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 In May, 1988, Mesorah Publications, Ltd. printed a book as part of its
 ArtScroll History Series, edited by Rabbis Nosson Scherman and Meir
 Zlotowitz, entitled My Uncle the Netziv. This volume is an English
 rendition by Moshe Dombey of parts of Mekor Barukh by Rabbi Barukh
 Halevi Epstein, well known as the author of the Torah Temimah com-
 mentary on the Torah, which contains a great deal of information about
 the renowned nineteenth-century rabbinic scholar and rosh yeshiva,
 Rabbi Naftali Zevi Yehudah Berlin (Neziv).

 This new English version of R. Epstein's work was published with an
 approbation by Rabbi Nachman Bulman of Kiryat Nachliel in Israel who
 wrote:

 An English rendition of Rav Boruch Epstein's Mekor Boruch is long
 overdue. . . .

 The experience of Torah life derives first and foremost from Torah
 learning. But the impact of Torah learning is immeasurably richer when the
 lives of living Sifrei Torah, of Torah Sages, become educative models for
 our people. Further, such lives are vital links in the chain of Jewish
 historical knowledge.

 Mekor Boruch is a matchless compendium of biography, memoirs and
 lore. It was authored by a celebrated son of the greatest yeshiva in modern
 time - Volozhin

 of Lithuanian Jewry come alive. A glowing portrayal of Volozhin and its
 last central figure, the venerable Netziv, is a major part of the work.

 76



 Jacob J. Schacter 77

 Rabbi Moshe Dombey merits unstinting commendation for his adapta-
 tion of Mekor Boruch for an English reading public, which could find
 much edification from reading the fruit of his efforts.

 Soon after its publication, the book was mailed by the Lakewood
 Cheder School in Lakewood, New Jersey, to a number of potential
 donors as part of a fund-raising effort by that institution, which had in
 the past also included other books belonging to the ArtScroll History
 Series. However, a few months later, the administration of the school had
 a change of heart and in a letter dated July 7, 1988, its Executive
 Director, Rabbi Baruch Manes, wrote the following to all those who had
 originally received the book:

 Dear Friend:

 The Lakewood Cheder School takes pride in the high standard of
 education it affords its students. In keeping with this tradition the Cheder
 has made available to its many friends and supporters, books of interest on
 a broad range of Jewish subjects, books that serve to promote the lofty
 ideals of the great Torah luminaries of past generations. Your generous
 support, in turn, has made it possible for us not only to continue sending
 such books, but to continue the vital work of providing a level of Chinuch
 in keeping with the standards Klal Yisroel expects from the children of the
 Beth Medrash Govoha community. We remain grateful for your help and
 look forward to your support in the future.

 Regretfully, the book you recently received, entitled "My Uncle the
 Netziv," does not meet these standards. It does not correctly portray the
 Netziv, his hashkofos, kedusha, and yiras shamayim as related to us by his
 revered talmidim, the ones who knew him best.

 As an example of the true Netziv, his son HaGaon Harav Chaim Berlin
 zt"l quotes his father regarding his decision to close the doors of the famed
 Volozhiner Yeshiva rather than introducing secular studies into its
 program:

 Do not be anguished that this matter brings about my departure
 from this world . . . for it is well worth the sacrifice of my life.

 Such a statement from the heart illustrates the depth of the Netziv's
 saintliness, and his uncompromising principles regarding the primacy of
 Torah, whatever sacrifices it might entail.

 True appreciation of the Netziv can only be attained from the study of
 his monumental writings on all areas of Torah.

 Upon consultation with Gedolei Torah, we recommend that the book
 not be read. If you wish, the Cheder will reimburse you for any donation
 you may have sent.

 Mesorah Publications joins us in sincerely apologizing for this error. We
 assure you that mirra in the future you may continue to look to the
 Cheder for books of exceptional quality and educational value, and we
 look forward to earning your continued confidence and support.
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 The anonymous "Gedolei Torah" who were consulted clearly did not
 share Rabbi Bulman's positive assessment of the content and value of this
 work and "recommended" that it be recalled.

 What was it in this work by the author of the Torah Temimah that was
 found to be so objectionable? Which aspects of it do not "correctly
 portray the ... hashkofos, kedusha, and yiras shamayim" of the Neziv to
 the extent that it was deemed inappropriate to be read? Was it his
 description of "my uncle's habit of reading the weekly newspapers even
 on Shabbat and discussing current events at the Shabbat table?"1 Was it
 his noting that the Neziv had secular books in his library?2 Some have
 suggested that the opposition to the work was based on R. Epstein's
 statement in the name of his uncle that had the Rambam studied Torah

 with a group of scholars, instead of by himself, he would have avoided
 any number of errors he made in the Mishneh Torah.3 Perhaps it was this
 acknowledgement that the Rambam simply erred in his pesak halakhah
 that made some people uncomfortable. In all probability, as the context
 of the Lakewood Cheder School letter indicates, their reconsideration
 was related to Rabbi Epstein's assertion that at one point the Neziv did
 permit secular studies in Volozhin and allowed the yeshiva to be closed
 only in 1892 when submitting to the escalating demands of the Russian
 authorities would have resulted in changing its entire character.4 This
 apparently ran contrary to the tradition accepted by the Gedolei Torah
 referred to in the letter that the Neziv had made "his decision to close the

 doors of the famed Volozhiner Yeshiva rather than introducing secular
 studies into its program."5

 Before proceeding to determine the historical facts, it is important to
 trace the history of this tradition. There seem to be two sources on which
 it is based. The first, as mentioned in the Lakewood Cheder letter, is a
 statement by the Neziv's eldest son, R. Hayyim Berlin. As part of his own
 will (çava'ah), R. Hayyim wrote:

 by iwûj 1DÎ3U7 im by ,irrpüQ nnp cr^an) n"3n rrntan pían íok by nra
 ^rpwn maoa it rxmfn ^m -nab uw roirk xpxsrb xbw /pTfrion mw pay
 m pay1? D'ouro xbw mrnio by mrai mtoíü nny Kb "iu/k r^m rrVna nrcn
 ni bi inn KirnrQ-tt/npnitf inK' ^lyn "invi nicnn uw ion piK nwi
 n^myran ^in T3V bzw ipti ",^inn "pm 'u^pn pn b"nirb" m iniou; miro
 i^vü it HK k^k nwi~ip ubipn bTi ntó Tjy '>kw h ìò ^nnn K^n ii;mpn
 ]D nKy1? b D-u ntn payrrc; hd "»an ^ y^ xb p ^y ,onn nbjhprm vrr'p Hin1?
 ht bi .rby w*n *r'örb mn bnxn payn xin ">k*id "o ,mwn nx mao^i D^iyn

 6.K'i7ira ,mn dk nnan vd 'a ora ^x inn

 The following night, at 4 a.m. Thursday morning, 28 Av 5653 (= August
 10, 1893), the Neziv died.
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 This tradition about the reason for Volozhin's closing is also attributed
 to the Hafez Hayyim. He is alleged to have told his students that a
 gathering of rabbis was called to determine the fate of the yeshiva after
 the Russian government insisted on it setting aside two hours every day
 for secular studies, primarily the study of Russian language and litera-
 ture. While most of those present felt that these studies should be
 reluctantly allowed under the circumstances, R. Yosef Dov Halevi
 Soloveitchik insisted that better the yeshiva be closed than to allow it to
 continue in this new fashion. The Hafez Hayyim reported that
 R. Soloveitchik said:

 irò rmnn -non^i nn^n "rayrò ,rmnn nynn pvnnb "nx n^'nnn Djnx
 n^nn i^xi ,nnnn mxD irmnx Mb Tinnii "pin ''B'by pn ^nx /N<ni>
 ■uio- i^e; nx ntwn rninn ]nw kh1 Aybv n^um rnnnxn "px n^enn n^aixm

 .i^yn i3tt7SD3 nx

 Concluded the Hafez Hayyim:

 pmrò m id'odìi xi1? .-ayn nnn ^"uo bw nmn nvi nyun pTi iv nxm kd
 "ID Kbn "o ,mnn nronra nmnn wòwrvn nn^n ^"»'n^Kn nn^^a ^in hiq^
 pn cnDn1? T'Ki^n ni^K iv ^in m^ta dvd niyiy "»nua nrns ,vinnr ^ idii
 k^i ^nn *n)3VD mnv^ îu^nnu; iran ^nx . . . .tt/mp ma^1? ovn nivü tik;
 rrQitp1» innati ,nnnx rnmpîon n^^i^i d^tij nmnn n^ nx^n îx ^b^ ~wzT'rb
 ID "»d .unnn rmnn n^nn ciion1? niz7V3n ^m hiq^ x^n ^^iedt xá"»1? nvn nram
 -|m t»73"»ï3 nx nDQ)3i Tix mp)3)3 "|"n i^ ymû ^xdîd înmo nnx nx ^^nn yn
 im n^iu^m ^nnww ^nD iiy^ ,m^ nwx (u"v nniy) V'in nnx nt "juDm ,0^7

 7".ni2Vp

 The letter signed by the Executive Director of the Lakewood Cheder
 School raises a number of important and interesting questions. Firstly, it
 clearly assumes that Rabbi Barukh Halevi Epstein is not to be considered
 as one of the Neziv's "revered talmidim . . . who knew him best." This is

 curious in light of R. Epstein's very close familial and personal ties to the
 Neziv. The Neziv was his mother's brother (hence, "my uncle") and,
 after the death of the Neziv's first wife in 1871, also became his brother-
 in-law when he (i.e., the Neziv) married his own niece and Rabbi
 Epstein's sister, Batya Miriam (Mirel).8 There is even a tradition,
 reported in the names of Rabbi Epstein and Batya Miriam themselves,
 that Rabbi Epstein was responsible for this shiddukh, urging his father,
 the famed Rabbi Yehiel Mikhel Epstein, the author of the Arukh ha-
 Shulhan, to consider it in spite of the fact that there was a thirty-year age
 difference between the two parties.9

 Furthermore, during the years he spent as a student in Volozhin
 (1873-1878), Rabbi Epstein was personally very close to the Neziv. At
 the very beginning of his Mekor Barukh he wrote:
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 nx niio1? Tran . . . ^rnrb TO-m Ti-on iwdj hk ^roDio m nn ^w te nnrn
 dt» dt» üvnD . . . linon un^ip "7vm ;nnvû>î pnn rm1? Dttnnròi nrnuja vmwn

 10. . . .DnaD nm mioEriD nna up1?1? tïoî

 He ate with the Neziv in his home during the week and on Shabbat and
 Yom Tov,11 spent time in his study in the afternoons observing him
 answer letters and receive visitors12 and, on occasion, travelled alone
 together with him.13 Even after leaving the yeshiva, R. Epstein continued
 his close association with the Neziv, returning to visit him in Volozhin
 and, less than a year after the yeshiva was closed in 1892, hosted the
 Neziv at his home in Pinsk.14 Later on, R. Epstein acknowledged his
 great debt to the Neziv for all he had done for him:

 ,nio rm^m rrw* ~p~Q rcbb ^q^ío ^dî "»d impn py 'xi ínrmai ip^n xm
 !?T[ nrnm wnw lyDm n^m Tiy bi jioia k^ikt wikk nninm nnj^nm

 15.iby amuam ,nDD:n ''nnDn

 Given the obvious closeness between R. Epstein and the Neziv, one
 wonders which of his other "revered talmidim" would be in a better

 position to faithfully and accurately portray the lifestyle and values of
 this great teacher. If Rabbi Epstein did not "know him best," who knew
 him better? Even with all of the hesitations that are obviously appropri-
 ate in attempting to utilize personal reminiscences for determining histor-
 ical fact, what reason is there to question the essence of Rabbi Epstein's
 presentation and to assume that "it does not correctly portray the
 Netziv?"16

 Secondly, and more importantly, what about the basic issue itself?
 What are the facts about the closing of the Volozhin yeshiva as evident in
 all of the available literature on the subject? Which tradition is histori-
 cally accurate: that of Rabbi Epstein or that of Rabbi Hayyim Berlin and
 the Hafez Hayyim? Indeed, must they be considered contradictory? In a
 word, is Rabbi Epstein's presentation factually correct or is it indeed a
 distortion of "the true Netziv" as the Lakewood Cheder letter insists?

 The Volozhin yeshiva was founded by R. Hayyim of Volozhin
 (1749-1821) in 1802-03. 17 He began with a small number of students
 but, under his leadership, the number increased until it reached over a
 hundred. R. Yosef of Krynki (Krinek) was one of R. Hayyim's earliest
 students and, in a letter written many years later to raise funds for the
 yeshiva, he observed that already during the first year after its founding:

 rxrx' m1^1 ^ivn im rxurb fiòxnn nvrb n^m nx ísyn onmo m-inu; tpío
 bii nvn bi n^ryo") wiwv rmn-u^Din dtub nraDip Dmiom nnw n^iy

 .m bv "íKn iK^Dnm iramnw:] ,níÒD:i rnipwn nb->br'

 I saw that many merchants would go out of their way to be in Volozhin to
 see what a yeshiva is all about and what one does there. And when they
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 saw that several minyanim of great Torah scholars were sitting and learn-
 ing all day and all night with great assiduousness, they wondered and
 marvelled at this very much.18

 Lest one attribute this encomium either to the exaggerations of a fund-
 raiser or to a later retrospective idealization (R. Yosef himself noted in
 the letter that he wrote it some sixty-three years after the yeshiva was
 founded), other evidence as to R. Hayyim's early success is forthcoming
 as well. In a letter of support dated 15 Iyyar 5664 (= Spring, 1804),
 leaders of the Vilna community, including a son of the Gaon of Vilna,
 wrote:

 rò^i uißv min tiü^ ,ujipn roiòtt ^k i^nprij d^w pi D^m "o i:pío
 ■piíòiai pyi T'nK v»a n^n T'nm» . . . pion mn rrn xm nj^k bxi rnoròi

 19/i"y

 The yeshiva achieved great fame throughout Russia and Lithuania and its
 students became known for their high level of Torah learning and schol-
 arship. Among those who became leaders of nineteenth-century East
 European Jewry were R. Ya'akov of Karlin, the author of the Mishkenot
 Ya'akov; R. David Tevele, the author of the Nahlat David and R. Yosef
 Zundel Salant.20 After R. Hayyim died, R. David Tevele was able to
 eulogize him by asserting that:

 íò "ii£/K D^hòi mxn^ D^-pn^n "rayrò tike1? htd p^dh "o 'diiûet yn*» imn

 mu1? tdï D-Q mm by iûA "nioip tv ij^d1?^ nnn hìddd iraipm ni ^x idì
 21.I7K'n^>')3 min nn^n^j Kin xbrbKu;

 Upon the death of R. Hayyim in 1821, the leadership of the yeshiva
 passed to his eldest son R. Yizhak (1780-1849), known affectionately as
 R. Izeleh. R. Izeleh related how he was commanded by his father on the
 day he died to devote himself fully to the strengthening of the yeshiva.22
 Although the total number of its students decreased somewhat by the end
 of his tenure, he faithfully followed in his famous father's footsteps and
 led the yeshiva with dignity and devotion. Among his students were
 R. Shmuel Salant; his own son-in-law, R. Naftali Zevi Yehudah Berlin
 (Neziv); R. Yosef Dov Halevi Soloveitchik, author of the Bet ha-Levi;
 R. Eliyahu Hayyim Meisel, rabbi of Lodz and two young scholars who
 later became well known Zionist leaders, R. Shmuel Mohliver and
 R. Mordecai Eliasberg.23
 R. Izeleh was followed as rosh yeshiva by his eldest son-in-law,

 R. Eliezer Yizhak (1809-1853), after his death in 184924 and upon the
 latter's death in 1853, the mantle of leadership passed to his younger son-
 in-law, the Neziv, who bore it with great devotion and distinction for
 almost four decades. It was under his distinguished leadership that the
 yeshiva in Volozhin came into its own as the premier institution of Torah
 learning in the world in the nineteenth century.
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 The Neziv was born in the city of Mir in 1817. He came to Volozhin at
 the age of eleven and two years later married Reyna Batya, the second
 daughter of R. Izeleh. He began delivering shiurim in the yeshiva while
 his father-in-law was still alive and, after his death, served as assistant to
 his brother-in-law R. Eliezer Yizhak. During the years of his tenure as
 rosh yeshiva (1853-1892), the number of students grew to five hundred,
 according to some accounts. They included R. Avraham Yizhak ha-
 Kohen Kook, later the first Chief Rabbi of Palestine; R. Moshe
 Mordekhai Epstein, author of the Levush Mordekhai and rosh yeshiva of
 the Slabodka yeshiva; R. Isser Zalman Melzer, author of the Even ha-
 Azel commentary on the Rambam's Mishneh Torah and head of
 Yeshivat Ez Hayyim in Jerusalem; R. Avraham Dov Ber Shapiro, the last
 rabbi of Kovno and author of the Devar Avraham; R. Shimon Shkop,
 author of the Sha' arei Yosher; R. Menahem Krakowksy, author of the
 'Avodat ha-Melekh on the Mishneh Torah; and R. Shlomoh Polachek,
 the Iluy of Meitshet. The influence of the yeshiva and its thousands of
 students over the years was great and was felt throughout Europe and
 even in America.25

 The beginning of the Neziv's tenure as rosh yeshiva of Volozhin coin-
 cided with the beginning of the spread of Haskalah in Russia. Although it
 has been suggested that the first inklings of the transition towards
 Haskalah there can be dated back to the Gaon of Vilna and some of his

 contemporaries,26 it did not take root in that country until the second
 quarter of the nineteenth century. In 1828, Yizhak Ber Levinsohn
 published his Teudah bi-Yisra'el in which he utilized traditional Jewish
 sources to forcefully argue for the legitimacy and even necessity of
 secular studies. The appearance of this book, coupled with the knowl-
 edge that its author was awarded a 1,000 ruble grant from the govern-
 ment for it, gave strength to those few maskilim who had been living in
 Russia during that time and emboldened them to take a more agressive
 and public role in support of their objectives. They began to call publicly
 for a "normalization" of Jewish economic activity as well as the estab-
 lishment of a new educational system which would provide students on
 the elementary and secondary school levels with a knowledge of both
 Judaism and secular studies, including some kind of professional training
 as well. By 1848, eight such enlightenment schools were founded and, by
 the middle of the century, maskilim in various cities in Russia had
 coalesced into a well organized active movement.

 While even during this period there were some maskilim who went
 beyond a desire for moderate changes in the educational and social
 structures of the community and called for more radical steps which
 included rejecting many aspects of rabbinic tradition, this tendency
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 towards a more militant Haskalah increased with the ascension of Alex-

 ander II to the throne of Russia in 1855. Attempts by maskilim to fuse
 faith with enlightenment became fewer as Haskalah more and more led
 to a complete break with traditional society. The late 1850's and early
 1860's witnessed a veritable explosion of Haskalah literature in Hebrew,
 Russian and Yiddish, including journals, periodicals, books, poems,
 plays, pamphlets, novels and scholarly works of different kinds. In
 December 1863, the Society for the Promotion of Culture Among the
 Jews of Russia (Hevrat Me f igei ha-Haskalah) was founded in St.
 Petersburg under the aegis of the richest Jewish families in that city. For
 over five decades, this group was involved in publishing and dissem-
 inating Haskalah literature in various languages and in supporting young
 students seeking Russian acculturation. A new modern Hebrew literature
 was created and there was a strong push for reforms in religious life and
 practice as well. The relatively liberal policies of Alexander II and a
 progressively better economic situation brought about an influx of
 Jewish students into Russian gymnasia and universities which, in turn,
 created a new Jewish intelligensia steeped in Russian culture to the
 exclusion of Jewish tradition.

 Although frustrated by the lack of progress in the area of political and
 civic emancipation and set back by the reaction and repression which
 characterized Russian policy vis-a-vis the Jews in the wake of Alexander
 IPs assasination in 1881 and the pogroms that followed, Haskalah con-
 tinued to develop, either in the direction of joining ranks with the
 Russian revolutionary movements and championing full integration into
 Russian society or, on the contrary, in the direction of continuing to
 maintain ties with the traditional society and, for some, strengthening
 Jewish nationalism. Men like Avraham Mapu (1808-1867), Avraham Ber
 Gottlober (1811-1899), Shmuel Yosef Fuenn (1818-1890), Kaiman Schul-
 man (1819-1899), Leo Pinsker (1821-1891), Yehudah Leib Gordon
 (1830-1892), Perez Smolenskin (1842-1885), Moshe Leib Lilienblum
 (1843-1910), Asher Ginsberg (Ahad Ha'am, 1856-1927), and Michah
 Yosef Berdyczewski (1865-1921) played major roles in this powerful
 movement and, although espousing very different ideologies and
 emphases, represented the strength of the Russian Haskalah until the end
 of the century.27

 Both proponents and opponents of Haskalah recognized early on that
 none of its goals could be achieved without the direct support of the
 Russian government. Maskilim reasoned correctly, much to the chagrin
 of their opponents, that their goal of enlightening what they considered
 to be their backward and benighted coreligionists would strike a recep-
 tive chord with a government interested in the modernization and
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 "russification" of its inhabitants. This identity of interests gave propo-
 nents of Haskalah much power and prestige throughout the 1800's.

