . reflect aberrant, vesugal flashes
of false Jewnsh vitality.” -
"Apparently, as Chertok’s commumem to
religion and Zionism § grew, the two became
closely rélated in his mind. Obvnously he
wasn’t the first to formulate such a philoso-
- phy, but Chertok the new baal t shuva reacted.
strongly agams! a socnety that paid only non-

eyes, this indicated -a deficiency in religious
outlook ‘bound geneérally to result in
assimilation.

Understandably, most Amerlcan Jews will

defend themselves against Chertok’s doom-
saying, even in ‘the face of aceusations of
biased perspective. But they do not fling forth
tigs spun out of desperation to preserve some
vestige of respectability and viability for their
community. Only a person of biased outlook
could assert that even the most healthy Jewish
American .communities contain no real

elements - Ufrelxglmlty.—Yea, ‘there are—
problems, weighty ones no doubt, but one.

must' take note of the positives too. The
Orthodox world (across its speclrum) isin the
midst of "a remarkable %, one

' 60 Well the Tavages of

~ T only i chaperl T when tﬁe'y’brirjg’sécﬁﬁces -

a.SS\mllallon as he encountered ‘them on
various_campuses throughout the U S., but
even if his California experience seems like an

obvious . backdrop to his departure from -

America, his perception. of Coalinga as a
paradigm of the overall Jewish American

- scene"is misplaced. In ‘his first few essays

Chertok repeats in many different forms his
belief that “America ineluctably presses its
thumb on:the ‘scales against our specifically

continued from Previous page

distinguished by Jewish learning, observance
of halakha , and physical growth. The lack of
a highly consequential aliyah movement at the
present. therefore does not present a “false

obviously is highly idea]istic a trait which
Perhaps he does not realize that he cannot
expect most people to follow his lead and jet
off tosthe other side of the world.

Chertok in Israel,” writing about Israel,

challenge as. well: ‘As. do_kings of other

Jewish - vitality ™ Furthermore, Chertok.

fornis the second -and largest group of esduys.
In this pari, where he gencral]y reffrains from
Torcing a sermonic bent inger his writing by

_injisting upon drawing a moral, the writing

picks up-- especially the conclusions. In the
first-part Chertok abruptly breaks from the
main body of his €55ays to conclusions which
invariably make a bold prediction of extinc-
tion” for American Jewry or bemoan the
intransigence and hypocrisy of Diaspora Jews
in regard to aliyah. In' the second part,
however, his essays flow much more naturally
to their endings, and his themes remain
constant throughout the essays. Whether he is

- profiting his new hometown in the Negev in ari

eloquent defense of his decision to live there,
constructively criticizing a basically successful

- kibbutz'with a few problems, or documenting

some of the highlights of his activist career in

instead of catapulting inta another topic at the
conclusion for the sake of a moral.

No: longer digressing into moralistic
irrelevancies, Chertok is able to communicate
more of his personality. Instead of reading a
writer’s thoughts on aliyah, we now know of

a writer's experience as an ofeh. The difference .

reflects itself in the level of enjoyability as well
as in the relevance to the reader. Thought
coupled with experience provides the basis for
entertaining reading and a more earthy
wisdom that Cheriok garnishes with dw
often self-effacing hurior.

While the vignettes about the adjuslmems
made by Chertok and. his family to_ Israeli
society intimate in’ excellent fashion the
familial closeness fostered by a dramatic
change in life:such as alivah, other pieces that

. deal with singular incidents provxde a glimpse

of one of Israel’s most distinct features, a
simultaneously sweet and strong draugﬁl that
‘oftenstrikes immigrants and vistors: life
“among one’s own people.” In a striking piece
about his own experience as-a guard at the
Beirut airport at the time of the Sabra and
Shatila massacres and the Israeli army’s

- subsequent withdrawat from Beirut, Chertok

finds both scalpel-sharp disappointment in

As we have seen, however, the physical side

_the Isr.
. and a heightened awareness and appreciation

i share of culpability in the Killings,

of Zionisth in the expctience of sepxing

together with.an incredibly diverse bit unified
group of men. As he writes: “Something fine
had transpired and been confirmed in Beirut,
but something else had mkm a beating and
shaken loose.”

