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MESSAGE FROM THE EDITOR

Another scason of teshuva draws
to a closc; once again, the Yamim Nora'iin
have scized our imagination, captivated
our hearts and minds, and again, so swift-
ly passed us by, “as a flecting drecam.” Our
sukkah stands built in our yard, and our
home is alrecady beginning to fill with the
pungent aromas of Yom Tov cooking. As
we stand (o return our snachzorim 1o their
shelves — where they will collect dust for
nearly twelve months — undoubtedly rel-
egating their contents to the periphery of
our spheres of consciousness while we
engage in every aspect of human endeavor,
we cannot help but be struck by the desire
— nay, the nced — to assess the goals of
the unique teshuva process that has been
prescribed for this period and to gauge our
success in meeting them; what better time
than now to reflect upon the essence of the
Yamim Nora’im.

We began with teki ‘at shofar and
selichot in the month of Elul; the selichot
serve to begin the process of personal sclf-
rencwal and sclf-recreation which reaches
its apex in the vom adir ve-kadosh, the
‘powerful and hely day’ of Yom
HaKippurim. Treatments of the topic of
Elul and -the teshuva it entails inevitably
focus on this element — that of cheshbon

ha-nefesh, examining our souls and
accounting for all our deeds; Elul is gener-
ally seen as a prelude to the Yom HaDin.
There is, however, another element.
Closer scrutiny of the Rosh
Hashanah machzor reveals a very different
type of teshuva. The first two days of
Tishrei, it scems, are intended not for the
expiation of personal or even national iniq-
uities, but for the return of the whole world
to God’s dominion — le-taken olam be-
mallhut Shakai. The particularistic aspect

which scems to permeate Elul thought and
liturgy is sct aside for two days, and a
latent universalistic aspect is brought to
the fore. The kol shofar which had been
heard but once a day now takes center
stage to proclaim the theme of Malkhuayot,
be-chatzoizrot ve-kol shofar harivu lifnei
ha-melekh  flashem. Before we can
achicve personal penance on Yom Kippur,
we must reaffirm our allegiance with our
cxalted national goals; these will rcach
their ultimate fulfillment in the attainment
of our cschatological aspirations, in ve-
hava ba-yom ha-hu yitaka be-shofar
gadol, u-ba’u ha-ovdim be-eretz ashur ve-
hanidachim be-eretz mitzrayim, ve-hish-
tachavu la-Hashem be-har ha-kodesh be-
Yerushalayim. Teshuva, then, is not simply
a personal process. We must identify with
our conununity and its great commitments
vis-a-vis both God and man. Even in
repentance, our vision cannot be limited to
our s¢lves and those in our own four amot,
it must encompass the whole of the Jewish
community, even all of mankind.

In that spirit, we have chosen to
broaden our scope both in theme and sub-

stance. Substantively, we have included

some articles and features that we hope the
rcader will find more accessible and
engaging, which thus may ecxpand our
readership and, ergo, the recipients of our
message. Thematically, we have devoted
this issue both to Teshuva and to relations
between Orthodox and non-Orthodox
Jews, a timely topic which extends our
sphere of concern to those of our brethren
who stand outside the Halakhic communi-
ty, and one which allows us to examine the
possibilities for mending the pirud that has
formed within the goy echad ba-aretz, the

unique Jewish nation which was never

mcant to disunite

We live in a dor de'ah, a gencra-
tion of(know]cdgc. The quantityand scale
of Jewish education in our community is
far more ‘extensive than it has been since
biblical times: our traditional sourcesTuve |
been made available 10 the_masSes” such
that even the President of e United States
is acquainted with words of our Rishionim
At times, 1t would scem that the intra- and
interdenominational  strife  that  has
engulfed us is the sole impediment (o the
ability of our community to project our
message as excmplars of thic derekh
Hashem. 1t is extremely difficult to fore-
stall the attacks launched upon us by our
theological antagonists; it is less difficult
— or should be less difficult — to resolve
matters of discord between members of
our own community, the community of
Shonrer Torah U7 Mitzvot, we can begin
with an attempt to overcome artificial dis-
tances that'we may have created 1n our
own microcosm. Even the most exaggerat-
ed, sensationalist reporting often contains
a grain of truthy; let us never have occasion
1o rcad about an “alrcady pronounced
chasm 1n an increasingly factious student
body.” As we put away our machzorim and
cnter the Sukkah in our vard, lct us pray
and strive toward w-fros aleynu sukkat
shelomekha, in that merit, we will
undoubtedly witness ve-sukkah tiliveh le-
tzel yvomam. the reconstitution of our

- national center as the focal point of a unit-

ed Jewish people. ~AMH
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MESSAGE

Repentance Beyond Sin

BY RaBBt DR. NORMAN Lamm

The beginning of a new year of
learning and living a full Jewish life of

mitzvot is a proper occasion to explore

the often-neglected overlay of meaning.

of our religious growth in these areas.
The following comments are inspired
largely by the writings of the founders
of the HaBaD school of Hasidism, but
they do not necessarily follow them
entirelv and, indeed. depart from them
in certain dertails. 1 hope that thev will
prove of interest — and usefulness —
to owr students as we enter upon our
new Zemai.

N.L.

It is customary to associate
teshuvah with sin. A person (ransgress-

is offered by R. Shneur Zalman of
Lyadi, author of the immortal Tanya
and founder of HaBaD Hasidism.2 He

teshuvah ila’ah represents a genuinely
spiritual yearning, and is unrelated to
psychology or disobedicnce the
realm of reshvah tata’ah. The return,
in the former, is not to one’s own prior,
pristine, pre-sin state, but to one’s
ontological origin, prior to his very
existence separate from his Creator.
Both these forms of repen-
tance bespeak a high level of spiritual
maturity, but the difference in focus
results in qualitatively different experi-
ences. Thus, the Higher Repentance is
thoroughly rational; the striving to
reunite that which once was one. The
Lower Repentance, however, is irra-
tional, almost absurd. It seeks to undo
the past, declaring that the past trans-
gressions never occurred or have even
been transformed into virtues (zekhuy-

es and he then rues his deed. The prop-
er response 1s treshuvah, repentance.
The halakhic anatysis of reshuvah 1s
highly sophisticated and articulates
well with the psychology of the peni-
tent, accompanying him on the various
stages of his “return™ o his pre-sin
state.

However, sin does not exhaust
the entire feshuvah phenomenon, for
were it sQ, how would we account for
the fact that the Talmud and
Midrashim recommend teshuvah every
day of one’s lite! and that the truly
righteous are described as those pre-
eminent souls who are in a state
described as kol vamav bi-teshuvah,
spending all their lives in repentance?
It is stretching the point to answer that
the greater the person the more aware
he is even of the most minor infrac-
tions. Moreover, the Talmud does posit
a category of rzaddik gamur. s such a
totally blemishless individual to be
denied this unique and inspiring mitz-
vah of reshuvah?

The most compelling answer

differentiates between two kinds of
repentance which he terms a Lower
Repentance (feshuvah tata’ah) and a
Higher Repentance (feshitvah ila’ah).
The former is the kind of repentance
we are most acquainted with — the
confession, contrition, resolution, ete.,
that follow upon sin. This teshuvah

may take the form of abjuring evil in -

any and all its many disguises (thus,
the negative commandments), or that
of the active pursuit of the good and
the noble and the holy (the positive
mitzvot). The choice is as much a func-
tion of individual temperament as ide-
ological preference. But both are moti-
vated by the consciousness of moral or
spiritual failure.

The Higher Repentance has
nothing at all to do with sin or defeat.
It is the reaching out for God in an
attempt to overcome the human condi-
ton of being separate and alienated
from Him. Man’s soul is the divine
“spark™ within him, and this neshamah
strives  for reshuvah, or. literally,
“return’” to its Source. In other words,

- ' —.‘—4——

01,).3 Itis a violation of causality and;
indeed, common sense — although
without it, we would be condemned to
an inflexible, fatalistic, brutish exis-
tence. The divine forgiveness which is
the shining goal of teshuvah tata’ah
defies our reason, and the human reac-
tion to such irrational divine pardon is
fear or awe, sheer amazement, as we
are overwhelmed by the divine indif-
ference to mere reason and His over-
ruling of necessity and causality (ki
imkha ha-selichah lema’an tivarei).

In the major elaboration of
repentance in the Torah, that of
Nitzavim, both forms of teshuvah are
mentioned, but there is a clear separa-
tion between them. Thus, verses 1-6
apply to teshuvah tata’ah, while the
following four verses, 7-10, refer to
teshuvah ila’ah.

R. Shneur Zalman maintains
that the Higher Repentance s
addressed to God as the Ein-Sof, as the
Infinite beyond all relationship, and is.
achieved through the study of Torah.
The Lower Repentance involves an
encounter with God in His self-revela-



the  Scfirot, the Ten

Emanations ol His attributes, and pro-

ton v
ceeds through performance of the
mitzvol. This is a most
view, in light of the role of man in both
forms of Teshavah. In the sin-driven
Lower Repentance, a human being
strives to reintegrate his personality the

reasonable

wholeness of which has been shattered
by sin, and it stands to reason that he
should appeal to God in His role of
personality, i.e., the Ten Scfirot. This
reintegration of one’s personality is an
expresston of the psychological dimen-
sion of sin and repentance — and this
is characteristic of the mitzvot, with
their positive and negative modes of
condugt both expressing and influenc-
ing one’s will and emotions. When it
comes to the Higher Repentance, how-
ever, which is the yearning to rejoin
the Source of all being, it is not man’s
psychic state that moves him but his
spiritual fate, his- metaphysical and
meta-psychological search for his
ontological origins. In this stance,
therefore, he- addresses the Ein-Sof
proper, that inner and ineffable essence

of Divinity which is beyond personali-
ty, beyond the Sefirot, beyond relation-
ship, beyond even divine transcen-
dence itself. This more exalted form of
teshuvah finds its channel only in the
study of Torah, the realm of the “Light
of the Ein-Sof.”

Which of these two forms of
repentance is superior? The question
may be irrelevant; both are vital in the
development and growth — perhaps
very existence — of a religious person.
In the Nitzavim passage, as we men-
tioned above, the progression is from
Lower Repentance to  Higher
Repentance, implying that the latter. is
the more significant goal for which the
former is the necessary precursor. Yet
an analysis of the Aseret Yemei
Teshuvah tends to the reverse conclu-
sion. Thus, Rosh Hashanah hardly
speaks of sin at all. Its most cogent and
significant message is that of the
majesty of God — malkhuyot — and
the sounding of the Shofar, the symbol
of the Sinaitic revelation. The Shofar is
the wordless cry of the supplicant

aclung i his spiritual solitude and eall
ing out o his Creator with whom he
seeks not reconcihiation (for 4t s not
sin that alienates him from the Creator
but ‘his very humanity) but reunion,
reintegration, the overcoming of the
“real”™ world which creates the distance
hetween Creator and creature, between
the divine and the  human?
Reconciliation after sin is the theme of
Yom Kippur, and the whole range of
lower repentance is evident throughout
the day: vidduy is recited time and
again, the shame and embarrassment
attendant upon chet is pervasive, the
plea for pardon, for selichah u-mechi-
lah is repeated again and again. The
progression from Rosh Hashanah 1o
Yom Kippur is thus one of tesinvah
ila’ah to teshuvah tata’ah, the opposite
direction from that mentioned in
Nitzavim, and one which, by the same
token, would indicate the higher level
of teshuvah ila’ah over that of teshu-
vah tata’ah.

Perhaps the answer lies in the
perspective taken. The Torah is, as it
were, the divine point of view: God’s
anthropology. Here the Higher
Repentance is the ultimate desidera-
tum.” The cycle of the year, the prece-
dence of Rosh  Hashanah to Yom
Kippur, reflects the human experience
and therefore the human perspective.
and so thé final goal is teshuvah
tata’ah, the Lower Repentance, for this
more directly affects one’s conduct and
therefore his daily life. Or, perhaps, the
priority of Rosh Hashanah to Yom
Kippur, and the different forms of
repentance they represent, is meant to
instill in us an awareness-of the ulti-
mate goal of all our aspirations, indeed
all of our lives, before we proceed to
the “practical” task of mending what
we have broken in the course of our
imperfect existence of the past year.

Both of these exalted experi-
ences should be with us, especially
during this season of repentance, but-
tressing our spiritual courage and our
determination 1o master our studies
and, even more important, our very
selves. May we succeed in these noble
endeavors, and may our study of Torah

—) e

and pertormance of the mtzvob be

cribinced by the conscranne of then
respectiye spantial achieyement . and
thus spire us o fugher sepirations
both reulms.

May all ol us. as we enter the
year 5759, hoth

cndeavors, and may the Kibbono shel

new succeed in
Olam grant cach of us. wll our Joved
ones, all Israel and all humanity. a
year of peace and prosperity. of recon-
ciliation with Him and with cach other.
And may our ultimate goals be <o lofty
that we cun never fully achieve them
— and yet so inspiring that we never
despair of so doing. 7

NOTES:

U Shabbar 153 Feel, R. 9% Mid. Peadme
VO 160 Shelah, Be'asarah Macmarot, Maamar
7 (18).

2 In his Likkutei Toral 10 Balak. T4a.

3 Yoma 86b.

4 The wordlessness of the shofar and its supes
riority -lo mere speech is much commented
upon in Hasidic writings. although the inter-
pretations are not pecessarily those Tam sug-
gesting. See R Shneur Zalman m his com-
mentary to his Siddur. p. 242b: and especiatly
R. Menachem Mendel of Lubavitch, Or ha-
Torah. section on Rosh Hashanah 2:81.%2:
Beturei ha-Zohar 402:40 and Derushim le-

- R(‘)xh Hashanah 1:374. Cf. the Rav in his Ish

ha-Halakhah. pp: 57-59.

5 Nevertheless. in the course of one’s life
experiences. the defeet caused by sin must be
rectified  before  the prnjccxx ol Higher

Repentance is undertaken. See Tunva 1:17. 22
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TESHUVA IN THE THOUGHT OF LEO JUNG

i

BY GAVRIEL POSNER

It is hardly surprising that the

major American cultural themes in the

decades that preceded and followed the
second world war include nationalism,
both intra- and international stability.
and world peace: For example, the war
gave rise to the establishment of the
United Nations with its vision of world
order. and to the tranquil society of the
1950's. The war also had a profound
impact religiously, as rabbis and
thinkers addressed those issues which
captured the hearts of American
Jewish congregations and. no doubt,
their own thoughts. One extraordinary
example of such a thinker is Rabbi Leo
Jung.

In his essay The Goals of
Judaism (1929), Jung posits that the

new world. Out of the fatlure
of Europe grew America.
What is America but man’s
second opportunity, the second
chance }or humanity? What
are the United States but
another effort of God's to
bestow freedom upon man,
freedom from the chains  of

ast wrong.

n the desert sounded the voice
of Sinai. In the United States
arose the new message.
Democracy as its basis, peace
and cooperation. American
Patriotism is not mere attach-
ment to thundering rivers and
green carpeted plains and
enchanting landscapes. It is a
way of life in accord with our
country’s  highest ideals.
Whosoever proclaims in word
and deed that culture is univer-
sally human, that no tariff may
keep man from humanity, he is
a true American though he

able bodied citizen who offers his
brawn or brain in exchange for the
basic comforts of his family.” (Crimbs
and Character 20) ’

Yet another instance in which
Jung’s dream of a better world shaped
his philosophy is the extraordinary
optimism he expresses in numerous
contexts. “The new moon is bound to
come...darkness prevails, dawn is.
delayed, and we suffer from hopes
deferred. But we in the United States,
imbued with the Father’s promise and
assured that it will come true, must
learn to carry the torch.” It was only
natural for Jung to look to the time
when the aspiration of the Jewish peo-
ple would come to fruition. So capti-
vated was Jung by the notion of realiz-
ing the goal of a better world that the

goal of Judaism is to bring peace, hap-
piness and brotherhood to society. This
is a recurring, tandamental theme
throughout his works: in a variety of
contexts, Jung repeatedly emphasizes
the significance of eradicating war and
bringing about peace and harmony.
Naturally, many  emphasized similar
notions, especially in Jung's era. Jung,
however, not only sees a place for
world peace and brotherhood within
Judaism: the romantic vision is the
purpose, the mission of the Jewish reli-
gion, the raison d'étre of the Jewish
people. ,

Indeed, Jung’s emphasis on
the importance of forging a more
peaceful world largely shaped his out-
look in many arcas. He saw America,
for example. as entrusted with the
sacred mission of bringing internation-
al peace and stability. His essay Sinai
and Washington (the name alone is
telling) reads. in typical Jung style, as
follows:

Out of the chaos of the old
world the Lord created the

arrived-butyesterday: For-true
Washington is but an echo of
Sinai, the message of the one
God to all his children. (Jung,
Crumbs and Character, 18-9)

Jung’s perception of the
United States was profoundly influ-
enced by his understanding of
Judaism. America and her ideology are
sacred, as their mission to bring
“humanity” and “freedom” is the same
as the Jews’.

Jung’s philosophy dictated a
dual sociological outlook. On the one
hand, the vision of brotherhood and
peace finds fulfillment ultimately on a
worldwide scale. When the “human
family” comes together, when the
nations abolish war, the romantic bet-
ter world has come. Simultaneously,
though, Jung focuses upon the individ-
ual and his trials. He expects that all
“appreciate every citizen’s vested
interests in the basic needs of life,”
and, continuing his comments on the
sucred  American  enterprise, that
“Democracy must solidify itself into
the minimum right of work for every

o —6—

retigious enterprise itself was fueled by
the drive to reach that promised world.
“It is the inward assurance of the ulti-
mate victory of the religious ideal that
bestows power upon our efforts, and




endows our perseverance with mean
ing and beauty™ (23). .
Like many central components
of Judaism, Teshuva, in Jung's thought,
revolves around the “better-world”
theme that permeates his ideology. The
shofar itself is not only a call to
Teshuva, but a reminder of the shofar
that will one day declare the universal
peace and brotherhood of the messian-
ic era. “Only a removal of sin can bring
us that peace which enables us to face
the manifold problems of today, and to

Testinva as a velnele to achieve peace
between onesell and God These who
we troubled by the world they see
around them. those who doubt when
evil prevails, declare their faith and
trust in the guiding hand of God when
they return to Him. “The trust, howev-
cr, that our religion teaches as a basis
of life, truly renews our heart, enables
us to banish at a stroke the apprehen-
stons, the suspicions which victimize

Cus, and to recognize right hife, life in

accordance with His will” (117). Thus,

—y

the wuberantialinyg
Hess. tnnth

the power o vood
Accept His
1y the prophict
cannol go wrong (750 Yo et Lo
God is to have wust in Hirm and the
ultimate prevail of the good that He
fuvors.

and Dty

cutdance.” and you

Jung's understanding of
Teshuva, then, draws fundamentally
from his thoughts regarding other arcus
of Judaism. The delicate balance in his
thought between concern for the indi-
vidual and vision of 4 world gives rise
to the twolold purpose of Teshuva, the

the Jew may achieve “at-one-ment,” as

move from imperfect Iy . achievernent of inner
reall.'ty-ctloserlg the T Ona varlety oflevels pudtt v’v'nh'm thc’
realization of the J y ) 1ndmdual‘ dpd of
w14 on of Teshuva reflects Jung’s under- |mric i e
variety of levels . community at large.
e enees| — Standing of the purpose and  |in v dor o

Jung’s understand-
ing of the purpose

nature of Judaism.”

His profound opti-
mism in the Jewish

and nature of Judaism.

Most clearly, in Jung’s pro-
gressive view of history, Teshuva is the
change, the character remodeling that
brings humanity closer to its ideal,
peacetul state. Here, though, Jung illu-
minates a dual role for the purpose of

——feshmva At the Tmerpersonat Tevel,

Teshuva demands sensitivity and con-
sideration toward the welfare of one’s
neighbor. On the eve of Yom Kippur,
“at the entrance to the synagogue men
would discover the melody of friend-
ship, opponents with wet éyes would
ask each other’s forgiveness...and
seek peace with God through peace
with another” (Harvest  97).
Additionally, however, Jung -sees

Jung often writes, with God and with
him or herself. In doing Teshuva, the
trials of faith are resolved, and the
chozer bi-Teshuva may lead a more
optimistic, peaceful existence.

Indeed, Jung’s sense of opti- -

mism figures prominently in his under-
standing of Teshuva. He of course
assures with confidence that atonement
will be granted for the coming year to

those who seek God. Additionally, -

though, the very nature of the Teshuva
process is’ a declaration of optimism.
Teshuva demands a “reliance on the
just rule of God, on the ultimate decen-
cy of things... Trust in God means in its
practical analysis trust in the meaning,

enterprise becomes
critical in the Teshuva process as the
chozer bi-Teshuva, in sceking inner
peace, must have faith in God and the
ultimate good He will affect. Teshuva,
like Judaism itself, is meant to bring
about peace, stability. and a better

‘world. 2
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EXCLUSIVE

INTERVIEW

HAMEVASER'S

Aton Holzer Interviews
R_abbi Yisrael Meir Lau,

of the State of Israel »

TRANSLATED BY ATON M, HOLZER

AH: Whar is HaRav's opinion as
to how to improve relations between reli-
gious and secular Jews in Israel?

RL: In my opinion, it is impossi-
ble for one to value and honor something
which one does not recognize or under-
stand. Appreciation or admiration results
from recognition and knowledge. If one
were to conduct a survey of the irreligious,
non-observant community — even  in
Israel —— with regard to a most elementary
matter, an item which everyone sees and
touches, and sometimes even kisses — the
case containing a mezuzah — if one were
to conduct a survey among all Israelis
today regarding what it contains, one
would find that close to ninety percent

. don’t know what is inside a mezuzah. With -

regard to more complex matters such as

what is Shabbat, conversion, kashrut, chal-
itzah and its purpose, one must understand
that if they don’t know what a mezuzah
contains — and they buy mezuzot, and
affix them to their walls, and kiss them,
and find them at home, in school, in the
office, at factories, banks, hospitals, gov-
ernment buildings and city halls, every-
where — and they never stop at the door
and ask as to its contents, namely, kabbal-
at ol malchur shamayim, kabbalat ol
mit;vot — they have no idea as to these
less familiar issues; when you do not rec-
ognize something, you cannot appreciate
it.

What is-the way to improve rela-
tions between religious and secular Jews?
The path must be. first and foremost, that
they should recognize and to get to know
each other. The religious community rec-
ognizes secularism, because the religious
Jew purchases newspapers; he listens to

- ' —’—8.——_

the radio, whether he likes it or not, on the
bus, in a taxi or his private car; he listens to
the news: he reads and knows itos
impossible not to know. But religion,
Judaism — if it is not learned, how can it
be recognized? I'll give you a practical
example. [ personally have a very deep
fecling with regard to this topic. After |
attended Yeshivat Kol Torah and yeshiva
in Zichron, (today K’far Chassidim) and
after Yeshivat Ponevezh, 1 went to teach
- for two years in high schools in-Petach
Tikva — Brenner and Echad Ha-Am —
which were entirely secular. Brenner High
School had a strong communistic bent, to
the extent that the schoel had no sessions
on the first of May — they were the left of
the left (though now the school has
changed, and is under the jurisdiction of .
the municipality). The 12th grade students,
18-year-olds, invited me, the Tanakh
teacher, to their Chanukah party. I lived in
Tel Aviv, a 20-minute drive from Petach
Tikva. 1 didn’t have a private car at the
time, and traveled each day by bus. They
asked me to attend their Chanukah party. I
understood that these parties were not
appropriate for me — boys and girls would
be dancing together — so I said, “Thank
you for the invitation; we’ll see.” They

realized that 1 wasn't planning {0 cOme,
and va-yosifu od shelo’ach sarim rabbim
ve-nichbadim me-eleh (Bamidbar 22:15)
— a large delegation arrived, and they
said, “We really want you to come to our
party, and we have also prepared accomo- .
dations for you at Dani Farago — whose
father is a doctor and has a villa in Petach
Tikva — a room for you for the entire
week.” I replied, “For a twenty-fninute bus
ride after the party, why must you prepare
a room for me?” They said, “But it is the
Chanukah festival — surely you don’t
travel during the week of Chanukah?!” At
that moment, I was somewhat aghast — 1
came from Ponevezh, a mere 10 kilometers
from the Brenner School in Petach Tikva,
but the distance was not one of 10 kilome-
ters but of 3,000 years. | was telling them,
“So you don’t know hilkhot Chanukah, and
never learned Kitzur Shulchan Arukh, nor
do you know that Rabbi Shlomo Ganzfried
existed. But you aren’t new immigrants
from Russia, nor do you come from
Ethiopia — you are almost all sabras, born
in Petach Tikva — 40% of which is
Shomer Mitzvor. Your grocery clerk and
mailman could be a Jew with a beard. How
much of a distance there must be between
you and us — I am sorry that [ need to



speak about “you’ and ‘us’ - that you, 18-
year olds in Petach Tikva, thought that for
the full week of Chanukalh, we don’t pick
up a phone, don’t get on a bus, don’t go to
work, but sit paralyzed in a closed room
for eight days — that is the extent to which
we are strangers to one other?” .
This was 37 ycars ago — 1961;
since then, their tcachers and parcnts
haven’t learned more about Judaisi, so
what will be today — 1 have alrcady offi-
ciated at Bar Mitzvot for the children of
these students — when there will soon be
a third generation of these children — how
will they know? So how do you expect
thcm to value the privilege of Yeshiva stu-
dents to learn Torah, toratam umnutam —
what is Torah? If they think that for eight
days of Chanukah, we sit at home, observ-
ing one long Shabbat, if they don’t know
what’s inside a mezuzah box — and I'm
not speaking of tefillin, regarding wlich
they have no idea what the four parshiyot
inside are and why they are there — it is
impossible to rectify this without study.
You asked me how to rectify the
situation. As the pedagogues answer the
question, ‘From what age must education
begin?’ — twenty years before the child is
born — one must begin by educating the

parents. We must begin to teach Judaism
not in 3rd, 4th or 5th grades in school, but
in seminars for teachers (which, in Israel,
is mainly seminars for morot — there has
been a feminization in education); we must
begin to teach the teachers so that they
know the basics of Judaism, that they teach
these children how Jews gave their lives
for the mitzvah of Brit Milah, how they
gave their lives for tallit and tefillin. There
are countless stories in Jewish martyrology
to illustrate what Tefillin means to the
Jewish people, what Brit Milah means, the
mesirut nefesh on the part, of Russian
Jewry to acquire Matzot for Pesach and
Etrog for Sukkot. From the moment they
recognize (yakir), there is hope that they
will also appreciate (vokir); if they don’t
value and recognize us, the abyss will,
heaven forbid, continue to grow and deep-
en. -

AH: What is HaRav's opinion on
how best to engage in Kiruv among the
secular? Does he recommend the tactics
employed by Kiruv organizations in
\dmerica and abroad?