 Indeed, official Russian interest in Jewish affairs began very early in the
 century. In 1804, the government promulgated a comprehensive series of
 laws including permitting Jewish students to study at Russian schools on
 all levels while retaining their Jewish identity; allowing the Jewish com-
 munity to establish its own schools, at its own expense, provided that
 they offer instruction in either Russian, Polish or German; and requiring
 that all lay or rabbinic leaders appointed from 1812 and on be able to
 read and write one of these languages.28 This was followed by a Statute
 on the Jews in 1835 which restated most of the 1804 legislation with
 some additions and innovations.29

 In the course of the first half of the century, the Russian authorities
 abolished the kahal which had been the executive agency in charge of the
 taxing, policing and administering of the community (1844);30 estab-
 lished the position of a "rav mi-ta'am" who was a government official
 responsible to the authorities for the technical administrative affairs of
 the community and who served alongside the traditional rav who contin-
 ued to meet the spiritual and ritual needs of his flock;31 regulated the
 growth of hadarim and required that melamdim have some knowledge of
 secular subjects (1844); created a network of state-sponsored Jewish
 elementary schools and founded two rabbinical seminaries (1847). These
 last two educational initiatives were most important to the maskilim for
 they were exactly in accordance with their own program and they gained
 a great deal of strength and support from these government efforts.

 In 1840, Sergius S. Uvarov, Russia's Minister of National Enlighten-
 ment, set out to initiate a new country-wide educational system for the
 Jews. Aware of the opposition he was likely to arouse in the community,
 he instructed Dr. Max Lilienthal, then head of a German-style Jewish
 school in Riga, to travel across Russia seeking support for his effort. In
 spite of the difficulties he encountered, which will be discussed below, his
 mission was ultimately successful. The first such school was founded in
 1847, and by 1855 close to one hundred existed throughout the Pale of
 Settlement. These schools were staffed by prominent maskilim, and their
 graduates were to become the leaders of Russian Haskalah in the second
 half of the century.32

 A major target of criticism of both the maskilim as well as the Russian
 government was the yeshiva. In their shared desire to modernize Jewish
 education and to incorporate secular studies into the curriculum of
 Jewish schools, both realized that the heder and even more so the yeshiva
 represented a formidable barrier to achieving their goal. As long as those
 bastions of traditional education continued to flourish with their vir-
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 tually exclusive emphasis on the Talmud to the total exclusion of any
 kind of secular study, both Jew and non-Jew interested in enlightening
 the Jewish population in Russia knew their efforts could not be possibly
 be successful. In some cases, maskilim were totally opposed to the notion
 of a yeshiva and often exaggerated its problems as part of their effort to
 abolish them entirely; other, more moderate, maskilim appreciated the
 general importance of the yeshiva for Jewish life but argued in favor of
 expanding its curriculum to include some secular studies as well. And if
 this negative assessment was true of all badarim and yeshivot, how much
 more so was it true of the yeshiva in Volozhin, the largest and most
 influential of them all. If all yeshivot aroused the ire of the Russian
 government and their Jewish cohorts, a special criticism and even venom
 was reserved for Volozhin.

 Haskalah literature, in its various genres, consistently attacked the
 institution of the yeshiva throughout the second half of the nineteenth
 century. Claiming that enlightenment would naturally lead to eman-
 cipation, the founders of modern Hebrew literature mercilessly and
 repeatedly castigated what they considered to be the rigid orthodoxy
 represented by the yeshiva and everything for which it stood. High-
 lighting the shortcomings of the traditional yeshiva education was a
 common motif in the prose and poetry of men like Perez Smolenskin
 ("ha-To'eh bi-Darkei ha-Hayyim")y Reuven Asher Braudes ("ha-Dat ve-
 ha-Hayyim" Vol. II), Yehudah Leib Gordon, Moshe Leib Lilienblum,
 Shalom Yaakov Abramowitch (Mendele Mokher Sforim) and others.
 Every aspect of yeshiva life and its values was grist for the mill of their
 sharp criticism - its exclusive emphasis on Talmud study, its conceptual
 methodology (they strongly opposed pilpul), its seeming lack of ped-
 agogical sophistication (all students attended the same shiur, without
 regard for their different levels of intelligence and expertise), and even the
 practical difficulties of daily living faced by the yeshiva bakhur (long
 hours, his estrangement from family, cramped living quarters, poverty,
 interpersonal tensions, etc.). Together with the criticism came concrete
 suggestions, e.g., studies should be geared to the age and intellectual level
 of the student; general studies featuring Russian language and literature,
 Hebrew language and grammar, and a practical trade should be included
 in the curriculum; teachers should be trained in principles of pedagogy,
 and more.33

 This pejorative view of the yeshiva described above is generally forth-
 coming in novels and poetry which describe the yeshiva in general,
 without identifying any specific institution. While some of it was, in all
 likelihood, levelled against Volozhin as well, the largest and most influen-
 tial of all the yeshivot, it is not singled out by name as the specific object
 of criticism. This is not so in the case of periodicals and newspapers
 published by maskilim in the last third of the nineteenth century where
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 the yeshiva of Volozhin, in particular, is explicitly identified as the object
 of their displeasure. This genre of Haskalah literature is replete with
 public attacks - some militant and some moderate - against the Neziv
 and his yeshiva.

 One of the more popular publicistic publications of the Haskalah in
 Hebrew was ha-Shahar. Founded by Perez Smolenskin in 1868, it was
 devoted to spreading Haskalah in Russia by attacking both the Orthodox
 traditionalists to its right and the assimilationists and religious reformers
 to its left.34 In its January 1876 issue, Smolenskin published an article
 about Volozhin by Avraham Zukerman, entitled " Androlomusya"
 Already the title indicated the orientation of its author. An asterisk after
 the word refers the reader to a note at the bottom of the page which
 defines it as a kind of contagious disease. The article was written with
 particular disrespect for the Neziv. Under the leadership of R. Hayyim
 and R. Yizhak, wrote the author, the yeshiva students were allowed to
 pursue extra-Talmudic knowledge. Now, however, under the present
 rosh yeshiva (the Neziv) whom he does not mention by name, "strong-
 armed guardians" have been appointed to carefully monitor the students'
 behavior and "to suddenly fall upon yeshiva students" if there is even
 only a suspicion that they are involved in secular studies. He actually
 went as far as to parallel these sudden nocturnal searches, which he
 described as wreaking havoc in the rooms of the yeshiva bakhurim, to the
 frightening spectacle of government authorities barging into Jewish
 homes in the middle of the night to snatch children for the Czar's army!
 This forced conscription of the Jews by these khappers (from the Yiddish
 word, to catch) continued to evoke horror and outrage in the Jewish
 community even though it was no longer taking place and strikingly
 indicated the aversion that the author of this article must have had for the

 yeshiva. He went on to describe the scene where the unfortunate student
 caught with the objectionable material was expelled from the institution,
 with the rosh yeshiva sitting on his chair and conducting the proceedings
 with haughtiness, "like the pope."35

 A few months later another article appeared in two installments in ha-
 Shahar. Here too the author severely castigated the Neziv, who is again
 not mentioned by name, for recently instituting regular organized
 searches of his students' rooms - like a dog searches for food - to see if
 they were hiding what he considered to be unacceptable secular litera-
 ture. But in addition to attacking what he characterized as the Neziv's
 narrowmindedness, he also even went so far as to accuse him of illegally
 appropriating the yeshiva's money for his own personal use!36

 A much less extreme position is found in ha-Meli%, another Haskalah
 journal. Founded in Odessa in 1860 by Alexander Zederbaum (1816-
 1893), it was the first Hebrew newspaper in Russia. It too was devoted to
 the dissemination of Haskalah but in a more moderate manner, arguing
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 also for the continuation of traditional religious values.37 Zederbaum
 consistently expressed a great deal of respect for the Neziv but repeatedly
 wondered why he refused to include even a minimal amount of secular
 studies in Volozhin's curriculum. He devoted his lead editiorial in the

 July 15, 1879 issue to expressing outrage against those former students of
 the yeshiva who had recently tried to frame the Neziv by forging a
 document in his handwriting which showed him to be disloyal to the
 Russian government. Nevertheless he concluded:

 d^d írmyT» ike nra ínnyu nu/K /an yiion mrò minx un^y mwrib yaun
 •frnrn no ^"a^nn th "»"dvi pin yznb wmn riK in ]pnb Mb men "o .n^D by
 K"~n noim min pini n^yn n^yn rbvn nrrwm k^be nra D^mxrinn
 ^d yam ^"nn -raj ^n^n1? d"»vit»i n~nn n^m ,D">:mn nnm ikt» ìwm ^Ki^a

 38.nw-nn rnin -ppirai mv nmn

 About a month later, Zederbaum published a letter he received from
 Moshe Leib Lilienblum which claimed that the Neziv brought this action
 upon himself by personally slapping two students as a punishment for
 various infractions, one for showing disrespect and the other for reading
 secular literature:

 ^*n bv rmp1? px ntn pn nrn ípynipría mw mrmw mpnni^ pira Kb^wy'
 ^k vit» ni ab nai

 Zederbaum added an editor's note in which he said first that he printed
 this letter to publicly indicate that he did not favor such behavior. He
 then wrote that if, in fact, this report is true, the Neziv made a mistake
 and should placate those whom he wronged; if it is false, he has an
 obligation to set the record straight by publicly denying it. Nevertheless,
 he concluded, even if it were true, it was inexcusable for the students to
 act the way they did.39

 Zederbaum turned his attention to Volozhin once again a year and a
 half later. In a lead editorial in the December 21, 1880 issue, he acknowl-
 edged receiving a letter from the Neziv informing him that the Russian
 government officially recognized the yeshiva as authorized to train
 rabbis. After hailing this news as a great achievement, he called for
 expanding the yeshiva's curriculum to include those subjects whose
 knowledge would make these rabbis more effective in serving their
 communities. Although every minute is precious and it would pain the
 rashei yeshiva to officially allow anything that would take away time
 from Torah study, times have changed and such study is absolutely
 critical for the success of any rabbi. If the daily schedule could be
 properly structured, such studies would not be considered a waste of time

 and the student would be able to be successful in both his religious and
 secular pursuits. He concluded with the hope that his suggestion would
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 be accepted by the rosh yeshiva and his supporters, and expressed his
 confidence that the financial pressure facing the yeshiva would be allevi-
 ated as a result.40 Some two months later, in the February 23, 1881 issue,
 A. Kupernik suggested a compromise: let the future rabbis at least be
 given the opportunity to study the Russian language one-two hours daily
 in order to be in a position to effectively communicate with the secular
 authorities and also not be held in disgrace by the youth of the commu-
 nities within which they will minister.41

 Four years later, in the February 13, 1885 issue, Zederbaum repeated
 his call for secular studies in Volozhin. The context there is interesting.
 On November 14, 1884, Zederbaum had printed a report attacking the
 Neziv for being so harsh and strict with his students that one of them
 actually attempted suicide. Although Zederbaum added an editorial note
 that he found it hard to believe this story, the Neziv was upset that it was
 printed and had one of his associates suggest to Zederbaum that, in the
 future, he check with him first before doing so. In his lead editorial in the
 February 13, 1885 issue, Zederbaum defended his action and even sug-
 gested that it was to the Neziv's benefit that he publish such a report.
 Were he to refuse, he wrote, the scoundrel who fabricated it would send
 it to a much less sympathetic Russian journal which would not doubt its
 truth and which would even refuse to print a denial! Just as the Neziv
 considers himself expert in administering a yeshiva so do I, wrote Zeder-
 baum, consider myself an authority when it comes to managing a jour-
 nal. This led Zederbaum to note that while he does defer to the Neziv in

 matters of Talmud study, there is one matter with which he disagrees
 with him, i.e., the issue of secular studies in the yeshiva. This time he
 argued that the students in the yeshiva will, in any case, be exposed to
 secular literature and it is better that it take place under the supervision
 of the yeshiva than behind its back. Once again he argued that only a
 rabbi exposed to secular studies one-two hours a day (when he is resting
 his mind from the far more taxing and involved Talmudic studies) could
 be successful. Were he not to gain this knowledge while in the yeshiva,
 Zederbaum concluded, he could not be expected to do so afterwards
 when he would have to devote all his energies to earning a livelihood.42

 In spite of these respectful attacks on his leadership of the yeshiva that
 appeared periodically in the pages of ha-Meliz, the Neziv himself turned
 to that journal for various important announcements and requests. The
 February 16, 1885 issue contained a letter from him to American Jewry
 seeking their financial assistance in support of his yeshiva; the May 7,
 1886 issue carried an announcement submitted by R. Shlomoh David
 Dinkin, the mashgiah of the yeshiva, that only young men who could
 study the Talmud and its major commentaries on their own would
 henceforth be admitted as students there; the June 4, 1886 issue con-
 tained a detailed list of the income and expenses of the yeshiva for the
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 period of Spring and Winter 1885 submitted by the Neziv; in the wake of
 the fire which ravaged more than half of Volozhin at the end of June
 1886, the Neziv used the pages of ha-Meliz to publicly appeal for dona-
 tions to rebuild his destroyed yeshiva and submitted a list of donors who
 responded to his request for the September 14, 1886 issue; in the issue of
 October 11, 1886, R. Dinkin announced the formation of the special
 kollel that was established in Volozhin with the financial support of the
 prominent Yisrael Brodsky of Kiev.43
 Michah Yosef Berdyczewski, at the time a Haskalah writer, made his

 first appearance in ha-Meliz in the beginning of 1888 with a series of
 articles about Volozhin. Born in 1865, he began to read Haskalah litera-
 ture in his adolescence. After his first marriage (1883-1885) ended in
 divorce because his father-in-law could not tolerate his interest in mod-

 ern Hebrew literature, he travelled to the yeshiva in Volozhin where he
 felt he could continue its study, albeit clandestinely. Although his
 involvement with Haskalah was a source of tension between him and the

 yeshiva's administration and he left the yeshiva only a little over a year
 later, he maintained warm feelings for the yeshiva and its leaders for
 many years.44 By the time these articles appeared, Berdyczewski had
 already printed two articles in other journals about his former alma-
 mater. His very first publication, entitled "Toledot Yeshivat (Ez
 Hayyim," was published in the 1886 volume of ha-Asif. There he briefly
 traced the history of the institution from the days of R. Hayyim through
 R. Izeleh and then devoted most of the rest of his presentation to a
 description of the yeshiva under the leadership of the Neziv, whom he
 described with respect. He also reproduced a copy of the text of
 R. Hayyim's and R. Eliezer Yizhak's tombstones which the Neziv person-
 ally made available to him.45 One year later he published another two-
 part article about Volozhin in the journal ha-Kerem. In the course of
 describing the yeshiva, he first called for the introduction of some secular

 subjects into its curriculum and then presented a brief five-part short
 story about different types of yeshiva bakhurim.46 Finally, his short
 publication in ha-Meliz, which was printed anonymously in 1888, took
 the form of letters written from a student in Volozhin to a friend in which

 he described life in the yeshiva, suggested broadening the yeshiva's cur-
 riculum to include Jewish history, Hebrew grammar and linguistics, and
 also took the editor of ha-Kerem to task for rejecting his suggestions
 printed earlier in that journal.47

 A different type of criticism of Volozhin was penned by Moshe Reines
 and printed in Ozar ha-Sifrut in 1889-1890. Reines first rejected the
 arguments of Zederbaum (in he-Meliz, 1880) and Berdyczewski (in ha-
 Kerem, 1887) in favor of introducing secular studies into the yeshiva.
 This is impractical, he argued, for three reasons: firstly, it is impossible
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 for anyone to become so proficient in general knowledge while develop-
 ing himself as a Torah scholar:

 pn ,DDn -iroi niaimi nmnn pnm)3 m iro ,Dnro ^wb niDi1? Tn^nn ^diti
 ?n"»K7V3 twk "»rnin ^m D">jnm rnoi^ nnta vrnny ròn1 dk ?-iyp

 Secondly, those who support the yeshiva would withdraw their dona-
 tions as soon as they would realize that Volozhin is no longer an institu-
 tion devoted solely to Torah:

 mnKroVD dk "o "pm^Kn mw kti "D^nn 'v" mw xb ¡nox11 K^n
 i^p^KiED DDnn dk "o ,n"-in Kin mm1 "ay "onm n pion k1? ^iK^Dinnn

 To suggest that Volozhin could institute secular studies and still remain
 as pre-eminent a yeshiva as it was is similar to suggesting to Samson that
 he cut off his hair and still retain his same level of strength! Thirdly,
 Reines suggested that secular studies are only possible in a school where
 the student body is divided into different grade levels and a student must
 pass one to reach the next. Since Volozhin is simply a "gathering place
 for study" without following any organized pedagogic method, such a
 pursuit is impossible.

 What did concern Reines, however, was the procedure of determining
 stipends for each student which he claimed was not fair; the practice of
 accepting all students, in contradistinction to the earlier years of the
 yeshiva when the administration was much more selective in determining
 which student could enter the yeshiva; the presence of married scholars in
 the yeshiva who drained its resources and should be eliminated; the fact
 that students study a different tractate than the one serving as the text for
 shiurim by the rashei yeshiva (students in Volozhin could study any
 tractate they wanted, while the shiurim followed the order of Talmud);
 and the lack of a public fiscal accounting on the part of the yeshiva.
 Finally, Reines wrote that while the Neziv should not introduce wide-
 ranging secular study into the yeshiva's curriculum, at the same time he
 should not be so unalterably opposed, as many claim he was, to even the
 slightest bit of secular involvement on the part of his students in their
 own free time.48

 The Neziv and his style of managing the yeshiva were constantly har-
 rassed and attacked not only by his more "enlightened" coreligionists but
 by the Russian authorities as well. They too saw the existence of this
 ever-flourishing and influential institution as hindering their efforts at
 modernizing and assimilating their Jewish population. Beginning with
 the tenure of R. Izeleh and continuing until the last decade of the century,
 the government periodically sent inspectors to the yeshiva to see if it was
 conforming to the law regulating the number of registered students and
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 requiring the inclusion of secular studies, and threatened to close the
 yeshiva if such studies were not introduced.49 But somehow, in each
 case, the yeshiva leadership managed to see to it that these decrees were
 never carried out and the yeshiva's doors remained open without
 interruption.50

 Although successful at keeping the government out of the affairs of the
 yeshiva, the Neziv was totally unsuccessful at keeping Haskalah litera-
 ture away from his students. There is an enormous amount of evidence
 which indicates that from the time the Neziv assumed the position of
 rosh yeshiva in 1853, there were always students in Volozhin who were
 involved with Haskalah literature and defied all the concerted efforts on

 the part of the yeshiva's administration to ban it from their possession.
 This was, indeed, one of the goals of the maskilim. Not content with just
 attacking the yeshiva from afar, they consciously and deliberately aimed
 to penetrate into the yeshiva itself and appeal directly to the individual
 yeshiva bakhur studying there for support for their ideas. All indications
 are that, in this regard, they were eminently successful.51

 The earliest evidence for an interest in Haskalah on the part of students
 in Volozhin under the Neziv's tenure comes from shortly after he
 assumed the position of rosh yeshiva, during the mid-1850's. At that time
 Abraham Harkavy (1835-1919), who was to become a famous Jewish
 scholar, arrived in the yeshiva, already married and the father of a child,
 to study for ordination with the intention of assuming a rabbinical
 position. He came to Volozhin from a totally traditional background and
 it was only in the yeshiva where he became exposed to Haskalah for the
 very first time. This exposure to an entirely new culture caused such an
 upheaval for him that after only a half year there he left with the
 intention of enrolling in Vilna's rabbinical seminary and pursuing an
 entirely different life's path.52

 There is also some evidence from the 1860's as well. During that time,
 Nahum Meyer Shaikevich ("Shomer"; 1849-1905), who was later to
 become a well-known Yiddish novelist and dramatist, studied in the
 yeshiva. In his autobiography, he presented a very negative portrait of his
 fellow students who, he claimed, came to Volozhin either to escape from
 wives and fathers-in-law whom they hated or to find a wife with a large
 dowry. (He cited the words of someone who said that students come to
 Volozhin to learn "Torah lishmab" Torah for her [i.e., a bride's] sake.)
 He himself spent his entire stay in the yeshiva pining for a girl he left
 behind. He also recorded that there was someone in the administration

 by the name of Rabbi Shlomoh who was responsible for assuring that
 students did not read any Haskalah works, clearly an indication that
 such study, indeed, was taking place.53
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 R. Barukh Halevi Epstein, the point of departure of this article, studied
 in Volozhin from 1873-1878. In his Mekor Barukh, he recorded how,
 together with an intense Torah learning, he also pursued other, extra-
 Talmudic, studies as well. He read secular literature, studied foreign
 languages and even found the time to author a full-length manuscript
 entitled Torat ha-Mishar on various aspects of banking, industry and
 commerce, based on Russian and German sources. He appealed to Dr.
 Abraham Harkavy, the old Volozhin yeshiva bakhur and close friend of
 his father's, to intercede in his behalf with the Society for the Promotion
 of Culture Among the Jews of Russia in St. Petersburg to help him
 publish that work. He recorded how the well-known maskil, Yehudah
 Leib Gordon, who sat on the committee which decided the fate of his
 book, was very impressed with its Hebrew style. His request for funds
 was rejected, he wrote, only because the Society was interested in sup-
 porting books written in Russian and not in Hebrew. Furthermore,
 R. Epstein noted that he had also published several articles in the literary
 section of some newspapers which also made a favorable impression on
 Gordon - all this while yet a student in Volozhin.54 As a result of the
 reputation he gained from his manuscript, R. Epstein was offered a
 prestigious post in a bank in St. Petersburg. Even after having studied in
 Volozhin for five years, he was desperately anxious to accept this posi-
 tion outside "the world of the yeshiva," but his parents and grandfather
 did not allow him to do so out of fear that life in the capital city would
 tempt him to lessen his commitment to Torah and mizvot. Although very
 upset and disappointed, he submitted to their will.55