The inevitables closeness of the prople,
forged from within'by 4 shared religion, from
without by an oppressive circle of enemies,
constitutes perhaps the crucial component of
the Israel experience " the one that inspires
sacrifice and commitment to'the nation. the
one that intensifies-internal conficits, makes
them “more complex. more personal by

NASVAZINVH -
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far,”~ it’s Goldberg versus Goldberg instead

of Hatfield against McCoy. It isithis closeness
that sustains Chertok, which “enables (h}m) o

irm g vison of “Jsrael™ despite the
disillusionments - and vexing frustrations
encountered in the Israeli national arena.

Sarely Chertok grew closer 10 the.people
and the land the longer he lived there. but this
closeness must have come at the cost of a
tempering of his pioneer idealism. In 1983, on
his.third visit back to America, he arrived in
the States as a guest, a visiting Israeli. The
change in perspective called for a reassessment
of his feelings towards America. In the final
essay Chertok honestly admits the possibility

-that his strong reactions. against America-in.

the first few essays stemmed from his
chronological and psychological proximuty to
the United- States. He needed to break with
America in, order to find a fuller degree of
expression: in his religion. But once he
uprooted and replanted himself in Israel. the
personal threat of America dwindled away as
his own ties to Israel tightened. Thus secured.
Chertok “could conceive no further cause or
otcasion to flee™ ‘Only after “journey
1hmugh alivah and thé adjustments follow
it could Chertok find it safe to steal home

o

Only he wasn’t really stealing home: he visited
the place he once rmded Home? He has that
in lsrael.

etween God and Man

revitalization and flourishing. { at’s daughters

(Samuel 1 1), Sauls statement, “God hassaved  ~ nations, (-1 will-appoint-a king like all the

. Israel”, - contains  the antidote-to their
pessimism, Though chapter 7 portrays the
efﬁcacy of the impromptu leadershlp during -
urgent situations,  reminiscent. of Judges,

. Israel-rejects this in demanding a king. While
the prophet contends that this form of. judging™

is réligiously “ideal ‘and ‘that therefore the
monarchy is unnecessary, the people appreci-
~ate the spiritual - benefits ‘of the “monarchy
much more. They. express' this appreciation

- to God after the victory led by Saul.

-+--——The kmg asreligious modeland inspiration -

h i

surrounding nations™ Deut. 17:14) thé king

rules absolutely. However, when the Israclite

king .subordinates himself to a preceminent
code of laws despite his great power hie reveals
God’s supresne authority. "

. Examples throughout the Bible evince the
king’s profound religious effect on’his people.
- Uziyah's self-satisfaction infected the people

(compare Il Chronicles 26:16 with Isaiah 6:1,
10)-just-as Menashé’s incessant idol)worship
“Caused the peoplé of his generation to'stray (11
Kings 21:9). Josiah revived the following
generatmn S rehgxous spirit by reinstinting the.
Fe-trerd-dh irveed:

spurred.N; s{De y-47:46)

zexplanation of the Torah’s prohibitién against

Tefurning the- nations to Egypt in terms of

TS~ and”

= Egypt’s rehgu)ul degenerauve tendnen-
ians”

you shall not do” (Levmcus l6 3):

Serving as God’s supreme example, the
king ‘has ‘inspirational” responsibilities - that
extend 1o the /nauons of the world as well.

Had

(Pesach) and eliminating the repulsive and

of the kingship presents religious pitfalls. It is
for this reason that the Malbim (Samuel 8)
considers the  kingship merely accomoda-
tional and temporary. Only at the people’s
behest is the kingship instituted (Deut. 17:14);
furthermore, when the world unites in
recognizing God’ absolute rule a human king
will be redundant (Z&harizh 14:9). Kingship
is only for times when Israel needs a king to
represent God who, to them; has become less
conspicuous. .