RL: I don’t know exactly, or even

“The religious community recognizes
secularism, because the religious Jew purchases
newspapers; he listens to the radio, whether he
likes it or not, on the bus, in a taxi or his private
car, he listens to the news; he reads

and knows — it is impossible not to know.”

generally, what is done in the United
States, but I can discuss the issue as a mat-

ter of principle, extending also to Eretz._Jor then you will be left, heaven forbid,

Yisracl. Mectings between religious and
irreligious youth from the same approxi-
mate age group are very dangerous. A
young boy in our system, even. if he is in a
Yeshiva high school or even if he is learn-
ing in a Yeshivat Hesder, still lacks the
knowledge and tools to influence and to
ensure, above all, that he is not influenced.
I will give you a memorable example. We
claim that there 1s a thirst for devar
Hashem — if only it were so. We have
already discussed the fact that there is a
drought, and it is well known; if only there
were also a thirst. We belicve that we, the
benei Torah, kiiow how to quench this
thirst and water it. There are two ways to
water a garden. One can connect a pipe to
a faucet or a cask and walk with the pipe or
sprinkler and water the garden; as much
water as the garden receives, it receives;
the water runs out, and that’s the end.
There is another way. If you place a cask in
the middle of the garden and connect a
pipe from the spring, or the faucet, to the
barrel, then the water in the cask rises
above its brim, spills over the top of the
cask and waters its entire surroundings.
Then, while the surroundings are soaked
by the water, the cask also remains full.
This is called tofe’'ach al menat lehat-
pi’ach (Berakhot 25b), nurturing so as to
nurture others. This is the meaning of
shetehei hashalhevet olah me-eleha
(Shabbat 20a), that the flame rise on its
own — not as an ember, which, when dim-
ming and giving out, requires constant
blowing to produce a momentary flame
which immediately cxtinguishes — to
allow the fire to rise, so that the bush is
aflame, while ensuring that the bush itself
is not consumed. For that purpose, it is

positive influence, the youth will be nega-

necessary to bring them fo the sources of]
water, and not to bring the water to them,

dry, and you can be further desiccated by
the entire atmosphere, mentality and envi-
ronment around.

However they conduct these
Kiruv efforts — and 1 will not enter the
technical, organizational or administrative
aspects — the principle must be that [they
employ] only those people who have the
capability to influence others without
being influenced themselves. If members
of the same age group, with all due respect
to our very dear members of B’nei Akiva,
for instance, must meet with members of]
HaShomer HaTza’ir and answer their
questions, they don’t always have the
power to answer the questions, and often
they stumble into that which befell the Jew
who became an Apikores from the
Abarbanel. A Jew accepted upon himself]
from Shabbat Beraishit to learn -the
Abarbanel on Parshat HaShavua on every
Friday night of that year. The Abarbancl
first asks twenty questions on the Perek;,
before he got to the part with the answers,
the Jew would fall asleep at the table. Over
the course of a full year, what entered his
mind, and thus his heart, were only ques-
tions — that this is unsatisfactory, and that
is unclear, and this is not good, and that
does not fit — he didn’t know one answer,
but received all the questions; this is what
is liable to occur, God forbid, to one of our
boys or girls who will hear questions about
the Sho’ah, about tzaddik ve-ra lo, rasha
ve-tov lo, about pluralism and kefiya datit,
and all sorts of complaints, about religious
politics — there are many questions, but
he doesn’t have sufficient tools to provide
the answers; I fear that instead of having a

tively influenced, and this is a great dan-
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“However they conduct these Kiruv efforts — and I will not enter the
technical, organizational or administrative aspects — the principle

must be that [they employ] only those people who have the capability to
influence others without being influenced themselves.”

ger. Hence, in the Mishnah in Pirkei Avot
(2:14), it is-not written hashey le-apikores.
answer the scoffer, but da ma she-tashiv —
know what to answer. First of all, today,
there are no apikorsim — 1o be an apiko-
res, one must first be a great Torah schol-
ar. There are very few rabbis who are

| apikorsim, for most didn’t learn enough so

as to be rabbis, and hence didn’t learn suf-
ficiently to know in what and why to scoff.
There is much ignorance. but even boors
know how to ask questions; hence does the
Gemara tell us that apikores refers to a
gentile, but there is no need to respond 1o a
Jewish apikores, how much more so when
we speak not of an apikores but of a boor.
and even more so since the Mishnah does-
w'tsay Je-hashiv but to know. We must
learn a great dead to fill the cask with water
so that it flows over its brim, and only with
a shathever olah me-eleha is it possible to
accomplish Kiruv.

ing the verse in Eishet Hayil, sheker ha-
chen ve-hevel ha-vofi (Mishlei 31:30),
‘grace is falsc and beauty is vain,’ that
“ha-chen™ constitutes the roshei teivot for
hadlakat ner, Challah and Niddah. If,
heaven forfend, sheker ha-chen, if the
woman is delinquent with regard to these

“three Mitzvot and doés not fulfill the rorat

emet, then, hevel ha-vofi — beauty is vain,
for only the ishah vir ‘at Hashem, the God-
fearing woman, hi tithalal — shall be
praised. We have a special status and place
for the woman; we bring her to Hakhel
because she brings her children to Hakhel,
because her reward comes from cnsuring
that her husband goes to the Bet Midrash
to study Toral; the Torah values this role
of the woman to the extent that she is
excpt from migzvot asei she-ha-zeman
gerama, and we don’t change it, for the
world cannot change the Halakha in any
manner.

AH: Does the Rav see a broader
role for women in religious life in Israel?

RL: The Halakha doesn’t budge
from its place. Women are exempt from
most miizvor asei she-ha-zeman gerama,
and it is sclf-evident that not a hair, crown
or thorn will fall from a letter of the Torah.
HaKadosh Baruch Hu created the world;
as for man, zachar u-nekeiva bera’am, and
he gave us 613 Mitzvot and exempted
women from several mitzvor asei she-ha-
zeman gerama, but as for the rest of the
Mitzvot — and this is the vast majority —
they are equal to men; as far as all mitzvot
lo ta’asch. all mizvor asei she-en ha-
zeman gerama, and regarding even some
mitzvot asei she-ha-zeman gerama, such
as Matzah on Pesach. women are responsi-
ble duc to the Hekesh of i she-veshno be-
val tokhal chametz yveshno be-kum ekhol
matzah (Pesachim 91b), and women have
accepled 1o keep the obligation of hearing
Shofar on Rosh Hashanah, and many other
such mitzvor asei exist. On the other hand,
many Mitzvot exist which are specific to
women — for example, scparation of
Challah, Niddah, and hadlakat ha-ner. to
the extent that the Vilna Gaon said regard-

proving eye; they saw in the movement an
act of rebellion. Thank God, it sprouted a
generation of girls who were prepared to
establish homes of Torah with benei
Torah, whose Torah is their profession,
and today there is already a second and
third gencration of homes upon whosc
akeret ha-bavit, meaning ikaro shel ha-
bayit, it can be said, u-me-Hashem ishah
maskelet; a house and capital, writes
Shlomo HaMelekh, is inherited from par-
ents, but u-me-Hashem ishah maskelet
(Mishlei 19:4). Thank God, we have, with-
in the framework of Halakha, roles for
women, roles of great support for the hus-
band, and also central roles regarding
issues of Chesed, charity, and primarily
regarding issucs of education and instruc-
tion. For this, we are grate{ul; tavo alehen
berakha.

AH: What of the women who

What-has-happened-is—that-tech-—serve—as—Jo-anot.Bet-Din, or..Halakhic}

nology has progressed. Washing machines,
dryers, mixers, blenders and microwaves
have granted the woman much more spare
time; disposable pampers, which she need-
1’t wash and hang to dry, gives the woman
the freedom to learn and ponder those mat-
ters with which Judaism and Halakha
encourage her to be familiar. If she learns
more parashat ha-shavu'a, if she leamns
more halakhot, if she learns more mach-
shevet Yisrael — it has reached the stage
that our daughters know Tanakh better
than my sons, who study at Yeshivot — I
must say that this is a phenomenon that
was unknown to previous generations, and
it is somewhat of a revolution, but one
which is within the framework of Halakha
and not, God forbid, a deviation. The
uphieaval that one Sarah Schenirer began
in Poland and the rest of Europe over sev-
enly years ago with the cstablishment of
the Beth Jacob schools, which introduced
the idca of girls’ Torah study. was a
tremendous revolution. My father, who
was a Rabbi in three large communitics in
Western Europe, garncred supporters for
the idea of Beth Jacob. but there were
groups, particularly in Hungary, who
looked upon the movement with a disap-

lawyers, in the Rabbinic courts in Israel?

RL: Today, there is a phenome-
non in Batei Din throughout Israel, in near-
ly every Bet Din, of female to'anot rab-
baniyot. They are all themselves shomrei
mitzvot and honor the Batei Din. They
know what is necessary to help, in particu-
lar, women who appear in Dinei Torah and
don’t know their privileges or responsibil-
ities, and they do this in a very relevant
and respectful manner. And — I want you
to understand this — the moment that
Batei Din in Israel are part of the state —
for in Isracl, there is no separation of
church and state — they oblige the entire
population, also the irreligious and even
the non-Jewish, until it becomes clear that
they are non-Jews, to appear in the
Rabbinic courts, and they appear with
male and female attorneys; female attor-
neys, who don’t always come in modest
dress or with covered hair, and” are not
themsclves experts in the Alcph-Bet of the
foundations of Halakha, appear in the
Rabbinic courts. A To’enet Rabbanit is a
graduate of a religious high school and
seminary, and studies these matters with
all of the vir'at shamayyim that they
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require - 80 o tehiei kohenet ke-pundakit
(Mishoah Yevamot 16:7), should not the
pricstess be the hostess? Hence did the
previous chiel rabbis, Rabbi™ Avraham
Shapira and Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu,
permit the appearance of to 'anot rabbaniy-
ot in Rabbinic courts. I must tell you that
today, three months since | entered the role
of nasi bet ha-din ha-gadol and assumed
responsibility for the entire Rabbinic court
system in Eretz Yisrael, I sec much bless-
ing from their appearance in a very digni-
fied manner, particularly with regard to
custody battles in divorce cases, /o alenu,
the.to ‘enet rabbanit is of great assistance
lo the judges to establish where the chil-
dren belong, and where these children of
broken homes will receive the best educa-
tion...; I think that in our current situation,
it is a blessing.

AH: What is HaRav's opinion
regarding woimen sitting on local religious
councils, Mo etzot Dativot?

RL: First, one must be rcalistic
and recognize the circumstances. Not all
issucs can be discussed purely in t¢tms of
that which is idcal or desirable, the rarzui;

_lwe must also recognize the reality which

prevails, the matzui. We cannot abandon a
very important clement in the religious
community in the State of Isracl who are
not prepared to sit with one woman on a
steady basis at meetings or sessions of a
religious council — the community which
is associated with Agudat Yisrael, Degel
HaTorah and Shas — we must not eschew
this precious and important community,
which can furnish decisive contributions in
all the religious topics with which a reli-
gious council must toil. Therefore, I sug-
gested, when I was still Rabbi of a neigh-
borhood in Tel Aviv, before 1 became
Rabbi of Netanya, from the other perspec-
tive, not to forgo the element of nashim
chashuvot, women of stature, who have
much ability to contribute to the topics of
Mikva’ot, marriage counseling and even
Kashrut, synagogue beautification, educa-
tion and preparation, Bat Mitzvah and so

“We don'’t live in

orth.

Fsuppested (o create. as o paralic]
to the rehgious counctl which will remain
for men, “eshet chayvil”™ (woman of valor)
—=- 31 counterpart institution with the sanic
privileges and the saine number of mem-
bers, with an identical budget. Halakhic
decisions —— how to build a Mikvah, how
to sct up an Eruv, how to opcratc kosher
slaughterhouses will remain  the
province of the religious councils for men,
with Rabbis who sit and direct the mem-
bers of the council. But regarding tasks
such as the spiritual absorption of immi-
grants from Russia, Ethiopia or the Anglo-

Saxon countrics, cstablishing Shiurim for

them, visiting them at home to show them
how to Kasher the home, preparing their
children for Judaism, establishing kinder-
gartens, tending to the acsthetics of a syn-
agoguc — why must we forgo the female
clement? But to forcibly mix men and
women, so that when in the middle of a
meeting, when it iS necessary to pray
Mincha, the men must tell the women to
leave, 10 get out — for me, it is uncom-
fortable. In Tel Aviv and Yerushalayim
cach, there arc 31 men on the religious
council — so what harm will come if there
are 31 women in Yerushalayim from all
conununities — Yemenite, Bukharian,
Anglo-Saxon, Sabra, and Russian women,
who are familiar with their communities,
who can contribute. We can split the bud-
get between the two councils, and can

establish by law which council deals with'

which issues. To my dismay, the politi-
cians, who must draft the law and appor-

- tion the budget, still have not accepted my

advice, but I haven’t given up; as someone
once said, im tirtzu, en zo agada.

AH: What is HaRav 5 view of the
Juture of religious life in Israel for the next

Jifty years?

RL: In this regard, there is much
idealism and a great deal of optimism in
n1y perspective, but at times, it is tempered
by no small amount of realism that makes
me a bit pessimistic.

Let us begin with disgrace

(grematy and Linashw il priose Ghevachy s
with the Havgeadah Shel Pesach The dis-
tance between Shomrer Torale w-AMizvol,
Torah observant Jews and those who arc
not Shomrei Torah u-Mitzvol continues to
widen, for the simple reason that a great
number of the irrcligious community today
find it difficult to retum to the sources, as
they are unfamiliar with the sources
they have no place to which 1o retarn. This
stands in contrast to the non-religious of
30, 40 and 50 years ago. Then, there was a
greater possibility that a certain age, or a
certain event, such as the six-day war and
recapture of the Kotel, would return them
to the mekorot. Today, a great po;tion of
the community doesn’t know the sources
nor recognize their roots, and hence have
1o place to which to return. Today's teach-
crs know less than thosc of 30 and 50 years
ago. It won’t help even if the department
of education agrees upon a curriculum of
Jewish culture to be taught in sccular state
schools — there is no one to tcach there,
for they are unwilling to accept Rabbis like
us in those schools, and they themsclves
don’t know the basic material — they
don’t know what is in the bayir of Tefillin
— so as to explain to their classes what
Tefillin are and why we wear them.
Therefore, on one hand, I sce a distancing
which is unavoidable given the situation as
it stands today. The Aliyah which is amiv-
ing: from the Europcan portion of the
Commonwealth of Independent States —
as opposed to the Asiatic portions — is
oflly amplifying the distance and widening
the chasm, for most iminigrants know
absolutely nothing; they have been tinokot
she-nishbu for three generations already,
this gap creates, /o alenu, hatred.

On the other hand, as I said, we
can end in praise. I see religious influence
becoming increasingly manifest in the
state, for the reasons that, aside from the
Aliyah from the CIS, there is a smaller but
steady Aliyah from the western countries,
and 85% of it consists of shomrei mitzvot.
The overwhelming majority of immigrants
from the United States, England, France,
South America and South Africa are reli-

isolated communities, and we don’t

simply say ‘shalom alayikh nafshi’ and worry for

ourselves; our vista is to K’lal Yisrael.”
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gious Jews. There is practically no yverida

they simply do not leave. There is a sizable
religious Jewish community in chuiz la-
aretz, but the vast majority are not Israelt,
From the other side, there is a quict but sta-
ble movement of what they call chazara
be-teshuva. 1 personally don’t call it chaz-
ara be-teshuva because they aren’t return-
ing — they’ve never been here; you can
only return to a place where you've been
once — but they are revealing their
Judaism. The opposite direction — leaving
the religious community — is happeuing
less and less. There was a time when in
state religious schools and even in Yeshiva
high schools, many would remove their
kippah when they reached the army or the
university; today, thank God, this phenom-
enon has stopped. There are cases of it, but
it is no longer a phenomenon.,

Look. cven today, at the appear-
ance of the state regarding this topic of
religious influence. There are brigadier
generals and colonels in combat — not
chaplains — with kippot. There is not one

on the part of the religious community;.

charedim’™ — fearful of the devout.
Obviously, I seec these developments as
positive, and I am optimistic. It is of
utmost importance that concomitant with a
minimum of involvement in the life of the
individual, there be a maximum of
Judaism in public so as to justify the title
of “Jewish State;” it is intercsting that in
the Independence Scroll, which so many
spcak about, panticularly in the Jubilee

.year, the word “democracy”. and “plural-

ism” isn’t mentioned once; the word
“Jewish” appears at least ten times — a
Jewish state, the Jewish nation — the ini-
tial purpose of the state was to be open to
Jewish immigration, without embarrass-
ment; it was to this that David Ben-Gurion
and the others signed. What is a Jewish
state? Not merely a state of Jews, to solve
the problems of anti-Semitism; it is an
adjective — a Jewish state in its very
nature; there is no public transportation on
Shabbat, all schools, banks, markets and
factories know that Shabbat and Jewish
festivals are days of rest; in public,
Kashrut is upheld, whether in Tzahal, hos-

‘from chazara be-teshuva, less defection

members, across party lines, voted for that
amendment; the Reform, who affirm patri-
lincal descent, oppose not merely
Halakhah but also the law of the land; it is
intcresting that while many demand that
we change Halakha, none demand that we
change the law of the Knesset. It is clear|
that sofo lamed mi-inyano — when the
beginning of the law specaks of a “Jew,” it
is defined not as one who speaks Hebrew,
‘holds Israeli citizenship, serves in Tzahal, |

or whose father or grandfather was Jewish,|

but rather, one who was born to a Jewish
mother and did not convert to another reli-

gion, as did Brother Daniel, or someone] .

who converted. So it is clear what they
meant when they said “converted;” as with
the beginning, the end refers also to
Halakha.

Aside from these three matters,
marriage, divorce and conversion, there is
no involvement in private life, rather
merely in public matters, and here I see a
trend of increasing Judaism, and this is a
result of the strengthening that has come

hospital which Tacks docfors with Kippot
and Tzitzivot, there is no university,
whether in Jerusalem, Haifa, Tel Aviv or
Be’er Sheva. the Weizmann institute or the
Technion, without lecturers with Kippot of
every type, and even wearing Tzitzit out.
In the government, vou find religious peo-
ple in positions such as minister of the
interior, education and culture, labor and
conunerce, transport — not only minister
of religions but minister of absorption and
the treasury. The commissioner of national
service is a religious Jew; the director-gen-
eral of the prime minister’s office is a reli-
gious Jew; the chairman of the Bank of
Isracl is a Sabbath-observing Jew, the
attorney general.... There arc 24 Knesset
members from religious parties, while
there were but 16 at the state’s founding,
and to this we must add religious Knesset
members who do not hail from religious
parties — today there are more than 30
members of Knesset who are genuinely
religious. Shomrei Shabbat, aside from the
many traditional members of Knesset. You
can see a trend, one which, with God’s
help, will continue to increase. This is also
one of the reasons for the great fear on the
part of the secular community, some of
whom call themselves ‘Charedim min ha-

pitals, évenin jails — and there is one mat-
ter which is indeed private, but to safe-
guard the consensus of the nation, it must
follow Halakha — that is, nisu 'in, which is
a coin with three sides -—— marriages,
divorces and conversions; these three are
the chut ha-meshulash lo be-mehera

yinatek (Kohelet 4:12), the triple rope .

which creates the Jewish family, and the
Jewish family is the microcosm of the
Jewish people. Regarding these, there
clearly is kefiyah datit, “religious coer-
cion,” but in their absence, there is no Am
Yisrael. If I tell a Kohen that he may not
marry a divorcee or convert, and that a Get
must be Halakhic and five years of separa-
tion is insufficient, and that conversion
needs to be Halakhic so as to permit entry
to the Jewish family — these are truly
examples of kefivah datit, but without
them, God forbid, we cannot ensure the
continued survival of the Jewish nation as
an Am Yehudi and, hence, the state, which
arose as a Jewish state and homeland for
the Jewish nation. Even the Knesset under-
stood this, on 2 Adar 3730, and amended
the law of return to define a Jew as one
who was born to a Jewish mother and is
not an adherent of another religion, or one
who converted. Over a hundred Knesset

from the religious framework; tack of]
yordim, the influx of religious immigrants,
and a greater birth rate in religious homes;
all of these factors guarantee that in fifty
years hence, there will be a greater degree
of Judaism in the Jewish state.

AH: There are many in the reli-
gious camp who have suggested that it is
better not to interfere with regard to mar-
riage, because of potential problems if the
couple leaves the country to obtain a-civil
divorce. What is HaRav s view on this?

_ RL: We don’t live in isolated
communitics, and we don’t simply say
shalom alayich nafshi and worry for our-
selves; our vista is to K'lal Yisrael. We
speak much about kol yisrael areivim zeh
ba-zeh;, the word is not la-zeh, 1o each
other, but ba-zeh, in each other. The
Gemara in Sanhedrin 27b and Shevuot
39a, regarding ve-kashlu ish be-achiv
(Vayikra 26:37), “and a man shall stumble
in his brother,” writes be-avon achiv, “due
to the sin of his brother” — melamed she-
kol yisrael arevim zeh ba-zeh — we are
mixed within cach other, as one unit. As
the Ba’al HaTanya wrote, K'lal Yisrael
consists of one soul in different bodies;
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HaRav Kook spoke olten of the wtality of
the Jewish nation
our power that when a Jewish home s
established, it is estublished as a Jewish
home ke-dat Moshe ve-Yisrael. Thank
God, we have reached a situation in which,
in the Jewish state, there are only religious
marriages, and the potential bride and
groom are sent both to the Rabbinate, to
register, and, almost by law, to speak to a
Rabbanit, a marriage counselor — there
are organizations that deal with this —- and
there they teach them taharat ha-mish-
pacha — not merely to immerse in the
Mikveh on the night prior to the wedding,

so we st do allb i

and-Shabbat. If we don’t do it, it is our fail-
ure; but we can’t solve the problem by
using a ring which isn’t his, invalid wit-
nesses and officiating over a mock mar-
riage — this isn’t our job, our responsibil-
ity or our right. We received a mandate not

but all the laws, and some laws of Kashrut

where there by o pre anny  preparatory
Yoeshiva, adsoin the valley of Bent Shean
Three families hive there, but the school
has several dozen young men who study
Torah there for a full year prior to entering
the army. Has anyone heard of Karmei
Tzur? [ was there for a dedication of a syn-
agogue and a Hakhnasat Sefer Torah
donated by the Rennert family on isru
chuag of Shavuot. On one day in Elal, | was
in nine different towns in Gush Katif, like
Ganel Tal or Rafiach Yam, a scttilemnent
with fifty familics. Has anyone heard of
DPugit? This is a great experience -
familiar with the entire land, from the
Golan Heights in the north to Do’ar Na
Chevel Eilot next to Eilat, to reach Kibbutz
Yotvatah, which is close to Eilat. I'm not
even referring to the times when I was able
to reach settlements in the Sinai such as
Irgafgefah, Tassa, Porta-Ufik, and even to
Fa'id, in Egypt, from where I have a Tanya

to be

the marderer had chot b aluo nearly
dedroyed the brdpe berween the relpou,
and seconbin iy etz Yoeauel the wiae o
very ditticult experience, To thie, day, we
have not recuperated from s type of]
experience, and | hope that there will not
be, heaven forfend. any shmilar experi-
but that
experiences which strengthen the bond

CNCCs, there be more positive
between the various populations through-

out the fand.

A What does THaRay see as the
role of American Jews and Ruabbis with
regard to religious life in Israel”?

RL: If youll permit me. T 1eH
you that first and foremost, | see the role of!
American Jews to contribute to religious
life in America ~ with all due respect and
love. When | first came across the awe-
some numbers of intermarriages and,

to be merely rabbis

hence, assimila-

of Jews who come
" |to pray thrice a day,
but to be rabbis for
K’lal Yisrael, and to
prevent obstacles,

extent that it 1s pos-

sible that there be a

the baby with the

“As unpopular and impractical as it sounds,
the primary contribution will be to study in
and o ensure © e Yeshivot in' Eretz Yisrael, that there not be one v »in or
religious boy in America who will not come

tion, | didn’t
have to look far
to discover the
root of the prob-
lem. When |
Alvin Schiff on
one of my first

Jewish home; we . visits to
must fige ot for at least one or two. years to study ina ~ America. i
ways to repair the . . ) . 1974, 1 was
matter, not pour out Yeshiva in Eretz Yisrael.” informed ~ that

the percentage

bathwater.
AH: What were the most out-
Rabbi?

) RL: When you are Chief Rabbi,
you become familiar with Am Yisrael and
Medinat Yisrael. In the five years that |
have been Chief Rabbi, I have had the
opportunity to visit, speak, deliver
Shiurim, posken halakhah and resolve dis-
putes, in — and I am not exaggerating —

about three hundred towns. Are any of
|your readership familiar with Tel
Te’omim? I’ve been there for the dedica-
tion of a Mikvah; it is in the valley of Bet
She’an. Has anyone heard of a town called
Avnei Etan? It is in the Golan Heights. Has
anyone heard of Karkom? [ was there for a
Hakhnasat Sefer Torah. I'm not talking
about new religious towns such as
Chemdat, where I'll be this Thursday,

standing experiences for HaRav as Chief

-
that was printed for me there when [ went
to give a lecture to the soldiers there. The
greatest feeling is to be familiar with the
entire Jewish nation from every tribe and
every Diaspora, throughout its entire net-
work of settlement, which is the most
important.