 The evidence of widespread study of secular literature among students
 in Volozhin mounts greatly for the last fifteen years of the yeshiva's
 existence under the Neziv. Because the yeshiva attracted a large number
 of students with different kinds of backgrounds, many came there
 already having been exposed to Haskalah and were committed to pursu-
 ing its study. While obviously interested in Talmud Torah in a serious
 way, they were also devoted to continuing their exposure to secular
 literature, albeit on their own, in a haphazard and informal manner. In
 fact, by this time, the yeshiva had the reputation for being a place where
 it was possible to do both simultaneously (serious Talmud Torah and
 secular studies) and, as we shall see clearly in the case of Hayyim
 Nahman Bialik, students were drawn to it precisely for that reason. An
 example of this was Michah Yosef Berdyczewski and his report about the
 widespread nature of Haskalah in Volozhin is most illuminating:

 I^an Dn^nn btnur* rrròim Dwpnn D^irui n^DDn nmn m ikstö1»
 ■»"ttn n^Dtt/n nn inTm DW^iim ,nnriDDi i:du/k naw nv»T» nn ispa1» -nio-iip

 ,n'yw rnatt/n unan ,nyw*n ^nb íxirr» nwx D"ann V'Dnn S6.]Krbw p"-im "pa
 D^aTi nn:n warn "o dk -p^i .tfyòw w*vniò djtik ww orrwra inna"1
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 nv bm m DTyyn nía ^n ^í^m ^iö nn1? ynw qx m^m Km1 io ^pnn^
 nnrn bba nnnnn min ^inn D^iy nnn n^irmn ,d"™k wb^wm im mru
 dto^ip n^ynn d^tp onva nmn nn n^xynj na .mDn noinm "»nunn ^mw

 nií7K *7D "o nnp15 d^vd nm ;D"»mnin nson "»mn nnm^n n^K ^dd ,rnn rnswi
 mnn nriK^n "o iy ;ni3ii;m n^mm in^nu/n D'w wbw ik dtie; n^inn nn1?
 r'2^n nn ikyîd^ •'ynn k^t .DVtttt'um nw'un ix n^^nn np^nnnn cpTi ikid1'
 D"»"niK7)3 ,DnDiD ^npin nnnn ^winrn npTivn t7Kni^>i nnson n^iopri
 m"»C7n nnn D^mriD ^l^yanm w:n d^k^îq nn^ nn~in ixnpj ^üb . . . nnaom
 ;ni¿nnn nnaonm n^nn m^K^n D^pDiv^ Tiiop nnnxn ni^n .rvTxnxn
 pDiv ht .wìibw nnûD ^"»m n^n TiKra ^vivm n^n riK d^îdvd^ "»rnpn ~íi¿;kdi
 ;n"»?3yn ''üDi^n^ noin^n D^mn^nn nwim ^h ^nv^-nn ^ntónn KpTiuyn
 ^dd D"»Km73Ki n^Kjn rnu1^ Mb nrra nt ;rnpnm npnnn-nn ^n^ira poiy ht
 m^ipm DniT'nn ^d^ qoxm n^ipnn nst^Kn np^n nj/ mi ,viypm vi2fpn
 miDon D^KYnjn n^vinn ^^d ^d nx mm ^bin ht mn^nn mKSfnan
 ,]wò "i^in uj^k ^nD^n lpDD nriK d^t . . . .nvmK^n D^poiv n^xi ^'ntónn
 vn riK ^^üm nnwn riK xnp^ .vj^vîd în^w iirn ^íòmn wzib vuin nn1?
 lK-^pKm noJVDD nK na d^vd^t ^k"!^ ^ib n^n^n nnin ik ,i^mi in in

 57.nmDi ni^T1

 Describing his own "limited" extra-Talmudic involvements, Berdy-
 czewski wrote:

 ]vvn nyny^ Tirroin ]ib ^D^n bw rwnn "in jnpw mn "»i^Kn hkì baw ^i
 ^ Knp^ TipQon xb i-tò ìxnii/ n^iynn nnDon ]î3 .D"»vnï3m rnaiw^n povm
 k^did^dh nmp'i "^i^k "ipn" "^nm nn nn" nnaon nx pn p'Ti^n nviz;
 nao ^v TnTn na ^vdjvödi bpm nDD nx tik^p nwn mjiiz/^m ",n^inn
 ijv)3n T'y ,vbißn nnK nxn ■'n^ -|^)3J nn^m ^^ajKm nn^n^Kn nvp^DDK^pn
 58.innn ike mint; nnn ^ym ^na pm/ -»jjn vnn "»n^n ^n1? "o ^n^opv^ ^w

 He even noted that, for a short period of time, the yeshiva students
 founded a society for the study of Jewish history and literature which met
 late at night in their rooms but that it was outlawed by the Neziv.59

 The most popular secular works read by the students in Volozhin were
 the historical novels written by Avraham Mapu (1808-1867), the first
 modern Hebrew novelist. Ahavat Zion (1853) and Ashmat Shomron
 (2 parts, 1865-1866) were historical romances set in the ancient land of
 Israel during the time of the prophet Isaiah, while 'Ay it ha-Zavua'
 (5 vols., 1858-64, 1869) was a story about contemporary East European
 Jewish life. They each became very popular and were reprinted a number
 of times before the end of the nineteenth century.60 These works were
 considered "treif pasuV in the yeshiva and were confiscated if discovered
 by a member of the administration. Eliyahu Ze'ev Lewin-Epstein
 (1863-1932), a student in Volozhin and later a prominent Zionist leader,
 recounted a cute story in connection with this:

 t'ivj nnn nv ,tfnm npim nn^nn rmira by nmv n^nu; ,vrw nrrwn u/ia1?!
 kyot ^n'UPYi mn nnx1? *o nnx nva .mra nao D^Kmp dìtti "px dk ,r'vxn
 nDon "o y-p ,vwü uik ^nwn ".]ra nnnx" rrmtprn txòkvj nson n^in mix
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 irnx ybw' ,mrnn "»"ra naon nx rptxm .^idqi nano -mn xin "ira nnnK"
 "ra^nntp ^rnn naina ^rrtpvi tpxn ^x irnx xwn ,y~ixn in innn p nnx .n:nx
 ,tPBtpn *ra laon nx npb m^n tpxn .i^y1? x^nm ^lomp^xn ^tpm xinn
 nn ¡Dm] inv tPEtpn ."ò non nu/x p^nn ^v -ra^nn nxra n^nn tppm ,inptp"n
 DtPD "IDtPtP X^X ,X1H l£7~np HTH "1DDH "O ^n^^H '^X1 1*7 HXD >rQ''tt7>'n WKib V^H
 D^niDD nn^Diu; ^naon bz wnwb n^wo i^nn ìx .iedxtd ^ü "nanun" nrnx
 nano" mm ^naonn n^îDion nn^i -iwxt on u;np nao mnny niTiixn

 61.nr2n "^iddi

 Other Hebrew novels read (and banned) in Volozhin were Haçrot ha-
 Shir by Feivel Schiffer (1840), ha-'Avot ve-ha-Banim by Shalom Yaakov
 Abramowitch (Mendele Mokher Sforim; 1868), Kahal Rega'im by Moses
 Leib Lilienblum (1870), and ha-To'eh bi-Darkei ha-Hayyim by Perez
 Smolenskin.62

 The administration also banned Haskalah newspapers and journals
 and the Neziv even personally forbade the students from going to the
 post office lest they be tempted to read them.63 Yet, they too were
 widespread in the yeshiva. Michah Yosef Berdyczewski presented a list of
 those read by the students:

 ",nararr ",nnmn" "/mmrr w,Tu»rr ",^n" w,rrpa3rrr -.man D^xipin vddh
 ",wnD" ",KTiyr vuDxnxr "^nyn" ",-nx "ipinn" "^in "»pnnîo" "^"»oxn"
 -vvibyv ",vDDynD VC7H1"1 H" "^ûn^-JVDxn" •»ude/x nawm ".nxnoxiv

 64.nil7a3x nai¿;n ysn ^u/i "^x^xa^jxnv

 It was this double reputation of Volozhin - as a strong makom Torah
 as well as a place with an openness to secular culture - which attracted
 Hayyim Nahman Bialik (1873-1934) there in the Spring of 1890. After
 the death of his father when he was seven years of age, he was raised by
 his grandfather, in whose house he developed a strong interest in reli-
 gious as well as secular literature. Already harboring some anti-
 traditional ideas, his interest in Talmud study waned and he decided to
 pursue a higher level of study at the Hildesheimer Seminary in Berlin. He
 thought that the yeshiva in Volozhin would serve for him as an appropri-
 ate waystation where he could develop both his Jewish and secular
 knowledge prior to his graduate studies. He wrote:

 dip u^ryb nyintpn •'astp -»aan ^yix^xii to^t .i^-q1? rrnxi inx^xii1? n^nn
 65.nnon ix ^bi2 ]wb wyiw] mnjn vntp da -nn^nn dv im fTx^xrn

 He read and believed the articles in the Haskalah press by Berdyczewski
 and others describing the high level of secular study in Volozhin and
 thought he would be comfortable in that environment.

 However, shortly after his arrival there, Bialik was disappointed with
 what he found:

 Dmm Dtp w bin ]wb D^yntp^ mn^n yntp'? -ot ^x ^tx^xtq ,nxn x^ Tiipn
 66.xnm xim xnm dhoi^i D^tpvtp ^nn d^vi ix d^iut wni
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 In a letter written while in Volozhin, in the summer of 1890, Bialik noted:

 ^-"tyDKrr^ "»pontPümn nrow nn ^m raira no nn^ ìò u/mp mnb m1?
 67.rprapï3 K^i mj)3

 At first, he was very much taken by the learning and devoted himself to it
 with great enthusiasm. He described his state of mind as follows:

 •yum . . . D^iwion D^unm tpe/v *pi . . . .Kim ,Kim ,iom i^k "ok m
 .n^yw niDDinn ^n nv rnmro roo?3 ^d hd ^v uynn "»m^ D^in nttòw

 dvd bm .pwn ^m tpn ^n "in^Ki imtwi ^n nx "»npjn ^rniKn bi nx Tii^nD
 •»nyv h^ ^ Tiuny nnnx ommn *o invm tij^dd p^osn'? •'jk^d ny n^ni^

 68"!"|DiD vnpni^ iv 7nb ']bn ,iiob" :r'^W2 n Tnyn

 At this time he wrote a poem, entitled "bi-'Ohel ba-Torab" in which he
 described his yearning to study "in the tents of Torah," a precursor to his
 much more developed and famous poem of the same theme, ha-
 Matmid.69 Nevertheless, this period of intensive learning did not last too
 long. He continued to study but his mind was elsewhere.

 ■oía üío uìò nnsn . . . .Kina1? it rrorònm mnnm Kin tppn vin i^n bin
 •jrou; ^k tpti nmv . . . Tnnnn nuvnnj dt»1? dv^ . . . .]ii^Kin lyivb Tilín

 7O.nnnK mn^ivn "o^i ^dk nnK nnn ^d "okt . . . nvibw nwv "»rnin

 He began to concentrate more on writing poetry, spent time walking
 outdoors, became involved in a clandestine Zionist group of yeshiva
 students, learned Russian, and in the late summer of 1891, left
 Volozhin.71

 A contemporary of Bialik's described the atmosphere in yeshiva at that
 time in the following way:

 bw nm nbiwn bw nn ,ií;)3d tòiujtì pq nmn k^w >î3-i7V-c]k /irnt7i nn^w
 TT'Dpn tò ^m^1 iK^n nn^v TT'Dpni^ nnm .nypnn nn n^amn T>n n^Dwn
 ,]bM nn^wn ^dd n^DJpi d^iv in^v antia T»nu; rm^vi ^"n^in nnnn nn^v

 . . . .u/Tipn ]wby' i^mpn "»nriDn man1? ."irnnD f'Ti^n li^vn

 ,ni im Mbw D^DiDi^^n naom UTin^in "»nrnD nûon rnpovnnn ,nin k^vd
 ^•»'ii^n mm moK vby ^n k^ ^it^h bsi i^-nnn-n^n v^v u^k^iíd vrwu
 nn nmn mnm ^''vn rpKitt ^ûïd nmoK nni^ nnm bw nvb y'u n^n k^k
 b'u mïD^n riT»iJQn rnvi^n nnn ipDVw nmnn nn vn '"[ï3T"t "pr tarn .nnrnn

 . . . .nmn

 K2P ,nnnK mn^n vn k^i i^t^t W nn^^n vnw i^k hdiü m^vn ^"'ni^m
 k^k ,nmn nn "nn^^ pi xb nn^n hk n^K d^i^ vn hukt .n^ivn mu dw rb
 ,nmnn ni^Dj npi^ni^ ^Knu/15 mrm ,vik "|in ,nmu niTn nn Dn^ mjp^ na
 ín^n ,vnpT -ip^v nnmn hk rnwv1? i^nwi ^Kntt;'' níonn nnv ü^ n^ni^nm
 nn d^ed^ddd vn- on^no dhk nvmTi niVH1 nypi ìKn1? iKni^ nnn i^k ."f'Ti^n^
 ^n nvn*» nn^wn urb ^p k^k ^nvapnn tikwj k1? ,npn mni^ i^k mi .nn^v
 .nnnn nvizA nmnDi nmpr' nn^ n^îDi^n nn^ne; ^i^^ ipxm n?3nn îî^Kn K^nw
 nn^ nK usn k^i ^^p nv^ i^dk Knnan?3 nnyn riK in^on k^w nmnn ^"»qki

 72.nn'^ n^ni^n ^w nnn nnvT'n k^i^t nn^KD nn lu^p ^^n^/n1? ^n
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 This information was not an in-house yeshiva secret but was known to
 the world at large. R. Barukh Halevi Epstein wrote:

 nm^) "pK yin min rüD^n "pm^Kin nn^^ ^ ,mnnn "»an tuip mna^ "»n
 irr» rai^ WKrp "ny ~|k ,nrnnK ¡tok nnn^n íò "»3 pn iòi ,t» <im^C7 (n^Dwn
 rÒKW by Dnparn rnnx nmi iiwoi ,-rray ^kdd it^ it rn^^pm ,dtik rara
 in ,ro}7)3n d"tk Tim ^pn nx mxi1? -pisn" m'orò imx inx "»n D"»:nn -pan
 73".nrìiòiai îniK n^-i^ n^TV mD^m nv^nn uv nmvn ,ynx yn pi nnn

 Such an openness in Volozhin to a wide range of extra-Talmudic learning
 could only be possible if its rashei yeshiva acknowledged that, in princi-
 ple, these disciplines had some value, even if they may have considered
 them inappropriate for their students. Were they to have considered such
 study as being absolutely heretical or even only totally worthless, it is
 hard to imagine that their yeshiva could ever have attracted so many
 students who devoted so much time and intellectual energy to it during
 their stay within its walls. How open, indeed, were these gedolei Yisrael
 to extra-Talmudic knowledge and interests and how does this relate to
 their valiant, albeit unsuccessful, attempts to ban them from their
 beloved yeshiva?

 Evidence for any such interest on the part of R. Hayyim, the yeshiva's
 first rosh yeshiva, is very sparse. There is a tradition that as a young boy
 he taught himself mathematics and was allowed to do so only because
 that knowledge could also be useful in understanding rabbinic statements
 in Tractates KiVayim and Rosh Hashanah.74 In 1784, he wrote his first
 approbation on Shlomo Dubno's commentary on the Torah and included
 an enthusiastic encomium about this devoted disciple of Moses
 Mendelssohn:

 UW i1? xr -ûd "IU7K K^nnn rxnbw T'-nnn tod ^ran p-ip7nn a^sinn nnn im
 nna b^^nb innnn nn ^nn inm

 VEpn iniío1?! inpi^ rroì1? ppinwm ^rran m - d^i^kih inso •ura inmn
 75 .mm

 Furthermore, his nephew reports in the name of R. Hayyim that the
 Gaon of Vilna told his son Avraham, mttDnn npnyrf? ppirm/tt ktwj"
 "D'nfcrb pD^Dvn npnyrÒT wnpn 'wbb nnnx rmircòn, for the sake of
 better being able to understand various rabbinic statements about the
 land of Israel and the Bet ha-Mikdash. Presumably, R. Hayyim shared
 this desire as well.76

 Ben Zion Katz seems to suggest that R. Hayyim would have wanted to
 introduce secular studies in Volozhin but he lacked the "courage"
 {"omez ru'ah") to do so. After all, he argued, as a devoted student of the
 Gaon of Vilna he was aware of the latter's statement to R. Barukh of

 Shklov that a lack of general knowledge (yedi'ot bi-sha'ar ha-hokhmot)
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 will result in a hundred-fold lack in Torah knowledge (hokhmat ha-
 Torah).77 This, however, is an unfounded assertion which lacks any
 evidence whatsoever. First of all, even if R. Hayyim would have acknowl-
 edged the intrinsic value of secular studies, there is no basis for any
 assumption that he would have wanted to formally include it in his
 yeshiva's curriculum. As will be demonstrated below, one need not
 follow the other at all. Secondly, that famous statement of the Gaon has
 been misunderstood by many others besides Ben Zion Katz and does not
 reflect the kind of openness to secular studies that many have assumed it
 to do.78

 Much more definitive and widespread is the evidence about R. Hayyim's
 son and successor, R. Izeleh. Many of the sources indicate that here we
 have someone who was indeed genuinely interested in secular learning.
 After visiting R. Izeleh in the fall of 1842 to seek his support for his effort
 on behalf of the Russian government to institute a network of state-
 sponsored, Haskalah-oriented Jewish schools, Max Lilienthal reported:
 "He spoke the German, Russian and Polish languages very fluently."79
 R. Meir Berlin (Bar-Ilan), the son of the Neziv, actually equated the
 level of R. Izeleh's secular knowledge with his Torah knowledge: inftDrD
 imp mn pny "»m "o nnaon r»n "prom ^in iwta m "pmyn11 p ¡mm
 HiOHn "»any VT mi

 "òyk Mom rraixnan iimuD nnxu/ nnDon vn . . . .mAia hd*1 vt» "ò^k
 D^^lD DnDD.81 In one of Michah Yosef Berdyczewski's histories of
 Volozhin he noted that, i1? m rm .mou/ nmm yai brii ddii mn Kin
 HKlQ^n nnDnm no^nrQ.82 Yizhak Rivkind reported a tradition handed
 down by old-timers in Volozhin that at the time R. Hayyim laid the
 foundation of the yeshiva, he told the bystanders that "I am building
 a wall for (i.e., to insure the future of) my son ("["n "["K m nynfc T»K
 pÒ2PK)" because R. Izeleh had wanted to accept a rabbinic post in a
 German city known as a bastion of Reform Judaism, a move which
 R. Hayyim bitterly opposed.83
 Most interesting is the claim that R. Izeleh actually gave a haskamah

 to a new (1852) edition of Moses Mendelssohn's commentary on the
 Bible prepared by Leon Mandelstamm, the successor of Max Lilienthal.
 In fact, his name merely appears as part of a list of Jews (in both Hebrew
 and German) who participated in a government sponsored conference
 held in 1843 to spread Haskalah among Russian Jewry, under whose
 auspices this work was printed. There is no evidence that R. Izeleh (or
 R. Menahem Mendel of Lubavitch who also attended that conference
 and whose name appears together with R. Izeleh's in this new edition of
 Mendelssohn's Bi'ur) willingly participated in this conference nor that he
 was in favor of its results, including the printing of this work. Indeed, he
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 could not possibly have given a haskamah to it because he died three
 years before it was published.84 Nevertheless, there is other evidence that
 he held this commentary in high esteem. Lilienthal reported that during
 that same meeting with R. Izeleh mentioned above, the latter told him
 that he actually incorporated some of Mendelssohn's comments into his
 daily Humash shiur in the yeshiva: "After the service, I explain to them
 some chapters of the Sidrah of the week, and the Haphtarah with the
 commentary of Rashi, adding some free explanations of my own, into
 which I interweave some remarks from the commentary of Mosheh
 Dessau (Mendelssohn)."85

 R. Izeleh also played a very important role in LilienthaPs effort to
 establish a state-sponsored Jewish school network in Russia. This story is
 a very interesting one and merits a full discussion. One of the decisions
 that had been made by the authorities on June 22, 1842, after LilienthaPs
 first attempt to interest the Jewish community in this project had met in
 failure, was to convene a rabbinical conference, based on the model of
 Napolean's Sanhédrin, to gain the approval of Russia's respected rab-
 binic leaders for their plan. R. Izeleh was chosen by the Jewish commu-
 nity as one of the four delegates to the conference.86 Lilienthal reported
 that he was thrilled when he heard of their choice:

 Since my arrival in Russia I had heard a good deal of Rabbi Itzele. He
 was one of the Talmudical authorities in Russia, a man of great worldly
 tact and experience; a man of rare penetration, who many years before had
 foreseen the intended reforms and always advocated the necessity of send-
 ing a number of Jewish boys to the imperial public schools. I therefore
 rejoiced at the selection they had made, and assured them that if the rabbi
 was willing to go his appointment should be ratified by the minister
 without delay.87

 This report is curious in light of the fact that in early 1841 R. Izeleh
 strongly opposed the work of committees convened by the Russian
 authorities which had recently been formed in various cities to effect
 changes in the Jewish educational system.88 Nevertheless, Lilienthal was
 optimistic that R. Izeleh would support his efforts and, a few days before
 Yom Kippur 1842, set out for Volozhin to personally discuss the matter
 with him.