Samuel’s anger in Chapter 8, though;
emanates from his recognition of the pcéple’sb
true intentions.
secure Teadership Israel feared for its survival.
‘Samuel claims, however, that Israel’s disobe-

irreverent - customs he had infroduced- (I - dierice caused their military losses. Upon their

_Kings 23:4-21). Inherent. in: his freedom ‘to

king’s ablhty toset the religious tone of the
nation.

The paradoxical nature of the monarchy
causes ‘the tension

EIEraune pOllClCS l"CIlgIOUS and SCCL\[H.I’ ISTHE therefore a Klng 1s unneccssarv

in the Torah’s .

repemahce they achieve victory. (7:6), - and

Without “contintions. and.-

attempt to provide what thev think to be an-
annihiliated world with sons and became the
‘rf\others of two nations, Ammon and Moab.
Similarly Judah. by recognizing his fault,
repents, and twins are born to Tamar. Boaz.
who ‘lost .60 sons (midrash), together with
Ruth is redesmed from despair by the birth of
a’son. The Davidic family must establish the
kingdom on these principles of repentance
and resilience from despair. The presence of
sin in David’s and Solomon's origins allows
th‘eKkingdom the opportunity o improve and
recognize its imperfection. 1t s David s abuility
to.repent after his sin with Bathsheba whick
distinguishes him from his predecessor Saul.
The entire history of kingship begins with
Saul’s dethroning, an inauspicious beginning.
The contiguity of the Yarmim Noraini and

Indeed, the roots of the monarchy are
intertwined with the idea of repentance, of
rising out -of desperation. The. paralle
narratives concerring Lot and his daughters

SukKol-SUZResTS a similar theme. While the
former represents the theme of repentance,
the latter is dominated by-the high universal
aspirations of the ukimate monarchy of God.
Our primary responsibilty, though. is to

- -Since Lsraels duty to be z global influence
(Isaiah 2:3) results from being imbued with
Divine spirit and being God's representation
on earth, the king as both Israel’s and God’s
representative must respond to this spiritual

ambiguity. It also ‘explains the diverse
positions’ of 'the commentaries as to the
- megessity of the monarchy (Maimonides) orits
more accomodational nature (N‘achmanides,‘
Abravanel). )

{Gen. 19); Jugjah and Tamar (Gen. 38} and .

Boaz and.Ruth, converge in their descendant
(David). All these narratives -portray a
scenario of despair-and abandonmént, which,
through well ‘intentioned "effort, result in

accomplish the more humble theme of the

monarchy, the unity of our people in

allegiance to"God, which can only be

accomplished through communal penitence

of all Israel. .
. -
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by Joel Beasley

Republican -or "Demovrat? Liberal or
Conservative! . While the Bush-Dukakis
may not reach the inteliectual
sandard of those beiween Hillel and Sham-

debates

T the Tsstes ar tand atfeet us as-directly as
the Talmadic disputes of vore. Leaders of
other religiots groups have moved gquickly'to

rvilly thetr floek« behind the “éorrect™
candidate: for example. evangelisis - in' the
South_hand_out “bibliegl ds™ rati

" Shulchan Arukh is very unlikely in' the néar

future, apositive-answer to the above question
would ¢ffectively prohlbu the Jew from
voting!