Obviously, there were also many
painful experiences. One such experience
was the Purim that was turned into a terri-
ble tragedy, the murder in Me’arat
HaMachpelah. As Chief Rabbi, it was very
difficult for me, for it came from our cir-
cles. I had the very difficult experience of
losing a close friend, Yitzhak Rabin, who
was murdered on Motza’ei Shabbat Lekh
Lekha; I sat in Ichilov Hospital near his
door while three doctors worked on him
untit they emerged and shook their heads,
indicating that therc was no more that
could be done, that his soul had departed.
felt then that the three bullets with which

of Jewish stu-
dents who received Jewish education in
Greater New York was only 11.5%; nearly
90% of New York Jewish students
received none. This was not Arkansas,
Arizona, or Oklahoma, but New York,
with its Gedolei Torah, giants of Chassidut
and great Jewish institutions. Only 11.5%
received a Jewish education, including day
schools! I said then that it was a miracle
that 50% of American Jews still married
Jews, that only 50% of American Jews
marry out. Hence, the first, most important
matter is that we recognize that a syna-
gogue without some sort of Talmud Torah,
kindergarten or Yeshiva for children of a
certain age is not good; a moshav zekeinim,
a home for the aged, is an important social
institution.  but it doesn’t guarantee the
future of a nation. Similarly, an orphanage
alone is an important social institution that
doesn’t guarantee the future of a nation,
for the latter 1s a future without a past, and
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the former is a past without a future.
Without a past and a future together, there
is no continuity and eternity. This must be
our first concern. Look, for example, at the
field of Kashrut; fifty years ago, would
anyone believe that there would be such a
br()ad, wide-reaching Kashrut systcm such
as that which the OU and others have suc-
ceeded in creating in America — that there
be a situation in which throughout the
world, evervone recognizes their symbol,
and there is almost no ingredient which
cannot be obtained in a manner of Kashrut
— would anyone have dreamed this to be
possible? No; so why can e not invest the
same effort in Jowish education, just as we
did for building Kehillot and establishing a
system of Kashrut? In tlus manner, vouth
movements like B'nei Akiva, NCSY,
Chabad., and many others, can do great
things — why should only Coca-Cola and
Chabad reach every place? Yiddishkeit
needs to reach every place, every cormer,
whether in large or small amounts, and in
this regard. there is much to be done in the
United States of America. 1 myself spent
Shabbat once in Tulsa, Oklahoma; the
president of the organization which hosted
me for Shabbat not merely didn’t know
O 0 IR &G e-a1GH O

got up at lunch and opened the Kosher
wine that I brought with me to make
Kiddush, he stared at me — and he is a
president of an organization associated
with Isracl — and he didn’t know what [
was saving. They did Kasher the hotel for
me — Hotel Withelm Plaza — 15 years
ago; they showed on local television there
how they Kashered the kitchen — very
nice; but he didn’t know that there was
such a thing as Kiddush on Shabbat! And
it turned out that the father of that Jewish
leader was a pallbearer of Rabbi Yitzchak
Elchanan [Spektor] at his funeral in
Kovno, and had to go to the Mikvah at 15
years of age before he could merit to carry
the coffin of the Kovner Rav. Yet his son
couldn’t pronounce the word Mikvah: he
spoke of a pool. There is much to be done,
first and foremost. throughout the United
States of America. and therefore, as with
regard to Kashrut, the OU’s influence in
this would reach Canada, Mexico and even
Europe, and the Jewth education which
would be established by Jewish leadership
in America would influence all Jewish
diasporas. whether in North America or in
places where the intermarriage rate is even

there was such a thing as Kiddush, When I -

greater.

As unpopular and impractical as
it sounds, the primary contribution will be
to study in Yeshivot in Eretz Yisrael, that
there not be one religious boy in America
who will not come for at least one or two
years to study in a Yeshiva in Eretz
Yisrael: this will also raise the prospects of
Aliyah, for which we are so thirsty and
which we need so desperately, which witl
also strengthen the State of Israel as a
Jewish state. This is the truest contribution
which can be made. It is clear that if we
have summer programs by youth move-

ments, NCSY — I address them every year
~— all these are good and important things,
but they are only secondary to the prime
objectives, which are to establish a. net-

work of education here in the United
States which will stem the tide of inter-
marriage and strengthen the connection
fostered by en Torah ke-Torat Eretz
Yisrael, as it says, ve-zahav ha-aretz ha-hi
tov {Bereshit 2:12) — to come to study
Torah in Eretz Yisrael, and to thereby
increase the chances of establishing homes
and families that will come to study in
Eretz Yisrael, and this is the true, decisive




contribution.

AU How can the Haredi conmun
WLy pnprove Gy image in the eves of the

sectlar community?

RL: 1 don’t really believe in
devices or formulac to improve “nmage.”
When there are matters which differ at
their base, PR can help a hittle but cannot
solve the problem. For example, if some-
one wanted to speak of solving the prob-
lem of image of the Rabbinate and the
Halakha in the cyes of the non-religious
Jecommunity. I will give you an example
that. happened to me. In this respect,
American rabbis don’t understand the
severity of the problem and don’t realize
how much to value our role in Eretz
Yisrael. In America, it is much easier. |
was the Rabbi of Netanya; all the kibbuiz-
im and moshavim of Emek Chefer are
obligated to register for marriage with the
Rabbinate of Netanya — there are no other
marriages. A young woman came from a
European country after the six-day war:
she fell in love with the kibburz and want-
ed to convert. She also fell in love with
Dani, a young paratrooper, a commander, a
serious boy who was born on that kibbutz.

————The-womanpassed-through-att-the tevels

of Halakhic conversion — it took her more
than three years. She went to-a religious
kibbutz, where she learned to pray thrice a
day, and she knew the laws of Shabbat,
Kashrut, taharat ha-mishpachah and
wanted all these; for all this, she received a
certificate of giyyur from a prominent Beit
Din; she was very religious. Dani wanted
to marry her; he succeeded in passing a
resolution at the general assembly of his
kibbutz that, first, they not require her to
work on Shabbat, and second, that there be
a Kosher corner in the kibbutz’s kitchen
for her and him. After all was in order,
they came to register for marriage. I was
sitting in the next room when suddenly !
heard terrible screaming. I asked them to
come to my office so I could calm them
down. It became clear that this boy’s name
was Dani Katz, and no Rabbinate — not in
Netanya, nor anywhere else — would
.|agree to register him for marriage with the
woman who undertook for him — it began
for his sake — this entire long path to
Judaism. At this point, she would have
come even without Dani Katz, but he was
stunned. He began to scream, I am a para-
trooper! [ fought in the wars of Israel!
Who are you to tell me with whom I can

fives whome Femn manry wily whom | ean

rase o fanuly who e sou to el nw
And you can see his point of view

e s
With me,

But if you insist,

For an American rahbi,
no such problem. He H el him,
you can’t be married.
there 1s a “rabbi’
to him; he won’t give you any problems.”
For me, this is not an alternative. And you
speak of an image? What kind ol hnage
can solve his problem? Should | put nice

from another stream; go

posters in the newspaper with a caption
saying that I'm pleasant
really want to be pleasant; I really wy 1o
smile, to be be:sever panim vafor; but |
cannot-solve Dani’s-problem in any mdn-
ner, for it is Torah mi-Sinai, Torah Min ha-
Shamayim and | cannot change one iota.
So when we speak of an image, to my
mind, we speak mostly with a lack of
knowledge; one who recognizes the facts
knows that the problems cannot go away
— a boy sits for eight hours a day in the
Chermon in the winter and stands guard so
that we may sit in our homes in
Yerushalayim and Tel Aviv and live nor-
mal lives — while his-ears freeze so as to
guard us from danger. when he returns
from his eight hours at four in the morning,
and he enters the kitchen of the base to
make himself a cup of tea, and T tell him,
“No, it’s forbidden to light the gas. Please
drink what you have in your thermos from
yesterday. It is forbidden for you to light,

L that Fismiley? |

for this is a kitchen of Tzahal, and Tzahal -

keeps Shabbat and’ Kashrut in their
kitchens, and it is forbidden to light fire on
Shabbat.” What kind of image can help
this boy, how he speaks of you — he does-
n’t understand at all what you want from
him, particularly now that there are elec-
tric lighters. It is a matter of education, of
roots; it 1s all nice and good that there be
some public relations, to explain — I obvi-

onebydon tappose these thine but vou

vt be oreal b md kot the ok

e e Tropn the 1oot, One toied nader

Lelwern o costicte

dentyst

Sand the difforence
dcmi\l‘whu whitens tecth and the
who does root canal; whitens the

teeth

g
s very mportant - but docsn’t

sotve the mam problem . the casence.

A What s Heal¢en
the Ne et conumission”

S position on

RE: Tve siod it many tmes: we
can’'t change the reality that conversion
must be Halukhic - there is no other con-
version;, one cannot isolate amekh ami
from Llokavikh Elokai (Ruth 1:16). Alf the
the

understood this; T don’t want to get into all

members of Ne'eman commission
the tactics, pohitics and strategy that were
involved
Ne'eman,

here. One thing s clear

out ol the purest intentions,
wanted to give some sort of compensation
to the Reform, whe really aren’t concerned
with conversion but with recognition of
them; they aren’t interested that we recog-
nize Svetlana as Ruth or Christina as Rina
— they want us to recognize their rabbis;
they took a hitchhike on the horse that is
the issuc of Russian immigrants, which is
a real and painful problem, and said, “we
will try to solve the problem if you recog-
nize us as rabbis”
cannot do. Yaakov Ne'eman thought that
proposing this joint institute would get
them to agree to Halakhic conversions.
First of all. they never signed to the con-
clusions of the committee, meaning that
they haven’t yet compromised regarding
their conversions. If they came to us and
said, “here are our recommendations, we|’
hope that you accept them...” that would
be one thing. But this did not happen. They
said, “first, the Chief Rabbinate” must

- something we simply
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accept 1.7 They threw
court of the Rabbinate. But the Rabbinate
didn’t appoint the commission, isn’t in
charge of the commission, and isn’t
responsible for it. The reason the commniis-
sion didu’t sign wasn 't vut of honor or del-
erence to the Rabbinate, but because they
didn’t really intend to compromise on the
matter of Conservative and Reform con-
versions, Never in history did a committee,
{which was appointed to give recommenda-
tions, sit tor seven months and not sign its
own recommendations until other bodies
— which hadn’t appointed them — oblig-
ated. themselves 1o accept the recommen-
dations.

Let me give vou an example to
illustrate the reality in Israeli politics.
After the Yom Kippur war, there was an
Agranat commission. As a result of their
recommendations. it became necessary
that the chief of staft and practically the
entire government quit, including the
prime minister and Moshe Dayan. Rabin,
who way labor minister then, twentieth on
the party's list, replaced Golda. The world
shook — there was a political and military
earthquake. Did the members of the
Agranat commission wait to sign to their

own recommendations until the covern-
&

the ball wto the

_Conservative

finished their tnquary, signed their find-
ings, and then the governmeht did what it
Jid. For the fiest time, we have a commis-
sion which says, “we won’t sign until the
Chiel Rabbinate agrees to accept the rec-
ommendations.” Ma pit'om!? You sat for
seven months: you were appointed by the
Prime Minister. by the government of
[srael — so sign! They say that they won't
sigh to their findings  because  the
Rabbinate rejects them, but the truth is that
from the beginning, they never accepted

their own findings because it would
require  them to  compromise  on

and Reform conversions,
matters regarding which they weren't pre-
pared to compromise — so they wouldn’t
sign, and have to complain about the
Rabbinate.

The Rabbinate made one thing
known regarding the joint institute,

* through which they want to get recognition

— they won't take a hitchhike on the trou-
bles of the Jewish nation. There is a real
problem — mixed families came, with
and non-Jewish members, and
some think they can solve the problem if
they give the Reform recognition. The
institute that they speak of isn’t practical.
First of all 90% aof those who would regis-

Jewish
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ment and Tzahal would accept upon them-
selves to carry out their propositions, but
until then refuse to sign? First they signed.
and then the government decided what it
decided. Afterward, in 1982, at the time of
the Lebanon war, they established the
Kahan commission regarding the Sabra
and Shatilla massacres. Again. there was
an carthquake — Ariel Sharon had to leave
the position of minister of defense. Did
they wait to sign their recommendations
until the Begin administration accepted
their decisions? After the Goldstein mas-
sacre, the Shamgar commission was
formed. In its aftermath, many things
changed — did they insist that the Rabin
government accept their recommendations
and only then agree to sign to them?
Shamgar and the other members signed,
and then Rabin sat with us to work out
which days would be set aside for Muslims
and which for Jews, and how to divide the
halls on the other days. There were recom-
mendations.  and  we accepted.  The
Shamgar commission met again after the
Rabin assassination. As a result, Carmi
Gillon and the entire Shabuk (secret ser-
vice) saw changes in personnel. Were the
recommendations not signed first? They

ter for conversion at this institute are those
whose mothers or grandmothers are not
Jewish, but whose fathers or grandfathers
are — if not, they never would reach
Israel. According to the Reform, they
don’t need any institute — they need no
conversion, for they are Jewish so long as.
their grandfather was Jewish — even from
the father’s side alone. So how can such an
institute operate when the Orthodox and
Conservative rabbis on the admissions
committee tell such applicants to come;
and the Reform tell them that it is unnec-
essary... It just doesn’t work. Afterward,’
once the applicant gains entry, tive Rabbis
will explain to him how to kasher meat
and how many hours to wait from meat to
milk, and how to kasher a kitchen, and
afterward two rabbis will come and: tell
him, “it’s not needed; it’s not necessary
anymore. It was once, but now it's
anachronistic — you don’t need Kashrut
anymore.” We will explain the idea of
Muktzeh on Shabbat, for the Rabbinic Beit
Din will ask him about it, but the
Conservative rabbi will come and tetl him,
“don*t bother with Muktzeh,” and the
Reform rabbi will tell him that he hasn’t

.even heard of Muktzeh is. Can such an
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mstitute survive? Natasha will Jeave com
pletely confused; Grepory won't have any
idea what they want from him: or they’ll
teach him to lie — the Reform rabbi will
tell him, I tell you that you don’t need
Shabbat, Mikvah or Kashrut, but when you
go to the Rabbis to convert, tell them 1
accept this and this and this...” and then
they Il give you a certificate, and then you
can whistle at their gullibility...” — what

entry into Judaism is this, in which cach
one says something clse... Its
simply not realistic, not practical.
Thus, we said that, regarding
“[Halakhic™ conversion, “we “will™™™
make every effort in the proper
schools and the proper institu-
tions — for we don’t convert
classes or institutes — conversion
is an individual matter. It is a per-
sonal issue — ma’asekha
vikarvukha or ma’asekha
virachakukha (Mishnah Eduyot
'15:7). Therefore, there is no place
for this topic. If they want to
solve the problem of their recog-
nition, they can leave the areas of
|marriage, ,divorce and conver-
sion. They established Batei’

K’nesset, and we didn’t bother
them. They wanted to coordinate
cultural events and lectures, and
we don’t bother them. Theyi
established youth movements and -
women’s organizations, and we
_|didn’t bother them. But nisu’in,
gerushin and giyyurin — here we
‘|must preserve the consensus of *
the Halakha, without which, God- -
forbid, there is no survival and
continuity for Am Yisrael. Specifically out
of concern for the completeness of the
nation, for the peace of the nation, for the
unity of the nation, and for the future of the
nation, we must guard the Halakha . To
the extent that we have watched over the
Halakha, it has preserved us as Am
Yisrael, and one who doesn’t understand
this, I regret, is unworthy of the title of
“Rav be-Yisrael.”

AH: Why and under what circum-
stances did HaRav meet with the Pope?

RL: In Elul, 5753 (1993), there
was a large conference in Lascalla,
Milano, on the topic of peace — the per-
spective of each religion regarding the

kind of school would this be? What sort of

topic ol peace. Tt ook place i the wnnie
month that Rabin sipned the bt agree
wient on the White House Tiwin, The sy
posiuminvited me as thie representative of
I had been Chiet
Rabbi of Israel for half a year. They also
invited, fehavdil, Cardinal Martini of
Milano. the heir apparent to the papacy. as
as Sheikh Al-Azhar 10

the Jewish religion

well represent

Islam, and an atheist, Mikhail Gorbachey,
to-speak about peace from a non-religious
perspective, When I received the invitation

to attend on September 17, 1993, the orga-
nizers also asked if I was prepared to meet
with the pope in Rome on the same trip,
since I would be in Italy. I replied that it
was forbidden for me to enter the Vatican,
as there are many issurim involved due to
all the statues and paintings. They replied
that the pope has a summer home in a vil-
lage called Castell Gandolfo, a 40-minute
rip from Rome, and that he usually stays
there until July or August, but he would be
willing to tarry there until mid-September,
when I could meet with him. Then | said,
“Very nice, and thank you very much. But
will he be ready to speak about matters
which are close to my heart”” 1 asked if he
was prépared to help in our search for pris-
oners of war and the missing in action —

o Arad Trv
Zecharya Bammet and Yehuda
Ktz andthere were 1w others aherne Le
Yo ik and

cikhiromnam

then there were wil] i

Foddian

we then did not know
Alshicich.
akha. 1 wanted 1o know if he would be
ready to hielp it I eould deseribe the situa-
ton to him.

Ruacharmim le-ver-

hecarse then it would be
miportant for me o pooas aomatter of]
pikicach nefesh. Second. Twanted o know
if he was prepared 10 condemn anti-
Seniitism, which still thrives in all parts of
the world [ discussed this with
him at length it he is prepared to
scondemn the use of the name. of
“God-for-murder. ~ Attahu-Akbar.” 1
told him how the week that we met.
an Isracli bus driver on the 300 line,
from Tel-Aviv to Ashdod. was
killed by an Arab terrorist. The
Arab boarded the bus. screamed
“Allahu Akbar™ — “God is great”
- — and plunged a knife into the dri-
ver's neck, killing him on the spot.
I wanted to know if he would
“declare that use of God's name for
-murder adds sin to iniquity. Also. |
wanted to know if he would be pre-
. pared to help us to prohibit a
Catholic mission from proselytizing
in Israel — they had been manipu-
fating new immigrants with eco-
nomic and social problems by giv-
ing them money and tickets to
Canada or South Africa in exchange
" for their conversion — would he be
prepared to recognize that Israel is
the tevat Noach, Noah's Ark for the
- she'erit ha-peletu, the remnant of]
the Jewish people, to allow us to
live here, at least, as Jews and not
use our economic troubles to proselytize
for Christianity. If he was willing to accept
these conditions, I was willing to meet
with him.

It took several weeks. and the
response was positive — he was ready to
discuss a}l these topics, and he added that
regarding anti-Semitism, he was already
speaking everywhere against the nonsense
that the Jews are to blame for the crucifix-
ion. He told me, in our talk, that the picture
of us together would pull out the rug from
under the feet of the primitives, or
“Primitivski,” as he'said, who blame us for
the crucifixion.

When [ entered. I was accompa-
nied by the Israeli ambassador to Italy, Avi
Pazner, who today is the ambassador to
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France. At the tine, there was no ambis-
sador to the Vatican, We went up the stairs
of the house in Castell Gandolto, and he
(the ambassador) expressed awe - he had
been there when the Pope received
Gorbachev, and at every corner in the
stairwell, there had been a statue - @
madonna, or some other icon. But for my
visit. the Pope ordered all statues removed
from Castell Gandolfo, and in their place
stood soldiers from the Swiss guards salut-
ing the Chict Rabbi of the Jews. The
Istiaeli ambassador was very impressed by
this gesture. ’

ol Wheit | entered the roonihe.badeéx..
me “Shalom™ in Hebrew: he didn’t want to
sit in the usuat format, in which the seat of
the pope is elevated above the others. He
removed all the elevations and set up three
chairs on the floor. He had requested that
my brother, Naftali Lau-Lavi, who had
saved my life. also be present, since a large
part of our talk was devoted to the topic of
the holocaust. He had been a priest in the
city of Krakow at the time of the Shoah.
My brother Naftali, and my mother,
Hashem  vikom damah, were born in
Krakow, and my grandfather, the Skaviner

Rebbe, Rabbi Frankel-Teomu, o grand-
son of the Divrel Chaim, and o great
srandson of the Baruch Ta’am, was then
the Rabbi in Krakow. The pope asked me,
“1 remember that your grandfather would
walk to the synagogue on Shabbat sur-
rounded by his many grandchildren. How
many grandchildren were there?” T didn’t
even remember: my brother answered,
“forty-seven.” Then, the pope asked, “How
many survived the Holocaust?” This |
knew —— only five. Forty-two grandchil-
dren, among them my brother, Shmuel. a
Bar-Mitzvah boy, were Killed in the Shoah,

and that' was just from-my-mother’s.side.

When he heard that forty-two grandchil-
dren of Rabbi Frankel. whom he knew,
died in the holocaust, he looked down to
the floor and said. "1 always say that we,
all mankind, are obliged and committed
for the future and the continuity of our
senior brother. the Jewish people.” In our
talk, he mentioned the word “Israel” three
times: afterward, Ambassador Pazner told
me that he had never mentioned the word
Isracl — he had always spoken of the
“promised land”™ or the “holy land™ — he
had never recognized the State of Israel as

- tives, whose names_| told him, he asked

Isracl until 1 came. Afterward. 1 spoke with
him about Yerushalayiny, and he under-
stood my point deeply; T explained to him
that for us, Jerusalen appears 587 times in
Tanakh, and Zion appears 151 times —
together, 718 times. In the Koran, fe-
havdif, the word Jerusalem appears not
once. | told him, “Sir, we have no claims
on the Vatican, nor on Mecca and Medina;
why don’t you leave us, at least,
Yerushalayim, which has always been in
the hearts of the Jewish nation?”"And so
on and so forth.

When he asked me about the cap-

me if [ believe that they are stll alive. |
responded that [ had asked the parents the
same question; one father told me, “even if]
they aren’t alive, I would wish that there
be a grave in Israel with a headstone with
the name of my son where | can make a
memorial service.” The pope corrected
me, and said, not memorial service, but
“Kaddish, Kaddish, Kaddish.” H
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FROM OUR ALUMNI

Orthodox-Bashing — Is It Becoming An Addiction?

Julius Berman, esq., YC '56, RIETS '59 is past Chairman of the Conference of Presidents
of Major American Jewish Organizations and Honorary President of the Orthodox Union.

By Jurius BrrMAN

The war of words within the
Jewish community is, unhappily, noth-
ing new. But recently we appear to be
experiencing ‘a novel form- of intra-

|mural dispute that has taken a Hasty —

indeed, unprecedented — turn. The
leadership of the Reform and
Conservative movements in the

United States, apparently unsatisfied
with vigorous debate on substantive
issues, is now resorting to criticism of
Orthodox practice which can be accu-
rately described only as Orthodox-
bashing for its own sake.

It allistarted with a decision in
late 1995 by the Israeli Supreme
Court. In the face of an accepted prag-
tice dating to the very creation of the
State, the Court held that requiring

conversions to Judaism within Israel
to be sanctioned by the Chief
Rabbinate had no statutory basis in
Israeli law. The not-unexpected reac-

that would permit the practice that
existed prior to the Court decision to
be continued.

That effort received a boost
by the 1996 Israeli election.
Capitalizing on the inevitable inter-
party post-election negotiations that
culminate in a coalition government,
the religious parties insisted, as a con-
dition of their joining the Netanyahu
Government, that the Cabinet agree to
sponsor such a statute. And then the
avalanche commenced. Even before
the ink was dry on the election
returns, there was an eruption of anti-
Orthodox vituperation by American
leadership of the Reform and
Conservative streams of Judaism. The
Orthodox were bombarded as extrem-
ist, radical, fanatic, disgraceful,
medieval, benighted, corrupt and cul-
tic.

Following a respite of a few

tion was an effort by the religious par-
ties in the Knesset to enact a new law

months from that initial injection of
vitriol, the de facto cease fire ended
abruptly at the 1997 Convention of the
Union of American
Congregations.  There,

Hebrew
Rabbi
Yoffic, the newly clected leader of the
Reform  movement  in America,
plumbed the depths in attacking the
Israeli Chief Rabbinate as “{e[xtrem-
ist and radical and fanatic...a
medieval chief rabbinate that is a dis-

Eiric

grace to the Jewish people and its reli-
gion.”

At about the same time, Rabbi
Yoffie's Conservative counterpart,
Rabbi Ismar Schorsch, the Chancellor
of the Jewish Theological Seminary,
also decided to escalate the unpleas-
antness. Rabbi Schorsch declared that
it was time to hold the Jewish
Federations throughout the country
hostage in the battle against the pro-
posed Israeli conversion law. To that
end, he called on Reform and
Conservative Jews, as well as the

Federations throughout the "United

States, to stop funding Orthodox orga-
nizations and institutions that disagree
with him on the issue of pluralism.
Small wonder that a New York Times
editorial (April 20, 1997) scolded
Rabbi Schorsch for his “intemperate”
remarks in having “inflamed passions
further.”

It goes without saying that Dr.
Schorsch’s campaign to enmesh the
local Federations in Israel’s “religious
pluralism” battles would, if success-
ful, destroy the very fabric of unity
that we of the American Jewish com-
munity have painstakingly woven over
the years — a unity which has enabled
us to work together on matters of
common concern without sacrificing
our respective core religious princi-
ples. America’s Federation system is a

cardinal reflection of this spirit.
Moreover, to “hold hostage” the hun-

dreds of thousands of beneficiaries of
Federation campaigns here, in Israel.
and throughout the world would take

needed succor from the frail. the
clderly, Holocaust  survivors.  the
homeless, victims o domestic vio-

lence and the mentally and physically
handicapped. Simply put. that would
he patently mmimoral and an affront 1o

the very cessence of the Jewish tradi-

tion of tzedakah.