 There are two different extant versions as to what was R. Izeleh's
 basic reaction to LilienthaPs proposal during the few days they spent
 together - one reported by Lilienthal and the other current in traditional
 circles. According to Lilienthal, R. Izeleh was sympathetic to his cause:
 "He understood very well that the reform of the schools could be delayed
 no longer, and though feeling somewhat uneasy about the fate that might
 befall his Jeshibah, when these reforms would be carried out, he never
 hesitated to recommend an alteration of the educational system." Lilien-
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 thai reported that R. Izeleh told him, "I consider you a truly good Jew,
 having the welfare of his people at heart, and making every effort to
 promote their prosperity," and gave him a blessing: "May the Lord, the
 faithful Guardian of Israel, send His angels on your way, and may you
 return into our midst healthy and of good courage!"89
 A much less favorable impression is forthcoming in sources stemming

 from the traditional community. They report that on Kol Nidre night,
 R. Izeleh brought Lilienthal to the synagogue and, in his presence,
 delivered his customary sermon. That year R. Izeleh cited the rabbinic
 passage (Yoma 18b) which recorded that before performing the Temple
 service on Yom Kippur, the High Priest was asked by his older colleagues
 to swear that he was not a heretic (Saducee) and would not deviate one
 iota from the traditionally accepted format of the service. The Talmud
 concludes that he cried because they could possibly accuse him of such a
 charge, and they cried as well. Asked R. Izeleh: Is it not true that our
 rabbis sharply enjoin us from ever having any evil thoughts about
 another person? After all, rabbinic literature is full of passages which
 condemn such activity in the harshest terms! How could it therefore be
 possible that the priestly elders could entertain precisely such suspicions
 about the holiest person (the High Priest) in the holiest place (the Holy of
 Holies in the Temple) on the eve of the holiest day of the year (Yom
 Kippur)? He answered: True, when it comes to a private individual, we
 are prohibited from ever entertaining such thoughts or suspicions but it is
 much different in the case of a public personality who has accepted upon
 himself the responsibility to work on behalf of the community. In such a
 case, not only is it permitted to question his piety but we are even
 required to examine carefully his intentions to insure that they are purely
 for the sake of Heaven. After this homily, R. Izeleh descended from the
 bimab leaving the congregation perplexed as to the reason why he
 departed from his standard Kol Nidre derashah style. Lilienthal, how-
 ever, understood very well that the words were directed towards him.90
 LilienthaPs reaction is different in various versions of the story.

 According to one, Lilienthal himself ascended the bimab at that point
 and publicly acknowledged that he was the object of the rabbi's words
 but went on to say that everyone indeed had a perfect right to question
 his intention and his behavior. He then opened the ark, took out a Torah
 scroll and swore by all that is holy in Judaism that his intentions as well
 as those of the Russian government, are only for the sake of the better-
 ment of the Jews, without any ulterior motives. Furthermore, he went on
 to swear that if at any time he was to sense that the government did have
 a hidden anti-Jewish agenda, he would immediately cease any involve-
 ment with them.91 According to another version of the story, Lilienthal
 covered his head with his talit and was heard crying softly after R. Izeleh
 completed his derashah.91 Yet a third version suggests that after the
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 sermon Lilienthal knew that his mission was in jeopardy and returned to
 St. Petersburg.93

 Yet, in spite of his thinly veiled hesitations and suspicions, R. Izeleh did
 join the rabbinical conference convened by the government to implement
 its plans for establishing a nationwide network of Haskalah-type Jewish
 schools. Traditional sources explained his participation not as an expres-
 sion of his sympathy for their efforts, as Lilienthal did, but rather as an
 opportunity to try to make the best of what was clearly a difficult and
 dangerous situation. They considered it a purely pragmatic, as opposed
 to ideological, decision. R. Barukh Epstein records that his uncle, the
 Neziv, who was present during the discussions between R. Izeleh and
 Lilienthal, told him that Lilienthal had informed R. Izeleh that the Tsar
 already had received the approval of a majority of his advisors to punish
 the Jews harshly for their refusal to accept his educational proposals.
 However, two of his ministers, Uvarov and Kiselev, had argued for
 leniency on the grounds that the Jews might be peacefully convinced to
 accept the Tsar's proposal, and dispatched Lilienthal for this purpose. If
 the Jews were to reject him, said Lilienthal to R. Izeleh, he was afraid of
 the terrible consequences that would result. Faced with such pressure,
 R. Izeleh was forced to agree to help him and galvanized support in other
 communities for his efforts.94

 Based on all the evidence available, it seems fair to conclude that
 although R. Izeleh did have an openness to secular studies, it is highly
 unlikely that he or any rosh yeshiva in the first half of the nineteenth
 century would have advocated the kinds of educational reforms pro-
 posed by Lilienthal. He may have personally expressed an interest in
 extra-Talmudic matters, but it is almost inconceivable to believe that he
 would have had any part in compromising the traditional mode of
 learning in public Torah institutions. I see no evidence to support the
 conclusion that R. Izeleh "was much more positively inclined to some of
 their (i.e., Haskalah's) suggestions on educational reform."95 As we shall
 see in the case of the Neziv, and as I argued earlier in the case of
 R. Hayyim, personal openness on the part of a rosh yeshiva to some sort
 of secular culture is very far removed from formally introducing this
 openness into the curriculum of his school. Although quite striking in its
 own right, citing Mendelssohn's Bïur in a Humash shiur is very different
 than devoting parts of the school day to studying Russian language or
 literature. In all likelihood, R. Izeleh decided to support Lilienthal and
 joined the government-sponsored rabbinical conference out of fear that a
 refusal to do so would result in even greater calamities for Russian Jews
 and a hope that through his participation he could influence its
 outcome.96
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 Yet, although his own interest in secular culture seems to have been
 developed very privately (for it was only after he died that Polish books
 were discovered in his library97), R. Izeleh did have a reputation for
 being more "open" in his lifetime. There is no reason to deny that
 Lilienthal was telling the truth when he reported that R. Izeleh told him,
 "You must not suppose, doctor, that all the Jews are putting implicit
 confidence in my views. They suspect me of leaning towards some
 reform, of favoring the schemes of the government. I have a great many
 enemies, though they do not dare to avow their animosity openly."98
 Although he went on to attribute this to the fact that, "they envy my
 position as chief of this Jeshibah," perhaps it was also due to a more
 fundamental opposition to his open and moderate world-view. This
 could, perhaps, also explain why enrollment in Volozhin decreased dur-
 ing his tenure as rosh yeshiva. The standard explanation given is that his
 communal involvements forced him to spend too much time away from
 it.99 Perhaps a more basic consideration was operative here as well.
 Traditional yeshiva boys may have expressed their disagreement with
 R. Izeleh's overall hashkafah and, although they knew he would never
 formally tamper with the yeshiva's traditional curriculum, decided they
 would feel more religiously comfortable elsewhere.100
 This kind of extra-Talmudic openness found in R. Izeleh is even more

 pronounced in the case of his son-in-law, the Neziv. First of all, in his
 younger years he was interested in the kinds of rabbinic texts not nor-
 mally studied in traditional yeshiva circles and he wrote book-length
 commentaries on the Bible (entitled Ha'amek Davar), the She'iltot de-R.
 Abai Gaon (entitled Ha'amek She'elah) and on the Sifri (published
 posthumously as 'Emek ha-Neziv).iOi Following in the footsteps of his
 two great predecessors, R. Hayyim and R. Izeleh, he delivered a Humash
 sbiur after services every morning.102 Even more significant was his
 methodology, which included textual criticism of the Talmud and
 rishonim, use of manuscripts to determine the correct text and, in gen-
 eral, reflected a keen historical sensitivity.103
 His nephew, R. Barukh Epstein, called special attention to his unusual

 knowledge of the Hebrew language.

 ynm "»pn íD^t min bu nv^mt^n nmbwri nx in b^p "»n mira ^"n nn1?
 mriM T»rra ididt }wbn wi&itn npm npMi p^yn ^-m pip-rn ,K-ipnn

 1O4.iuvn ibv n^m tprni "prnnDtpn ]n pY'n ,^-npn ]wb nwyn

 His son, R. Meir Berlin (Bar-Han), recorded how he avidly read
 newspapers:

 ■frnnnitf:: .m1? *ow nn bi ,m^n K~ip rrnnyn bix y-r> Kb nviyò rmitp^
 b^ ynun n^nvQ bipnn mn p'n^ra ixnm dt» ^n nx:^ "yòam "rrram"
 TOtt np1» Kb WKW ,-p by i^pi2 V't îok mn ^Jiny bw nwbw nb^n nxn nvD
 nn ,mwi "pny K^pb nmni^ ,pDQ na Kin bin by nnvi^ mip ,pny ]vbi
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 iwiiTO "DnDiD mu^v" tpKnn nmu/n uian up m "p:ivn) mo^x1? lpDD Dnnxw
 ■»b'ud -yra ,nm:in "»ed ,íòk ^nt ■'■fr'a k^ ib nn">n D^invn nxnp .(V'ì pip mn
 -im ^n1? ^iv1? ni mn k1? ivnun .Vnan D^ivn u/n-innw nn ^ nnp nvn*?

 1O5.rmnn nrinió nT>no nn Km k1? tiv ^n ,v"t»kit7

 The Neziv also felt that it was very important to know Russian. His son
 continued:

 "irrò vT» ì^K *»D ni^n c)k manían pi^1? viv ij^ki^ ^v nv^ vnni^ k^k "nv íót
 .nriT» ijt'k nn^^n nyn mn ^"»maan DH^pan dv ini^^n

 m">w-p ,tvt'12 "»sn n^on Tnïa1? nvw nrnxi mn1? ^"t kdk djdj nnx dvd
 ■'jk t>k^ ,rm?3n iJixnn ain^Di ;mn^ ^v mittn nx ^"i k^k ^ki^ .pora t>v)3
 VII1 ^K Tl"»^^ WÒn ,^2 ^D^" ^"T K^K "^K "1)3K ."»IKID DniV^H HK fOE

 106".mnx n^xnj n^av nnnn vn tk "»d ^"»dii

 This openness on the part of the Neziv to Haskalah was also clearly
 acknowledged by his son. He wrote:

 üvnD ,D">Tin b'u DwnoB D^inm "nb^vju" own nnn n^n^n vit1 n^ni^ hd
 Trmwn k^t /]rnI7iin k^ .ninx b"' kdk Tvn nxna ,njUDT kuw n^n ^^idd
 ;hì ^v inspiri x'm yb ìvtw2 '"nbiwrrn bw nrn^Jû b"' kdk nnn ìò ^unnKn
 n^iD ^d ^n /n>>n''üp''''mK ,nnw nn^n ^T1^ ixn'^ nnmn ^rv bi by iïdd

 1O7.nmy

 In a brief biography of the Neziv by R. Abraham Isaac ha-Kohen Kook,
 he wrote:

 ny^n mnw min bw mmn yam hjïdkj n^Du/n '^"in mío Kin n"^ jh iix^n
 •»K^n^ rmm mían ^nnn nvT»! oin^ ^vm nrann nnn ^vn wk n^ 'n mv

 1O8.nrnnn nai^ vt>u; nmn »n^nn

 In one of his histories of Volozhin, M. Y. Berdyczewski noted that:

 1O9.n"»c7im n^Dwn k^i^t pnx K^pn1? ímnu; nu/K nnaion •'un npi^i

 In defense of the Neziv who was attacked for his narrowmindedness,
 Alexander Zederbaum, the editor of ha-Meliz, wrote:

 Tonn ■»am van iwin^ Mbw ni^K b^ ,^"^3 'n nn^^n i^xn nx d"kq uvt» x^n

 înnnn1? nnmpn lnxn^i mîa^nm D"»pDiDn înj^n nnn nn^n Kin ir^K vnnnm
 mn1? ^n D^vnnn n^KJpn in iwkt ^vam iipto npn p^nvn^i mjin1? Kin nmx

 llo.n3n)an p^i ^n

 In fact, it is very interesting that the Neziv had high regard for Max
 Lilienthal, and felt that his father-in-law and others unfairly suspected
 him of being simply a front for the Russian government's effort to
 assimilate and even convert the Jews. The Neziv met Lilienthal personally
 during the latter's trip to Volozhin in 1842 and was the only other person
 present when Lilienthal and R. Izeleh met privately to discuss the govern-
 ment's plan.111 His nephew, R. Barukh Epstein, wrote:
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 ^1) pmp "»m pxan îamn nwx ^y nmn nvoyj imd "o nn id^d nnx nvû
 ^w ^ rmExn-TOJ inv ix mnm ^pi pn to-q "o dx ,y:iD ynx^xTin (v^vrx

 .^xnüjy^ nmn

 After telling the story of R. Izeleh's Kol Nidre sermon cited above,
 R. Epstein concluded in his uncle's name:

 ,rm minxn inyn tpo1? tvi vniin1? in1?! bxnvwbib nx nt^n Kin toîto i*b "o
 Vud nnwnn ^d "q^d 'ti x^i ,m i^n ^dd y^ "»n o^onm n>3Kn "o ,xin mun

 1 ^.i^v -wwbn 1WKÎ31 inn'¿;n itt7K)3

 However, while unusually open to all kinds of extra-Talmudic litera-
 ture, the Neziv strongly felt that none of this should come at the expense
 of Talmud Torah. His son wrote:

 xb rmnn nn^n ynarò bmip ini^n wmnn "»3 b"i kdk w*nnuj2 pn n n^iK
 113.tt7npn pii/^n toi mi HDi^n m n^nu; T»n ,im d^d-ki^u n^n

 As a result, the Neziv was totally and unalterably opposed to officially
 allowing secular studies into his beloved yeshiva because it was clear to
 him that devoting part of the day to secular studies would invariably
 have a detrimental affect on the students' study of Torah. It was one
 thing to favor pursuing secular knowledge "at a time which is neither day
 nor night"; it was quite another to formally integrate it into the yeshiva's
 official curriculum. He made his position very clear in a letter to Zeder-
 baum where he wrote, in no uncertain terms:

 d¡-q pKW ryx ,bTi iTxnò *p ,nyu:n tempri nx D^raun omnt) "pbnnw tod
 puiEn D"UTnì73 un'u2 nnrÒYm mn^nn nurnp D^vnan mow nxmu yni¿;

 114.inK

 This idea is also reflected in one of his most famous responsa written in
 reaction to an essay in the periodical Mahzikei ha-Dat about "right,"
 "left" and "center" orthodoxy:

 itf/io bi ruDttw *>W2 k^k D^pnn nn^Dm pòot ^kií; nmn bw n^m ni "wío
 nvwn nmnn bMi nvn^ k"ki ,nn niDT1? inv^D^ "ò nbm nn ^nv ws^i ,nn
 k^k ^"»k ^m Hiöita n^Dn na nnni^ nmn ^na bii .nnnK onmn poivi:;
 minn ^"lanj nnDtt7 nnK ik nmnn Dwxn lvpt^e; nmp ^în mn1^ ipovn^t^

 115niï3l7n n^Dn1? van1? k"k imn ^dk

 When asked by M. Y. Berdyczewski why he was opposed to the current
 efforts at educational reform in his yeshiva, the Neziv replied:

 nn niKn^ ^inn D^iy^ inmn by rppwn^ *'ròy ,uj-in im pn^ yiDnj nt^KD
 ny nniiKi ^yin m'^ x^nn k1? köihh nw nxnj i^kdt ?ud)3 nï1 nm ^vs
 nson tû n"7ij7D mxnn nwy ]n ?T»nnpvn nxy^ i^ nt^nn n^ix^ k1? ^n ; y-in

 116?nnt'nnpi7n nxy^ ^du t>ki ^OKünm xa^^ra iu;x D^nn1?

 Anything that led to bittul Torah had to be totally and utterly rejected,
 even if that activity, per se, was not intrinsically offensive or prohibited.
 This is reflected in a number of decisions of the Neziv:
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 1. He closed a separate society devoted to studying "hokhmat yisra'el"
 that had been founded by some students in the yeshiva. In discussing the
 short-lived history of this group, M. Y. Berdyczewski noted that although
 "Haskalah is permitted in Volozhin and the rosh yeshiva does not object
 to it a great deal, he does not consider it appropriate to establish a society
 fork."117

 2. He outlawed all newspapers and journals in the yeshiva,

 pm ìrrVòn .nrron nnn^n yrra -iwk nbiwnn nx nynm TOp Kintp nnnn Kb
 nin^ ^ttnnrò n^-ò ^iwDtt1? yma vn "»d imn nn . . . .min ^itra nnon

 118.rmnn

 For the same reason he did not allow the students to publish their own
 newspapers or Torah journal.119

 3. Although very active in the Hibbat Ziyon movement, the Neziv
 would have outlawed any Zionist society in the yeshiva had he known
 about it. Israel Klausner noted that the Neziv would never permit his
 students to neglect Torah study in order to spend time even on a cause so
 close to his heart like yishuv Erez Yisra'el.120 As a result, both such
 societies which existed in the yeshiva in the second half of the 1880's and
 beginning of the 1890's, Nes Ziyonah and Nezah Yisra'el, had to func-
 tion clandestinely. After the first group was forced to disband in 1890
 because the government had reason to suspect it of disloyalty, the Neziv
 told its secretary that such a society did not belong in Volozhin because,
 "one does not suspend Torah study for the sake of a mi%vah that can be
 done by others."121

 4. He even did not allow the yeshiva students to stop their learning in
 order to recite Tehillim on behalf of his very sick wife, so as not to cause
 bittul Torah. 122

 5. For this reason he is also purported to have opposed the efforts of
 R. Izeleh Peterburger to institute the study of mussar in Volozhin.123

 After having been successful at maintaining the existence of his yeshiva
 for close to four decades in the face of enormous financial and ideological

 pressures, things began to unravel for the Neziv at the end of the 1880's.
 A number of factors combined to weaken his hold over his beloved

 institution, ultimately resulting in its closing in the Winter of 1892.
 The increasing independence and assertiveness of an ever-growing

 student body made life extremely difficult for the Neziv on a number of
 different occasions. First of all, a great deal of sentiment began to be
 expressed in opposition to his wife who had been taking a more active
 role in the yeshiva's affairs. Students resented her increased involvement
 and some vented their anger in most disrespectful ways.
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 nrfrn insn ^Dm ^"ònn pK lpin n^m nbn iwy Knmntt "»m mnn imm
 ,n*Tii£7n nx nK3ii7n n^p -p ^dt ,rma nyw ny toed nyum n^n^ n^DJi
 mn K2H3 ,rp3io nnxn nnTi mn ito ^Dm m*™ iwionn n^KDnnu; nywiw

 124.rrnp by rxnnb nnra nou-mro vbw mm "p^a "òtp mmra

 Much more serious was the economic crisis which came to a head in

 1891. That year was a leap year and the yeshiva did not have enough
 money for the students' stipends for the extra month. Tensions ran high
 and when one of the yeshiva's custodians embarrassed some of the
 students, a veritable riot broke out in the bet midrash. In his memoirs, the

 Neziv's son, who was then a young boy studying in the yeshiva, described
 the scene:

 vbyn m^n nmn nwx munn nx -nw me;1»» ,myo nnp wim vn rnrrnn
 ,m"D mran .nnpnnD wn d^ikh ^di D^n D'wn nnv k^i ,nmn)3n ^nan p/n1?
 ^yiDn ^n^Ti "»n ,Dn 1VAQ va nmn nnn v^d ii^k i¿7ni£7n ^DDnnj rnjn^ii^n

 nnm kyû k^t nnm nxn ^d^ti ^k djdj t7Kni£7i> ^ pi .:m ^na ]iKi¿/m nn"7
 125.mnn ìòvj h^id nn^wn ^v n^nn wpib dk ^d ,mDint7

 The repercussions of this event were felt both within the yeshiva and
 without it and, once again, led to serious concerns about the future
 viability of the institution. The Neziv did all he could to maintain its
 existence, pacifying many of his students and travelling regularly to
 Vilna, and even on occasion to St. Petersburg, to prevail upon the secular
 authorities to continue to look with favor upon his yeshiva.126 But he
 found the pace and the pressure too taxing and decided at that point to
 finally carry out his life-long dream of settling in the land of Israel.127 He
 made plans to leave Volozhin and appointed his oldest son, R. Hayyim
 Berlin, in his place.