Rabbi Mark Dratch explaips ¢“The Ethics
of Selecting A Political, Candidate™, Journal
of Halakha and Contemporary Society, #11)

that. supporting’ a candidate. whose' future.-

attions ‘are antithetical “to his -halachic

&
candidates on issugs ranging fromdbortion {o
homosexuality to mixed busing. The Ortho-
dox Jewish leadership. however. has been
selatively nonpartisan.: leaving us. their
consituents. to wonder whelliér otir religion
provides guidelines for supporting political
candidates. Due to'the lack of information as
to whether or not: G-d-is a card-carrying
memiber of the ACLE, most people-equate
Voting Jewishly with supbnning thecandidate
deemed wmost “pro-Israet™. This sense of
Sareivit” has led 1o the formation of some of:
the most influential lobbies on Congress. The
hedd of the MPAC (Mustinr Political Action
Committee)-+n-Washington stated-in News-
week this summer that he envied. mést the
effectiveness and controlexercised by AIPAC
and peher dewishi lobbies. The impertance in

m responsibilities for

our brethren needs no re-emphasis here,
Another value affecting our. issue is the!

coneept of fukarar hatove; fecognizing the

Kindness and lmndxhxp shown us h\ others.

We xhouxd for c\dmpk satute lhe bravery
shown by Senator Dan-nouye and Congress-
man Charles Schumer: despite foud boos and
catealls from ﬂk Vitulently anti~Zionist camp
at the D( nmmm National (xmumlm they
{ul und eloguent pro-Lsrael

at_wloss compared 1 his por
Aboars. Catholies. for example.
were prehed by Cardinal O'Condor from
voung for

andidutes, who Mserd “pro-choiee”
al
citn i

Does Adfakha
uation
~UpPOTting

uw Toroan equivalent
be prohibited
a cundidite who

alakhic views?

from
CSpatNes nen-

s no wonder that the Tewishy

TesponsIhHs may be tantan T To-aSSIStE
him'in-carrying them out:' As such, it would
fall-under the prohibition of “Jifne; iver lo titen
mikhshol” - *Before. the blind do nét put a

stumbling block™ (Leviticus. 19:16).” In
Avodah Zarah:6b, Rav Natan defines “fifnet
iver™through two cases — giving a nazira cup
of wine to drink, and féeding a non-Jew a limb
from a live animal. The Gemara then limits

Rav Natan's prohibition 0 cases.in which the

nazir and trapsgressor ar¢ on "opposite sides
of the river™ ie. when the. nazir hasno

recourse 1o wine other than- that across the

river. ;

Two- relevant details emerge from ‘this
Gemara. From the case of “eivér min ha-chai”
we learn that just as “fifnei iver” prohibits aid
to Jews who desire to violate halakha, “lifnei
iver”
non)Jews to transgress the séven Noachide

taws: Secondly. “Hfnei iver” only applies when

“principles N

- “leading astray-another.
“advice, ‘b’r’enouragxﬁ@ a transgressor who'is
-Nowher¢ do_we- see_that the .

also prohibits Jews from assisting

the assistance is essential te the .deed being

carrica owt,’ the “other side of the river™

ial

tiality.
Rav Ashi’s rebuttal raises: another issae

- hay - be
permiitted: Since nearly alt North American
clections ar€ decided by margins of thousands
ortens of thousands of votes, a single véte
usually does not contribute ‘essential support .
Therefore, even if a candidate held -views
antithetical to halakha, a vote for him might
not violate “fifnei iver”. ) .
When Rambam discusses “Jifnei. iver™,
however, he does not. mention the “opposite
sides, of~the - river” 'qualification.. In Hilchot,
Rotzeiach - 12:14, “lifriei” iver” i§ defined as
by. giving himbad

‘blind” -..
assistance nffered the transgressor has to be
éssential.” We'-can ‘infér, “according 1o “thé
Rambam, that pmwdmg a'nazir with wine is

—~————prohibited even when the nazir has unliniited

actess to wine.  Attempting .to- résolve. the
différence between Rambam and the Gemara,
Lechem Mishneh states tht Rambam holdsby
the“opposite sides of the river” principle as we
explained it before.“The Mishneh leMeiech,

however, holds that Rambam understood the "

principle differently. Speakmg about the law

“‘bansing loanirig and borrowing interest; both

lender and borrower arein violation of “lifnei
iver”, irrespective of the availibility of other
lenders and borrowers (Hilchot Malveh, 4:2),
Since the specific transaction would not have
occurred without the “participation. of a
borrower and a lender, the “two sides of the
river” requirement is fulfilled — the assistance
need not_exclude ‘other’. participanis to - be
terbxdden We care not whether the transgres-

ave occurre
agsistance, only whether it woixld have. Thus,
casting a vote for an anti-halakha candidate,