Thus, to further their short-
term goual of aborting the proposed
conversion law in Isracl. the Reform
and Conscrvative leadership was pre-
pared to sacrifice the
beneficial. unifying concept of the
Federations and punish the disadvan-
taged, who rely heavily on the Federa-
tions’ support. As wrong-headed as
that campaign was, at least there was a
“method to the madness.” The non-
Orthodox leadership obviously con-
cluded that the threat to the success of
the Federation campaigns would acti-
vate the Federation leadership to join

fong-term,

in the battle in Israel against the con-
version legistation. Needless to say,
that could not justify the intemperate
language in which the campaign was
couched; but one could understand its
motivation. '

Now we appear to have arrived at
a new era. The Reform and Conservative
Icadcrship 1s attacking the Orthodox for no
purpose other than the attack itself. Take,
for example, a recent installment of Rabbi
Schorsch’s weekly Torah Commentary
over the Internet. Using as his point of]
departure the refusal of five Orthodox
Jewish students at Yale to live in co-ed
dorms, he fires salvos at many practices of]
the Orthodox Jewish community, such as
the “triumph of glatt kosher in America,”

. the “higher mehitzas separating men and

women in the synagogue,” the “ever more
products at Passover with special certifica-
tion,” and so forth. Labeling as “ultra-|.
Orthodox™ the "mind set”™ of the Yale stu-
dents who want the benetits of a Yale edu-
cation without sacrificing their religious
principles, he accuses them of taking
actions that. in his opinion, are reflective

continued on page 21
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What Unites Us,
What Divides Us

BY JOSHUA YUTER

Note: Due ro the personal
nature of this article, Lwill first preseni
the opinions to the best of my ability in
as objective a manner as possible. fol-
lowed by my personal reflections. This
article has been edited to ensure neu-
trality.

At a time of strained relation-
ships  between  the Reform,
IConservative. and Orthodox move-
ments, three  leading Rabbis  in
Springfield. New Jersey assembled to
discuss the similarities and difterences
between the denominations. The three
Rabhbs Adan—J)—Yuter

nanalicic
[JClIlkllJlﬁ,, Naoor XIarr Tt

Rabbi Yuter. is Halakhah, Jewish law.
In order to keep Judaism alive, “we
need literacy, not just rituals- which
wilt bore people....[We| must commit
to read the sources.” For Rabbi Yuter,
it is the sources that shape Jewish iden-

_tity, although there may be disagree-

ment as to how to interpret the sources.

" The first Christians left Judaism when

they intermarried out of the faith and
did not have Jewish children. The
“ultimate bar”™ by which to evaluate
one’s own commitment is the ability to
continue the Jewish tradition not
through one’s children, but grandchil-
dren. ’

Rabbis contending that the Holocaust
happened because people were not act-
ing correctly, and that a recent terrorist
was an emissary from God becausgrhis
victims lacked kosher mezuzot.
Furthermore, Rabbi Rank related an
incident that took place between him-
self and a young "searching” religious
student who asserted that there was not
much of a difference between Jews for
Jesus and Lubavitch  Judaism.
According to Rabbi Rank, "the kid was
right.”

Rabbi Rank continued to aver
that when people reject a beit din of
people who are shomrei shabbat and

(Orthodox), Rabbi  Perry Rank
(Conservative), and Rabbi Joshua
Goldstien (Reforni) presented their
views, partially responded to each
other, and answered questions from the
audience. The purpose of this forum
was not to attack, but rather to explain
issues of disagreement, to "listen and
learn” and "agree to disagree."

Rabbi Yuter, the first speaker,
addressed the issue of Judaism in
everyday life. Rabbi Yuter stressed
that Judaism permeates every aspect of
life, in accordance with the verse in
Psalms, I place God before me at all
times™ (Tehillim 16:8); for example,
the laws of kashrut determine what
Hoods Jews can eat, and the blessings
before eating serve as a reminder of
God's authority. Rabbi Yuter acknow!-
edged that individuals inevitably
change. He maintained that neverthe-
less we must consider whether these
ichanges are good for Judaism or if
they will cause the erosion of the
Pewish community.

The “bottom line,” according to

Rabbi Rank emphasized the
need for debate and discussion.” He
pointed out that Jews have thrived
despite disagreeing with each other for
three thousand years; Jews are by
nature an “am keshei oref” (Shemot
32:9), a stiff-necked people. As exam-
ples. he provided the schools of Hillel
and Shammai, which were constantly
engaged in debate, as well as the
Sadducees and Shabbtai Tzvi, who
also caused divisions within Judaism,
and most recently, the hassidic and
mitnagdic movements who disagree,
and yet, Judaism has persisted.

According to Rabbi Rank, this
process of argumentation leads to the
elusive truth. For him, the Bible is not
the only source needed to render judg-
ment; there must also be reason. “No
one in this room knows what the
answers are. It takes time to figure out
the answers.” Conversely. the lack of
argument and  discussion leads to
"ridiculous opinions” because no chal-
fenges are allowed. Rabbi Rank cited
arguments from unnamed Orthodox

mekabel ol malkhut shamayyim, yet
affiliated with the Conservative move-
ment, they are not rejecting them, but
the Torah. According to RahbiRank,
when people do not debate, there are
no checks and balances. Rabbis also
tend to "get carried away" by "speak-
ing when they should be silent and
being silent when they should speak.”
Ultimately, all Jewish people need to
follow the dictate of “ve-ahavia le-
rayakha kamokha” (Vayikra 19:18) in
their discussions and debates.

Rabbi Goldstien addressed three
controversial  issues: conversion,
same-sex marriages, and the future of
Orthodox, Conservative, and Reform
relations. Rabbi Goldstien remarked
that of the three, the conversion issue
draws the most passion and anger; the
Ne’eman commission’s proposal,
which included the necessary brit
milah and tevilah, was accepted by the
Knesset, but not by the Rabbanut.
However, said Rabbi Goldstien, the
Conservative and Reform movements
do not need Orthodox approval; they




just want the same rights. Goldstien
was not surprised by the inability to
achicve a real compromise, but was
distressed at the tension between
Jewish groups. Rabbi Goldstien orga-
nizes men-only minyanim for mourn-
ers so as not to offend Orthodox visi-
tors. However, asked Rabbi Goldstien,
"what about offending the women?"
" Rabbi Goldstien continued to
complain that offensive and demean-
ing misconceptions exist regarding the
Reform movement. According to

created to prevent people from leaving
the faith. Their legal Jewishness was
never questioned until now. However,
Rabbi Goldstien admitted that Reform
Judaism is a not a halakhic movement
— it is not based on Jewish law.
According to Rabbi Goldstien,
since the purpose of Reform Judaism
is_to_prevent people from leaving the

riages;

faith, Reform rabbis do not require a
resolution approving same-sex mar-
although this may cost the

attatched;”

Rabbi Goldstien, Reform Judaism was

“Rabbis also tend to ‘get carried away’ by ‘speaking when they
should be silent and being silent when they should speak.””

Reform movement its allegiance with
its Conservative brethren, allowing
same-sex marriages is still an opportu-
nity for outreach.

Rabbi Goldstien” concluded by
stating that there always can be a dia-
logue. Lubavitch runs programs in the
Reform  temple  with  "no  strings
the goal is to create Jewish
Unity. Rabbi Goldstien maintained
that Reform does not need approval,
but the love of Jewish life; people have
the right to choose their religion, and
Orthodoxy should not be imposed on
all Jews.

Personal Reflections:

The forum achieved its goal of
open, polite communication between
the three denominations. Rabbi
Goldstien preempted any questions |
had by saying that Reforim is a non-
legal movement. Once he made that
concession, any arguments from texts
would have been irrelevant. Rabbi
Rank’s examples of the history of
debate in Judaism were incongruous.

Opne cannot compare an argument
hased in hulakhah like that of Hillel
and Shammui 1o the messianic mistake
of Shabbtai
debates within Judaisn,

While this forum sccomplished
its goul of a polite discourse, T am not
convinced that it served a purpose.
Most people i attendance were, on
averager roughly-fifty—years old. It is
more important to reach the youth of
the communities in order 1o effect a
change. We should open channels with
Conservative and Reform, and do so
politely. "Our first reaction 1o
Conservative and Reform Jews should
be not one of rejection, but of reflec-
tion; we should not automatically dis-
regard all their criticisms, as some may
have merit. Certainly, we must not
resort 1o gratuitous pame-calling and
insults. As Rabbi Yuter mentioned, we
must all follow the dictum of “Divrei
hakhamim — be-nachat  nishma’im”
(Kohelet 9:17) and treat all others —
even those with whom we disagree —
with dignity and respect. =

Tzvi nor to the current

(“Berman,”. continvied from page 19)

of what is happening in Orthodoxy today.
After all is said and done, what is
their sin? They desire the benefits of the
Yale Ivy-League education, with its broad-
ening, worldly outlook, without forsaking
their moral principles. Is that really so ter-
rible? Has American morality- descended
to such a state that refusal to live in.a'co-ed
dorm constitutes, as Rabbi  Schorsch puts
it, a “pleafor self-segregation as if gentiles
and non-Orthodox Jews were an unremedi-
al source of contamination”? One minute,

he acknowledges that “[m]odesty in attire

and behavior. ..is a cardinal Jewish value”;
the ‘next minute, he attacks anyone who
insists on adopting such a value.

Not to be outdone by his
Conservative colleague, - Rabbi Yoffie
recently devoted an entire article to the
“new challenge” facing American Jewry

““as we approach the millennium: the emer-
gence of ghetto Judaism in American life.”

And what does he cite as an example -of
ghetto Judaism? Living in Williamsburg?

Boro Park? B’nei B'rak? Not at all — it’s
living on'the hallowed campus of Yale
University in New Haven but insisting on
maintaining an elemental level of modesty
by refusing residence in a co-ed dorm. This
insistence by the Yale students, claims
Rabbi Yoffie, demonstrates the rejection of

_the “culture of modernity” and the wish “to

live circamscribed, isolated, inward-look-
ing lives.”
: What is even worse — much
worse —— is that this new chapter in the

‘campaign against Orthodoxy has none of

the supposedly - justifying features that
existed in the prior one over the conversion
bill. There, at least, the excuse for the

attack was the battle surrounding the -

proposed legislation or, more accu-
rately, the effort by the non-Orthodox
streams to receive legitimization in
Israel. The current attacks by Rabbis
Schorsch and Yoffie relate solely to
Orthodoxy in America and can have
no purpose — or effect — other than
to alienate the Orthodox and non-
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Orthodox streams in this country fur-

ther from each other and expand the
divide between them. o

A contemporary maggid (sto-
ryteller), Chanoch Teller, once uttered
a pithy aphorism: “We’re too small a
people to be small people.” Would that
we all took that much more to heart. [
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~ ‘Splendid
Isolation?”

BY RABBI YOSEF BLAU
Mashgiach Ruchani, MYP/RIETS

: The question of what relation-
ship should exist between the
Orthodox community and non-
Orthodox Jewry has apparently been
settled. Proponents of disassociati
within Orthodoxy have won. With
Reform and Conservative having
moved to the left religiously, and with
their leaders finding Orthodoxy-bash-
ing effective, there is little support for

longer cater to the non-observant Jew
who returns to say kaddish or vizkor in
the place where his father prayed; most
Reform and many Conservative Jews

- have been so for generations and are

no longer familiar with Orthodoxy.
The increased insularity within

Mrth()doxy allows its adherents to see

“The slogan ‘plural-
ism,” which implies

of our shared Jewishness.

The time is ripe for a new kind
of dialogue, one that admits that some
differences are irreconcilable dnd that,
while we do not recognize each other’s
religious doctrines as legitimate alter-
natives, we still have a great need to
talk with each other. Orthodox Jews
need acknowledge that the large -
majority of American Jews are not
interested in becoming Orthodox and
that we appreciate the role of
Conservative and Reform in keeping

re-examining the issue. Yet the same
heightening of rhetoric and increased
distancing between Qrthodox and non-
Orthodox should cause us to reflect on
whether this change has really been
beneficial. What has emerged is a lot
of invective and arguments about
authenticity and fundamentalism.

The slogan “pluralism,” which
implies that all views are equally valid,
conflicts with the essential nature of
religious belief which is exclusive and
absolute. Basic disagreements about
revelation, rabbinical authority, and the
very definition of who is a Jew are not
reconcilable. With the adoption by
Reform of patrilineal descent, mar-
riage between Orthodox and Reform
Jews becomes problematic. Studies
show that the Orthodox and non-
Orthodox communities in general have
sharply conflicting views about Israeli
and American politics and seem to
have less and less in common.

Orthodox  synagogues no

that all views are
equally valid, conflicts
with the essential
nature of religious
belief which is exclu- .
sive and absolute.”

all non-Orthodox Jews as non-reli-

gious, non-observant and assimilating.

With little in common and great ani-

mosity, there would appear no point in
dialogue. '

Yet Jews still face a common
destiny. All approaches to Judaism
involve a notion of a Jewish people
and our enemies clearly do not differ-
entiate. The events of this past century
that have powerfully transformed
Jewish history have affected all Jews.
Extended families still include the full
gamut, from intermarried to baalei
teshuva. Endless situations remind us

themr—Jewish—Conservative —and
Reform leaders must stop viewing
Orthodoxy as a Jewish equivalent of
Moslem fundamentalism and begin to
appreciate its role in maintaining
Jewish knowledge and tradition.

We, the Orthodox, suffer from
a lack of faith in the impaét of Torah.
Ignorance of basic Jewish knowledge
in the broader Jewish community is
scandalous. Serious study of Torah
does not guarantee observance, but
lack of knowledge almost certainly
precludes it. The opportunities for
teaching Torah to those who are inter-
ested, even though not observant, are
many. However, if Orthodox Jews are
perceived as “other,” and there are no
connections, then secular academi-
cians will be the teachers.

As the divide "widens, many
Jews no longer have any ongoing rela-
tionship with any Orthodox Jew. They
certainly are incapable of distinguish-
ing between a Chasid and a student at

“All approaches to Judaism involve a notion of a Jewish people

and our enemies clearly do not differentiate.”




Yeshiva They  see all
Orthodox  Jews as potential rock
throwers %t Reform or Conservative
Jews praying at the kotel, if not as
future assassins  of  Isracli Prime
Ministers. Fifty years ago, it was a tru-
ism that to successfully integrate into
American socicty Jews would have to
give up observance. Now after suc-
cessfully overcoming prejudice and
penetrating all aspects of professional
life in America, Orthodox Jewry is los-
ing the battle of image and allowing
itself to be viewed as the stereotyped
Jew in the ghetto. ‘

Contrary to the misconception
that baalei teshuva come from totally
assimilated Jews, they usually emerge
from those who have some connection.
A weak non-affiliated Jewish day
'school may leave its graduates dissatis-
fied, but from that unhappiness some
will search for a more authentic and
consistent Judaism. Those who know
nothing about Judaism are more likely
to search for spirituality in Christianity
or eastern religions than in an

College.

Pragmatically, it is in all our

mterests that channels of connunica
tion be nunntaimed. A sectwhin win 1,
not i anyone’s interest. The threa 1o
Jewish survival is assimilation. which
on some level affects al,

When people from Orthodox
backgrounds stop being observant, it is
not because Reform or Conservative
theology seduces them. They either are
turned oft” by their own world or
altracted by scecular society. Once we,
the Orthodox, acknowledge that nei
ther Conservatism nor Reform serious-
ly threatens Orthodoxy we will he able
to objectively evaluate the positives
and- negatives of a relationship with
them. Any real relationship necessi-
tates understanding their world and
working with their feaders.

Sugvival of the broader Jewish
community, which should be a reli-
gious goal, is also a practical one. At
the same time that we, the Orthodox,
underestimate our ability to explain
our Torah commitments to others, we
overestimate our ability Lo funclion in
isolation. The internal logic of isola-
tion leads to fragmentation, which
Increases strain on limited resources.

We

Cinthode s

acknowledoe that there e those who

the shoubd honestly
find s defenlt to bisd then place man
Orthodox world. Is it better for thewr o
assimtlate completely” A path is need-
ed to allow them to remain Jewish,
¢nabling themn or their descendants 1o
retur.

Reopenmyg channels of com
munication s equally important for the
non-Orthodox. The leaders of the
Conservative and Reform movement
must realize that attacking Orthodoxy
will not increase any meaningful
Jewish commitment of their members
nor enhance Jewish survival, It s
inconceivable that any responsible
Jewish leader wants a Jewish world
without those who maintain  the
halakhic observances shared by all our
ancestors. The existence of a segment
of Jewry who devote themselves to tra-
ditional learning enhances everyone’s
Judaism.

We can work together for
common goals only if respect for reli-
gious principles is maintained. We
should be able to disagree agreeably,
find those areas that are in common
and build on them. *

- BEGINNING ITS 5IXTH YEAR.... '
THE PRACTICAL RABBINICS TRAINING PROGRAM

sponsored by:

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF YOUNG ISRAEL, YOUNG ISRAEL COUNCIL OF RABBIS & TOURO COLLEGE

The Practical Rabbinics Training Program provides participants with specific training and reference materials, establishes a support & resource
network of experienced and successful pulpit Rabbis, provides an opportunity for direct observation and hands-on experience, and renders job |
placement services through the National Council of Young lsrael's Division of Rabbinic Placement. Session topics include:

Jewisn Lire Cveie, Counseuing, Tie Jewisn Weooing, Youtn Procramming, Kashrus, Death & Dving,
Drasta/SermoN, Synacocue ProcramMing, THE Fiewd oF RaBsanus, CONTEMPORARY JewisH IssuEs,
Aveius, Conversion/ApopTioN, SYNAGOGUE MANAGEMENT, PAsTORAL CARE, PrOFESSIONAL DevELOPMENT

Those who successfully complete the course of study are awarded a
Post-Gravuate CermiFicate in Aovancep Ragginics aNp Synacocue ManAcemenT from Touro College.

Assistance in Rabbinic Placement is available through the Narionat Councit oF Youne Isracs’s CENTER For RagiNic DeveLoPMENT.
ArpLicaTion Deapuine: Ocroser 19, 1998; New Semester secins Novemser 19, 1998.
For INFORMATION AND AN APPLICATION, PLEASE CALL: NATIONAL CouNciL oF YouNe ISRAEL AT 212-929-1525, ExT. 115.
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By Dov Welss
Obviously, never
seribe any degree ot legitinucy to liberal
theologies which reject Torah MiSinai and

we can pre-

do not view- halakhah as binding. Liberal-

movements that declare in the name of
Judaism that “one does not have to keep
Kosher,” or that whether one keeps
Taharar Hamishpacha is a matter of “per-
sonal autonomy,” has distorted Torah and
the will of God. Too often, those who sup-
port dialogue and cooperation become
complacent and forget to feel pain and
anger towards the ideologies of those
movements which misrepresent Judaism.
We must constantly be mindful of this tact.

The word “pluralism,”
15 a dangerous one for our community —
precisely because it means so many differ-
ent things to so many different people.

therefore,

or Navi in liberal day schools and Hebrew
Schools — would we rather this dida’t
occur? Can we deny that these develop-

ments  contain - positive  elements?
Regarding this  point, Rav  Aharon

Lichtenstein. Rosh ha-Yeshiva of Yeshivat
Har Etzion, once wrote in Tradition (20:1
p.A7-50):

Nor do I share the glee that some
feel over the prospective demise
of the competition. Surely, we
have many sharp differences with
-the Conservative and Reform
movements and these should not
be sloughed over or blurred.
However, we also share many
values ‘with them and this, too,
should not be obscurred. Their
disappearance might strengthen
us in some respects, but would,
unguestionably, weaken us in oth-

the “traditional/egalitarian minyan™ at onc
of the Wexner institutes, and although 1
was taken aback by the sight of women
donning rallir and tefillin, 1 was struck by
the seriousness of the refillah and sensed a
real yearning to-come closer to God. Were
their tefillot not heard by HaKodosh®
Barukh Hu because they were sitting in a
room without a mechitzah and women
were called up to the Torah? ’

Rav Lichtenstein, in speaking at a
public forum this past March about
Orthodoxy’s relationship with the Reform
and Conservative, drew this distinction —
between the legitimacy of the liberal
movements, on the one hand, and recog-
nizing the sincerity of liberal Jews on the
othér. He said,

If the issue is legitimacy, Elu ve-
Elu — of course we cannot accept

-

Although many in the Modern Orthodox
camp, which yearns for better relations
with the wider Jewjsh community, seek to
define pluralism as granting “tolerance and
respect” to other approaches — but not
conferring legitimacy outright, most Jews,
especially those in the liberal camps,
understand the word to imply legitimacy,
that 1 think I'm right, but your perspective
is equally valid.” Given the unclear nature
of this term, the Orthodox community
should fight tooth and nail against the
application of this “ism” to ‘the general
Jewish community.

At the same time, though, it is
crucial to recognize that although from a
theological/philosophical perspec-

ers. Can anyone responsible state
that it is better for a marginal Jew
in Dallas or in Dubuque to lose
his religious identity altogether
rather than drive to his temple?

Moreover, when we do criticize
liberal movements, we need to remember
that many of their adherents are people
who are sincerely motivated and engaged
in Avodat Hashem, though at times we may
disagree with the manner in which they
express it. As a Wexner Graduate Fellow
from RIETS, I have had contact with rab-
binical students from non-Orthodox move-
ments. On one such occasion 1 peeked into

that — obviously. But recogniz-
ing some spiritual value, some
spiritual significance, some sin-
cere quest for the Ribbono Shel
Olam — in a form which I find in
part objectionable, and in part
simply impartial, but nevertheless
it has value and significance —
that is something to which we can
subscribe, something with which
we must subscribe.

All of this is in the realm of theo-
ry. How should Orthodoxy relate with the
Reform and Conservative movements
practically? On the one hand, any coopera-
tion with these liberal movements may be

tive, the liberal theologies are

matic point of view, they are}’ ;
reaching thousands of Jews thatf t

otherwise  would never bel .
reached. Take the thousands off
Kids  who experience Ererz}

Yisrael every year through USY
or NIFTY, or the thousands of
Jews who say Shemu Yisrael and
Shemoneh Esrei in liberal syna-
gogues — or the thousands of!
Jews who learn 10 read Chumash

not legitimate ones, from a prag-| / i“Tke WOT d plur allS m, .

perceived by others as an
\imp]icit legitimization of
“{their deviant practices and
theology. On the other hand,
the value of Achdut has
always been an important
one in Judaism — even
regarding those Jews who
are far from Orthodoxy (see
Rav Soloveitchik’s distine-
F.Jtion between “fate” and
99 . |“destiny” in Ish
2o AHaEmunah).  Moreover,
fﬁlblic interaction - with the




Relorm and the Conservative moverments
will allow Orthodox Rabbis and cducators
access to the broader Jewish community,
cnabling dynamic, charismatic rabbanim
to spread authentic Judaism to the nation.

Perhaps the best solution is to
draw a distinction between, on one hand,
cooperation in areas in which a clear theo-
logical component is dominant — in which
the emphasis is Torat Yisrael — and on the
other, running joint programs in which the
primary focus is the celebration of Am
Yisrael and Eretz Yisrael, arcas that have
strong theological components, but which
. also emphasize the Klal Yisrael compo-

nent, thus constituting areas in which all '

Jews, regardless of religious affiliation,
can take part. In my mind, there is a great
difference between holding joint Simchat
Torah celebrations with Reform and
Conservative  synagogues — which
implies that “we are different, but we all
share a common commitment to Torah” —
an idea that we never can accept — and
holding a joint celebration for Yom
Ha'atzma'ur  or  memorial for Yom
HaShoah, days in which the element of Am
Yisrael as a unified nation plays a central
role. Rav Lichtenstein, this past March,

I seem to recall not long ago —
from a former talmid — who was
a prospective candidate for rab-
bonus for a particular community
and he asked — assuming that he
was going to be interviewed —
that he would be asked about hav-
ing a “joint gathering” (with
Reform and Conservative) on
Yom  Hashoah and Yom
Ha’atzmaut. I was very much
taken aback. I said — if we can’t
somehow come together around
events of the most terrible calami-
ty, and on the other hand, such
tremendous import nationally and
spiritually -— if we can’t come
together on these two events —
how far have we been driven? .
How far have we drifted?
...around that we can’t unite?!

There exist today, amongst
Orthodox - Rabbis in various communities
around the country, differences regarding
the degree to which Orthodoxy ought to
cooperate with the liberal movements. It
must be stated that these differences do not
always reflect a fundamental disagreement
regarding how Orthodoxy looks upon
Reform and Conservative movements, but

rather, o different assessiment of the sitna
tion at hand, res wall this particulas magn
festation of public cooperition be per

cetved by others as a legitimization of the
liberal movements and as granting them
the status of Elu ve-FElu? Clearly, respect
should be granted to all positions.

Yet, whatever one’s perspective 1s
on the “public cooperation™ issue, there is
no question that “personal contact” - - that
is, getting to know rabbis and leaders of
the liberal movements on an informal level
—-is crucial. The relationships created can
have a lasting and positive effect on both
sides.

Criticisms that we, the Orthodox,
have against the liberal movements are
heard and taken more seriously when a
personal relationship exists between both
sides. By creating a friendship of mutual
respect with those in the liberal move-
ments, Orthodoxy’s serious concerns about
their deviations from Torah are more like-
ly to be heard. The method of influence is
far more effective than that of attacking the
liberal movements in the Jewish
newspapers.

Through my dialogue with libcral
rabbis, I have also been affected. I have
become more sensitive to the pain and hurt
that they feel when their movements are
being delegitimized. I remember one time
being struck by my friend Aaron’s descrip-

local

tion of what it was like to be a rabbi whose

marriages and tonversions were not being
recognized in Isracl. He asked me to try
and understand his frustration, or in his
words — “To try to sense what its like o
spend years preparing to be a rabbi — to
bring Jews back to God — and then having
the State of Israel — the Jewish State —

fof pee G/ yOou an i f\”l}’i‘)il‘, “;'HI!‘

Althiougds sy pontions. on the
e hiave uhwm»;i‘, pernanied the sane
that there s o need for one standard. the
standard of halakhah, regarding Issues of
personal status there 15 no doubt that
through my encounter with Aaron, | have
come o 4 hetter understanding of his poimnt
of view and his personal anguish. Afrer
these difficult discussions. our positions
never really change, but the degree of
civility and understanding that now cxists
between us Is greatly enhanced. His hosul-
ity towards Orthodoxy  has
hecause he recognizes that Orthodoxy’s
position is not meant to hurt others, but
that it denves from the fact that we have
certain beliefs and standards that can never
he compromised.