 It was this desire on the part of the Neziv which aroused the greatest
 ire and indignation of the student body. At that time, R. Hayyim
 Soloveitchik had been saying shiurim in the yeshiva together with the
 Neziv and many students felt that he was more qualified than R. Hayyim
 Berlin to assume the position of rosh yeshiva. The Neziv's insistence
 upon appointing his son met with great opposition and, once again, a
 number of his students made life very difficult for him:

 wow rb mn xbi ^Dirfr n*o rramy ^rrtra nmntt bw nw nmn mw nniKi

 •'jm ^lDnn in riK ikdd by yyrmb ywn bw imi ^Dn-rram

 nnTi it mn nnròn .nxn itidd hd*1 mn xb pn itde; nwn ,ib nurin nrrwn
 ^^■nrirn rnym vn it nnrònn rr^n bw "pn ^d .nmyn nurn n^ií/pvT rwp
 riiD?3 ^rw npyn ->2m ,ipy> bip bipn .d^ti bip vn nn on^nn bw nrn -b^'
 rnnxn rnKiüD^n ^dki n^n mp-Mï )n «qx npv n1» o^ni ;idid *iin nbiyn

 .D^Ki3 n^KT n^xn nm^ynu/D ,-nan
 ,mm dh^ D^mriD nnn ^no'^rûïa ^npn yixin mn ,ny'u bm nv bi2
 "in ;onyn "»viis^d .noa nvaD mnnn d'widi ,Tim nn^n D^p onm D^n
 ,mnvn ,wnpn ]nxn nnüo ^vt ^nni^n ~nnn n'^^n ^k i^k D^nnn íxm l^v
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 ,rwp nvraio .nnn ms mpn mn K^-mn nram ,TnDD "hiev pa Mvbv pTQ
 nyoD bo ^v ipnnn ,"|pïn "nyy nx n^wn"1^ nnw ,^7 baion nynn p-iw

 128.nmn orno1 ib i73*nai ,V7tt7 worn

 One of the students who was studying in the yeshiva at the time
 described the situation facing R. Hayyim Berlin as follows:

 .D"raw D^ynKn bon imvu; nx lynörn ,ni "ni»^ m'oon xb nn^nn

 ìòuj nvuj*[p2 imEppn D'Wûbn ^"on by rrbyb nyn inn nK mon d^ved^
 nni^ ^^n^ii^n nx iddh ^rrwn rnyiû ii^v an^^nn

 rbin bxK inv ywn .iiktd ^n^ mn i^mnm ^m^ïDn nx in^D ^"m^rin nx
 .n?3ixn rnwv^ ^id*» mn k^ ^dk ^^n^n irm*1^^ nwym nx nxn mni^ n^m

 129.n[7nnn pxi nyv ]*>k ^npsm m^inwn ^ nvi^n

 This constant infighting and conflict had a terribly detrimental effect
 on the yeshiva:

 .nrawnn nnsm mon nn nain ;n:wn ^u; nrniy nnnûj tow on^n nvi^n

 ^k iron iD^n ^imnnm D"»pii^n uno raròttn noix .Dn1?^ nn)3a ny Dnn-im
 n^DDDn nK iDûn ^^k "»3C7 i^n v2f)3Kn DH)3iyn ^^iram .np^u^iD^ ipovi n"»a
 mmnan nnnan nwipw vn n^vn .ddv ^n nn1?! nnnûD b'V îvvunn ^n^^n

 nmnn ^i^ nvD^D nT>m:D .hkdh ni^i^JT n^)3n vim ypn niß1 lyanwD
 ^^7 nvD^D nvmiDi ^n^m n^nm ^n^^n D^n^ïDi dhdiv vn nmn^ D^un
 ^u; ni 3YD ?n73'^ idi "jKn-nmn^T .^vb yinm rnyinn n^^un vn ^umrAin
 nn^wn-^nTD n^^w ,^pb nil ,n*nn nom ^u/i wD^n iit^d bw ,vnK *iin?3 n^un

 . . . simb nmx mtv^ "ònn n^unn idküu;
 13O.D'iniivn nK d^d nn^^n anKU/jn vn dt» bu üvísd

 This struggle over who would succeed the Neziv was so intense and so
 sapped the strength of the yeshiva that some considered it to be the cause
 of its closing almost a year later.131 However, the key factor responsible
 for that event was the Russian government's insistence that secular
 studies be introduced formally into the yeshiva's curriculum. As men-
 tioned above, the Russian maskilim and the secular government had long
 advocated such a change but they both had been successfully held off for
 decades by the tenacious and intensive efforts of the Neziv. However, by
 the end of the penultimate decade of the nineteenth century, they began
 to gain the upper hand and forced their will on a most reluctant, tired
 and saddened rosh yeshiva.

 In February, 1887, thirteen rabbis were called to St. Petersburg to
 discuss the matter of instituting secular studies in the hadarim and
 yeshivot of Russia. Among those who attended this meeting were the
 Neziv, R. Yosef Dov Halevi Soloveitchik, then in Brisk, R. Yizhak
 Elhanan Spektor of Kovno, and R. Yizhak Ya'akov Reines of Riga. Their
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 three weeks of deliberations resulted in a formal document, dated March
 1, 1887, which clearly stated that every yeshiva is obliged to hire a teacher
 for instruction in spoken and written Russian, and that a separate build-
 ing should be made available near the yeshiva where such instruction
 would take place. However, only these limited subjects would be taught
 and only from books acceptable to the rosh yeshiva; no "free-thinking"
 works or novels would be allowed, nor would the teacher be permitted to
 engage his students in any conversations about them. The first three
 signatories to the document were "Yizhak Elhanan Spektor mi-Kovno,"
 "Yosef Dovber Halevi Soloveitchik" and "Naftali Zevi Yehudah Berlin
 mi-Volozhin."132

 In a lead editorial written two months later in ha-Meli%, its editor
 Alexander Zederbaum correctly noted that the permission granted by
 these rabbis to include secular studies in the curriculum of the religious
 schools did not reflect their true feelings on the matter:

 bw y"2 rpT who D^ynn nmnn bx it ravin íonrò "tiük n^n^sn nnvn1' ^b
 ,uyn nm1? nnn dttoiíd iw dkdd i^kdt mnn "pK nwn pn ^"nnpvi tq^ rp

 133.mnn kVi mpn xb "o nmpnn ^y tvkiî2 ^ûn d"dv

 In fact, even a year and a half later, the Neziv still adamantly refused to
 implement this agreement in his own yeshiva. In a discussion with a
 visitor in the winter of 1888-89, he insisted that he would never allow the

 teaching of Russian in Volozhin. He gave his guest a lesson in bitahon
 (faith) and told him that even if such a decision would result in the
 yeshiva being forced to close, he was not concerned because he was
 confident that it would reopen shortly thereafter.134

 Nevertheless, some time later, the Neziv was forced to relent and even
 he allowed the introduction of secular studies in Volozhin, albeit on a
 very limited basis.

 He had already conceptually adumbrated such a policy a number of
 years earlier in his celebrated responsum already cited. There he wrote:

 "ovil DHü^n ttpií; nbnpn ^kii mn nn lpoyrm rrnm pivvb pinnnb wby
 nnnn nmwm kït ,p m ^in m^ ntt^ rra^nn "»"dv imur1 dk nn ,rmn
 n'a "pKi ,v^b AKn inx bi ">m dk "iwedk "»k htt /kwi» nivin kh^w bK^w "»ükii

 nil rryn ^în mîD^^ u^ nx rrnn?3 Kin D"y ,mn p^nîDi "pan nnn ni^K nnn^
 "in>) dk ^dk ^în mn1? a^n^ "hd m^p^pv inn ^^îm lmnn wq pnu; ama
 ^m ntón ^mb an^n nK D^nnnn vn*» k*7 bnpn ^kh "ra^n ^y ^uin imn
 d^qd vn1» nai nmnn ^niD me k1?^ nnn1 iu/k nmnn "»"dv nnau/nn Kn^ bix
 mm^n iKy»c7 mip1? t»ku7 ^Kn DT'n n^pn*' nti nil nimn pvyb dtthiü mvü

 135. . . .nKnrò n^KD myi^n

 Although there is no question that the Neziv never intended to adopt
 this policy in his own beloved yeshiva, the time came when he was forced
 to do so. The story is told, with all its pain and poignancy, by his son:
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 m^V? n^orò n~on mm nnnK nnnn nmn xbw ^"»to imn yun nwioi
 nnD ~ry dyd^ n'òinnn iwp'oi ~w ikddip ^dd nxi wy ,ny'ir>i monn "puon
 riKTD ^np1? irròyn .nin Twa'òn myip nx mi nn D'a^mm ison nx iií/dku;
 íòk ^"wnni n^riKn rrawn mn d-iûtou; ^rrwn-m ^d íòip ,nittn n^mn
 nK .D^onn dhiq1^ pioy^ lmur1 n^n wk D'w&n ,nnn ^onn p^nn pn

 ti^1? ny pin jT»Dinn "jiw^n bw ivyòn ini .nunn ony y by bipb n^K/im nn^^n

 A Gentile teacher was found and a room was set aside on the ground
 floor of the yeshiva for this purpose. There even was a picture of Czar
 Alexander III on the wall of that room.137

 However, none of the students wanted to attend these classes, consid-
 ering them a waste of precious time better spent on Torah studies. When
 the instructor came to teach his class, he would find no one in the
 classroom. Afraid that the authorities would discover this and react

 harshly towards the yeshiva, the Neziv,

 DTOittnn D"at£7T> visbw ]nbwn bx wi ,mwb djdj mn inyym hudd
 ^k mi min-*™1?™ nyw i^un ^jn ,kjk" iuttòk "pnnm "nn^''^ DH^^nD
 mn^n ^n^wn ]yüb nxì wy .c7*»k T'kt nw^ro ht nu? n^nw niMin /nrro'n
 nsD nK ^ivb n^nnDin vr' ^ì^in ìòv ik p>fnn ^rrwn-om

 bw D^i^Djn nmo^n nvnb DHi^VD^nnKn" nn ■ntt'w-'Tun mm Kiwan

 D^niDDD vnw ^nanon an^n^nn bwi ji ni^pn u/pn1? niDin n^nw ^nan nmnn
 138MBrbyi bi lnYV1? nxn^ ^d1» ^yn1? nKT mi^v1?

 There is other evidence as well for the formal study of Russian litera-
 ture in the yeshiva. The son of a student who was there at the time wrote
 that:

 iwb nK rmrb mwr] p nnwm nx n^onn ròwìinn nw^n n^^n nmxn
 nn^n n^n^n nn^onn mnmp u^'u2 .n^'ÒTin n^D^nn hid1! n^onn }wbn
 nn-^Ti nx ^^n^ hdi ^^ii nnvi xb 2W vwiy .nunni^m it nurn-r w»pb
 nnxT1^ nnn ìy-nip "D^mann" ^w nmnn nn^^n ^n ^inn nnn ^^"»yj n^Don
 inx n^n •'Dk .o^onn omy^n np^ yini^1? nn^y from ^n^Din1? nnmp
 n^i^^nn ìn^Dwn n^xn ^y c'wnb mnniìn ^ n^n^ v^Dy

 n^uyian inx n^n ^"»'ii^Kra "inmD-^yn" ~rnbw nin nn^n niDTm ^a^ra n^pii;
 139.nl)l7t7Dn n^Dwnn p da nn^yi^n nypn "rayDu/ ,mi^ D^nnn

 However, government leaders together with their cohorts among the
 maskilim continued their pressure to force secular studies into Volozhin
 on a more widespread scale, and the Neziv's reluctant compromise and
 valiant efforts to keep his yeshiva alive were no longer able to stem the
 tide. On December 22, 1891, the Russian government ordered the yeshiva
 to conform to a very comprehensive set of rules which governed all
 aspects of the yeshiva's existence, including its curriculum, student body,
 teaching staff and administration. Of the dozens of regulations, four
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 were most critical and serious: (1) secular studies were to take place daily
 between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. (#6a); (2) no more than ten
 hours a day could be spent studying (#6b); (3) there was to be no
 studying at all at night (#6c); (4) the members of the administration and
 teachers all had to be able to speak Russian and hold a diploma testifying
 to their knowledge of some secular subjects (#2, 27).140 No longer were
 secular studies in Volozhin simply a matter involving only the fifty best
 students for two hours at the end of the day, but it was to transform the
 entire character of the yeshiva. The bulk of the day was to be spent on
 secular studies and only a few hours could be devoted to Torah, with
 virtually none at all during the winter season when the day was very
 short.141 It was obviously impossible for the Neziv to agree to such
 extreme demands. He said, as reported by his nephew, R. Barukh
 Epstein,

 TV2 ^niDn mpn un^vò nm ,ìb mwnb nm ^rru/TÒi Ie? nn pòxd nwnn
 ,wiì2 "1QD ivy dx "o ,-nv xipni 'vm "m^" Kb "o nnx ^TíÒKTn nrrwn

 ^2?bb-2

 The end was near, and it came some ten weeks later. On Wednesday
 morning, February 3, 1892, Russian authorities entered the yeshiva and
 ordered all the students to leave. The sad and tragic scene was later
 described as follows:

 K7K1 ,yb~M D"n "i bw irn^in nv myn) rrnn rüwn npnn uaw fn "i ora
 ("w*pbK vnyx" ]iyn ,nmm mx ixn ntn um ^n^on iiBbw ^nnxn nn^wn
 ]M2n n^i ,mb^-' "i^d ,nrai^K nnn bm n^n onmipi nn^ps nn^^n nx wpn
 -po ^înnnnii; iDynm ,nw^n n^pBi iK-ipj nn^on-nvn nnQDn-nDK
 HKipj DH^nm rnrpttfTHwm bi nnv)3m .nn^pD nvi wnn ^ynn -rwvpn
 nxnp niba .nimb nMbnrrmm by] nn^^m nn^i^n bv rbwrmn niips
 nn^v nw nvjbw ^wnm ^mn^n-rr'n nx t»ïd nvyb n^wn inb w ]ni rmpsn
 "nsDT minrrnQD riK w^im nrrwrrrra riK udw nnxT ^^vn riK da mTV^
 - naDn bv naon ^mnn-ií/ipn .nn^i^n rnn1?! bv miro nrnn imjn-nn^nn
 hk"i tow "»73 ^dw ,nn)3iK dvkh mnnn ìriiK ^i^ n^xn-nv vnc; ròx ^di
 •»t» ^v nnDpn jiirwrrmptt .vn^D hìh pnnD hki k^ iìd mnnn min ruiîon
 ■■òs riKYin ^"»nn "|inn d^-ia ,]idj nnv ik ^n^n^nn nx^"» ,nnDia onuitt;
 ^"•'Yjn nn^-'n-^xn bw TnDrry:n nin^i n^nn-nsDT nmnn-nao »n^n
 nx x^û i^x-iH^n ^ nnTnvTiT bv 'wi ,nyinn mD^vnn-nynn xyiniy

 143.*onn nva nvn ^dt D^xnn nnyrc/ n?3D m ^d nxnn^

 Another description noted that:

 ^v ^nxnm Mß^vb mnnn nnx ^d ^^wn nx nn^^nn utv nmj^DT d^dxd
 . . . .ln^iy-pmm nrrtpvi inmn

 ^dd .ttzxT^iEDm nn-^xDj dhtu1? ivdjt nn^i^n ^n luni^j nmnp ni^np
 x~nj mp .n^nnn *7x nn^^n ^n nx ^mn1? Dimity dv nnDxn iDDxnj nna^n
 nnu;'1 nmnnm .n^ivn ^d ■'jd nx nnoDi "r>ixn n^^innn a1?^ nmo ^ìnn ix u1?^
 -^idxt pp ^iDn ^n^nnnsn dhhjû "|inn D^omm Disipo ^i^avn -|inn

 144. . . .-ivy
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 Ultimately the yeshiva closed over the issue of secular studies. Because
 it was clear that the Neziv did not want any secular studies in Volozhin,
 events developed that ultimately led to its close by the Russian authori-
 ties. Perhaps aware of the fact that his attempt at a compromise ended in
 failure, he warned his son on the day before he died never to allow any
 secular studies in his beloved institution.145

 After close to ninety years of serving as the premier Torah institution
 in Eastern Europe, if not the world, the Volozhin yeshiva was no longer.
 Some recalled that when they passed by the now empty and darkened
 yeshiva building in the middle of the night "they heard like a soft voice
 crying and wailing."146 Although the yeshiva did reopen some years
 later, it never regained its former position of supreme prominence in the
 yeshiva world. New centers of Torah learning sprang up in other cities
 like Mir, Telshe, Slabodka, Radin, Kletsk, Slonim, Kaminez, Lublin and
 Novaredok. Although eclipsed by these other yeshivot after 1892,
 Volozhin remained the model for them all and its powerful influence is
 felt even today, almost a full century later.

 I would like to end with a "concluding unscientific postscript," to bor-
 row the title of a work by Kierkegaard. The discipline of history was
 never a priority for great Torah scholars. In his haskamah to R. Judah
 ha-Levi Lifshitz's Sefer Dor Yesharim, R. Hayyim Ozer Grodzenski
 noted that:

 qK ,"7K"W ^ib dtoti nm njPTO p^nyrb uzb iew vb n^ivm ìke rmnn 'bm
 D'oiwion i^rnm nm .in m-ra burw* "»rarn "ona rm^in iddd y'rcb "o

 lì bx ira d"»ìòì3 ipnn tq bi .rmnn "»wain nran owpi D^n ion o^nnxm
 rntt7E33 jneny i*»ki nvn Mvjy' noia i^io a^n min nnm^n iimTn^m ]mn

 .mroi p onnmip ayn:^
 -p-a nn an^vn vn ,Di)nin nmn lpovnn iu;k D^oymn n^nan tòk ni
 ma y-iK)3 nnnnn nmnn nvn^ li^npn nn^mnv nnnm ,^ax ]ii3i n"ip?3
 ^■»»•»n nm nyn1» na nK'£7 D'^m ^TnyttpB ^^ dj^vìd idi^ nn ,0*» ^n npmvm

 .nn^mn^in nuaipm Dn^nròinn k^t npn ip^nvn ia"»rnm mm

 Torah scholars of old did not devote their attention to delving deeply into a
 knowledge of Jewish history, even to write the biographies of the great
 scholars of Israel of each generation. Behold, the words of our earlier and
 later scholars are alive and preserved in the mouths of bearers of
 Torah. . . ."We do not build monuments to the righteous; their words are
 their memorials."

 Even the few great scholars who were involved in history, did so only by
 chance and in passing. They dedicated their choicest time to the knowledge
 of Torah whose measure is broader than the earth and deeper than the sea.
 They placed all their concentration upon all its areas and from there drew
 also the(ir) knowledge of history. They analyzed in depth the words of our
 rabbinic masters, not their history or the places of their dwelling.147



 Jacob J. Schacter 111

 In a recently published essay, Rabbi Shimon Schwab justified this
 neglect of history on positive ideological grounds rather than simply
 considering it as reflecting an avoidance of bittul Torah. His comments
 are remarkable and deserve being cited in detail:

 There is a vast difference between history and storytelling. History must be
 truthful, otherwise it does not deserve its name. A book of history must
 report the bad with the good, the ugly with the beautiful, the difficulties
 and the victories, the guilt and the virtue. Since it is supposed to be truthful,
 it cannot spare the righteous if he fails, and it cannot skip the virtues of the
 villain. For such is truth, all is told the way it happened. Only a íom
 mandated by his Divine calling has the ability to report history as it really
 happened, unbiased and without prejudice.
 Suppose one of us today would want to write a history of Orthodox

 Jewish life in pre-holocaust Germany. There is much to report but not
 everything is complimentary. Not all of the important people were flawless
 as one would like to believe and not all the mores and lifestyles of this
 bygone generation were beyond criticism. An historian has no right to take
 sides. He must report the stark truth and nothing but the truth. Now, if an
 historian would report truthfully what he witnessed, it would make a lot of
 people rightfully angry. He would violate the prohibition against spreading
 Loshon Horah which does not only apply to the living, but also to those
 who sleep in the dust and cannot defend themselves any more.
 What ethical purpose is served by preserving a realistic historic picture?

 Nothing but the satisfaction of curiosity. We should tell ourselves and our
 children the good memories of the good people, their unshakeable faith,
 their staunch defense of tradition, their life of truth, their impeccable
 honesty, their boundless charity and their great reverence for Torah and
 Torah sages. What is gained by pointing out their inadequacies and their
 contradictions? We want to be inspired by their example and learn from
 their experience.
 When Noach became intoxicated, his two sons Shem and Japhet, took a

 blanket and walked into his tent backwards to cover the nakedness of their

 father. Their desire was to always remember their father as the Tzaddik
 Tomim in spite of his momentary weakness. Rather than write the history
 of our forebears, every generation has to put a veil over the human failings
 of its elders and glorify all the rest which is great and beautiful. That means
 we have to do without a real history book. We can do without. We do not
 need realism, we need inspiration from our forefathers in order to pass it on
 to posterity.148

 It is interesting that Rabbi Schwab does not deny that "important
 people" and "good people" have failings and inadequacies. Rather, he
 suggests that they are best overlooked and forgotten.
 However, even this remarkable argument (which merits its own analy-

 sis) explains only the neglect and disregard of history; it does not justify
 the distorting of history. While it may explain why one should not write
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 about the past, it does not justify distorting the past when one does write
 about it. Inventing the past is as foolish as foretelling the future, but more
 scandalous.

 This point was made forcefully and tellingly by Rabbi Joseph Elias in a
 review article written over twenty years ago. He wrote:

 ... the later history of the Jew can help most significantly toward a proper
 understanding of our sacred heritage and of our duty here and now.
 Through it we can convey to our youth the principles which underline and
 emerge from our past, and their application to the problems and issues of
 our time. Let it be well understood however: we must see the present in the
 light of the past and not, reversely, project the passing ideas of the day, its
 confusions and uncertainties, into the past. . . .