- even when. that vote is not. absolutely

necessary for his victory, could be prohibited
by “lifnei iver”,

A story.about Rav Ashx iy Nedarlm 62b
adds-a new twist-to the “lifnei iver’ " prohibi-
tion. Rav Ashi, the’owner of a forest, sold
lumber to.atemple that worshipped- fire.
Ravinastrénously objected, invokirg “/ifinei
iver”. Rav Ashi replied-that “most. wood sold
is.used for Heating”. Ravina clearly considered
Rav Ashi-in Violation. of “lifniei iver” even

* thotgh Rav Ashi’s wood was not essential to

the temple’s fire-worship, arid Rav ‘Ashi, in

contesting, did' niot offer the fact that -wood

could have been ‘gotten. from . others as a

factor implies that both Ray Ashi and Ravina
accept the principle that “lifiiei iver™ does not

GUT the .

‘the

T ofiiSsion of the nonessentiality

Rabbenu Nissimi ¢xpldins thatil the majority
‘of-wood sold isused for permitted purposes,
sellers'are entitled to assume that bayers will
use it in-a permissible manner, and therefore
bear né liability if the factsare otherwise. The.
Mishneh in Shevtit (5:6) continues that only
an object whose use is limited to prohibited
purposes is forbidden, whatever can be used
for permitted purposes as well may be sold.”
- How does this principle translate into our
political context? Most candidates tun ‘on
complex- mulfi-issie . platforms. Singlé issue
candidates are extinct in America. Based on

“RavAshi, weeould vore fora candidate who—— )

supports many-preferred positions even if he

"“holds ‘non-halachic views on-a fewfissucs.

because “the” vote-can-be used, to advance+
pro)halachic posmons as well as forbidden
ones:

Another lithitation of */ fﬁ?r?(e; is that aid
rendered to the transgressor must be, in Rav
Dratsch’s words. “direct and immediate”. For
example, we may seli cultic objects to non-

“Jewish merchants who will sell them to

churches ‘and temples, but not to the
institutions themselves: (see. Yoreh Deah 151
and Siftel Kohen #3. note! Rama states that
someone: wishing to’'.be. extra‘strict ‘may
declare this practice forbidden for himself
only). For similar reaons we might be allowed
to_vote for- candidates  professing ‘anti-
halakhic aims: The candidates we ¢lect do not *
personally . perform’ objectionable .acts. - A
*pro-choice”  candidate does ‘not - perform
abortions” - at worst, he will” join “Gther
officials i {acilitating its practice:

QUESTIONS TS Tajsed as 1o (he

effectiveness of a'single vote, the lack of direct
control - legislators “have over ‘the- political .
process, the fact that politicians generally do
not commiit:the forbidden acts directly, and
ption that most candid doTiot
run’ on ‘platforms’ totally inconsistent ‘with
Jewish values: and goals, Rav Dratsch
concludes that “kfnei iver” would not prohibit

" voting for any particular candidate. .

Without explicit hatachic directives left to
us, the act of voting becomesa true test of our
maturity” as- citizens and Jews. As- citizens,
have we-properly been able to discern our way
through the ‘haze of rhetoric and' properiy

~

understood the issues. facing us on Election' .

Day? ‘And as.Jews, have we-been able to
internalize' the comandments and values of
halakha so that our-ballot will be guided: by
the spirit of the Torah-and our aspirations for
a better world"

Rabbi-Isaac 'Elchanan
Theglogical Seminary
2540 Amsterdam Ave.
New York. N.Y. 10033
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