In short, T firmly believe that
interaction bhetween us and the liberal
movements will benefit Am Yisrael and
Torat Yisrael. It enables us to work togeth-
er on issues that affect the physical safety
of Jews, it allows us to come into contact
with — and influence — all of Klal Yisrael
rather than but a small segment of it, and it
grants us an appreciation of the fact that
many non Orthodox Jews are sincere Jews
who have “spiritual value.” v

Having said that, we must always
be mindful of the possible dangers that
cooperation/contact bring as well. We
can't let our personal relationships with
those from the liberal camps subconscious-
ly pressure us to water down our own prin-
ciples or make us compromise on matters
of theology. This is certainly a difficult line
to walk, but there doesn’t scem to be any
other way. 'z
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“Ve-Tzaddik be-Emunato Yichyeh”

OCCPATIONAL HAZARDS OF THE JEWISH DOGMATIST

By EitaN MAYER

. Sky-diving, bungee-jumping,
crocodile-wrestling, and formulating reli-
gious dogma: which doesn’t belong on this
list? Clearly, all of these can be thrilling
activities, but while the first three threaten
only one'’s life in this world, the fourth
poses a threat also to one’s life in the next
world. Unlike the obvious dangers of the
former three—the fallure of one’s para-
chute. the snapping of one’s elastic lifeline,
the unexpected ravenousness of one’s reptil-
fan sparring partner—the fourth activity
holds dangers-more subtle but no less real:
one false step on the tightrope of taith could
send you cartwheeling headlong into a bot-
tomless pit of heresy. Is it safe to think about
ikkarei emunah. principles of faith? We
seem caught on the horns of a fateful dilem-

rene dhila tha cageeh for oapmant dagma

and can turn against
Matmonides as well:

...According to the opinion of the
one who regards creation in time
as a fundamental principle of the
Torah, Rabbi Moses ben lgaimon :
would be an unbeliever®, God
forbid!.. For this reason, we have
said that there is grave danger in
the investigation of principles.
For how can one tell what those
things are, the denial of which,
and of their fundamental charac-
ter, constitutes one an unbeliever
(Husik 48)?

Before we consider the positions
of various medieval Jewish philosophers on
the risks of pursuing principles, it will be
useful to articulate the key questions we
will be investigating about heresy and its
consequences:

1) Normally Jewish  law

ly be intended as damage control—prevent-
ing the spread of heresy by silencing it.

These two questions, the question
of shogeg and mezid, and the question of
punishment versus damage control. are
related: one who holds that only the kofer
be-mezid suffers ill consequences for his
heresy, while the kofer be-shogeg is
excused, will likely conceive of the ill con-
sequences of heresy as punishment (for the
intentional sinner) rather than damage con-
trol (since, if damage control were the goal,
the distinction between shogeg and mezid
would fall away); orie who does. not distin-
guish between mezid and shogeg will likely
conceive of the consequences for heretics as
damage control (since the shogeg cannot, of
course, be punished for an act he committed
with no evil intent).

Among Jewish thinkers, the first to
speak to the issue of the consequences of
heresy is Maimonides, in his commentary to
Perek  Helek in  Sanhedrin.  Since
Maimonides’ position 1s quite complex—
and quite scattered through his works—we
will develop a more nuanced understanding
of it as the evidence from his many state-
ments amasses. The implications we draw
as we consider each piece of the puzzle will

Tt WIHNT ITIT ot art o T ot ao s s
might lead to wrong conclusions, avoiding
the search might also leave us holding
incorrect beliefs; hesetics if we do, and
heretics if we don’t!

Of the major medieval Jewish
authorities who discuss principles of faith at

signiﬁcunt’ length—Maimonides,
Rashbetz,=  Crescas,” Albo.4 and

Abravanel”’—most also discuss the conse-
quences of holding incorrect beliefs. Albo,
for example, opens Sefer ha-Ikkarim with a
warning to all would-be philosophers inter-
ested in investigating the principles of their
faith:0 if your conclusions stray from the
true principles of your religion, you will
have cut yourself off from your co-religion-
ists and forfeited your share of the everlast-
ing reward!’ Albo offers several colorful
examples from the Jewish world of dogma-
formulation:

JIn the  talmudic  treatise
Sanhedrin, chapter “Helek {99a],
we find a statement of Rabbi
Hillel, one of the Jewish sages of
the Gemara, that the Jews need
expect no Messiah, seeing that
they had enfj() ed his benefits in
the time o ezekiah, king of
Judah. Accotding to Maimonides,
this sage would Rave to be classi-
fied as an infidel and excluded
from a share in the world to come.

Albo also points out that the sword

(halakhah) distinguishes between sins com-
mitted be-mezid, with knowledge and
intent, and those committed be-shogeg,
accidentally. Only the sinner who sins with
intent suffers the full punishment prescribed

"by the Jewish legal system, though the inad-

vertent sinner may also be held responsible
to some degree. Does the same distinction
between mezid and shogeg apply to one’s
duty as a Jew to believe in Judaism’s
dogma? If so, then only one who denied a
principle with full knowledge that Judaism
expected him to accept it could be consid-
ered a heretic;” the “accidental heretic,”
who denies an ikkar because he believes it
is not a dogma of Judaism, would be
excused of the charge of heresy.

2) In considering the positions of
various authorities on the consequences of
kefira {denial of a cardinal principle), we
will also evaluate the aim of these conse-

-quences: do the consequences punish the

kofer himself, attempting to punish the
grave sin of kefira with appropriate retribu-
tion—or do the consequences address the
communal cffect of the denial, aiming at
damage control rather than punishment per
se? Consequences such as the kofer’s loss of
his portion in the world to comg.would be
easier to understand as punishment than as

" damage control, while other consequences,

such as excommunication, would more like-
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have to be adjusted to fit with other evi-
dence as it arises.

On the heels of his famous enu-
meration of the thirteen principles of
Judaism,** Maimonides also enumerates
the consequences for denying these princi-
ples:

When a man believes in all these
fundamental principles, and his
faith is thus clarified, he is then
part of that “Israel” whom we are
to love, pity, and treat, as God
commanded, with love and fel-
lowship. Even if a Jew should
commit every possible sin, out of
lust or mastery by his lower
natuge, he will be punished for his
sins, but wil still have a share in
the world to come. He is one of
the “sinners in Israel.” But if a
man gives up any of these funda-
mental rinciples, he has
removed himself from the Jewish
community. He is an atheist, a
heretic, and an unbeliever who
“cuts among the plantings.” We
are commandgd to hate Eim and
destroy him.'< Of him it 1s said:

Shall T not hate thﬁe who hate
You, (‘)4 Lord?"- |Psalms
139:211.47,

From this passage, it appears that
Maimonides condemns only the “intention-
al” heretic: He characterizes the kofer as
one who “hates...[the] Lord,” a description



which would not iarly describe the et
dental™ heretic: he holds that the herene
loses his portion in the world 10 conie, a
consequence which atms to punish rather
than to  damage-control; and  overall,
Maimonides”™ tone of harsh condemnation
SCCMS d MOTe appropriate response Lo i sin-
ful act than to an act of otherwise excusable
heterodoxy which must nevertheless be
silenced because of the spiritual danger it
poses 1o others.,

Maimonides touches on the issuc
of denial once again in Mishneh Torah,
Hilkhot Teshuvah, chapter three, section six:

The following have no portion in
the world to come, but arc cut oft
and perish, and for their great
wickedness and sinfulness are
condemmed for ever and ever:
Sectarians and apikursim; those
v_vho deny the Torah, the resurrec-
tion of the dead pr the coming of
the Redeemer..."-

Once again, Maimonides describes a conse-
quence—the heretic’s loss of his afterlife-
designed to punish an evil act rather than
limit the spread of heretical views. This
punishment orientation applies best to the
“knowing” heretic. Furthermore, the char-
acterization of the heretic as “wicked” and
“sinful” implies that Maimontdes refers
only to “knowing” kefira. On the other

hand, Maimonides does not expressly dis-
tinguish between “knowing” and “acciden-
tal” denial, leaving room for the possibilit%;
that he condemns both. In fact, Ra’avad!
appears to read Maimonides in precisely
this way, as is clear from his hasaga (gloss)
on Maimonides’ inclusion among the
heretics of one who believes that God has a
body:

Why has he called such a person a

heretic? There are many people

greater than and superior to him

who adhere to such a belief on the

basis of what they have seen in

verses of Scripture and even more -

in those aggadot which corrupt

right opinion about religious mat-

ters (Twersky 282).

Ra’avad seems to agree with Maimonides
that God is incorporeal, as he refers to the
belief in corporeality as a “corruption” of
“right opinion,” but he objects to
Maimonides’ condemnation of those who
hold this belief. After all, he argues, it is
easy to be fooled by misleading verses of
Scripture and aggadot, misled into thinking
that Judaism does not demand that we
accept God’s incorporeality. Ra’avad, then,
holds that “accidental” heresy may be
excusable: those who have at least studied
the Torah and can claim to have been mis-
led by anthropomorphistic expressions and
descriptions may not be condemned for

B, Rt avadd
feniency might not extend 1o thowe who
have not stadied the Torah and
accept the axion that they must cmibrace the
Torah™s principles.

thewr crror. On the other

do not

Maimmonides sprinkles references
to heresy and its consequences throughout
Mishneh Torah, wherever the 1opic of
heresy is relevant to the arca of halakhah
under discussion. But unlike the above pas-
sage from Mishneh Torah, which leaves the
impression that Maimonides looks at heresy
as a personal crime and at its consequences
as punishiment rather than damage control,
several of his mentions of heresy elsewhere
leave the opposite impression:

...But the traitors and epikorsin
among Israel, the law was to
uctxvcg destroy them and to bring
them down to the pit of destruc-
tion, because they used to plague
Israel und led them aﬁn}u}\' away
Sfrom God [italics minc].

Once it has become well known
that one is a denier ot the Oral
Torah, {the law is that we arrange

to] throw them down [into a pit}
and not bring them LIE, and they

are like all other epikorsin, and
those who say that the Torah is
not from Hcayen, and traitors,
and apostates; for all these [class-

es]. are not included in Israel.
[Executing them| does not require
witnesses [to their crime} or
warning or fudgcs; instead, any-
one who kills one of them does a.
great mirzvah and has remova{gz
stumbling block [italics mine].

‘ In these passages, Maimonides
describes the execution of the heretics as the
removal of a stumbling block; those who
would lead others astray have been perma-
nently silenced. These descriptions, along
with the “informal” character of the death
sentence—no requirement for witnesses, no
trial by judges, the lack of the normal warn-
ing offered to sinners before they commit a
crime—point toward damage control rather
than punishment per-se, since imposing
punishment for a sin would require the for-
mal trappings of the Jewish judicial system.

A more complex Maimonidean
stance seems to emerge from all we have
seen so far: In some contexts, Maimonides
stresses the sin/punishment aspect of
heresy, implying a possible distinction
between shogeg and mezid. But elsewhere
Maimonides hints to the damage control
focus of heresy’s consequences, which
would work against any possible distinction
between shogeg and mezid. 9 At this stage.,
it appears that Maimonides certainly con-
demns kefira be-mezid as a crime deserving
the most severe punishment, such as loss of
one’s portion in the world to come., while
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Maimionides addresses the conse-
quences of heresy once again in Moreh
Nevikhim. the Guide 1o the Perpleed. s
part of a vp:uuh]c he employs 10 ilustrate
various levels of closeness 1o God. Tn the
paruble, God is the king. enthroned in His
castle m-a city. Those furthest from Hirn
stand outside the city. Where do the theo
logically mistaken stand?

Those who urc'wilhin the city, but
have turned their backs upon the
ruler’s habitation, are people who
have opinions and are engaged in
speculation, but who have adopt-
ed incorrect opinions either
because of some great error that
hefell them in the course of their
speculation, or because of their
following the traditional authority
of one who had fallen into crror.
Accordingly. because of these
opinions, the more these people
walk, the greater is their distance
from the ruler’s habitation. And
they are far worse than the first.
They are those concerning who.p]]
necessity at - certain times*
impels killing them and blotting
out the traces of their opinions
fest they should fcad astray the
ways ot others (Pines IIEST, p.
619).

Maimonides’s presentation here
differs in two critical ways from his
approach in Perush ha-Mishnah and
Mishneh Torah: 1) Here. Maimonides sup-
plies not even a hint that he distinguishes
between shogeg and mezid, the thinker who
rejects a principle he knows Judaism
espouses, and one who believes his heresy
only because he believes Judaism does not
hold otherwise. The thinker may not even
be aware of Judaism; the mere fact of his
heresy seals his fate. In his earlier works, on
the other hand, Maimonides’ characteriza-
tion of the heretic as “wicked” and “sinful”
hinted that only the kofer be-mezid was
being condemned. 2) In contrast to the
“punishment” focus of Perush Ha-Mishnah
and Mishneh Torah, Maimonides focuses
here on damage control. He sounds almost
regretful as he asserts that “necessity at cer-
tain times impels killing™ those who arrive
at incorrect conclusions about Judaism’s
principles. hinting that the act of heresy in
isolation would not merit such draconian
measures. Only the potentially deleterious
effects of the spread of the incorrect opinion
demand that it be silenced.

Maimonides’ position 1s further
claritied by several other passages in the



Guide. In Part 1, chapter-36, Maimonides
elaborates further on the occastonal necessi-
ty of eradicating people to prevent the
spread of their beliets: here, he refers (o
those who worship idols which they see as
agents of God:

...You know that whoever pet-
torms idolatrous worship does not
do it on the assumption that there
is  no deity except the
idol... Rather, it is worshipped in
respect of its being an image of 4
thing that is an intermediary
between ourselves and
God....However, in spite of the
fact that those infidels believe in
the existence of the deitly, their
idolatrous worship entails - their
deserving destruction: for the rea-
son that their infidelity bears
upon a prerogative reserved to
God alone, may He be exalted—I
mean the prerogative of being
worshippef and
magnified.... This is so ordained
in order that God’s existence may
be tirmly established in the belief
of the multitude....For the multi-
tude grasp only the actions of
worship, not their meanings or the
true reality of the Being wor-
shipped through them.
Consequently, the idolatrous wor-
ship 0} the infidels entails their
deserving destruction: just as the
_text has it: Thou shalr not save
alive a soul. And it explains the

rancontor-thic—whichis-to-put-an
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of-God is a lover of God; etfectively. how-
ever, he is a hater of God, for his actions

will redound to the diminished glory of

Giod.

j Maimonides expands further on
the issue of wiping out people with poten-
tially destructive opinions and practices in
1:54, where he ofters advice to political
leaders on how to balance mercy and jus-
tice:

It behooves the governor of a city.
if he is a prophet. to acquire simi-
larity to tﬁ]CSC attributes [the thir-
teen attributes of God’s mercyl,
so that these actions may proceed
from him according to .a deter-
mined measare and according to
the deserts of the pe(()lple who are
affected by them, and not merely
because of his following a pas-
sion....Sometimes, with regard to
some people, he should be merci-
ful and gracious, not out of mere
compassion and pity, but in accor-
dance with what is fitting.
Sometimes, with regard to some
people, he should be keeping
angex and jealous and aveng-
ing“” in accordance with their
deserts, not out of mere anger. o
he may order an individual to be
burned without being angry and
incensed with him and without
hating him, because he perceives
the deserts of that individual and
considers the great benefit that

Here, too, Maimonides formulates
his condemnation as & pragmatic measure:
heresy, ceven it forgivable, must not be
allowed to spread. Maimonides emphasizes
that the proper approach involves no anger,
virtually no emotion at all, and is merely the
implementation  of  common  sense.
Although heresy in its own right, as a per-
sonal theological crime; might not justify
capital punishment if committed be-shogeg,
the need to bar its insidious spread justifies
the most extreme measures. While the piece
above does hint that idol-worshippers suffer
their fate as punishment, not simply as
damage-control—"the deserts of that indi-
vidual”—the overall. message focuses on
“the great benefit that many people will
derive from the accomplishment of the
action in question,” a pragmatic issue. The
frailiy of human convictions and their sus-
ceptibility to influence necessitates protect-
ing correct opinions by silencing wrong
opinions.

Maimonides’ discussion of the
fate of idol worshippers gains greater rele-
vance to the topic of heresy per se in 1:36,
where Maimonides compares heretics to
idol worshippers=?—and asserts that
heretics are worse:

[A person who] does not believe

that He [God] exists; or believes
there are two gods, or that He is a

end to this false opinion so that
others should not be corrupted
through it. As Scripture says:
That they teach you not to do, and
so on. And it calls them enemies,
haters, and adversaries, and says
that he who does this provokes
[God's] jealousy, anger, and
wrath (Pines 1:36, pp. 83—4).

Here Maimonides clearly con-
demns those who worship God through
idols—the shogeg, as it were, who believes
that such is the proper way to worship
God——along with those who worship idols
as deities in their own right. Ido! worship-
pers, even those who see the idols as inter-
mediaries to God, are considered “‘enemies,
haters, and adversaries™ of God despite their
ultimate fealty to God as the Deity! Such

people might feel deep love for God and see -

themselves as His faithful worshipers, yet
they are described as God's haters and ene-
mies because their actions will mislead the
ignorant and simple-minded masses into
believing that the idol is the real God 22
Apparently, there is nothing inferently evil
in worshipping an agent of God, especially
for one who believes sincerely that by doing
so  he ultimately  worships  God.
Nevertheless, damage control demands a
death sentence for one who worships an idol
under any circumstances. Emotionally, pri-
vately, the worshipper of the idol-as-agent-

many people will derive from the
accomplishment of the action in
question. Do you not see in the
texts of the Torah, when it com-
manded the extermination of the
seven nations and said, Thou
shalt save alive nothing that brea-
theth, that it immediately follows
this by saying: That they teach
you not to do after all their abom-
inations, which they have -done
unto their gods and so vye sin
against the Lord your God! Thus
it says: Do not think that this is
hard-heartedness or desire for
vengeance. It is rather an act
required by human opinion,
which considers that everyone
who deviates from the ways of
truth should be put an end to-and
that all the obstacles impeding the
achievement of the perfection that
is the apprehension of Him, may
He be exalted, should be inter-
dicted....Accordingly, Scripture
[commanded]...to kill the oft-
spring of idolaters, even if the

are little children, together wil%
the muititude of their fathers and
grandfathers. We find this com-
mandment. continuously in the
Torah in all passages. Thus he
commands with regard to the city
that has been led astray to idola-
try: Destroy it utterly and all that
is_therein—all this being done
with a view to blotting out traces
that bring about necessarily great
corruption, as we have made
clear.

+
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body, or that He is subject to
affections; or again that he
ascribes to God some deficiency
or other....is indubitably more
blameworthy than a worshipper
of idols who regards. the latter as
intermediaries or as having the
power to do good or ill. Know
accordingly, you who are that
‘man, that when you believe in the
doctrine of the corporeality of
God...you provoke gis jea%)us;
and anger, kindle the fire of his
wrath, and are a hater, an enemy,
and an adversary of God, much
more so than an idolater (Pines
I:36, p. 84).

Again, Maimonides considers the
worship of divine agents a pragmatic prob-
lem, but still only a problem in potential—
the masses will observe the worship of
God’s agents and might come to forget God
Himself. Spreading the doctrine of corpore-
ality, on the other hand, is a problem in the
present, even if one who spreads it inno-
cently is less blameworthy than one who
does so knowing the Torah rejects it.
Maimonides’ warnings that proponents of
corporeality “provoke His jealousy an
anger, kindle the fire of his wrath,” that by
espousing such ideas one becomes “'a hater,
an enemy, and an adversary of God,” are
linguistically impressive, but in truth are
probably meant simply to lend the warning
greater weight. By describing. God’s reac-



tion o terms of o violent cisotions,
Matmonides ts attempting only to waen the
reader away from corporeality s since @ per-
son would do his best to destroy his ene-
mies, and God commands the destruction of
the heretics, they are described as His ene-
mies, although in truth they are only casual-
ties of the effort to contain lﬁi\ﬁukcn

beliefs. <Y

As Matmonides continues in 1:36,
however, the issues become more complex
and more interesting:

If, however, it should occur to
you that one who believes in the
corporeality of God should be
- excused. because” of his having
> been brought up in ‘this doctrine
or because of his ignorance and
the shortcomings of his apprehen-
sion, you ought to hold a similar
belief with regard to an idolater;
for he only worships idols
because of his ignorance or
because of his upbringing: They
cormr'm,tf7 in the custom of their
Sfathers“! (Pines 1:36, pp.84-5).

Maimonides now shifts to the case
of the heretic who has been miseducated or
whose lack of intelligence has led him to
kefira. The phrasing 1s ambiguous, but
Maimonides may be hinting that such a
heretic is a shade better than the one
described above. Instead of being worse

—thaman dotater; heis—onthesame-level.

More likely, however, Maimonides’ point is
that the excuses of both are irrelevant, since
the dire consequences they face are not pun-
ishments, but pragmatic necessities.
Maimonides continues by responding to
Ra’avad’s gloss on Mishneh Torah:

If, however, you should say that
the external sense of the biblical
text causes men to fall into this
doubt, -you ought to know that an
idolater is similarly impelled to
his idolatry by imaginings and
gefective representations (Pines
5).

As above, misled heretics stand
with idolaters, presumably because both
suffer fates demanded by the need to protect
the faith of the community.

Maimonides concludes this sec-
tion with what may be the most overt hint
that he is willing to partially excuse some
level of denial:

Accordingly, there is no excuse
for one who does not accept the
authority of men who inquire into
the truth and are engaged in spec-
ulation, if he himself is incapable
of engaging in such specula-
tion...particularly in view of the
existence of the mterpretations of
Ongelos and Jonathan ben Uziel,
may peace be on both of them,
who cause their readers to keep

away as b s possible fron the
belict m the corporeality of Gad
(Pres 85,

Saying that “there s no cxcuse for
one who does not aceept the authority of
men who inquire into the truth and are
engaged in speculation”™ implies that there s
an excuse for someone who does consult
thinkers who happen to be wrong them-
selves. Maimonides cannot mean that such
a person escapes all consequences, since the
opinion must be contained even if it is inno

cently held, but perhaps there is some room -

to mancuver. Since Maimonides says noth-
ing here about whether the heretic merits a

portion in the world to come, maybe one

who denies 4 principle on the authority of
someone he consulted merits some portion
of the world to come. Perhaps such a heretic
might also escape the pragmatic conse-
quences in this world, especially if circum-
stances make it unlikely that the false opin-
ion will spread—maybe, after all, the
degree to which the heretic is responsible
for his current beliefs does to some degree
affect even his pragmatic fate.

Such a “forgiving” approach is
exemplified by Maimonides’ ruling about
Karaites who have been raised by their par-
ents to believe Karaite teachings and reject

the Oral Torah (Hilkhot Mamrim [Laws of

Rebels] 3:3). After codifying the law that
known heretics are 1o be executed, vigilante
style, by anyone with the power to do so,
Maimonides nétes an important exception:

When is this so? With regard to
one who ‘denied -the Oral Torah
through his own thought, by way
of his own logic, and followed his
inconsiderable intellect and the
desires of his heart in denying the
Oral Torah on his own...but the
children of those who strayed,
and their children’s children,
whose parents misled them, who
were born among the Karaites
and raised with their beliefs, they
are like babies captured by them
[ie., the Karaitesf and raised by
them, and they are not quick to
take hold of the ways of the com-
mandments... Therefore, it is
proper to bring them back in
repentance and to draw them with
words of peace, until theg return
to the strength of the Torah [trans-
lation mine].

If such tolerance can apply to the
children of the Karaites, perhaps it can also
apply to others who are misied by mistaken
authoritics.

To summarize: except in dis-
cussing Karaites, Maimonides consistently
expresses an uncompromising attitude
toward heresy, whether shogeg or mezid. In
Perush Ha-Mishnah, he speaks of punish-

e i Maoreh
Newvokfine b oo ponnandy
takon
Muskineh Torah, he focuses on both pansh

te e for e el o Berey
o e

control e une st heretios

mcnt and dunuge control. Some of his for
mulations in the Guide and Mishneh Torah
leave room for the possibility that the cir-
cumstances of heresy might( soften the con
sequences to some depree =7

KRabbi Shimnon ben Tseinah Duran.
in his commentary on Job. Ohev Mishpat,
appears to agree with Ra'avad’s moderate
position on heresy rather than Maimonides”
hard-lind position:

He who denies what was included
m the Torah-—knowing that it was
the teaching of the %r;ruh»—Jx a
heretic and 1y excluded from
Isracl....One who has properly
accepted the roots of the Torah,
but who was moved by the depth
of his speculation to believe about
a branch of the faith the opposite
of what has been accepted as
what one ought to belicve. and
trics to cxplain the verses of
Scripture according to his behief,
even though he errs, he 1s no
heretic. For he was not brought to
this deviation by heresy at all, and
if" he found a tradition from the
Sages to the effect that he ought
to turn from the ({J()sition he had
adopted, he would do so. He only
holds that belief because he
thinks that it is the intention of the
Torah. Therefore, even though he
errs, he is not a heretic according
to what is agreed upon by our
people, since he accepted 1%
réotsof the Torah as he should.-

For Duran, rejecting what one
knows to be a principle of Judaism is
heresy, but if one accepts axiomatically that
he must believe the principles of Judaism,
and rejects a given principle only because
he believes, based on his research in the
Torah, that it i$ not a principle of Judaism,
he cannot be considered a heretic. Despite
the similarity of this position to that of
Ra’avad, a careful reading of the passage
shows that unlike Ra'avad, Duran tolerates’
“accidental heresy” only as regards the
“branches of faith,” what he terms “se’i-
fim,” but—like Maimonides—does not tol-
erate even accidental ?enial of the hasic
principles themselves.?