 If he (i.e., "the Torah historian") permits his values and judgements to
 be subject to the influence of his age, he will arrive at a distorted picture of
 both the Torah world and the secular world - and he will even project
 these distortions into that past from which he could have learned the
 truth."9

 This is exactly the issue at stake here. There is absolutely no doubt
 whatsoever that the Neziv allowed secular studies in Volozhin. There is

 also no doubt whatsoever that he did so entirely against his will, when
 circumstances totally beyond his control forced him, "as if compelled by
 a demon," to do so. The assertion of the executive director of the
 Lakewood Cheder School that, with regard to this specific matter, My
 Uncle the Netziv "does not correctly portray the Netziv, his hashkofos,
 kedusha, and yiras shamayim as related to us by his revered talmidim, the
 ones who knew him best" is utterly unfounded and reflects nothing more
 than the projection of the present onto the past. To recall a book, and
 censor R. Barukh Halevi Epstein's Mekor Barukh on these grounds, if
 indeed these were the grounds, is wrong. On the contrary, R. Epstein's
 portrayal of the Neziv is totally accurate. The greatness of this outstand-
 ing gadol ba-Torah and his heroic devotion to his beloved yeshiva are not
 diminished one iota by presenting the true story of the closing of
 Volozhin with all its pain, passion and poignancy.150

 NOTES

 My thanks to Dr. Michael Stanislawski and Dr. Shnayer Z. Leiman for carefully
 reading this article and for their many helpful suggestions.

 1. See Moshe Dombey, My Uncle the Netziv (New York, 1988), 90-91. For the
 original, see Rabbi Barukh Halevi Epstein, Mekor Barukh (Vilna, 1928; reprinted
 New York, 1954), IV, 1794-95:

 ravr' nmxn "o ,-iniK 'ti ,mw rnyn wrm ío1? "Tuorr nnxruw mpj toíoi
 tan ymn1? n^bb ^nn m "pin rowrr tena-ratp iro ,rra tn -ó -ion "òío Kin vn

 nii2 d^v^dj pin mw mym ,rQU7 my
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 p by' ^ivn bm mbw ro-Q vbx •'x^nD i1? "ntprp n^invn "a ,imK "»n pi
 .D¡T7 ^n^i DT»pT»

 See also My Uncle, ibid., 87: "My uncle said kiddush, had a piece of cake, and
 then discussed important Jewish issues that he had come across in that week's
 newspapers." This is an incorrect rendition of the original Hebrew which states
 that he actually read the newspaper on Shabbat morning:

 n^injn UVE iopw -inio ,nbp pidke te inyui "pTi by nn ttmptp nnxi
 .rmyo1? Mmy mo1? i^nn . . . winn "onprüu;

 See Mekor Barukh, ibid., 1790.
 2. My Uncle, ibid., 169: "Every book in his library, secular or holy, was always put

 away in its proper place. . . ." This too is an incorrect translation of the original
 text. See Mekor Barukh, ibid., 1983: lyun impD bv ^n varn wnp nDD . . ..

 3. My Uncle, ibid., 74-75; Mekor Barukh, ibid., 1772-73. This, in contrast to the
 Rashba who was engaged with others in the process of his Torah study and
 therefore his works were clear, correct and without error.
 For the Neziv's favoring of havruta learning over solitary study, see Eliezer

 Leoni, ed., Volozhin: Sipurah shelha-'Ir ve-shel Yeshivat '"Ez Hayyim" (Tel Aviv,
 1970), 119; Hannah Katz, Mishnat ha-Neziv (Jerusalem, 1990), 56-57.

 4. My Uncle, ibid., 206-08: Mekor Barukh, ibid., 2024-26.
 5. Before leaving this discussion it is interesting to note that the translator himself

 engaged in some censorship, simply skipping over very significant words when he
 was uncomfortable with them. For example, in describing the learned first wife of
 the Neziv, Rebbezin Rayna Batya, the daughter of R. Izeleh Volozhiner and
 granddaughter of R. Hayyim, Rabbi Epstein described her as follows:

 ,V>pn "»D'à mi ^dikh mm nwx rpinn -mrò m^oon -pnn rateò mil "»n "p
 rrmü ,wiw Diurno ,3pjn py ,rrMtcn3 ,-pn '.wiw nnao Tm 'rb^u rm^i
 naom ¡"Ok dtîde Dnao nn^i hdd ~nvi ,rmm viw ,in n?3y ^^n np ,"nx?3n
 rn1» mi K1?! ,D*nDon "|irû-îT»mB7aim n^in ^d nv nib nn^w ^di nj^y ^t ,7TVíH
 .H)31K)3 K1? ÜÍ773D1 ^IKQ 'DV12 "JK HÍ7T' D^H H^D^D^ VlUn ^1)31 ;DH)3 ÜÍ773D

 See Mekor Barukh, IV, 1949-50.
 The following is M. Dombey's "translation" of this passage:

 It was her habit to sit by the oven in the kitchen - even in the
 summertime - next to a table piled high with seforim. These included a
 Tanach, Ein Yaacov, various midrashim, Menor as HaMaor, Kav HaY-
 ashar, Tzemach Dovid, Shevet Yehudah, and many other books of this
 nature. Much of her time and attention were dedicated to pouring over
 these books, which interested her far more than running a household.

 See My Uncle, 156. Clearly conspicuous by its absence is R. Epstein's assertion
 that his aunt studied Torah she-ba(al peh, i.e., Mishnayot and "Sifrei Aggadah."
 Dombey also left out her complaints that women play only a secondary role in
 Judaism, cited by R. Epstein, loc. cit.
 Parenthetically it is interesting to note that Moshe Dombey and N. T. Erline

 continued publishing English renditions of the Mekor Barukh. Their rendition of
 the first volume of that work appeared in 1989 as Recollections, this time printed
 by Targum Press in Southfield, Michigan.

 6. See Aharon Suraski, Toledot ha-Hinukh ha-Torani bi-Tekufah ha-Hadashah
 (Bnei Brak, 1967), 290, n. 9; idem., Marbizei Torah u-Mussar (Tel Aviv, 1976), I,
 45-46. Suraski notes in both places that the original of the will was found in the
 possession of the late R. Aryeh Levin of Jerusalem. I do not know if it was ever
 printed in full. For the earliest printing of this passage, see the "Yalkut Da'at
 Torah" appendix to R. Elhanan Wasserman, 'Ikveta di-Mishiha (1962), 89-90,
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 #51. It is taken from a letter written by R. Aryeh Levin in which he notes that
 R. Hayyim Berlin gave it to him right before he died in 1912 and that he kept it in
 his possession ever since.
 According to Ben-Zion Yadler, bi-Tuv Yerushalayim (Bnei Brak, 1967),

 372-73, R. Hayyim wrote this in a letter shortly before he died so that its contents
 should be known for posterity. Furthermore, he notes that its authenticity was
 challenged after R. Hayyim's death in 1912 and that the Bet Din Zedek of
 Jerusalem vouched for its legitimacy a little over three years later.

 7. This tradition was first recorded in R. Shmuel Graineman, Sefer Hafez Hayyim (al
 ha-Torah (2nd ed.: Bnei Brak, 1953), 251. It is cited by Suraski, Toledot, ibid.,
 290-91; Marbizei, ibid., 46-47. Suraski, however, seems to be unsure about an
 important detail of this tradition. In Toledot he reports this conference as having
 taken place before the Russian government closed the yeshiva; in Marbizei he
 reports that it took place afterwards. Clearly the first is more logical. See also
 R. Moshe Meir Yoshor, he-Hafez Hayyim (Tel Aviv, 1958), I, 223-24, who cites
 this story and its conclusion in the name of the Hafez Hayyim's second son-in-
 law, R. Zevi Hirsch Levinson, who had been a student in Volozhin. See too the
 English rendering of this work by Charles Wengrov, The Chafetz Chaim (New
 York, 1984), 294-95. It does not appear in the earlier English and Yiddish
 versions of Yoshor's book, both published in 1937. See, too, "Yalkut Da'at
 Torah, ibid., 109-10, #82. There it is reported in the context of the Hafez Hayyim
 refusing to join the non-Zionist delegation to the newly founded Jewish Agency
 which he was requested to do in order to protect the financial interests of East
 European yeshivot. Citing this story, the Hafez Hayyim is said to have demurred,
 remarking, "Better that all the yeshivot be closed, God forbid, so that I need not
 have to work together with sinners (wywzb t» nrb yiU2fK íòi)."

 For a recent restatement of this tradition, see Samuel A. Turk, "Maimonides a
 Centrist? Hardly," The Jewish Press (March 30, 1990), 22B:

 In this article Dr. [Norman] Lamm counts as one of his moderationists the
 late Rabbi Naftali Zvi Yehuda Berlin (known as the Netziv). But Dr. Lamm
 must be aware of Rabbi Berlin's heroic struggle against the introduction of
 secular subjects in his yeshiva. If the Russian government would have gone
 through with the plan of forcing the Volozhin Yeshiva to introduce secular
 subjects into their curriculum, he was prepared to close it down.

 Remarkably, Dr. Lamm himself recently repeated this assertion. See his Torah
 Umadda (Northvale, 1990), 40:

 Perhaps the most dramatic proof of the seriousness with which the Lithu-
 anian yeshivot viewed the incursion of secular learning as a threat to their
 whole way of life is the decision by the Netziv (Rabbi Naftali Zevi Yehudah
 Berlin) to close the Yeshiva of Volozhin rather than accept the demand by
 the Russian Minister of Education, in 1881 [!], to introduce even the most
 elementary general studies into the curriculum of the yeshiva.

 8. See Mekor Barukh, op. cit., 1678: pion ,TnriK bv^. ^on m p nnio ,">»k tik ,nn
 fò-Q rmm ^y ^nsa "»m; My Uncle, op. cit., 13. For a list of the progeny of this
 union, see Rabbi Meir Berlin (Bar-Ilan), Rabban shel Yisra'el (New York, 1943),
 155-56. For a picture of this second wife of the Neziv, see idem., mi-Volozhin 'ad
 Yerushalayim (Tel Aviv, 1971), I, after p. 128; E. Leoni, op. cit., 476.

 For 1871 as the year of the death of the Neziv's first wife, see "Berlin, Naftali
 Zevi Yehudah (ha-Neziv)," Enziklopediah shel ha-Ziyonut ha-Datit (Jerusalem,
 1958), I, 404.

 9. See, for example, R. Yehudah Leib Hakohen Maimón (Fishman), Lema an Liyon
 lo Ehesheh (Jersualem, 1954), 110; idem., Sarei ha-Me'ah VI (Jerusalem, 1965),
 116-17.
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 10. See Mekor Barukh, op. cit., Preface, Chapter I, p. 3. See too, ibid., IV, 1797-98:
 iixin nn bw inmwm irnon nnn "pTíÒKTn nrrttpn imb ttuu/ nnrren •o-ny w'

 11. /fciá, 1789, 1798, 1979, 2033.
 12. Ibid., 2000-12.
 13. Ibid., 1681.
 14. Jfcúf., 2029.
 15. /fc/d., 1984.

 For more on the closeness between R. Epstein and the Neziv during the former's
 stay in Volozhin, see S. N. Gottleib, Oholei Shem (Pinsk, 1912), 103; A. Z.
 Tarshish, Rabi Barukh Halevi Epstein (Jerusalem, 1967), 71-80.

 16. Perhaps the reason is that although R. Epstein received semikhah from his uncle
 and Rabbi Yosef Dov Halevi Soloveitchik of Brisk and published a number of
 seforim, of which the Torah Temimah commentary is the most well known, he
 served neither as a rosh yeshiva or rabbi but rather as an accountant and bank
 manager in Pinsk. See A. Z. Tarshish, ibid., 81-105; B. Hoffman, ed., Toyznt Yor
 Pinsk (New York, 1941), 334-34; Hillel Seidman, "ha-Rav R. Barukh Epstein-
 Pinsk," Eleh Ezkerah (New York, 1956), I, 142-49; Aaron Rothkoff, 'The Baal
 Torah Temimah," Jewish Life XXXVIII:3 (January-February, 1971), 54-59;
 below, p. 92.

 It is also important to note that serious charges of plagiarism and even textual
 distortion were leveled against R. Epstein in his Torah Temimah commentary.
 See, for example, Natan Zevi Friedman, '"Al 'Torah Temimah'," Sinai LVIII
 (1965), 85-90, for a list of fifty such examples; Ya'akov Bazak, '"Al Derekh
 Ketivat 'Torah Temimah'," Sinai LXVI (1969), 96-100. For an especially sharp
 attack, see R. Menahem M. Kasher, Torah Shelemah XXVI (1974), 285-301. My
 thanks to Mr. Ali Scharf for bringing these sources to my attention.

 R. Epstein also claimed that many "hakhmei yisra'el, ge'onei ha-Torah, [and]
 gedolei ha-dor" read the work and were very impressed with it. He also printed
 part of a haskamah to it written by Rabbi A. Y. Kook. See R. Epstein's introduc-
 tion to the work, pp. 14-15.

 For a picture of the cleanshaven (?) R. Epstein together with other rabbis at the
 installation of Rabbi Eliezer Silver in Springfield, Massachusetts in 1925, see
 Aaron Rothkoff, Bernard Revel: Building of American Jewish Orthodoxy (Phila-
 delphia, 1972), 152.

 17. For studies of the Volozhin Yeshiva in general, see Samuel K. Mirsky, "Yeshivat
 Volozhin," Mosdot Torah bi-Eyropah bi-Binyanam u-ve-Hurbanam (New York,
 1956), 1-86; E. Leoni, op. cit. (n. 3); Moshe Zinowitz, 'Ez Hayyim (Tel Aviv,
 1972). Most useful is Shaul Stampfer, Shalosh Yeshivot Lita'iyot bi-Me'ah ha-
 Tesha-'Esreh (Hebrew University dissertation, 1981), 9-131, 235-92. For a discus-
 sion of R. Hayyim's motivation(s) behind the founding of the yeshiva (e.g.,
 following the mandate of his teacher, the Gaon of Vilna; as an anti-Hasidic action;
 to counteract the low state of Torah study in his day), see S. Stampfer, ibid., 12-20
 and the sources cited there.

 My thanks to Dr. Yosef Burg for making his copy of Zinowitz's book available
 to me.

 18. This letter was published in Simhah Assaf, Mekorot le-Toledot ha-Hinukh bi-
 Yisra'el (Tel Aviv, 1936), III, 178-79; Moshe Shmuel Shmukler, Toledot Rabbenu
 Hayyim mi-Volozhin (Jerusalem, 1968), 45-48. See also Zevi Scharf stein, Toledot
 ha-Hinukh bi-Yisra'el (Jerusalem, 1960), I, 341; idem., Gedolei Hinukh bi-
 'Amenu (Jerusalem, 1964), 53; Nahum Lamm, Torah Lishmah (Jerusalem, 1972),
 26-27; trans, into English as Torah Lishmah: Torah for Torah's Sake (Hoboken,
 1989), 24; A. Suraski, Toledot, op. cit., 287; Shim'on Zak, "Yeshivat Volozhin,"
 Yahadut Lita I (1959), 207; M. Zinowitz, ibid., 41-42; E. Leoni, ibid., 82.
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 R. Yosef was the author of Kapot Zahav (Vilna and Grodno, 1836) and was the
 uncle of R. Zadok ha-Kohen of Lublin.

 19. The letter was printed in ha-Peles II (1902), 293. See also M. S. Shmukler, ibid.,
 59.

 20. See M. S. Shmukler, ibid., 63-64; Ya'akov Halevi Lifshitz, "Dor ve-Soferav," ha-
 Kerem (Warsaw, 1887), 180. For a list of R. Hayyim's students and their impact
 on nineteenth century Jewry, see M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 98-177.

 21. R. David Tevele, Sefer Bet David (Warsaw, 1854), Derush #9, 45b. See also the
 eulogy of R. David of Novaredok, Sefer Galya Masekhet (Vilna, 1844), II, 33b:

 mi ^k-wo mK-nn m» niTÒ DTwntp inrpw bbm ikt» rn*ain mm ¡todi

 nnm mn1^ perirò it by a1»» ipy» ~iwk onn pnnn rimirò van iwk T»"ra^n
 .D"»D^íÒi TXHUcb PimP! D"»T»ï3^n TTOPÒi "TO1?1?! 11)3^^ PDTIP . . . ni)31p)3

 For other contemporary assessments of R. Hayyim's achievements, see the appro-
 bations to his Nefesh ha-Hayyim.

 For a description of the yeshiva in the days of R. Hayyim, see S. K. Mirsky op.
 cit., 1-30; M. Zinovitz, op. cit., 32 f.; E. Leoni, op. cit., 82-98; S. Stampfer, op.
 cit., 9-30.

 For secondary literature on R. Hayyim, in addition to the references above, see
 Moshe Zevi Neriah, "Pirkei Volozhin," Shanah bi-Shanah 5723 (1962), 525-32;
 reprinted in an expanded form as a separate pamphlet (Jerusalem, 1964), 7-20;
 E. Etkes, "Shitato u-Po'olo shel R. Hayyim mi-Volozhin ki-Teguvat ha-Hevrah
 ha-'Mitnagdit' le-Hasidut," PAAJR XXXVIII-XXXIX (1970-1971), Heb. sec-
 tion, 1-45; idem., R. Yisra'el Salanter (Jerusalem, 1984), 41-66; Yekutiel A.
 Kamelhar, Dor De'ah (New York, 1953), II, 130-34; Zevi Kaplan, "Kav bi-
 Derekh ha-Limud shel Rabbenu Hayyim mi-Volozhin," Sinai XXIV (1949),
 168-73; idem., "le-Darko shel Rabbenu Hayyim mi-Volozhin be-Halakhah,"
 Sinai LXIX (1971), 74-99; S. Charna, "Rabi Hayyim mi-Volozhin bi-Tor Ped-
 agog," Shevilei ha-Hinukh IV:6 (1928), 309-17; Shmuel Bialobluzki, Em le-
 Masoret (Tel Aviv, 1971), 207-20; R. Yehudah Leib Hakohen Maimón (Fish-
 man), Toledot ha-Gra (Jerusalem, 1955), 114-37; idem., Sarei ha-Me'ah (7th
 edition: Jerusalem, 1965), II, 142-89; Walter S. Würzburger, "Rabbi Hayyim of
 Volozin," Guardians of Our Heritage, ed. by Leo Jung (New York, 1958),
 189-206; trans, into Hebrew in L. Jung, ed., Notrei Moreshet (Jerusalem, 1968),
 26-38; B. Gross, L'Ame de la Vie de Rabbi Hayyim de Volozhyn (Paris, 1968);
 idem., "'Al Tefisat-'Olamo shel R. Hayyim mi-Volozhin," Bar lian XXII-XXIII
 (1988), 121-60. Most recently, see Mordecai Pachter, "Ben 'Akosmizm le-
 Te'izm - Tefisat ha-'Elohut bi-Mishnato shel R. Hayyim mi-Volozhin,"
 Mehkarim bi-Hagut Yehudit, ed. by Sarah A. Heller- Wilensky and Moshe Idei
 (Jerusalem, 1989), 139-57.

 For more on various aspects of R. Hayyim's thought and behavior, see below.
 22. See R. Izeleh's introduction to his father's Nefesh ha-Hayyim (Vilna, 1874), 4b.
 ¿6. tot information about K. lzeieh and the yeshiva under his leadership, see à. K.

 Mirsky, op. cit., 31-37; M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 178-208; E. Leoni, op. cit., 99-108;
 S. Stampfer, op. cit., 31-36. For a list of R. Izeleh's students, see M. Z. Neriah,
 Pirkei Volozhin (1962), 543-44; (1964), 34-35. More information on R. Izeleh is
 forthcoming in S. Bialobluzki, op. cit., 221-22; M. S. Shapiro, "R. Izeleh mi-
 Volozhin," ha-Do'ar XLIII:7 (December 14, 1962), 107-09; reprinted in R.
 Moshe Shmuel ve-Doro (New York, 1964), 39-49.

 24. R. Eliezer Yizhak was the son of R. Hillel of Horodno who, in turn, was the son-
 in-law of R. Hayyim. A number of his responsa (together with some by R. Hayyim
 and R. Hillel) were published by his son, R. Hayyim Hillel Fried, in She'elot
 u-Teshuvot Hut ha-Meshulash (Vilna, 1882).
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 For more information on R. Eliezer Yizhak and the yeshiva under his leader-
 ship, see S. K. Mirsky, ibid., 34-38; M. Zinowitz, ibid., 209-18; S. Stampfer, ibid.,
 37-39.

 25. Studies oí the Neziv, which include much information about the Volozhin yeshiva
 during his tenure, include: R. Barukh Halevi Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit.,
 1677-2039; Meir Berlin (Bar-Ilan), Rabban shel Yisra'el, op. cit. (n. 8); idem., mi-
 Volozhin (ad Yerushalayim, op. cit. (n. 8), I, 81-196; Moshe Zevi Neriah, "ha-
 Neziv mi-Volozhin," Yahadut Lita I (1959), 365-69; Zevi Scharfstein, Gedolei
 Hinukh bi-'Amenu, op. cit. (n. 18), 57-67; R. Shlomoh Yosef Zevin, Ishim ve-
 Shittot (Tel Aviv, 1966), 9-37.

 For information about the yeshiva under the Neziv's leadership, see S. K.
 Mirsky, ibid., 39-82; M. Zinowitz, ibid., 221 f.; E. Leoni, op. cit., 112Í.; S.
 Stampfer, ibid., 39-131.

 26. For R. Israel Zamoscz (1700-1772), R. Shlomo b. Moses of Chelm (1717-1781),
 the Gaon of Vilna (1720-1797), R. Barukh of Shklov (1740-after 1812), R.
 Menahem Mendel Lefin (1749-1826), R. Yehezkel Feivel (1756-1834), and
 R. Manasseh of Ilya (1767-1831) as precursors or "forerunners" of Russian
 Haskalah, see Emanuel Etkes, "Immanent Factors and External Influences in the
 Development of the Haskalah Movement in Russia," Toward Modernity: The
 European Jewish Model, ed. by Jacob Katz (New Brunswick, 1987), 13-32;
 published in a Hebrew version as "le-She'elat Mevasrei ha-Haskalah bi-Mizrah
 Eyropah," Tarbiz LVII:1 (1987), 95-114.