Rabbi Yoset Albo, who borrowed
significantly in his Sefer Ha-Ikkarim from
both Duran and Crescas, stakes out a post-
tion similar to Duran’s: One who denies an
ikkar because his study of Torah sources
leads him to conclude that it is not a princi-
ple of Jadaism 1s not a heretic, but one who
denies a principle which he knows Judaism
embraces. 15 considered a heretic and suf-
fers the consequences:

Every Israelite is obliged to
believe that everything that is
found in the Torah is absolutely



true, and any vne who denies any-
“thing that 18 tound in the Torah,
knowing that it is the opinion of
the Torah, is un unbelicver.., . But
a person who upholds the law ot
Moses and believes in s princt-
ples, but when he undertakes 1o
nvestigate these matters with his
reason and scrutinizes the texts, o
misled by his speculation and
interprets u given principle other-
wise than it is taken to mean al
first sight: or denies the prineiple
because he thinks that it does not
represent @ sound theory which
the Torah obliges-us to believer o,
erroncously denies that a given

= belief is a fundamental principle, -

_ which. however, he believes as he
helieves the other dogma of the
Torah which are not fundamental
principles....a person of this sort
1s not an unbeliever. He is classed
with the sages and pious men of
Israel, though he hnﬁds CITONCOUS
theories. His sin is due to error
and requires atonement (Husik
49-50).

Albo does not draw Duran’s dis-
tinction between se’ifim and ikkarim—he
holds that accidental denial of even ikkarim
is excusable, and, conversely, that knowing
denial of the subsidiary beliefs 1s no hx;tlcr
than dental of the ikkarim themselves. =

As mentioned briefly above, the

position taken by Ra'avad, Duran, and Albo
excuses heresy based on misunderstandings

Judaism be punishiable as a hereue?
Maimonides. of course, condemns the the-
olovically mistaken and the idob worship-
pin;v nations on purely pragmatic grounds,
Sven it they are not worthy of punishment
in a fundamental sense. I does not really
matter what ‘led them to their beliefs or
practices, only that their beliels or prac-
tices must be prevented trom spreading.
Albo. however, who excuses “accidental”
denial, surprises us by agreeing with
Maimonides that adherents of other reli-
gions arc considered hereties:

This is the meaning of the saying
of the Rabbis in the treatise
Avodah Zarah |2a], "In the future,
God will take the Torah in His
_bosom and say. “Let all those who
occupied themselves with “this, -
come and get their reward.” At
onece all the nations of the world
will come crowding before Him,
pell mell....” The Rabbis mean to
say that in the future, God will
bring all the idolatrous nations to
justice because they did not fulfill
the divine law....They will then
reply in turn that as the Israelites
are to be rewarded for observing
the Law which they received by
tradition. so they should be
rewarded for fulfilling their law,
which was also received by tradi-
tion. God will then reply....The
meaning is that the nations who
claim that they relied on their tra-
dition, must tell .us ‘former
things,” i.e., they must tell us the

Albo’s indictment of adherents ol
other religions—his clain that they should
have investigated and rejected their reli-
gions and chosen Judaism—is at the core
of another issue he discusses: May one,
and if so must one investigate his own reli-
gion's principles? If he may investigate,
may he choose whichever religion seems
most true to him? Indicting the nations on
the grounds that they failed (o investigate
their religions clearly implies that one
must investigate his religion and choose
the one which seems most true. Curiously,

“though. Atbo does not consider this obvi-

ous in his discussion of the guestion. On
the one hand, he says, allowing or demand-
ing investigation of religious principles is
dangerous because it produces a situation

in-which-po- one-can-ever-be-sure.af his. ..

chosen religion, since there always may be
a truer religion one has not heard of. On
the other hand, forbidding investigation
produces the monstrous injustice of forc-
ing people to maintain their false religion
and at the same time holding them
accountable for doing so. Albo’s solution
to this problem seems even stranger than
the problem itself:

> Qur solution of this question is as!
follows: If it were true that all the
known religions of the world are
opposed to one another, every one
saying that the other is not divine,
the question we raised would be a
difficult one indeed and hard to
solve. But since all religions
agree in acc%%[ing the divinity of

£ them the-onlhv-oblection

of the Torah or rabbimc literature; smce e
thinker in question has accepted the axiom
that he must believe the principles of
Judaism, and his mistakes have been made
in the context of sincere Torah research. he
is only a sinner-—and an unintentional one
at that—and not a heretic. What is the
import of the qualification that the mistake
must be made in the context of Torah
research—is it that the Torah context proves
the thinker’s sincerity or his axiomatic
acceptance of Judaism’s principles, or is it
merely a justification of his mistake, in light
of the fact that the Torah and rabbinic texts
can be misleading and that one who misin-
terprets them is therefore not fully responsi-
ble—or, is it both of these rationales at
once? On this question, Ra’avad parts com-
pany with Duran and Albo. Ra’avad implies
that the misleading verses of Tunakh and
the aggador inspire the error themselves,
while Duran and Albo describe the
thinker's independent formulition of the
tdea and subscquent attempt to read his
belicts into the texts, implying that the
texts are mentioned only to prove that the
thinker is sincere in his commitment to
Judaism and in his attemnpt to arrive at the
beliets espoused by the Torah.

What about a thinker who makes
a doctrinal mistake without having accept-
ed the axiom that he must believe
Judaism’s principles and whose mistake is
based not on a misunderstanding of the
Torah or rabbinical texts, but on the error
of his own independent reason—would a

non-Jewish thinker who has never heard of

principles of their religion, wirich
they acce and upon which
they relied.”” They must tell us
whether they were perceived with .
the senses with great publicity, as
were the principles of the Law of
Moses (Husik 1:20, pp. 171-2).

Is this the same Albo who excus-
es accidental heresy? Does Albo not echo,
Maimonides here? Careful reading shows
that Albo remains consistent, but that he
grants tremendous importance to the
axiomatic general acceptance of both the
Torah and the necessity of believing its
principles. The passage above, Albo’s
treatment of the Sinaitic revelation in gen-
eral, and the passage about accidental
denial all give center stage to a general
acceptance of Judaism and the idea that its
principles must be believed. On this score,
Albo 1s implacable: One who denies the
truth of Judaism, and as a result either
denies its principles (1:2) or practices
another religion (1:20), 1s considered a
heretic and will pay the price, either on an
individual level or, as described in the pas-
sage from Avodah Zarah, along with his
co-religionists in a final accounting in the
end of days. Note also that in indicting
such heretics, Albo maintains his position
that heretics suffer the consequences of
heresy not merely to prevent the spread of
their wdeas or because of the argumentum
ad absurduwm that demands that nﬂ'nc of
heresy  be  drawn  somewhere,”™  but
because they should have investigated the
reliabitity of their religions’ revelation and
concluded that Judatsm is the only (or
most) plausible alternative.
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to it being that, according to
them, it was temporary in chardc-
ter and its time has passed, our
opinion is that every one should
investigate the principles of his
religious belief (Husik [:24, pp.
-190-1).

It appears that by offering
Judaism as the acknowledged divine law,
Albo aims to limit the field of possible reli-
gions one must investigate before being
satisfied with his own religion. As fong as
a religion accords with the basic principles
of Judaism insofar as it is a divine law
(meaning that it accepts God’s existence,
the revelation of a divine law, and reward
and punishment), that religion may be
legitimate. Albo adds that these are only
the basic requirements for religious legiti-
macy: a legitimate religion must also
impose order on society through its laws,
indoctrinate its adherents with beliefs con-
cerning spiritual matters, and trace its
founding to a public revelation which
would leave no doubt that the prophet of
}he religion was sent by God to deliver a
aw.

O Y- e

The most obvious difficulty with
Albo’s approach is his assumption that all
religions accept the divinity of Judaism,
certainly an assumption which requires
examination afresh. 1 some world reli-

-gions reject Judaism’s divinity, we are

back where we started: “The question we
raised [is] a difficult one indeed and hard
to solve.” Facing the same problem—



whether tand 1 so. why) the pations e
accountable for practicing heretical el

gions - Maimonides  gives a0 technicad
answer: Fundamentally, they are not

accountable. They are dealt with as cir-
cumstances dictate is necessary 1o prevent
the spread of their practices and beliefs.

Problematic or not, Albo’s con-
clusion partially explains why he writes a
book on rehigious principles despite the
dangers of such an undertaking (and with
awareness of which he begins his discus-
sion): Even those who continue to practice
Judaism, the acknowledged divine law,
should investigate its principles; and so, in
one hundred forty five chapters, Albo doces
just that. Tronically, however, Albo’s posi-
tion Jimits investigation as it encour-

ment to the primcrples of divine Leas he con
stders it his task to gt then ten doe o
exphicition and analysis

Albo comphicates the picture
Book 1. Chapter 21, where he asserts that
emunah, beliel, 1s superior to philosophical
and speculative knowledge. He ofters proof
from the tact that the elect of God's faithiul
achieve prophecy and can cause miraches 1o
occur, while no philosopher has cver been
known to do either of these. What is the pur
pose of Albo’s book, though, if not to span
the chasm between simple faith and pure
philosophy by supplying logic and argu-
ment to support the principles of faith?
Does he consider himself a “believer™ and
nol_a_religious philosopher? We can only

ages; Y since accidental denial is™ excus:
able only if accompanied by sincere accep-
tance of the Torah and the requirement to
believe in its principles, it follows that one
cannot be excused for investigating and
reaching heretical conclusions on the exis-
tence of God, the divinity of the Torah, and
perhaps several other principles as well.

For Albo, principle investigation
may have other benefits besides helping
one avoid heresy. Albo prefaces Sefer Ha-
Tkkarim with a detailed table of the con-
tents ‘of each chapter of the book.
Immediately preceding  this table, he
writes: ’

2t 18 not possible by human
intellect alone to arrive at a prop-
er_knowledge of the true and -

good, because human reason is
not capable of comprehending
things as they are in rtz;}lity, as
will be explamned later.”” There
must therefore be something
higher than human intellect by
means of which the good can be
defined and the true comprehend-
ed in a manner leaving no doubt
at all. This can be done only by
means of divine guidance. Tt is
incumbent therefore upon every
erson...to know that one divine
aw which gives this guidance.
This is impossible unless we
know the bagic principles without
which a divi cannot exist
(Husik 1-2).

Albo repeats this thesis and
expands on it in his introduction to the book
proper:

...All the people we know of in
the world today possess a law,
and it 1s inconcéivable that a per-
son should be subject to or identi-
fied with a law without knowing
its principles or having some

“notion of them sufficient to
induce belief in them, as we do
not call a Eerson a physician who,
does not know the principles of
medicing, nor do we call one a
%comc_trlqum who does not know
the principles of geometry. or at
least have some notion of them
(Husik 35).

Complaining  that
thinkers have given only superficial treat-

previous

guess. Perhaps, while Sefer ha-Tkkarim

might appear to be a carefully reasoned phi-
losophy of law, it is at bottom based on [aith
and not reason. Public revelation of law
may be a necessary criterion for belief in
that faw, but it is no guarantee of truth.
Alternatively, Albo may mean that a divine
system of law is superior to a system of faw
conceived by a human mind, and therefore
it is better to subscribe to the former than to
the latter.

Lest we think that the principles
are anything but a beginning, Albo goes to
great pains in Book HI, Chapters 35 10
explain that the philosophers are mistaken,
that knowledge 1s not, after all, the point.
Actions guided by the intention of worship
and service are the machinery and megcha-
nism of religion, and the principles are only
the nuts and bolts.

Thus, Albo insists that we investi-
gate the principles, cautions us of the dan-
GETS, ASSYEES US that our mistakes will be
orgiven.”® and finally qualifies the enter-
prise of principle-investigation with the the-
sis that action accompanied by intention—
not merely knowledge of the truth—is the
true focus.

De fucto, somewhat informally,
Orthodox Judaism today has %ccptcd
Maimonides’ principles of faith:”” Most
prayer books reproduce an abridged version
of his thirteen principles, and I would ven-
ture that most Jews, even most Orthodox
Jews, are unaware that other thinkers pro-
duced different lists of Judaism’s principles.
Both popular and scholarly works which
focus on Maimonides’ principles abound,
works  which  focus on explicating
Maimonides’ principles rather than evaluat-
ing his principles in light 2{) the critique of
those who came after him.*" With regard to
the treatment of heretics—or at least with
regard to the imposition of heresy’s most
dire consequences—the final word has been
uttered by Chazon Ish, Rav Avraham
Yeshaya Karelitz, a chief halakhic authority
of the last generation:

It seems to me that the law that
we drop [into a well, i.e., kill] an
apikores fheretic] only existed in
an epoch when divine Providence
was perceived by all as self-evi-
dent, as in those fimes when overt
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pavae b acre abiondit Gaed e
Hoeavenly, Voo bhar Fall wa
booad andd sl the niohdeon

e of e oencialion were anck
the speaific Prosadence that e
‘vl\lh)\,‘ to all. The hereties of 1
day were particulurly spiteful m
their rejection (of forah ) and pur-
SUit nﬁ hedonistic values and
amorality. Then, the eradication
ol wickéd people wis o way 1o
Pruu:u the world, for cvarvone
cnew that the waywardness of the
concration brought destruction
tpon the world: pestifence. war,
and famie. Howevet, g tine
when God's Providence iy hidden
and when the masses have low
faith. the act of cradicatimg unbe
hievers does not correct a hreach
i the world:s on the contrary. 1t
creates a larger breach, for it will
appear to others as nothing more
than .wanton destruction and vio-
fence. God forbid, Since [the pur-
pose of the law of dropping into
the well] is meant to repair. this
Jaw does not apply when it fails to
repair. We must instead woo buack
those who have strayed] with
ove and cnable theny 1o stand
upright with the slrcngli)] ol the
forah insofar as we can.

Echoing Maimonides™ treatment
of the children of the Karaites. Chazon [sh
asserts that we must relate to heretics inour
day with love and compassion. attempting
1 draw them closer to God and His Torah
(rather than drawing them closer to empty
wells for disposal there). Although Chazon
Ish does not explicitly relate to the degree of
responsibility such non-believers will bear
in God's eyes, we may speculate that the
very mitigating factors wEich absolve the
communi[r of the need to execute heretics
also absolve the heretics themselves, o
some degree, of their heresy.

. I close with the prayer that emu-
nah increase in our day. tgan we merit the
Erl\{l]ege of drawing Jews back to their rich

eritage and enabling them_“to ﬁ}ﬁld
upright with the strength of the Torah.™ = 2.
1 Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon., 1351204, 1 refer 1o
Mauimonides as such and not as “Rambum.” the
convention with which T am more comfortuble. in
order not to distract the reader accustomed to the
scholarly convention. The same applies to the
absence of “Rabbi™ before the names of Crescas.

~ Albo. Abravanel, and others throughout this paper.

2 Rabbi Shimon ben Tsemah Duran. 1361-1444.
3 Rabbi Don Hasdai Crescas. died ¢. 1412.
4 Rabbi Yosef Albo. dates uncertain {1 5th century).

5 Rabbi Yitzhak Abravanel. 1437-1508. Space con-
siderations make considering Abravanel’s view in
this paper impossible. See the excellent analysis by
Menachem.Kellner in both his Dogma in Medieval
Jewish Thought: From Maimonides to Abravanel.
Oxford University Press: Oxtford. 1986, pp.
179-195, and his franslation of Abravanel’s book
on principles of faith. Rosh Amanah (translation
entilled Principles of Fuith. Associated Presses for
the Littman Library of Jewish Civilization: East
Brunswick. N.J., 1982). particularly the introduc-
tion. Among others, Abravanel hnl&{\' the view that
i s wmngﬁcudcd o formulate principles of faith,
sinee inorder to merit a place inthe world to come
und to be constdered a .}cw in pood standing. one
must aceept every single word of the Toruh,

6 Albo. it should be noted, wrote Sefer ha-Tkkarim
not as a study of Judaism alone. but as o study of
“divine law™in general and Judaism in partictlar.
His aim is almost explicitly polentic. in that he first
delineates at length the principles (ikkarim) which
must be ucknuwfedgcd in order for any religion to
be considered a “divine law.” and then discusses the
beliefs of Judaism which distinguish it from other
religions which claim to be divine law. Not surpris-

Continued on page 41



By JosH JOstbr

One look at the man and cven
someone uatamitiar with Orthodox Jewry
could recognize his seriousness and dedi-
cation to the halakhah. This 1s the same
man who wrote of his love for all Jews:
*and that brotherhood and friendship
will increase inoall of

and  connection

Isracl!™ the same man whose philosophic
writings crossed all bounds in his effort o
free his people's thoughts, as well as his
own: the same man who often stood atone
as the champion of liberal positions. This
man is Rabbi Avraham Yitzhak Ha-cohen
Kook, the great Jewish scholar/philoso-
pher/kabbalist of the late 19th and early
20th
struggles of his people, and he attempted

centuries. His struggles were the
to relate to alt ot his brothers and sisters on
deep spiritual. philosophical and emotion-
al levels. But in his own conservative

essays, he strictly adhered to the utmost
the ultra-Orthodox. The
question is, then, "where the twain shall
meet.” First, did Rav Kook's philosophy
influence his  halakhic  comments?
Moreover, it such is the case, did Rav
Kook view the entire halakhic system from
a certain perspective

stringencies of

- dhid he develop an
overarching philosophy of this system. e,
a meta-halakhah?
I. Philosophy and Halakhah

To the former question. one can
unequivocally answer in the affirmative:
certain of Rav Kook's teshuvor are clearly
influenced by a number of his philosophic
convictions. An explicit example of such
can be found in an analysis of the 5551 et-
ter in Iggeror Harayah.? His famous opin-
1on permitted Jews to do agricultural work
in Istacl during the shminah year. The
basis for this herer came not merely from
theoretical,  halakhic  incentives  and
sources as well as practical and real con-
siderations, but even from his philosophi-
cal foundations.
Rav Kook argued that retaining
stringent laws regarding the sabbatical
Jdyear would adversely affect the people’s
relating o God, veritably causing chiflul

~Tdemearor, and i his - practicathatakhic———

A National Answer: Rav
Kook’s Decision on the
Shemittah Question

Hashem rather than strengthening

Torah and mitzvot:

My intent...is only to strengthen all
of the holiness of lsracl, and the
holiness of the land. including the
holiness of stonial.. for surely if
we are as lenient as we can be,
within the ‘bounds of the proper
decision-making  processes...with
this we will awaken love within
them [i.c.. the non-religious, secu-
lar Jews] ...many will join us, to
tulfill the mitzvah as it should be.
with love, and we will not face dis-
sension...and they will not be able
to say that we are du[mymo the
settlement of the holy land, and
consequently many of the pure
faith of Israel will be awakened to
come and settle in the land of Israel
{i.e.. make alivah].. further, [those
who attempt to remain stringent on
this issue| through stringencies,
distance the holiness of the sabbat-
ical year from arriving to the holy
land! But 1 in my lenient views..

hereby bring closer and reach out

syof the”

Rav Kook's general philosophy
affects his decision: he is extremely con-
cerned with the non-observant Jews in
Israel and does his utmost to keep them as
close to religion as he can. He also relates
to those Jews who are strictly observant
but do not yet live in Israel. His focus on
various segments of the Jewish population
stems from his view that all Jews are
important in forming the nation of Israel.
Moreover, he stresses the significance of
the land, another focal point in his general
philosophy. Thus, nation and land take
precedence over strict adherence to the
Torah, as long as the latter is net breached
completely.

In tact, Rav Kook feels that
lentency provides a strong foundation for
the future of Torah observance though it

shmmah in the holy land..

causes “bending’ of the law in the short
run. At once he emboldens the non-reli-

gious and demonstrates the importance of
the fand itself: and eventually there will be
no need to “hend” because all will come
close to God through this development and
[messianic?] changes will provide that the
shmittal will not negatively affect the

crops of the farmers!* He epcapsulates this

the

m one ot his remarks:

{he way that teads o the path ol
lov uwlumlnu.x [chesed] -~ specili-
cally ‘this will bring the holiness of
shtintah back to the land of Israel,
thereby causing our beloved broth-
ers o{ Isract to settle in this holy
land.-

For Kook,
sophical outlook on the nation and Land of]
how

Rav then, his phito-
Isracl affect — - at least in this case -
he views the halakha. '
H. Meta-Halakhah

Now that we have established
that Rav Kook does allow the fields of
theology and law to meet, must
endeavor to determine whether this conflu-
ence exists within his general attitude to

we

the Halakhic system.® Rav Kook does not
delve into philosophic discussion in every
letter and responsum, and in certain cases
his decisions seem to run counter to his
philosophic opinions. Still, the letter
regarding the laws of shmittah provides a
reasonable basis to discuss which is the
exception and which the rule.

Perhaps one might suggest that
this -tshuva represents an anomaly. After

--all, Rav- Kook himself seems to imply that

this is the case: he uses the term hora’at
sha’ah consistently throughout the essay.
This does not clearly prove that Rav Kook
did not envision this halakhic response on
an a priori level, but it goes a long way. to
that effect.

..this decision 1s just a decision for
the moment |hora'at sha’ah|, and
only because of great need...
because... [the status quo] might
lead to hunger and famine... [and]
destroy the basis of the settlements.
But in any case when the situation
ameliorates, and there is a possibil-
ity to completely fulfill the mitzvah
of shmittah without danger, God
forbid that ope should uproot the
holy laws....

This concept is repeated a num-
ber of times throughout the piece, thereby
limiting the other aspects of the argument.
One might suggest that the whole response
is @ hora’at sha’ah. and he therefore is not
operating within the normal confines of]
the decision-making process.

Rav Kook provides three reasons
for why he is able to invoke a “decision for
the time.” First, he posits that the obser-
vance of shmittah b’ zman ha-zeh s dera-

banan® That being the case, one is
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aflowed 1o depend upon the rubimy ot o
nan

opiion) o case of extreme need, e

Mmool vacdd Qone
leads to the second basis, wlhich dermon
strates that it s a time. ol extreme need:
sakanail nefushor” In other words. people’s
lives and livelihood could be in great dan
eer il extreme action 18 not taken. Finally.
Rav Kook rationalizes that

I deciston-making issues. il it is
convincing, rational argument and
there 1s room to be fenrent, this is o
commandment MLI the will of God
is to be lenient.

In other words, when reason and
the powers of the mind innovate @ possible
answer to a difficult question, that suffices
for halakhic processes. but only when there
is great need.

Still, Rav Kook does not end with
just these points. True, the argument.can be
made. and made convincingly, that these
points form the basis for his attitude to this
particular law and that he views the
halakhic system in general in normative
terms. But the essay contains much clse,
and it is here that one sees a general view
of the world and legal issues through the
spectacles of Rav Kook's philosophy.

At the beginning of the Tetter. Rav Kook
expresses his intentions:

...to sanctify the name of God.
and to endear the Torah and those
who study it to humanity, and to
bring the masses to Toraﬁ, and to
give increased strength  and
courage to the settlement of the
nation of God on His holy fand.!!

This is Rav Kook’s world view:
developing the nation and the land of
Israel through Torah means. Within the
context one might suggest that these threc
tenets are simply his intentions in life, and
not particularly for halakhic discussions.
However, as we will see, this letter is the
prime example of Rav Kook’s welran-
schauung and so inherently, his general
intentions influence his specific intent in
developing this opinion. .

His vision involves three main

~ components:

1. The Nation:

Lowe need all of the powers of the
people 1o be connected, that cach
person help his brother o strength
en and embalden our nation and
our cities of God... 12

There must be national unity and there are

oo arcas that neodd

il Tor ot b

fron
aAlyade
aned e whobe baas ton o
cHtorts st be speciticatly o
nerease e entry of the e
Hashent mto the hole Laid !

Here he conphasizes onawr iimpor
tnt principle which guides tis and: e
need to bring religrous Jews o aliyah o
Rav Kook this s the basis upon which the
future of the Tand of Teract and the people
ol Israel depend.

b. The Secular Jew:

In our generation many souls about
that - though they are very low in
terms of bechirah, and by default
they are connected 'to many had
deeds and thoughts. still the light of
segulah shines within them. and
thus they fove the congregations of
[sracl and the land of Isracl. and a
few good and precious things from
the morals that stem from the segu-
tah of l&rucl is in the nature of their
souls. !

For Rav Kook, two components
contribute to the holiness of Israelites: sgu-
lah and behirah, destiny and choice. IS The
former, he posits, is linked to a brit avot,
and therefore it is a covenant for all Jews,
not just those who are observant. This pro-

vides him a basis to both boost the ego of

the secular Jew as well as defend the per-
missibility of bringing them closer to God.
Torah and mitzvot.

The question is: how to reach them,
Of utmost importance to Rav Kook 1s that
only those who are “capable of dealing
with the innermost aspects of the seerets off
the Torah, who are full of Joving Kidness
of Torat chesed™ o can be - in fuct, must
be - involved i outreach. Moreover, one
who “does not have a well-developed intu-

ition as to the nature of people... 15 oblig-
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firid ! T o
P b v Foorerfe il
yicee b capbile deneter o
are ko bedoenbide aod et Pl
coboont the poatee sde o the eoalig
fowe brme hion cloeer vo bl and

picorponte b i e sonon ol | orae Y

hs complere s e bt i ol
Ron Kook sreater viaon: declopine and
strenythenine ab ol the notion aond amfy g
the people thioueh Torah The fusr stage
feads o the wecond 1o wengthen and
cinboldenn om ciies of

God....7

nation and o

2. the Land:

st the holy antent aned prrpose
1o wlich T orefer, because iy the
land of God. that He chose aned
loves move thaw the vwhole world,
atid 1t has hols clemenis for proplie
oo and Jor the veroning of the hol .
spivit.and even for the evildoers
brings good.  Jor certaind the laned
of Israek clevates and sanciifies
thewm. .=

The fand s the goal to which the nation
must strive. fnherently 1t brings secular
Jews closer to God and provides the place
for national umty. Thus. through Torah
means, the nation and the lund combine to
provide the hasis for the third element m
Rav Kook™s world view:

3. The time of Mashiach, the time of Torah:
CThroughout the letter Rav Kook
refers to the tme of  the
mashiach ' At that time. there
will be no need for hora’at
sha'ah. and all will "be uble to
study and fulfill the Torah 1o the
uttermost completion. - ‘

This. then. is the ultimate goal of all of our
endeavors. We can and must act in the pre--
scribed manners in order to bring about the
grand finale of the combination of Nation
and Land. i.e.. the time of mashiach.