 See also idem., "ha-Gra ve-ha-Haskalah - Tadmit u-Mezi'ut," Perakim be-
 Toledot ha-Hevrah ha-Yehudit bi-Yemei ha-Benayim u-va-'et ha-Hadashah Muk-
 dashim li-Professor Ya'akov Katz (Jerusalem, 1980), 192-217. For an early view
 of the role of the Gaon of Vilna in Russian Haskalah, see A. H. Weiss, "Reshit
 Zemihat ha-Haskalah be-Russyah," mi-Mizrah u-mi-Ma'arav I (Vienna, 1894),
 9_1¿

 27. For information about the Haskalah in Russia throughout the nineteenth century,
 see Jacob S. Raisin, The Haskalah Movement in Russia (Philadelphia, 1913);
 Menasheh G. Margulis, Dor ha-Haskalah be-Russyah (Vilna, 1910), an expur-
 gated Hebrew version of a previously published Russian work; Josef Meisel,
 Geschichte der Aufklarungs-bewegung unter der Juden in Russland (Berlin, 1919);
 Yisrael Zinberg, Toledot Sifrut Yisra'el (Tel Aviv, 1960), VI, 153 f; VII (Tel Aviv,
 1971), 17 f.; Yosef Klausner, Historiyah shel ha-Sifrut ha-Tvrit ha-Hadashah
 (Jerusalem, 1930-50); Elias Tcherihower, Yehudim be-'Itot Mahapekhah (Tel
 Aviv, 1957); Yehuda Slutsky, "Zemihatah shel ha-'Intelegenziyah ha-Yehudit-
 Russit"; Zion XXV (1960), 212-37; idem., "Sikkum 'Agum," he-' Avar XIX
 (1972), 5-19.

 For more recent studies, see Yehuda Slutsky, ha-'Itonut ha-Yehudit-Russit be-
 Me'ah ha-Tesha-(Esreh (Jerusalem, 1970); idem., Tenu'at ha-Haskalah bi-
 Yahadut Russyah (Jerusalem, 1977); Mordekhai Levin, (Erkhei Hevrah ve-
 Kalkalah ba-Idiologiyah shel Tekufat ha-Haskalah (Jerusalem, 1975); Azriel
 Shochet, Mossad (tha-Rabbanut mi-Ta'am" bi-Russyah (Haifa, 1976); idem.,
 "Hitrofifut ha-Zipiyot ha-Meshihiyot 'ezel Rishonei ha-Maskilim bi-Russyah ve-
 ha-Hathalot le-She'ifat ha-Hishtalvut bi-Hevrah ha-Russit," Tyyun u-Ma'as II
 (1981), 205-26; Steven J. Zipperstein, "Haskalah, Cultural Change, and
 Nineteenth-Century Russian Jewry: A Reassessment," Journal of Jewish Studies
 XXXV:2 (1983), 191-207; Michael Stanislawski, Tsar Nicholas I and the Jews
 (Philadelphia, 1983); idem., For Whom Do I Toil?: Judah Leib Gordon and the
 Crisis of Russian Jewry (New York, 1988); Steven J. Zipperstein, The Jews of
 Odessa (California, 1985).

 For the history of the Society of the Promotion of Culture Among the Jews of
 Russia, see Judah (Leon) Rosenthal, Toledot Hevrat Marbei Haskalah bi-Yisra'el
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 bi-'Erez Russyah I (St. Petersburg, 1885); II (St. Petersburg, 1890); Encyclopedia
 Judaica XV (1972), 58-62.

 28. See Shmuel Ettinger, "Takanot 1804," he-' Avar XXII (1976), 87-110.
 29. See M. Stanislawski, Tsar Nicholas I, op. cit., 35-42.
 30. Ibid., 123-33; Azriel Shohat, "ha-Hanhagah be-Kehillot Russyah 'im Bitul ha-

 Kahal," Zion XLII (1977), 143-223.
 31. See Azriel Shochat, Mossad "ha-Rabbanut mi-Ta'am" be-Russyah, op. cit.; Isaac

 Levitats, The Jewish Community in Russia, 1772-1884 (New York, 1943),
 147-62.

 32. For secondary literature on Russian efforts to reform Jewish education during this
 period and the role of Lilenthal, see Emanuel Etkes, "Parshat ha-'Haskalah mi-
 Ta'am' ve-ha-Temurah bi-Ma'amad Tenu'at ha-Haskalah be-Russyah," Zion
 XLIII (1978), 264-323 (Etkes focuses specifically on how the government's
 interest in compulsory enlightenment of the Jews through education affected the
 inner balance within the Jewish community between the Maskilim and their
 opponents); Isaac Levitats, ibid., 69-86 ("Compulsory Enlightenment"); idem.,
 The Jewish Community in Russia, 1844-1917 (Jerusalem, 1981), 45-55 ("Govern-
 ment Schools"), 113-28 ("Religious and Educational Activities"); A. Z.
 Rabinowitz, "le-Toledot ha-Hinukh ve-ha-Haskalah shel ha-Yehudim bi-Russyah,"
 ha-Hinukh 111:2 (1912), 102-16; 111:4 (1912), 248-61; D. Kahane, "Lilienthal ve-
 Has'kalat ha-Yehudim bi-Russyah," ha-Shilo'ah XXVII (1912), 314-22, 446-57,
 546-56; Zevi Scharfstein, Toledot ha-Hinukh bi-Yisra'el, op. cit. (n. 18), 313-24;
 M. Stanislawski, Tsar Nicholas I, op. cit., 43-109. For more on LilienthaPs effort,
 see below.

 For the shared interest of the maskilim and the Russian government, see Gideon
 Kaznelson, ha-Milhamah ha-Sifrutit ben ha-Haredim ve-ha-Maskilim (Tel Aviv,
 1954), 168.

 33. For a treatment of the attitude of maskilim towards the yeshiva, see Moshe Avital,
 ha-Yeshiva ve-ha-Hinukh ha-Mesorati bi-Safrut ha-Haskalah ha-'Ivrit (unpub-
 lished doctoral dissertation: Yeshiva University, 1977).

 34. See Y. Klausner, op. cit. (n. 27), V (Jerusalem, 1955), index; Abraham Sha'anan,
 ha-Sifrut ha-'Ivrit ha-Hadashah li-Zeramehah (Tel Aviv, 1962), II, 44-47; EJ VII
 (1971), 1366-68.

 35. A. Zuckerman, "Androlomusya," ha-Shahar VII:5 (January, 1876), 289. For the
 forced conscription of the Jews and the hatred it aroused, see M. Stanislawski,
 Tsar Nicholas I, op. cit., 13-34.

 36. Avraham A. Sh-n (= Shirotkin), "Tel she-Hakol Ponim 'Elav," ha-Shahar VIII:3
 (1876), 112-19; VIII:4 (1876), 161-69. See especially pp. 115, 163-65.

 37. See Y. Klausner, op. cit., (n. 27), IV (Jerusalem, 1963), 120-23; Simon Bernstein,
 bi-Hazon ha-Dorot (New York, 1928), 90-102; EJ VII (1971), 1232-34.

 38. Arez (= Alexander Zederbaum), "Ha-Herev ha-Mithapekhet, ha-Meliz XV:28
 (July 15, 1879), 559-63. This incident was first reported in ha-Meliz XV:25 (June
 24, 1879), 503-04. There too Zederbaum had only words of praise for the
 yeshiva.

 39. ha-Meliz XV:32 (August 12, 1879), 648.
 4U. Yeshivah shel Ma alan, ba-Meliz XV1:J6 (December zi, iööuj, /tó-tò. ine

 subjects that Zederbaum suggested be included in the yeshiva's curriculum as
 absolutely indispensible for a successful rabbi were Jewish and Russian history
 and language, Jewish philosophy, mathematics and geography.

 41. "u-Ba ha-Katuv ha-Shelishi ve-Yakhria' Benehem," ha-Meliz XVII:6 (February
 23, 1881), 119-20. That issue also included some reminiscences about R. Hayyim
 of Volozhin by Shimon Friedenstein.

 42. "Yeshivah shel Ma'alah, ha-Meliz XXV:9 (February 13, 1885), 1J7-4U.
 In the interim, Zederbaum denied a published report that the Neziv grabbed a

 copy of ha-Meliz out of the hands of a student, "as the Angel of Death [grabs] a
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 soul" and consigned it to flames as a fulfillment of the biblical injunction of "and
 you shall sweep out evil from your midst" ("p"iptt V"in mwi; Deut. 13:6). He
 wrote: nmn nun win nx D^Knn1? iAid"» k^i d^d bu d^q rmioan mn nK wp "o
 •pin rray wx mn DV and claimed that he would consider the report untrue until
 verified by another source. See ha-Meliz XIX:61 (August 20, 1883), 977-78. A few
 weeks later Zederbaum published a report which stated that although the Neziv
 did outlaw ha-Meliz in the yeshiva, he never burned a copy of it. See ha-Meliz
 XIX:69 (September 17, 1883), 1108-09.
 See also Menahem Mendel Bonimoviz, "Masa Volozhin," ha-Meliz XXV:68

 (September 21, 1885), 1097-98.
 43. See ha-Meliz XXV:10 (February 16, 1885), 159; XXVI:32 (May 7, 1886), 497;

 XXVI:40 (June 4, 1886), 623-24; XXVI:55 (July 19, 1886), 837; XXVI:105
 (September 14, 1886), 1360-61; XXVI:125 (October 11, 1886), 1573.
 See too ha-Meliz XXVI:149 (November 18, 1886), 1826-27 for a letter of the

 Neziv thanking the publishers of ha-Meliz for a donation he recently received
 from them and idem., XXVI:151 (November 21, 1886), 1849-50 for another list
 submitted by the Neziv of people who recently made donations to the yeshiva.
 For more on the fire in Volozhin, see E. Leoni, op. cit., 59-60, 68, 114; M.

 Zinowitz, op. cit., 268-69.
 The fact that the rosh yeshiva of Volozhin did not refrain from publishing in the

 pages of a Haskalah newspaper (specifically his request for assistance from
 American Jewry), coupled with a desire expressed by Leon Rosenthal, leader of
 the Society for the Promotion of Culture Among the Jews of Russia, to direct the
 Society's attention back towards traditional texts and sources encouraged some
 maskilim to suggest a collaboration between these two institutions. They sug-
 gested that the Society should found a school in Volozhin which could teach the
 yeshiva students all the secular knowledge they would need to know in a short
 period of time. In this way, a graduate from both institutions could serve in the
 dual capacities of a traditional rabbi as well as an official crown rabbi ("rav mi-
 ta* am"). See Shlomoh Mandelkorn, "Rehokim Na'asu Kerovim," 'Oçar ha-Sifrut
 II (1888), 41-44.

 44. For Berdyczewski and Volozhin, see Yeshurün Keshet, M. Y. Berdyczewski (bin
 Gurion): Hayyav u-Po'olo (Jerusalem, 1958), 53-59. See also M. Zinowitz, ibid.,
 320. His general criticism of the traditional educational system combined with a
 personal nostalgia for Volozhin is described in Moshe Avital, op. cit. (n. 33),
 82-83, 236-45.

 A student in the (re-opened) Volozhin yeshiva at the end of the century recalled
 in his memoirs that his colleagues would pass around a volume of Tractate
 Nedarim which had Berdyczewski's name printed on it. See Aryeh Leib (Louis)
 Hurwich, Zikhronot Mehanekh 'Ivri (Boston, 1960), I, 114.

 45. M. Y. Berdyczewski, "Toledot Yeshivat 'Ez Hayyim," ha-' Asif III (1886), 231-42.
 It is interesting to note that the Neziv's son, R. Hayyim Berlin, wrote Ber-
 dyczewski to correct two statements he made in this article. R. Berlin's comments
 were printed in another journal edited by Berdyczewski, Bet ha-Midrash I
 (Cracow, 1888), 72-73.

 46. Idem., '"Olam ha-'Azilut," ha-Kerem (Warsaw, 1887), 63-77. Eliezer Atlas, the
 editor of ha-Kerem, followed this article with one of his own in which he defended
 the yeshiva from any criticism. See "'Olam Barur," ibid., 77-82. He wrote:

 rro biw nwvmn rmpn imnn mn-nunn nn*o thk^ioi nywì-bbn rrn^Ti
 .kot iòni jm mib rh^bn p bv "o ,vbv ]Wi bxrw

 See p. 79.
 For a literary analysis of the short-story part of this article, see Dan Almagor,

 Aspects of the Narrative of Micha Yosef Berdichewsky (Bin Gorion) (unpublished
 doctoral dissertation: University of California, Los Angeles, 1968), 51-56.
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 47. See Bar be-Rav, "Zeror Mikhtavim," ha-Meliz XXVIII:19 (February 5, 1888),
 183-85; XXVIII:30 (February 17, 1888), 303-07; XXVIII:53 (March 16, 1888),
 541-44; XXVIII:56 (March 20, 1888), 573-74. For evidence of the impact these
 articles had on the student body in Volozhin, see Joshua Leib Radus, Zikhronot
 (Johannesburg, 1936), 68-69.

 For an incomplete list of articles in ha-Meliz dealing with the yeshiva in
 Volozhin, see E. Leoni, op. cit., 173-79. See too M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 318-19.

 48. M. Reines, "Akhsanyot shel Torah," Ozar ha-Sifrut III (Cracow, 1889-1890),
 5-21.

 49. There is no evidence for the attempted closings of the yeshiva in 1824, 1856 and
 1858 in Jewish sources, probably because it, in fact, continued to function without
 any interruption. All information on these events is available only in Russian
 archival sources, printed by Iulii Gessen (= J. Hessen), "Sud'by Volozhinskago
 Eshibota" [The Fortunes of the Volozhin Yeshiva], Perezhitoe I (1908), documen-
 tary section, 19-22 and summarized by S. Stampfer, op. cit., 34, 117-19. There is
 no evidence at all to indicate that the yeshiva actually closed between 1879-1881
 as suggested by J. S. Raisin, op. cit., 254 and J. D. Eisenstein, Ozar Yisra'el V
 (New York, 1951), 235.

 50. After 1879, Russian officials paid yearly visits to the yeshiva. See ha-' Asif 111, 236;
 M. M. Bonimoviz, op. cit. (n. 42), 1098; ha-Zefirah XIV:53 (March 16, 1887), 3.

 51. See M. Avital, op. cit., 192-210.
 For a discussion of the influence of Haskalah among Volozhin's students and

 the yeshiva administration's reaction to it, see S. Stampfer, op. cit., 74-80, 83-84,
 89-91, 93.

 52. See Jacob Mark, Gedoylim fun unzer Tsayt (New York, 1927), 302. This decision
 radically affected his personal life. No longer able to live with his wife and her
 traditional family, he forced her to accept a divorce from him and left town.

 However, Harkavy continued to feel a warmth for the yeshiva and, close to
 thirty years later, when the yeshiva was in danger of closing in 1879, the Neziv
 travelled to St. Petersburg to ask him to intercede on his behalf with the govern-
 ment and he did. See Binyamin Goldberg, Zikhron le-'Aharonim (Grajewo, 1924),
 15. He also helped the Neziv obtain a manuscript of the She'iltot de-R. Ahai Gaon
 found in the Department of Jewish Literature and Oriental Manuscripts at St.
 Petersburg's Imperial Library which he headed. See Moshe Shmuel Shapiro, "R.
 Naftali Zevi Yehudah Berlin," R. Moshe Shmuel ve-Doro, op. cit. (n. 23), 54.

 53. See Rosa Shomer Bacheiis, ed., Shirei Shomer ve-Zikhronotav (Jerusalem, 1952),
 55-68, esp. pp. 60, 62.

 In all likelihood, the R. Shlomoh mentioned here is R. Shlomoh David Dinkin,
 the mashgiah in Volozhin referred to above, p. 88. Students in the yeshiva referred
 to him as "the shed," (TlPn), based on the first letters of his name. See Yizhak
 Nissenbaum, 'A lei Heidi (Jerusalem, 1969), 45. When the Neziv would leave the
 yeshiva, R. Shlomoh David would substitute for him and deliver the shiur and,
 after the yeshiva closed in 1892 and the Neziv left Volozhin, the townspeople
 asked him to serve as their rabbi. He held the post for six and a half years until he
 died in 1898. See E. Leoni, op. cit., 53; M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 302-03.

 54. See Mekor Barukh, op. cit., I, 887-890; A. Z. Tarshish, op. cit. (n. 15), 81-84.
 55. Mekor Barukh, ibid., 878-86; A. Z. Tarshish, ibid., 84-88.
 56. Fuenn (1818-1890) was a Hebrew writer, teacher, leader of the Hibbat Zion

 movement and prominent member of Vilna's Jewish community. As a more
 traditional maskil, he enjoyed a close relationship with the Neziv.

 Schulman (1819-1899) taught Hebrew language and literature in Vilna's state-
 sponsored Jewish school and wrote mostly Hebrew translations and adaptations
 of historical works which were popular in religious circles. He wrote a nine-
 volume history of the world based on the work of Georg Weber and other
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 German historians, entitled Divrei Yemei 'Olam, and sent seven copies of it to be
 distributed among the students in Volozhin. See ha-Shahar VIII:4 (1876), op. cit.
 (n. 36), 163, n. In the 1830's, he was a student of R. Izeleh's in Volozhin. See K. A.
 Bartini, "Kaiman Shulman," Yahadut Lita I (1959), 442; S. L. Citron, Yozrei ha-
 Sifrut hsi-'lvrit hn-UnJn<hnh /Vilrm 1977Ì. T 141-44

 57. M. Y. Berdyczewski, '"Olam ha-'Azilut," op. cit. (n. 46), 67-68.
 For a similar description of an interest displayed by students in matters of

 hokhmat yisra'el, see Abba Balosher, "Bialik bi-Volozhin," Moznayim IV (1935),
 127. A slightly different version of this essay was published as a separate pamph-
 let, Hayyim Nahman Bialik bi-Volozhin, u-Volozhin bi-Bialik (Kaunas = Kovno,
 1935). For other evidence that some students read ha-Shahar, in spite of its anti-
 religious animus, see Zalman Epstein, "Yeshivat Volozhin," ha-Zefirah (Elul,
 1903); reprinted in Kitvei Zalman Epstein (St. Petersburg, 1904), I, 119 and M.
 Zinowitz, op. cit., 318. For Zalman Epstein in Volozhin, see E. Leoni, op. cit.,
 279-81.

 In another of his articles on Volozhin discussed above (p. 89), Berdyczewski
 noted that late at night:

 mi ,mwK mi íodii nsw nn^ m .ynan "pío nbiumn mn^i bv wx npw n^m
 .jrmiPK iK rpDTin miDon mi bx'iw nriDDn rum m ,mpnp-n nnnvn "unaw

 .D^iy ->w ">-Q"n nn hd-upd rum m

 See ha-'Asif III (1886), 237.
 Moses Eleazar Eisenstadt, later author and rabbi in Paris, read (Georg) Weber's

 general history of the world before going to bed each night. See M. E. Eisenstadt,
 "Yeshivat Volozhi," he-' Avar XIV (1967), 162. See also the memoirs of Joseph
 Rothstein who studied in Volozhin at the end of the 1880's: miro ipoy DDT1
 rò^m -ntt^m dto poiy tpti ra^Ti ^nra inio

 nbiwn "»IDD^. See Yisrael Klausner, Toledot ha-Agudah Nes Ziyonah bi-Volozhin
 (Jerusalem, 1954), 117.

 58. ha-Meliz XXVIII:30 Februarv 17. 1888 . 307.

 59. Ibid., 304-05; see below, p. 104. For more information on Haskalah among the
 students in Volozhin, see idem., ha-Meliz XXVIII:19 (February 5, 1888), 183.

 60. For a study of these novels and their impact, see David Patterson, Abraham Mapu
 (London, 1964).

 61. See h. Z. Lewin-Epstein, Zikhronotai (Tel Aviv, 1932), 31-32; M. Lipson, mi-Dor
 Dor (Tel Aviv, 1968), I, 42, #963. Ahavat Zion was the title of a book written by
 R. Yehezkel Landau. For similar stories, see ha-Shahar VIII:3 (1876), 115 and Y.
 Nissenbaum, 'Alei Heidi, op. cit. (n. 53), 45, n.

 Lewin-Epstein himself came to Volozhin at the age of fourteen after having
 studied German and Russian. He had already read William Tell of Schiller before
 entering the yeshiva. As soon as he left Volozhin, he devoted himself to reading
 Mendelssohn's Jerusalem in the original German and Fichte's Reden an die
 deutsche Nation. See ibid., 26-8, 33.
 For other evidence that the novels of Mapu were banned (and read) in

 Volozhin, see Binyamin Goldberg, Zikhron le-Aharonim, op. cit., 6; Y. L.
 Maimón (Fishman), Sarei ha-Me'ah (Jerusalem, 1965), V, 197-98.