This equation allows Rav Kook to
pasken on a bediavad level, because the
foss in the short run in the level of adher-
ence 1o the Torah is more than accounted
for by the result 1o which 1t leads — the
time of the yuashiach. The ends justily the
means. This is one possible explanation for
why and how Rav Kook invokes elements
of his philosophy i this halukhic frame-
work. But there is another possibility as
well, ’

Rav Kook separates the a priori
from the secondary Tevel i another way:
he distinguishes between the faw for the
individual and the faw for the communi-

7

tv.~) He very carefully explains that his



decision: is for the masses, but that certain
privileged individuals who feel they can
attain a stricter adherence to the law can do
so and are praised for their actions.

I explicitly stated that they cannot
force any person who wants o act
in accordance with the ways of the
stringepf ones, o act against his
will...-

‘Moreover, those who can keep
the more stringent ways, and do not use the
heter tor shmittah are “atzilei ha-takhlit”
of each settlement, and through their merit
the test of the nation’s i‘cali_l’iremenls are
fulfilled in the eyes of God.=> Finally, Rav
Kook provides us with a methodological
point about reshuvor in general. He states
that one cannot learn from a specific psak,
given at a certain time, for another situa-
tion:

and how 1s it possible to learmn

from one case of hora'at sha'ahto
another? Everything dependg upon’
the rationality and situation.=

Thus, Rav Kook develops a dis-
tinction between psakim given on a nation-
al level and those meted out to individuals.
When dealing with the nation as a whole,
levels of

rate the general goals and the future of the
Jewish people. On the other hand, each
(“Dogmatist, coMfinued from page 41) |

PHILOSOPHY

“individual may. decide on hissher own the
level that best suits his/her needs and capa-
bilities. For the individual, the standard is
set higher, but allowances are made for
movemeént 1o a less stringent level. But for
the public. the level must be set low in
order to incorporate all into the Jewish
nation.

} Therefore, Rav Kook's philoso-
phy affects his halakhic decisions because
he considers broader goals and a wider
perspective than that which relates to the

specific issue. Is this proof of a meta-

halakhah? One might suggest that the only
reason Rav: Kook allows himself to involve
non-Ralakhic dimensions is that we are
dealing with a bediavad situation, a
hora'at sha’ah, but that in general he
would not involve these elements.
However, 1 think there might be
another plausible answer. Perhaps Rav
Kook invokes his philosophic ideas in all
cases that relate to an issue of psak that
affects the masses. Shmittah is a mitzvah
for the people of Israel as a whole, not for
individuals.2’7 Thus, any time there is a
mitzvah for the rabbim, the posek must
consider the larger, philosophic issues of
the people as a whole. And so, Rav Kook
includes his thoughts from his general
world view, and provides -a heter so that

Torah; this will bring the mashiach, “bime-
herah be-yamenu!” T -

i
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'On Hostile Ground: A Brief History of Orthodox/
Non-Orthodox Relations in the United States

BY JEFFREY A. BANDER

There is an old Yiddish saying.
“Though the wolf may change his coat,
he never changes his character.” Much
of what appears as novel in Jewish his- ’
tory is often nothing more than old his-
tory disguised in the clothes of its age.
Today. Jewish periodicals are filled
with pleas for Jewish unity, tolerance
and pluralism. Sensationalist writers
proclaim that a battle for the heart of
American Jewry has begun. Among
community leaders and lay-
~men. the discussion alway
seems o turn to the topic of3
‘who is a Jew.” Partisan}
groups on both sides of th
ritt remonstrate about thes

terrible miscarriages of jus-

tices the other side is perpe- A
trating against them. The!
Orthodox call the Reform
ilegitimate, and the Reform
call the Orthodox fundamen-
talists.

The battle over the
authenticity  of  religious
beliefs dutes back to the bib-
lical story of Korach. Korach was the
first to challenge the ‘“authority,”
Moses™ Torah, which he felt was
inconsistent and irrational. 150 years
ago, 19th century America saw anoth-
er battle in this long war.

19th Century America: A precedent
for hostility

About a year ago, the Agudas
HaRabbonim issued a statement assert-
ing that Reform Judaism is not a valid
expression of Judaism, but rather

another  religion.  The  Agudas
HaRabbonim's controversial  state-

ments attracted media atiention from
Jewish as well as mainstream press; it
made headlines on CNN and other

news networks. The statement was
characterized by both- Reform and

Conservative leaders, as well as by
some moderate Orthodox leaders, as
depraved and antagonistic..

What was fascinating about
this statement was that it contained
absolutely no new information, no
change in stance “or -approach . to
Reform Jews. The Agudas

HaRabbonim had made many similar
statements; in fact, the Agudah itself
was created as a response to Reform.
The organization was established for
the - purpose of “the training of

ordained rabbis, teachers and preach-
ers who have mastered the English lan-
guage and who will be fit to wage
combat against the forces of reform.”
The organization declared that rabbis
from the Jewish Theological Seminary
were not rabbis, and that RIETS was
the only acceptable Rabbinical semi-
nary in America. Thus did Agudas
HaRabbonim declare war on both
Reform and Conservative Judaism.

In 1945, the _ Agudas
HaRabbonim again declared war; this
time, the target was Mordecai Kaplan
and the Reconstructionists. In a series
of speeches which can be described as
infinitely more inflammatory than the
1997 statement, members of the
Agudas Ha-Rabbonim excommunicat-

¢
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ed Kaplan and publicly burned a copy
of his newly issued siddur.

Excommunication had been
used as a weapon in-earlier battles
between the Orthodox and Reform.
Isaac Mayer Wise, father of American
Reform, was excommunicated because
of his Siddur Minhag Israel and his
Reform theology; in fact, many leaders
of the Reform movement were exco-
municated, and many ritual slaughter-
houses were banned. In America, how-
ever, excommunication had few prati-
cal reprecussions.

America has no office
of Chief Rabbi, and the
American government never
interferes in religious matters.
' Unlike 19th century Germany,
iwhere the fledgling Reform

the government, it flourished
P in America. Without govern-
mental intervention, rabbis
who were excommunicated
continued to preach and lead
Ltheir congregations.
Last year, the Chief
~ Rabbi of England was derided
for not attending the funeral of an emi-
nent reform rabbi. Yet, this sort of
behavior seemed to be standard proto-
col both in England and America dur-
ing the heyday of the
Orthodox/Reform conflict. In 1846,
Rabbi Nathan Adler, Chief Rabbi of
England, refused to marry a young
couple because the girl’s father was a
member of the Reform temple.

The aforementioned was not
the only instance in which Rabbi Wise
was to find himself embroiled in bat-
tles with Orthodox proponents. In a
debate with Samuel  Bruel, an
Orthodox community leader from
Cincinnati, Wise taunted him and the
rest of the Orthodox leadership, calling
them “eyeless mules” and “dim-eyed

Y

novemt was suppressed by



“The failures of Israel’s Ne’eman commission is not unique; it
joins a long list of failed attempts.”

dwarves, standing in the narrow hall of
their limited conceptions.” Aside from
constant name-calling and insult hurl-
ing, there was occasional violence. The
riot in the Beth-El synagogue of
Albany on Rosh Hashanah 1850 is but
one example. While preparing to recite
a benediction over the Torah, Rabbi
Wise was punched by.the synagogue’s
Orthodox president, Louis Spanier.

Spanier’s punch precipitated a fight

between Spanier’s supporters and
Wise’s supporters; the fight ended with
police arresting sevéral worshipers and
temporarily closing down the syna-
gogue.

Today, leaders of both the
Orthodox and Reform movements
inject name-calling and inflammatory
statements into Jewish public dis-
course. Recently, Rabbi Bakshi Doron,
Chief Rabbi of Israel, referred to

Reform Jews as “Zimr™ and declared
it assur to save a Reform Jew on
Shabbat. In the Reform camp, Rabbi
Alexander Schindler pronounced that
“where Orthodoxy alone prevails, stale
repression, fossilized tradition and eth-
ical corruption hold sway.” These out-
bursts are the culmination of more than
150 years of rhetoric that has charac-
terized the Reform Orthodox debate.
From Cleveland to Jerusalem
Two weeks ago, ina two-page
spread in the Jewish Week, Rabbi
Emanuel Rackman expounded upon
his halakhic approach to freeing
agunot. The “agunah issue” seems to
be the Achilles’ heel of Orthodoxy, for
it was precisely over that issue that the
fledgling American reformers began
their slow departure from Orthodoxy.
Nineteenth - century America, like
twentieth-century America, saw an
abundance of agunot. The agunah
problem in the 19th century was pri-
marily due, not to recalcitrant hus-
bands, but to geographical concerns.
Women who wanted to perform chal-

itza with brothers-in-law who lived in
Europe often could not, because the
brother-in-law would refuse to travel
to the U.S. to perform the ceremony,
Rabbi Isaac Mayer Wise, along with
Max Lillienthal, a radical reformer,
declared the Halitza ceremony not
binding. Wise was immediately
rebuked and taunted by the Orthodox
community; and for several ‘months, a
debate raged in the pages of The
Israelite, a paper founded by Wise, and
in another paper, The Asmonean. To
settle the issue, Wise called for a con-
ference of rabbis to take place in
Cleveland that would constitute, In
Lilienthal’s words, “The re-establish-
ment of the old Sanhedrin ... by means
of which all religious questions of the
day may and will be resolved to the
entire satisfaction of all who can be
satisfied....”

It was at the Cleveland confer-
ence of 1855 that the battle between
Orthodoxy and Reform first came to a
head. The conference was attended by
Reform clergy -as well as by some
Orthodox clergy, including Isaac
Leeser. Aside from adopting a position
introducing  kiddushin al  tannai,
which, according to Wise and
Lilienthal solved the Agunah problem
for good, Wise proposed to define
American Judaism and to organize a
central religious body which would be
representative of all the major ele-
ments of American Jewry. Leeser and
other leaders soon left the meeting
because they did not trust that a body
led by Wise could be even remotely
Orthodox. Wise’s meeting never suc-
ceeded in uniting the American Jews
under one flag; in fact, it began the
slow creation of an unbridgeable gap
between the Orthodox and Reform.

In 1850, there were over 200
Orthodox congregations in America
and only six Reform ones. The situa-
tion was to be reversed only 30 years
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later, when the US census of T8X0
reported 200 reform congregations and
cight Orthodox ones. The mid- 18007
were 1o be the Jast heyday  for
Amcrican Orthodoxy for almost a cen-
tury. Pespite these figures. Reform
never  triumphed
America.

completely ¢ in
Wise  was  opposed by

American “Enlightened  Orthodoxy;”

The self-proclaimed spokesman for
this ideology was Isaac Leeser. Leeser,
though not ordained, was minister of
the Spanish and Portuguese synagogue
in Philadelphia.

Leeser was a moderate who
wanted American Jews to adopt a dig-
nified, English speaking, “Western”
form of Orthodox Judaism. In religious
affairs he cooperated with Wise and
the Reformers, as long as they did not
go too far in breaking with tradition.

Leeser continually  battled
Wise’s reforms in his newspaper, The
Occident, and in The Jewish Advocate.
In 1867, Leeser founded Maimonides
College, the first seminary to train

*American Rabbis in the United States.

The college soon failed, but Orthodoxy
had at least erected a banner of moder-
ate traditionalism to combat Wise’s
well known intent to establish a semi-
nary for American Judaism.

As time went on, Wise and the
reformers continued to develop their
prayefbook Minhag America, the
American religious rite. The reformer
believed that American Jews were liv-
ing in unprecedented conditions and
were ‘therefore a new. religious phe-
nomenon. This religious phenomenon,
they argued, created the need to adapt
Judaism to- America in conformity with
the Talmud and Jewish thought.
Leeser, along with Rabbis Abraham
Rice, Sabato Morais and Michael
Heilperin, a Jewish intellectual and
editor, continued to assert that ‘being
Jewish” meant belonging to ancient



worldwide tradition, which Jews had
no right to retorm. These men would
not atlow American Jewry to be eative-
ly swept away by the doctrine of
Reform. .
Where Wise had failed in
" Cleveland. he suceeeded in Cincinnatti

in 1873 with the establishment of the

Union of American Hebrew
Congregations (UAHC) - and the

Hebrew Union College. Tts stated pur-

posc was to train native-born

United States. Some time later, in
1889, the organizational structuré of
Reform Judaism would be completed
by the creation of the Central
Conference  of  American  Rabbis
(CCAR). Reform Judaism in America
had consolidated itself into a distinct
group: the rift with the Orthodox was
now complete.

In 1898, a group of Orthodox
rabbis and laymen responded 1o these
developments by establishing  the
Union ot Orthodox Jewish
Congregations. They declared their

_Americans_for the Rabbinate in the

began to take a less vocal stancee, When
Eastern Boropean inmmigrants from
Nazi Germany began to arrive in
Americi, once again burgeoning the
fanks of Orthodoxy, the traditionalists
once again felt secure in attacking
Reform. This renewed  assertiveness
wits demonstrated in the aloremen-
tioned burning of Mordecai Kaplan's
Reconstructionist siddur in 1945, In a

widely reported edict issued in l‘)56,_>’_

eleven Orthodox rabbis issued a ban
for Orthodox groups to participate in
any rabbinic organizations that’ con-
taired non-Orthodox Rabbis. Other
bans soon followed, including ones
prohibiting prayer in non-Orthodox
synagogues and the general use of
Reform or Conservative synagogues.
In a direct attack against the Reform
and Conservative movements, Rabbi
Moshe Feinstein declared Reform and
Conservative Jews pasul le-eidit. The
ruling meant that alt religious docu-
ments such as girtin and ketubot that
were administered by non-Orthodox
clergy were invalid. Orthodox rabbis

six years until it was disbanded when
the Reform aceepted the idea of patri-
lineal descent, in effect eliminating all
common ground between the groups.
Judging by the response of the
Orthodox to the “Denver experiment,”
future similar compromises seem even
less likely.
The
experiment was not the first time that a
pluralistic  attempt  had faifed in
America. In 1953, the Conservative
and Orthodox were on the verge of
passing a bill that would help alleviate
the agunah issue. The “Lieberman
Clause,” as it came to be known, was
rooted in halakhah; and for some time
it enjoyed the support of Rabbi Joseph
Ber Soloveitchik. However, at the last
minute the Rav pulled his support and

failure ol the Denver

the Orthodox did not recognize the

clause.

Historically, the  conflict
between tradition and non-tradition has
been Llnfriend“ly at best and violent at
worst; there has never been a time in

goul o be the advancement of “rab-
binical. traditional and historic
Judaism.” To ceunter Reform. they
reaffirmed their belief.in divine revela-
tion and ceremonial law. They empha-
sized their cgmmitmcnt to “the author-
itative interpretations of our rabbis as
contained in the Talmud and codes and
the Maimonidean Thirteen Principles.”
The delegates rebuffed Reform by
affirming their belief in mikvah, teviluh
and in the coming of Messiah. In a
clear response to the Pittsburgh plat-
form, they declared “we are a nation,
though temporarily we are without a
national home.” This was in contrast
with the reformers who, in 1856 in
- Columbus, Ohio affirmed that “we
consider ourselves no longer a nation
but a religious group and therefore
expect neither a return to Palestine nor
sacrificial worship....”

With the marginalization of
Orthodoxy in the years following the
Pittsburgh platform and the dwindling
number of Orthodox congregations
throughout the country, Orthodoxy

no longer referred to their less tradi-
tional counterparts as rabbis, fearing
that it might lend legitimacy to their

movements. Rabbi Ralph Pelcovitz-

explained that “by submerging our-
selves, we lose our identity; we sacri-
fice our unique voice, we forfeit our
opportunity to project our view-
point....”

Leaders today constantly call
for cooperation between the Orthodox
and non-Orthodox, particularly in mat-
ters relating to “Who is a Jew,” and
matters of marriage or divorce. The
failures of Israel’s Ne’eman commis-
sion is not unique; it joins a long list of
tailed attempts.

The most notable attempt at a
compromise was the creation of the
Denver Beth Din in the 1970%.
Reform, Conservative and Orthodox
rabbis formed a Rabbinic court to
oversee conversions; the purpose of
the pluralistic Beth Din was to avoid a
situation in which rabbis in Denver did
not recognize each others’ converts to
Judaism. The Beth Din functioned for
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our long tumultuous relationship when
the circumstances allowed coopera-
tion. There is no simple solution for
“bridging the gap;” The
Orthodox/Reform split won’t  be
solved by a commission or a joint Beth
Din, but rather by the only force pow-
erful enough to do so, the force of his-
tory; We, as Orthodox Jews, believe
that history will declare us the victor
this long, protracted battle.
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WHO WAS MOSES MENDELSSOHN?

BY SHANON KLEINMAN

When reviewing the biographics
of the many individuals that have shaped
modern Jewish history, a person would be
hard-pressed to find a figure more contro-
versial than Moses Mendelssohn, founder
of the Haskalah, the Jewish enlightenment
movement. Although nowadays this group
generally consists of the Reform compo-
nent  of  the Jewish  community,
Mendelssohn himself was a practicing
Orthodox Jew his entire life. This paradox
effuses a glaring quandary. How could-an
individual who conformed to the ancient
ntuals of Judaism leading back to the time
of Moses be considered the leader of a
movement dedicated to the doctoring of
the Jewish religion to fit the times?
Unfortunately, this dilemma, having no

inherent solution, has spawned a fiery .

debate amongst Jewish historians. Who
was Moses Mendelssohn? What -was- his
philosophy regarding Judaism in the mod-
-ern era? Why was he considered to be the
leader of Haskalah? In addition to the
questions - of Mendelssohn’s  personal
beliefs, it is also worthwhile to explore the
dichotomy that cxists amongst historians
as to how Mendelssohn is viewed in
Jewish history.  Moses Mendelssohn had
%ﬁ%&ﬂg—dﬂd—é@l@?ﬁﬂi—p@%ﬂ&hty, he
was a man with special talents and unique
diversity. He was born on September 6,
1729, in Dessau, the capital of the German
State of Anhalt, to a poor, yet learned, fam-
ily. As a teenager, he attended a yeshiva in
Berlin headed by the former rabbi of
Dessau and soon became a promising
scholar of Talmud and Rabbinics. His eco-
nomic situation was like that of all the
other yeshiva students in his time; he pro-
vided sustenance for -himself through a
conjunction of free meals from neighbor-
hood families and odd tutoring jobs.
During these years, after develop-
ing proficiency in the traditional Jewish
studies, Mendelssohn extended himself to
various secular subjects including lan-
guages, mathematics, logic and philoso-
phy. He excelled.in all these, mostly due to
hard work and intellectual prowess, under
the tutelage of devoted friends. Eventually
he acquired such a breadth of knowledge
in these fields that he developed a very
prestigious reputation as a prominent
scholar of philosophy. As Jospe writes,
“He used the German Language with such
lucidity and elegance that he became a
leading figure in German literalry criticism
and the philosophy of his time.”” He wrote
important philosophical works such as. the
Philosophical  Dialogues (1754) and
Letters on the Sensations (1755) and trans-
lated various philosophical books and
essays into German. One of his most strik-
ing accomplishments was his capturing of

first prize in an essay competition of the
Berlin Reyal Academy of the Sciences,
with  his  Treatise on Certainty’  in
Metaphysical philosophy. Immanuel Kant
took second place. Being an observant
Jew, he also applied his knowledge of phi-
losophy to the realm of Judaism, com-
menting on specific works by Jewish
philosophers like Maimonides and Judah
Halevi and writing books such as
Jerusalem.

Regardless, Moses Mendelssohn
wasn't the first to blaze the path of the Jew
into the secular world, Long before his
time, individual Jews—physicians, scien-
tists, writers and musicians—had played
distinguished roles in the general European
culture. Jewish diplomats and financiers
enjoyed prestige and power in the public
life of England, France, and Holland. The
most notable of these figures, the “Court
Jew,” was appointed by the leaders of spe-
cific countries to aid them in matters per-
taining to the- establishing of internal eco-
nomic policy, international trade, and gen-
eral legislation. Mendelssohn’s signifi-
cance in modern Jewish history is not
based on the fact that he melded with the
world outside the walls of the traditional
Jewish ghetto per se, but rather in the man-
ner in which he went about doing so.

One ‘scholar describes this man-
ner as such:

Mendelssohn was the first to
make a deliberate effort not merely
to acquire European culture for
himself but to use his influence to
bring modern culture to his fellow
Jews and, speaking publicly as a
Jew to the non-Jewish world to
demand respect for his people’s
faith and human rights. A new
;,p()(,))] in Jewish history begins with
him. =~

Before Mendelssohn, the Jew,
due to the remnants of anti-Semitism that
existed in Europe from previous eras, had
been an outsider; at best, he was a passive
observer and was generally uninvolved as
far as the culture of the world was con-
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cerned. Mendelssohn was the first modern

Jew 1o be an active participant in that
world and o formative influence in that
culture. Although the emancipation of the
Jews was not the achicvement of any one
particular individual, Mendelssohn was a
key figure in the struggle 1o remove the
cultural and social barriers dividing the
Jew and the non-Jewish world,

It s based on the fuct that
Mendelssohn led both i secalar and Jewish
traditional life that o controversy exists
amongst scholars as 1o his place in Jewish
history. Was he the model of what nowa-
days would be considered the apex of
Modern Orthodox Judaism——the ability to
synthesize two seemingly irreconcilable
worlds? Or was his agenda to create a new
brand of Judaism, one that enables the
metamorphosis of Jewish law to take place
with the changing of modern society?

In what was the first book-length
biography of Moses Mendelssohn, Isaac
Euchel took the position of the former. He
called Mendelssohn *singular in his gener-
ation, unique in his nation.” Furthermore,
he said that Mendelssohn should be an
example for all Jews, “his life should hgg
our standard, his teaching our lléh[
Stmilarly, although more reserved in his
praise, Meyer Kayserling, an author-biog-
rapher said that Mendelssohn, as “a sincere
religious Jew and a German writer” was “a
noble model for posterity.”

: The other interpretation sees the
two faces of Mendelssohn as coming into

‘conflict with each other, branding him the

leader of Jewish assimilation and denation-
alization. The German poet Heinrich
Heine saw Mendelssohn as “the reformer
of the Jews”™ who * ov«,rturn%d the Talmud
as Luther had the Papacy.”™ In the same

vein, the nineteenth-century German
Jewish theologian, Solomon Ludwig
Steinheim (1789 1866) wrote |, that

Mendelssohn was “a he%then in his brain
and a Jew in his body.”® Others, such as
Peretz Smolenskin, a nineteenth-century
Hebrew publicist, point to Mendelssohn’s
own family as a microcosm of the way his
views may have influenced the modern
Jew. “R. Moshe ben Menahem held to the
view of the love of all humanity, and his

‘household and friends followed him. But

where did it lead to? Almost all of them
converted.”’ Indeed. within two genera-
tions, not one member of Moses

Mendelssohn’s family was unobservant of
Jewish law, and many married outside
Judaism.

While it is certainly possible that
Mendelssohn was a reformer of Judaism at
heart with a manifesto to “modernize”
Jews, one wonders whether he, being
Orthodox, really had this in mind.-Perhaps
the fact that most of Mendelssohn's fol-
lowers became entrenched in a secular



realm of thought can be attributed more to
the times — he lived in the time of the
entightenment rather  than o
Mendelssohn himsel!.

The best definition of the enlight-
enment was probably given by hnmanuct
Kant with the Latin maxim “sapere aude”
or “dare o use your reason’

I Enlightenment iy man’s release
from  self-incurred  tutelage.
Tutelage is man’s inability o
make use of his capacity 1o use rea-
son without outside direction. Self-
incurred is this tutelage when it is
caused not by inability (to employ
our faculty to use our reason) but
by u lack of resolution and of
courage (o use it without outside
direction. Supere aude! Have the
Courage 1o Use your Own reason —
that iy, the motto of the enlighten-
ment.*

The enlightenment, as one can
see. encouraged man to trust his own intel-
lect in deciding how he should live his life.
With people adhering to this dogma, it is
not hard o see why the Catholic Church
and religion in general, had much of their
power and influence sapped during this
era. In its place moved a natural religion
based on the search for self-fulfillment
achieved g appinessof-tndtvi
uals. This was to theoretically be brought
about through acts of kindness and mutual
assistance. -

This philosophy attracted a large
number of people and specifically young
Jews, because of its proclamation of the
equality of all people. The average Jew,
having been oppressed and discriminated
against for his entire life, was more than
" happy to leave the ghetto to join the crowd.
However. in order to accomplish this, he
had to forsake the practice of his daily rit-
uals and observances that were inconve-
nient and that set him apart from his fellow
man. It was, therefore, inevitable that he
would begin to question the value and
meaningfulness of traditional Judaism. If
the world refused to accept the Jew, could
it be that he himself was at fault? As long
as he maintained the practice of the tradi-
tional Jewish rituals, which, in effect, set
him apart from the gentile, did the Jew
have the right to expect full acceptance?
These questions weighed heavily on the
skullcap-covered heads of the religious
Jew. "A number of Jews felt they had to
“modernize” Judaism by discarding the
ideas and life style that separated them
from their environment, or even forsake
Judaism altogether, so that they could no
longer be dé)xtinguishcd from their gentile
neighbors,”™

However, not all facets of the
enlightenment were the antithesis of reli-
gion. Many representatives of the clergy

and rabbinate welcomed the new science
aned philosophy as a means to rejuvenate

faith. The Haskalah was the Jewish version

of this “religious enlightenment” and

Moses Mendelssohn was its primary repre-
sentative.

According (o some, the Haskalah
was originally a movement dedicated to
“correcting the historical anomaly of a
Judaism out of touch with central aspects
of its textual hj'rgmgc as well as with the
larger culture.” O This did not mean that
the reformation of the religion was in
order. but rather that it needed to get back
{o-its roots. Throughout most of the Middle
Ages in Europe. and especially during

“periods of high tolerance of Judaism, Jews

had sustained a balanced view of their own
textual heritage as well as a healthy inter-
action with their surrounding cultures. In
the post-Reformation period. however.
Ashkenazic Jewry had increasingly isolat-
ed itself form its surroundings and concen-
trated their efforts mainly on the study of
Talmud. In this, the community’s interac-
tion with the outside world, its study of
Kabbalah. Bible. Hebrew and Jewish phi-
losophy greatly diminished. This phenom-
enon is one that the Haskalah movement
had hoped to offset. It was only after
Mendelssohn that the platform of the
Haskalah became the reformation of
bers assimilated. The original Haskalah is
best represented by Moses Mendelssohn’s
philosophy.

It has been said that Mendelssohn
relied on what some call the “Andalusian”
tradition in medieval Jewish thought,
based on a flexible approach to Judaism.
Its defining characteristic was that obser-
vance and piety were held above philoso-
phy. As one scholar put it: “it reluses to
admit a contemplative educational ideal
that promotes search for ultimate truths or
secret knowledge.”'! By limiting the
reach of human knowledge, the
Andalusian tradition established bound-
aries regarding Rationalism yet did- not
reject rationalism outright. instead, it was
devoted to observance of religion through
a broad curriculum including Philosophy,
Bible, Hebrew and Talmud.

While this school of thought
might most closely reflect that of
Maimonides, who wrote the famous philo-
sophical work The Guide For the
Perplexed, Mendelssohn was not a
Maimonidean. “Mendelssohn had detailed
knowledge of Maimonides™ work and bor-
rowed freely tfrom it. Yet, on the most fun-
damental issues Mendelssohn differed
with him.”" "= One such fundamental issue
was with regards to a "Ger Toshav.,” a gen-
tile .who gains a portion in the world to
come if he agrees to adhere to the * the
seven Noahite laws.”
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Mendelssohn felt that all Jaws in
the Torah were considered to be divine feg-
islation revealed by Moses at Sinat. Since
we cannot (athom the completeness rof
God’s reason. there are some laws whose
reason for existence ts unable to be demon-
strated by reason. These laws, he claimed,
were completely Jewish in their essence.
Other laws, which could be explained by
reason, he considered 1o be natural laws or
redemptive truths to which the eatire world
was required to adhere. Granted this, if a
gentile agreed to adhere 0 “the seven
Noahite laws,” but refused to admit that
these laws were divine legislation given by
Moses at Sinai, he would. nonetheless
attain ‘the status of “Ger Toshav.” This
view contradicts that of Maimonides, who
displays ne concept of “natural laws” in
his works. According to Maimonides, a
gentile cannot attain the status of “Ger
Toshav” unless he admits that “the seven
Noahite laws” constitute a part of the
divine legislation.

Mendelssohn’s “natural law theo-
ry” is a prime example of Mendelssohn’s
philosophy——the application of  rational
thought to Jewish law while at the same
time remaining within “traditional” con-
fines. This further reflects his lifestyle—he
lived in a modern secular world yet
remained a devout Orthodox Jew.
owever, while this may seem
admirable to some, Moses Mendelssohn
will always havescritics who attack his
motives, lifestyle, and philosophy. Allan
Arkush, a contemporary Mendelssohn
biographer claims that Mendelssohn was a
Reform Jew, or heretic, at heart, and
tetained his orthodoxy merely for cosmet-
ic purposes. This was necessary, according
to Arkush, in order for Mendelssohn to
have any hope of success in propagating a
version of Judaism. suitable to modern
times. Arkush states: “While posing as
someone who sought to restore ancient
original Judaism, he was, in reality trying
to fashion a Judaism unlike any had ever
seen before.... Mendelssohn strove, above
all, to modify the scriptural religion to
which he owed allegiance so that it could
serve as a civil religion.”l3 Arkush, like
many, felt that Mendelssohn, as feader of
the Haskalah movement, was hell-bent on
the reformation of Judaism to fit the times
— the only reason for retaining his prac-
tices was so that Torah-true Jews might
heed his words of reform. )

Still, there are others who valiant-
ly defend Mendelssohn and point instead
to the era in which he lived as the basis for
his children’s and many of his followers’
disparaging from Judaism. They also
explain that Mendelssohn was hailed as the
leader of the Haskalah, a movement syn-
onymous with the changing of Jewish law,
at a time when its platform was different
than that of today. In general, they felt he




wis misunderstood. " Mendelssolin™s othe
face resulted from the deotpration of his
lite and the novel means he employed, o
critical view that made Mendelssohn the
symbol for everything thought to be amiss
with Judaism and the Jews. ™1

In the book “A World of Ideas.”
Lee AL Jacobus writes about another
prominent figure named Charles Darwin
whose persona, similarly o
Mendelssohn’s, is historically viewed as
controversial. ' Darwin’s theory of evolu-
tion, which states that nature operales on
the principle of “the survival of the fittest,”
was seen as an attack on retigious theology
in its time. However, in all tikelihood, it is
doubtful that Darwin meant to revolution-
ize religion when he proposed his theory,
for Darwin was not a heretic; he was
trained as a minister and possessed a deep
knowledge of Bible.

By the same token, it is doubtful

that Moses Mendelssohn meant for himself

to be seen as the leader of a movement
dedicated to changing Judaism, for he him-
self was an Orthodox Jew. At best, the fact
that he is viewed as its propagator nowa-
days can be seen as incidental. His true
goal was to connect the Jew with the world
outside the ghetto walls. He did this
through leading by example — flourishing
in a secular society, yet still following in
the footsteps  of  his . forefathers.
Nonetheless, Mendelssohn’s rapport and

———success regarding his secutarenvironment

will always prompt people to ask whether

Moses Mendelssohn was, indeed, a heretic

or believer? 1H
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of principles, Maimonides seemns to have added a
short chlananqn about his omission of creation in
time. Albo’s point here, it seems, is_that even if
Maimonides accepts the doctrine of creation in
time, his not counting it as a principle might quali-
fy as heresy. :

9 Even with re%ard to the kofer be-mezid, who
rejects an ikkar he knows Judaism. holds true, the
question df responsibility remains relevant. Let us
consider, for e)gamjple, a Jew who discovers at age
thirty that he 15 Jewish. Deeply curious but not
blindly accepting of Judaism, e seeks his new-
found faith and its doctrines. If he rejects a given
ikkar, such a person might be considéred mezid in
the sense that he knows Judaism ¢§pquses the ikkar
he rejects; on the other hand, he did his best to eval-
uate the truth of his religion and found it wanting.
What more can be asked of him? {The same ues-
tion could be posed about any Jew, even one who is
aware afl his life of his Jewishness and who
observes all of the commandments, but who, when
he undertakes to examine his beliefs, discovers that
they differ from those of his life-long reli %;()n.] This
scenario raises the age-old question of whether
there is free choice in belief, a_question medieval
authorities debate ferociously. If one can choose to
agcept a belief-or reject it; he can be held as respon-
sible for his beliefs“as he could be held responsible
to eat kosher or keep Shabbat. If one cannot choose
beliefs, however, there is no longer any necessary
connection betweerr the sinful act and niezid’s usual
companion, evil. See Kellner, Dogma, esp.. pp.
127-135. Maimonides, .it should be noted, offers

in beliefs. .

The question of free choice in belief comes up not
only with regard to responsibility for heresy, but
also in the discussion (inCluding chiefly
Maimonides and Crescas) over whether belief in
God can be a religious obligation (mitzvah), since it
would appear reasonable to assume that one cannot
be commanded to obey a norm unless one has free
choice in the matter.

10 Within the catggory of shogeg as well, one might
draw a further distinction between 1) one who
accepts in theory whatever Judaism demands he
believe, but who'in practice errs in his understand-
ing of what this includes, and 2) one who etrs in his
beliefs but who-does not share the first thinker’s
overarching acceptance of the Jewish creed. On one
hand, this second thinker avoids blatant, knowing
rejection of Judaism’s principles (avoidin: being
classed as mezid); on the other hand, he does not
begin his search fqr principles from a position of
fundamental commitment to Judaism, ’
11 Not only famous, but also the first such enumer-
ation “of Jewish beliefs. For speculation on why
Jewish thinkers before Maimomdes largely ignored
the issue of dogma, see Kellner, Dogma, pp. 1-9.
12 In Hilkhot Rotze’ah U-Shemirat Ha-Nefesh
&,aws of the Murderer and of Preserving Life) 4:1
aimonides * codifies the. obligation to kill
heretics: “If one has the g()wcr to kifl them in pub-
lic with a sword, one should; if not, one should
find indirect ways to cause their death,...”
13 In Hilkhot Avel 1:10, Maimonides rules that
close relatives of heretics must celebrate the death
of the heretic rather than engaging in the normal
(and halakhically mandated) process of avelut,
mourning. The same verse— Do I not hate those
who hate You, O Lord?’—is adduced as support.
14 Twersky, Isadore, Rabad of Posquieres, rev.
edn. Jewish Publication Society: Philadelphia,

4]

several indications that he holds there is free choice )

19K po A

15 Murmomdes. Mushuel Torab, Seter b Madda
[Book of Knowledpel, ed and trans,. Moses
Hyamson. Peldheim: New York (974, %4

16 Rabbi Avrahium 1bn Daud. ¢ 3125 1198,
i(7){iilkhm Avodat Kokhavim (Laws of Idolatry;

18 Hilkhot Mamrim (Laws of Rebels) 3:2.

19 In his work on ikkaret emunah, Rosh Amanab,
Abriavanel offers a different explanation for
Maimonides” hard-line stand on” unintentional
heresy: Abravanel asserts that believing incorrect
dogma is for the soul like cating arsenic would be
for the budy. One might eat poison thinking it was
food, but one would die just the same. Without the
correct beliefs, the soul simply perishes and does
RO SUTVIVE 1o pass to the afterdife.

20 See below, where  we  shall  discuss
Maimonides™ refatively  gentle  treatment  of
Karaites misled by their parents.

21 The words “at certain times™ add 1o the impres-
sion that Maimonides befieves that the need for
damage control is to be evaluated in each case, and
is not necessarily a reflexive response to uninten-
tional heresy. ’
22 Put slightly differently: Just as Maimonides
would say thal when the Bible describes God as
k)vmé, hating, joyful or angry, the true sense is
that God behaves as one would who loved, hated,
felt joy or anger, in a similar sense. when the Bibl¢
describes idolaters as haters and enemies of God
the true sense is that they behave as enemies of
God would—although they do so quite uninten-
tionally—because their worship of idols as His
representatives misleads the masses into believing
that there is no God but the idol.

23 Paraphrasing the text of the thirteen attributes
of divine mercy.

24 Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed,
trans. Shlomo Pines. University of Chicago Press:
Chicago, 1963, 1:54, pp. l26~%

25 Maimonides specifies that he refers only to idol
worshippers who believe in God and worship idols
as His agents, or who believe that the idols have
some power but are not gods themselves.

26 It is ironic that Maimonides, who goes to such
great lengths in the Guide to explain that all
anthropomorphism in Tanakh is not literal, him-
self employs anthropomorphism in the Guide to
make.a point (in this case, to deliver a warning)
more strongly.

27 B.T. Hullin 13a.

28 See also Maimonides’ Perush Ha-Mishnah to
Hullin ch. 1. cited by Lamm, “Loving and
Hating,” pp. 112-3. )

29 In his responsa (#264), Maimonides further
accents the need for damage control: Heretics who
repent of their heresy are not accepted by the -
Jewish community, and are to be eyed with con-
tinued suspicion, for fear that the appearance of
repentance masks the heretic’s intention to fool the
community, and, presumably, subvert it.

30 Translation of Ohev Mishpat, (Venice, 1390, .
repr.: Tel Aviv, Zion, 1971), chapter 9 (p. 14b),
corrected by Kellner according to manuscripts and
translated by him in Principles of Faith, p. 23. I
have corrected one inaccuracy in Kellner's trans-
lation; which led him to believe that Duran excus-
es inadvertent denial of the })rinciples themselves.
The accurate translation of the text shows that
Duran excuses only the denial of a “se’if,” a
“branch,” i.e., a detail of one of the principles. See
following footnote.

31 This admittedly fine distinction between
“roots” (“tkkarim”) and “branches” is supported
by Duran’s own distinction between them in his
Magen Avot (Leghorn [Livorng], 1785, repr.:
Jerusalem. Makor, n.d.), p. 2b; more to the point,
Duran explicitly distinguishes between denial of a
“root” and a “branch™ In the very exposition from
which the citation above is taken. In explaining
why the Sages of the Talmud did not condemn
Rabbi Hilief who claimed that Hizkiyyahu was
the messiah and that no future messiah was to be
expected:

Even though the Sages condemned him
for his statement and revealed his error. they did

(continued on page 34)



A Rose By Any Other Name:
Ha-Mekhaneh Shem Ra le-Chaveiro

excerpted from his forthcoming

The civil vodes that exist and
have existed throughout world history are
centered largely on rectifying damage
inflictéd -upon person-or propetty. Verbal
offenses are often included. to the extent
that they carry a broader impact. such as
libel and defamation of character. It is
assumed, however, that the spoken word.
to the extent to which it is contained at
that, is beyond legal redress. “Sticks and
stones may break my boues, but words
will never hurt me.” goes the adage. and
the law generally shares this indifference.
The right to be referred to in casual con-
versation as one wishes is therefore not a
right actionable in court or even recog-
nized in constitutions. This is yet another
area, then. in which Torah laws transcend
those of society at large. “Three descend to
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two disparate eclements present in the dis-
tortion, or complete fabrication, of an indi-
vidual's nomenclature. The - aspect of
humiliation is self-evident. and is treated
as such in the Talmud. Addressed in a
manner beneath his dignity, the recipient
of such name-calling is subject to a pro-

“found degradation. As such, the extensive

body of ethical and legal literature govern-
ing the embarrassment of others steps back
not an inch in encountering this behavior.,
Nevertheless, the offense does
not end there. as is clear from the Talmud’s
delineation: the singling out of this trans-
gression from the latter category of humil-
iation is to instruct on this element.
Beyond embarrassment, a further level of
emotional violation is present. One’s name
is his connection to his sense of identity, to

£ hi
his—awarcness—otsowh existenceas-an

at these two prohibitions are reflective of

“The Rieht and the Good: Halakhah and Interpersonal Relations™

tent
with those designed to humiliate. The sec-
ond definition, however, is not inherently
pejorative: “shem tafel”, a secondary

name. Whether the quality of being sec-f-.

ondary, while not necessarily being insult-
ing. is enough to forbid the-name is as stat-
ed the topic of some discussion.
Nonetheless, it should be noted
from the outset that the Talmud does use
the adjective “ra,” bad, in formulating the
prohibition. Thus, the basis to question this
ingredient deserves some analysis. At first
glance, it might relate to the reality that the
offensiveness of any name is subjective;
what might be intended as affectionate
may be received as a verbal assault. This
reasoning is present in the writings of R.
Shraga Feivel Shneebalg, to an additional
degree. He considers the possibility of a
name acceptable to.its subject, but.consid:

Talmud. and concluding the list, after the
adulterer and he who humiliates others in
public: “one who, creates a derogatory
nickname for his fellow.”
The Talmud continues to note
that the second category, humiliating oth-
ers, would seem to include the third;
addressing others in an insulting manner
would apparently be a detail of the broad-
er category of embarrassing another. To
this, the distinction is offered, “even
though he has become used to the name.”
Rashi adds, “He has already become
accustomed to that that they refer to him as
such. and his face is not whitened,
nonetheless he intends to humiliate him.”
Some suggest that the latter detail comes
to indicate that there is no ditference
between one who creates the sobriquet and
one who perpetuates its usage.” R. Yisrael
Yoset Rappaport”™ suggests that the severi-
ty of the second instance is due to the neg-
ative intent, regardless of the result.5 Thus
there emerges a dually tiered prohibition in
regards to creating a new name for anoth-
er. To the extent that he bears humiliation,
that larger transgression is certainly violat-
ed; and further, even once the burning
embarrassment that accompanies the ini-
tial labeling is passed, a separate prohibi-
tion remains operative.

It might be possible to suggest

independent individual. Indeed, the rab-
binical sages considered names to be
deeply indicative of one’s inner character;
R. Meir gleaned information about those
he met from the meanings of their names
and R. Yose suffered for failing to do this.6

In a less spiritual sense, the name serves to

identify to the individual himself his very
essence. To be deprived of this name is to
become disenfranchised from the reality of
being a unique creation; it is to stand bereft
of any evidence of individuality. The
resulting alienation is profound; it clearly
impacts differently than humiliation in
other forms, yet apparently in as devastat-
ing a manner. The fact that the initial sense
of embarrassment has abated is thus incon-
sequential, and a degradation all its own
remains.

It is perhaps for this reason that
the halakhic authorities found it necessary
to give serious attention to the question of
whether even a neutral, or possibly a
laudatory, designation is also to be out-
lawed. In fact, the very word used
Talmudically to indicate a nickname,
kini, contains an interpretational ambigu-
ity. Tosuafor® offer two possible definitions
of the term, similar sounding words that
result from variant texts. The first text pro-
vides “shem shafel”, that is, a "low” name,
one bereft of dignity and respect, consis-

“in this area.

ered shghtmg by the general populace.

His inclination is toward stringency,
apparently feeling that the reality of the
degradation that ensues transcends the vic-
tim’s reduced appreciation of the potennal

However, there exists another
aspect to the non-judgmental nickname, in
line with that stated above. The loss of
identity that accompanies the deprivation
of one’s given nomenclature does not dis-
tinguish between artificial names that are
endearing and those that are contemptu-
ous. Thus, it might be suggested that even
innocent nicknames are to be restricted, as
the focus is not as much on the acceptabil-
ity of the new designation as it is on the
abandonment of the original one.
Toxafml considers it an appropriate
expression of extra piety to avoid even
innocuous nicknames; possibly following
this reasoning, as R: Moshe Troyesh com-
ments!!, “additional affection is displayed
when using the actual name.” Additionally
he suggests that R. Zeira, who attributed
his long life to this stringency, was con-
cerned that the usage of any artificial name
could result in a derogatory one being tol-
crated. The Meiri 12 probably goes the far-
thest, in that he interprets the Talmud’s
condemnation of nicknames to extend
even when the subject has no objection.

’
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Alternatively, the grounds to be
lenient are also significant; a pame that is
not hurtful to its designee may become a
welcome aspect of his dignity, and a refer-
ence as such becomes not significantly dif-
ferent from the utilization of the name
given in infancy. Indeed, the adjective of
“bad” is adopted in the phrasing of the
Shulchan Arukh,'3 as it is in the Talmud.
As such, Rashi 14 goes not seem to be con-
cerned at all by nonoffensive nick-
names, 19 although the words of the
Rambam 10 are inconclusive. This posi-
tion explains the apparent” usage of such

“|terms in various places in the Talmud. 17,

., R. Ya’akov Davidson!® offers a
parallel from another area of halakhah to
display the severity attached to-a derogato-
ry appellation. Both a bathhouse and &
lavatory may not be prayed in. However, a
bathhouse that has not yet been used for
that purpose, merely designated as such,
does not yet attain this status.' 7 This is not
the case, however, with the lavatory; mere-
ly labeling a room as such renders it unfit
for prayer.2 R. Yisrael Meir Kagan21
explaing the distinction, based on the
Talmud?2 . as stemming from the fact that
the lavatory is more distasteful. This
reflects an unfortunate reality; the. more

i st to; ater-ease
with which it attaches itself to its target.
The same is certainly true of people.

R. Aharon David Grossman?-
discusses the tendency of Rashi to be
lenient on this point, as indicated above by
his language, nitkavein lihakhlimo, ‘“he
intended to humiliate him”. The implica-
tion is that not only is a benign nickname
permissible, but that the operative factor is
the intent of the user, and therefore even a
name with negative possibilities may not
be out of the question if the intentions are
innocént. This is evidenced by Rashi’s
position elsewhere, in commenting on the
Talmud’s identification of R. Yose as
“hachorem.” To the authors. of
Tosaforzs, wary-of any nickname, this had
to be a reference to the city that he came
from. To Rashi, however, the term indi-
cates “sunken nostrils”, as defined else-
where in the Talmud.20 The lack of offen-
sive intent apparently renders such a des-
ignation acceptable. Support for such rea-
soning can_also be found in the Shittah
Mekubetzet27, where the definition of the
commonly used term “shinina” is given as
“having big teeth” 28 However, the latter
may be more consistent with good
health,2 and thus distinguished from
Rashi’s “hachorem.” Thus, the element of
intent is crucial.

This is taken up similarly by R.

Yoset Chaim thn llliyz%u‘ the Ben Ish
Chai, in his responsa”™ He concludes
simply, that “the matter is judged accord-
ing to the time and the era, and according
to the feelings of the people, and if th(,%i{
practice is to take offense at this or not”.-

The responsum deals with a case similar to
that of “hachorem”, and thus it is surpris-
ing that the Ben Ish Chai does not adduce
that Talmudic text as a proof. R. Grossman
suggests therefore that the case in the
Talmud involved using the name as identi-
fication when the subject is not present,
and thus is of limited relevance to the Ben
Ish Chai ‘s analysis which concerns

“addressing the individual in this manner,

Thus, it is possible that the following for-
mulation is appropriate: in the individual’s
presence, the most significant concern is
the subject’s sensitivity to the name, as the
Ben-Ish Chai writes; and for third-person
references, the central issues are the inher-
ent nature of the name and the intent of the
user, as Rashi ir% icates. Along these lines,
R. Moshe Drei”“ is lenient concerning a
name used in jest, that the subject does not
object to, providing also it is not used reg-
ularly. R. Troyesh observes, from the fact
that humiliation was considered by the
Talmud to be an integral part of this trans-
gression, that the primary evil is in using
the name in the individual’s pr%?ence.
However, it seems from Tosafor” that
even references 'in the absence of the
designee pose a problem.

The issue of identification is cen-
tral to the dnalysis of R. Avraham
Binyamin Silverberg”™. He deals with a
situation in which one’s name is insuffi-
cient to distinguish him from confusion
with others, and therefore his acquain-
tances wish to attach a physically descrip-
tive, but not derogatory, lern% 0 his name.
He adduces midrashic proof-- to his cop
clusion that this is certainly permissible.-

Further, a distinction might be
drawn between names that are neutral and
those that are complimenga}y. Of the latter,
the authors of the Tosafor”/ felt that lauda-
tory names are permissible, concluding as
such that it is acceptable to refer to an indi-
vidual using only the name of his family.
R. Grossman adds, however, that in mod-
ern society, to do so without some kind of
title is often considered disrespectful. T?és
is already hinted to in the Midrash”®-
where it is related that King David felt
humiliated that he was referred to as “Son
of Yishai” rather than by his given name.

The sensitivities that lie within
the human being are multileveled and
beyond the range of the easily perceptible.
The boundaries set by the halakhic author-
ities to the creation of nicknames necessi-
tate that a thorough attempt to grasp the
depths of these sensitivities precede the
utilization of these appellations. Absent
such analysis, this behavior is fraught with
interpersonal risk of the first order. TH

- 21 Mishnah Berurah 84:2.

NOTES:
b Bava Metzia 584

2 The phrase used, dush bel, o defined, s another
context, by the Shat Terumat Haleshen (8255 45 hay
ing endured a thirty-day period: sce Shulchan Arukh,
Orach Chaim 12530 and Orach Meisharim 5:6.

3 See, for cxample. R Youef
Ha'Teshuvah, Hilkhot Teshuvah 314
VTeshuvat HaShanah, Hitkbot Teshavab 3014

See also Ro Avraham Erfanger. Birkat Aveahan,
Bava Metzia S8b
6 Yorma 83h,
T R David Bleich, wmoan article i the jourid
Habarone 35:1400 sugpests somewhat diffarently,
that beyond the aspect of hwniliation is the clement
of the user relating to the subject with an attitlede of]
disrespect, a transgression regardless of the subject’s
reaction. Similarly. see R. David Rosenthal: Divrei
Yosher to Pirkel Avot 3:11.
& Nedarim 2a, s.v. kol kinuyyet,
9 Shut Shraga HaMeir 6:6:2.
10 Megilah 27b, s.v. v’io. The Tosafot are coming to
explain why R. Zakkai attributed his long fife to not
using nicknames, when this s apparently required
behavior anyway. R. Moshe Mordechai Shteger,
Bearot Mayim to Megilah, suggests he was careful
even when not in the presence of the subject: note the
discussion below.
H Orach Meisharim 5:6.
12 Bava Metzia 58b.
13 Choshen Mishpat 228:5.
14 See Kesset Mishneh, Hilkhot Teshuvah 3:14 |
15 See also R. Moshe Rosmarin, D'var Moshe o
Pirker Avot | ch. 3 #154.
16 Mishneh Torah, Hilkhot Deiot 6:8: Hilkhot
Teshuvah 3: 14, See Orach Meisharim and R.
Menachem Krakowski, Avodat Melekh.
17 See, for example, Bekhorot 58a, Ketubot 79a.
Kiddushin 584, Chulin 110a.
18 Hilkhot Derckh Eretz ch. 63,
19 Shulchan Arukh, Orach Chaim 84:1.
20 Orach Chaim 83:2.

Cohen. Sefer

22 Shabbat 10b.

23 Shut V'Darashta V' Chakarta, Choshen Mishpat
#12.

24 Menachot 37a.

25 s.v. R, Yose Hachorem.

26 Bekhorot 43a.

27 Ketubot 14a.

28 This is also the definition provided by the Arukh
(erckh sheyn).

29 See Ketubot Hh.

30 Shut Torah L'Shmah #421.

31 Note Bekhorot 44a. See also Sefer Sha’ar Shimoh
Echad 3:74.

32 In the journal Ohr Torah, vol. 24, p. 157.

33 Pesachim 112a, s.v. tzivah.

34 Shut Mishnat Binyamin #23.

35 See Midrash Rabbah, Shemot 2.

36 As he observes, the facts specific to his discussion
actually result in the proposed nickname being a type
of blessing; the individual’s name was Chaim, and as
he was tall, they wished to call him Chaim Arukhim
— translatable both as “Tall Chaim™ (ungrammatical-
ly) or “long life”.

37 T’ anit 20h, s.v. b hakhinoti.

38 Bamidbar Rabbah 18:13.
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