 62. See ha-Shahar, ibid., 115-17; ha-Meliz XV:32 (August 12, 1879), 648; B. Gold-
 berg, op. cit., 6, 14.

 See too J. S. Raisin, op. cit., 245:

 The Tree of Life College in Volozhin became a foster-home of Haskalah.
 The rendezvous of the brightest Russo-Jewish youths, it was the centre in
 which grew science and culture, and whence they were disseminated far
 and wide over the Pale. Hebrew, German, and Russian were surreptitiously
 studied and taught. Buckle and Spencer, Turgenief and Tolstoi were
 secretly passed from hand to hand, and read and studied with avidity.
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 According to B. Goldberg, ibid., 14, one student studied Schiller's Die Rauber;
 another source describes how a student became an expert in Joshua Steinberg's
 Hebrew grammatical work, Ma'arkhei Leshon 'Ever. See M. Peker, "bi-Yeshivat
 Volozhin," ha-Tor (2.7.1924), #40: cited by E. Leoni, op. cit., 262.

 6V See ha-Up'Ì7 XTX-61 iAiiPiisr 70. 188^. 977- ahnve n 4?

 64. See ha-' Asif III, 238. See too B. Goldberg, op. cit., 4, for a similar list. He wrote
 that "the day on which an issue was received was a great holiday" ("yoma tava le-
 rabbanan"). He also noted that he had never seen a Russian newspaper until he
 came to Volozhin. At one point, he was discovered reading the Voskhod and
 promised one of the authorities in the yeshiva never to read any newspaper again.
 But

 nriK m yi ?nn nvp ]vvn Tiny "»n "o ,tik dt> m "»mny io it •»nmamw pin
 mnx m nn^i ,ipnn anwia "ny on" "»ai^a "o n^nn vn ín^vm mnan rruwnn

 ?iT»ai»QKnn pnx "inr» "òmp "ojk

 See ifc/Ti., 5-8.

 65. See Bialik's letter to Y. Klausner written in the summer of 1903, printed first in
 Sefer Bialik, ed. by Yaakov Fichmann (Tel Aviv, 1934), 80; reprinted in Iggerot
 Hayyim Nahman Bialik, ed. by F. Lachover (Tel Aviv, 1937), 165. Elsewhere
 Bialik wrote:

 •n^aa nnm1? pn^nnw nmnnn "pn n^vn iuwdw myintpn "po by ]"»ti^h^ tivdj
 vi^sd "p^-a pn^ ]"»ti^ii ]"»m "jw^ d^v^u/i mnDn yni£7 na xina uv im -inon ix

 .inx

 66. Sefer Bialik, ibid., 81; Iggerot, ibid., 166.
 67. H. N. Bialik, "Iggerot Rishonot mi-Volozhin," Knesset II (Tel Aviv, 1937), 29;

 reprinted in Iggerot, ibid., 21-22.
 68. See above, n. 66. Nevertheless, Bialik recalled many years later that he did not

 attend any shiur while in Volozhin, neither that of the Neziv nor that of
 R. Hayyim Soloveitchik. See H. N. Bialik, Devarim she-Be(al Peh (Tel Aviv,
 1935), II, 233.

 69. (<bi-'Ohel ba-Torab" was published in Knesset II (Tel Aviv, 1937), 4-5. It is dated
 5650 Elul, V-n (= August-September, 1890, Volozhin).

 /U. bee above, n. 66.

 71. ror a comprehensive presentation or bialik s stay in Volozhin, see rishel Lac-
 hover, Bialik: Hayyav ve-Yezirotav (Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, 1964), 46-100. See
 also E. Leoni, op. cit., 31-34.

 /Z. Abba balosher, "bialik bi- Volozhin, op. cit. (n. s/), 1Z/, lòò. lhis article is tuli
 of information about the state of Haskalah in Volozhin at this time.

 For more on the openness to Haskalah in Volozhin at the time of Bialik's arrival
 there, see M. Zlotkin, "Yeshivat Volozhin bi-Tekufat Bialik," Shevivim 1:1 (Paris,
 1954), 56-64.

 73. B. Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit., 2023.
 In 1912, after the yeshiva reopened, students receiving financial aid were

 required to sign a document prohibiting them from reading newspapers and
 secular literature. They responded to this new regulation by going on a strike for
 three months. See Yizhak Rivkind, "Shevilei Volozhin, Nehirim ve-lo Nehirim,"
 ha-Do'ar XLII:23 (Aoril 6. 1962). 367.

 74. See R. Judah L. Maimón (Fishman), Sarei ha-Me'ah, op. cit., II, 143.
 75. Dubno s book was never published but R. Hayyim s haskamah to it was printed

 by Shlomo Yosef Fuenn, Sefer Safah le-Ne'emanim (Vilna, 1881), 137. It was
 reprinted by Yizhak Rivkind, "Shevilei Volozhin, Nehirim ve-lo Nehirim," ha-
 Do'ar XLII:22 (March 30, 1962), 349. See S. Stampfer, "R. Hayyim mi-Volozhin
 ve-HaskamotaV," 'Alei Sefer IV (1977), 163; idem.,- Shalosh Yeshivot, op. cit., 16.
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 76. This was cited by R. Avraham Simhah, son of R. Hayyim's brother Nahman, in
 his approbation to Kaiman Schulman's Hebrew translation of Josephus' The War
 of the Jews (Vilna, 1862). Much of the literature on R. Hayyim (see above, n. 21)
 focuses on the closeness of his relationship with the Gra.
 See also Mekor Barukh, op. cit., IV, 1168 where R. Epstein records R. Hayyim

 referring to rmiip manio hqikh rü"on npin nao which he read.
 77. B. Z. Katz, Rabbanut, Hasidut, Haskalah (Tel Aviv, 1958), II, 179. The reference

 here is to a statement R. Barukh quoted in the name of the Gra: "idite; r'n "'SD
 rmnn nrnora rrm nra i1? nom ht nyy'vb jmnnn nxtp» rnvn1 xniò. See R. Barukh

 of Shklov, Sefer Uklidus (Hague, 1780), introduction.
 78. For this last point, see E. Etkes, "ha-Gra ve-ha-Haskalah," op. cit. (n. 26).
 79. See M. Lilienthal, "My Travels in Russia," in David Philipson, Max Lilienthal:

 J. Iff »f ( #• W V* f *■ JL V fc-» 'S 'S «■ ^1 1 V If X '^f X. X~'. « X. .^ A t_/ / « ^/ I ■ • X V^r 1. ill V-/ X V V-/ 11 LllliJ T 1J11« JVV KJ V> 1 V/ V V •

 80. M. Berlin. Raban shel Yisra'el. où. cit. in. 8). 20.
 81. Idem., mi-Volozhin 'ad Yerushalavim, op. cit. (n. 8), I, 99.
 82. ha- 'Asif III (1886), 233.

 R. Hayyim's biographer, Moshe Shmuel Shmukler, added that R. Izeleh also
 knew some ancient Latin. See his Toledot Rabbenu Hayyim, op. cit. (n. 18), 81;
 idem., "R. Izeleh mi-Volozhin," op. cit. (n. 23), 108. See also R. Ya'akov Yehiel
 Weinberg, Seridei Esh (Jerusalem, 1969), IV, 284: 'prm/'H'a DDiaruw pnr> "»m
 rmj-ÒTi rnraDm main; M. Reines, "Akhsanyot shel Torah," op. cit. (n. 48), 9:
 n^iyn nmra n^m nn^nn mftn wiò dì vnu; Yizhak Rivkind, "mi-Yalkutei ha-
 Volozhini," Reshumot V (1927), 379:

 irrori wx "b hit tutti ìò .wyin Dai nvwb vi1 .m ^ t»t> m^i^^n moDnn oa

 nn"in nn^n iK^n irnn nnx .hu/vìd1? dì nn U773i£7^ hdj d^w nnpnm hkídih

 See also S. Bialobluzki, op. cit., 221: np^ünriDn Da i^vnm niDW jm ]D; R. Barukh
 Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit., II, 1075; A. I. Paperna, "Zikhronot u-Shemu'ot,"
 Reshumot I (1925), 149: "nnm mnnn nv anvm D^iyn nmrQ n^n ui rv>n xm
 mn^nn "nn1?1? "r^^nn np^vn n^n ìò pxan ^ n^rrn^n; E. Leoni, op. cit., 102; S.
 Stampfer, op. cit., 34-35.

 For R. Izeleh's medical knowledge, which was sometimes deficient, see Samuel
 Loeb Citron, Yozrei ha-Sifrut ha-'Ivrit ha-Hadashah, op. cit. (n. 56), I, 144. See
 also R. Izeleh's comments on Humash, Peh Kadosh (Warsaw, 1890), 16: ym "O

 However, this bit of information does not require sophisticated medical
 knowledge.

 R. Izeleh's few pejorative comments about "bokhmot hiconiyyot" in his com-
 mentary on Avot are standard and do not prove an overall negative attitude. See
 Rpfpr MM Ji-Ai>nt IVWn* 1887Ì 10 49-^0

 83. I. Rivkind, ibid. See too E. Leoni, op. cit., 101.
 84. For information about this "haskamah," see Perez Sandiar, ha-Bi'ur le-Torah shel

 Moshe Mendelssohn ve-Siya'ato (Jerusalem, 1940), 180 f; Sha'ul Stampfer,
 "R. Hayyim mi-Volozhin ve-Haskamotav," 'Alei Sefer IV (1977), 164, n. 8. See
 also ha-' Asif III, 239-40; S. L. Citron, "Milhemet ha-Dinasti'ot bi-Yeshivat
 Volozhin," Reshumot I (1925), 126; Shmuel Bialobluzky, "Merkazei ha-Torah bi-
 Lita," Yahadut Lita I (1959), 191; reprinted in idem., Em le-Masoret (Tel Aviv,
 1971), 221; Yizhak Rivkind, "Shevilei Volozhin," op. cit. (n. 73), 349; M. Zino-
 witz, op. cit., 194; E. Leoni, op. cit., 99. It is explicitly indicated at the beginning
 of the book that it was "printed at the order of the government."
 This same list of Jewish leaders (including R. Izeleh) appears as well at the

 beginning of an edition of Maimonides' Mishneh Torah also prepared by Mandel-
 stamm in 1850-1852 under the auspices of the conference that met in 1843. In
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 connection with that, M. Stanislawski noted that, "The title page in Hebrew and
 German both contain an approbation by leading rabbis and writers of the day,
 phrased to sound like a haskamah, which it was not." See his "The Tsarist
 Mishneh Torah: A Study in the Cultural Politics of the Russian Haskalah,"
 PAAJR L (1983), 165, n. 2. This is equally true with the Bi'ur.

 85. See M. Lilienthal, op. cit., 348. For a note of caution, however, regarding the
 historical accuracy of Lilienthal's memoirs, see M. Stanislawski, Tsar Nicholas I,
 op. cit., 73.

 For an example of the obvious discomfort that R. Izeleh's high regard for
 Mendelssohn's Bi'ur caused in traditional circles, see M. S. Shapiro, "R. Izeleh
 mi-Volozhin," op. cit. (n. 23), 109. He paraphrased Lilienthal's description of his
 visit to R. Izeleh printed in his memoirs but, when he came to this passage,
 substituted the following: r'un DV y'iwn nwiD nx wnb "iron ^k n^snn "iriK

 86. The other delegates were R. Menahem Mendel Schneerson of Lubavitch repre-
 senting the Hasidic community, the director of the modern school in Odessa,
 Bezalel Stern, representing the maskilim, and the wealthy traditional Jew, Israel
 Halperin from Berdichev.

 87. M. Lilienthal, op. cit., 340.
 88. See M. Stanislawski, Tsar Nicholas I, op. cit., 69-70.
 89. M. Lilienthal, op. cit., 344-45, 353. See too A. Z. Rabinowitz, le-Toledot

 ha-Hinukh ve-ha-Haskalah shel ha-Yehudim bi-Russyah," ha-Hinukh 111:2
 (1912), 109: ryrtt"1 pmn "i ran^n wm nxn Vra "mm ^nprm vrb*b "id "dtq.

 90. See A. I. Paperna, "Zikhronot u-Shemu'ot," Reshumot I (1925), 150. Paperna
 reported that he heard this story from Shlomo Yosef Fuenn (ibid., 151, n.). See
 also Y. L. Hakohen Maimón (Fishman), Sarei ha-Me'ah (Jerusalem, 1965), IV,
 30-31; E. Leoni, op. cit., 104-05. For a slightly different version of this story, see
 R. Barukh Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit., IV, 1920; R. Ya'akov Lipschitz,
 Zikhron Ya'akov (Kovno-Sladobka, 1924), I, 82-83. Liphshitz reported in the
 name of R. Hayyim Berlin, son of the Neziv and grandson of R. Izeleh, that his
 grandfather told this question and answer to Lilienthal privately.

 91. A. Paperna, ibid., 150-51. This version is accepted by M. S. Shapiro, "R. Izeleh
 mi-Volozhin," op. cit., 108 and M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 187-88.

 92. R. Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit., 1921.
 93. Y. L. Maimón, op. cit., 31. According to R. Hayyim Berlin's version, R. Izeleh

 burst out crying when he told this to Lilienthal and the latter broke down and
 cried as well. R. Hayyim also reported that R. Izeleh shared another Torah
 thought with Lilienthal and concluded: n^ran rmnm wjnn by vbznrò -f? "px
 nbumnn qpin ran -p1 by nwyyn munnn by uny "»an mm -iwk. Once again, both
 cried. See also Eliyahu Tcherikover, Yehudim bi-'ltot Mahapekhah (Tel Aviv,
 1957), 125.

 It is interesting that, in his memoirs, Lilienthal also referred to the Kol Nidre
 sermon of R. Izeleh that year but made no mention of this text or its application.
 See M. Lilientrial, op. cit., 352-53.

 In his description of Lilienthal's trip, David Kahane simply writes: Twy Ka^ra
 uta it ""pyn naynn ion .D^n Tn prir» n pian ny n*ann nun th'òtò "am wb
 pora1? "f7n JTD1D mym nmsDn. See D. Kahane, "Lilienthal ve-Haskalat ha-
 Yehudim bi-Russyah," ha-Shilo'ah XXVII (1912), 549.

 ?4. bee K. barukh Lpstein, Mekor narukn, op. cit., il, iu/b-/ö. bee also jvl. z.inowitz,
 op. cit., 189-92; M. Stanislawski, op. cit., 78.

 Lilienthal noted that the Neziv was present during the discussions between
 himself and R. Izeleh. See M. Lilienthal, op. cit., 349. He referred to the Neziv by
 his Yiddish name Rabbi Lebele (ibid., 344, 348). For other such references, see
 Shirei Shomer ve-Zikhronotav, op. cit. (n. 53), 60; E. Z. Lewin-Epstein,
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 Zikhronotai, op. cit. (n. 61), 29; Samuel Leib Citron, Dray Literarishe Doyres, IV,
 160-65.

 For a discussion of these different versions of R. Izeleh's reaction to Lilienthal,
 see E. Etkes, op. cit., 294-96.

 95. M. Stanislawski, ibid., 78.
 96. See also M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 189-91.
 97. See above, p. 97.
 98. M. Lilienthal. où. cit. in. 79). 350.

 99. See M. Y. Berdyczewski, ha-'Asif III (1886), 234; M. S. Shmuckler, Toledot
 Rabbenu Hayyim, op. cit., 80-81; idem., "R. Izeleh mi-Volozhin," op. cit.,
 107-08; M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 195; S. Bialobluzki, op. cit., 221-22. Ber-
 dyczewski reported that the yeshiva's enrollment went from 200 to 100 students
 under R. Izeleh's tenure.

 100. See M. Stanislawski, op. cit., 150-51. 1 disagree with Dr. Stanislawski (ibid.) that
 R. Izeleh's "collaborationist" politics with the Russian authorities were respon-
 sible for this decline. As noted earlier, there is no evidence to assume that his
 intention was any different than that of R. Menahem Mendel of Lubavitch who
 also agreed to participate in the 1843 rabbinical conference and whose intention,
 all agree, was to protect the interests of the traditional community to the extent
 that it was possible for him to do so. In fact, there was a tradition in R. Izeleh's
 circle that he included a warm coat among the items he asked to be packed for
 him for the trip to the conference lest, it is told, he be unsuccessful in his attempts
 and be exiled to Siberia where he would need such an item of clothing for
 protection. See Y. Liphshitz, op. cit., I, 101. What may have made yeshiva
 students wary, rather, was R. Izeleh's known general openness to extra-
 Talmudic knowledge. See also M. Stanislawski, ibid., 78; Yizhak Rivkind, "mi-
 Yalkutei ha-Volozhini," Resbumot V (1927), 380.

 For R. Izeleh's role during the conference and his reaction to its results (inner
 concern and outer optimism), see Y. L. Hakohen Maimón, Sarei ha-Me'ah, op.
 cit., II, 190-92; IV, 31-2; E. Etkes, op. cit., 299, n. 134. Cf. Y. Liphshitz, ibid.,
 102, who records that R. Izeleh gave a public pessimistic report in Wilkomir,
 after returning from the conference in St. Petersburg.

 According to Maimón, ibid., IV, 33, R. Izeleh convened a secret conference of
 rabbis and lay leaders in 1845 to plan strategy about how to avert the dangers in
 the government's policies that lie ahead.

 101. See M. Berlin, Rabban shel Yisra'el, op. cit., 24; idem., mi-Volozhin 'ad
 Yerushalayim, op. cit., 133. See too Abba Balosher, op. cit. (n. 57), 131:

 •pia d^k d^i^e DHm^n bi xbw wiwhi b'u nrnin vby nmn m'ori
 bw nnwm ^xnx mi mròxw ,KnVo)3i xriDDin ,nDDi íodd svbujrv

 102. For R. Hayyim's practice, see R. Izeleh's introduction to his father's Nefesh
 ha-Hayyim: rvy mb Turón m man xb D^mn nx ran pot twk T>nmn mi bu
 nv nv yottn ktidìd nwis -inu/n ròsn "inx. For R. Izeleh, see above, p. 98;
 R. Simhah Re'uven Edelmann, ha-Tirosh (Warsaw, 1901), 78a:

 T'nxn "pion mm "pTíòn nrpwn rypn "ppn thd1? lomw "in x:mn id küttü
 "non mira hwied ini^n ròsn inx nv nv wv>ì2bnn iizb Tun b"i pw "n

 .yinwn

 See also A. Kupernik, op. cit. (n. 41), cited in ha-'Asif III, 240 and E. Leoni, op.
 cit., 100; M. Z. Neriah, Pirkei Volozhin, op. cit., 541, n. 4; M. Zinowitz, op. cit.,
 180.

 R. Y. L. Hakohen Maimón was wrong when he wrote that the Neziv was the
 first after the Gaon of Vilna to teach the weekly Torah portion to his students.
 See Sarei ha-Me'ah (Jerusalem, 1965), V, 185.
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 103. See R. Shlomoh Yosef Zevin, Ishim ve-Shitot (Tel Aviv, 1966), 20-27; M. Bar-
 Ilan (Berlin), mi-Volozhin, op. cit., 133-34.

 For the Neziv's exegetical methodology, see the introduction to his Ha'amek
 Davar, entitled "Kidmat ha-'Emek"; S. Y. Zevin, Ishim ve-Shitot, ibid., 27-36.

 A careful analysis of the Neziv's critical methodology, based on a close reading
 of all his works, is a major desideratum.

 104. See R. Barukh Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit., IV, 1824. See too Meir Bar-Ilan
 (Berlin), mi-Volozhin 'ad Yerushalayim, op. cit., 139-40.

 105. See Meir Bar-Ilan (Berlin), mi-Volozhin 'ad Yerushalayim, ibid., 138. See too
 ibid., 163:

 D^-pon nivìb d->iu vn d"-qj/ D'oiny iibn . . . .n^iny imp mn in* v b"' iok
 .dpq imp iron "»ana onnxu; D^n-u n^iny m diidd

 See too idem., Rabban shel Yisrael, op. cit., 112:

 nxi "mn yinan '"pan^rr dk >mp mn inyjn mm "uann k1? ^dd rminy1?
 .Draw D^üi^an i^dk "n-pDYn" n*o "y^nn"

 For other evidence, see Mekor Barukh, cited above, p. 78; Kevod ha-Levanon
 VI:7 (1869), col. 49, where the Neziv writes how he enjoyed "oneg Shabbat" by
 reading newspapers on that day. My thanks to Dr. Shnayer Z. Leiman for
 bringing this source to my attention. See too M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 318.

 106. Meir Bar-Ilan (Berlin), Mi-Volozhin, ibid., 138-39. See too ibid., 163: mra mi
 mon iMobb T>n by; idem., Rabban shel Yisra'el, ibid., 134-35:

 VT íô "o qx .rmnn p arò -noK unn ^d i'^k n^xn ^k-iw ^w ]m n^n k1? pu
 .mnnn nsu; nx ivi*»! nnb dk d^q x:nn n^n *6 m dv nDtt7

 R. Shlomoh Dovid Dinkin, the mäshgiah of the yeshiva (above, pp. 88, 91), knew
 Russian and served as the translator for the Neziv when it was necessary for him
 to interact with the secular authorities. He also had a wide-ranging curiosity
 about current events. See M. S. Shapiro, "Yeshivat Volozhin bi-Shenot Gedu-
 latah," ha-Do'ar XLII:26 (May 11, 1962), 439.

 107. Mi-Volozhin, ibid., 139.
 108. See A. I. Kook, "Rosh Yeshivat "Ez ha-Hayyim,'" Knesset Yisra'el (Warsaw,

 1887), II, 142. It was reprinted in Ma'amarei ha-Re'iyah (Jerusalem, 1980), 126.
 This was the first biography ever written about the Neziv (see M. Berlin,

 Rabban shel Yisra'el, op. cit., 11). R. Kook's son, R. Zevi Yehudah Hakohen,
 told the story that one day his father, who was then studying in Volozhin, came
 into the Neziv's library and found him in a dilemma. He had just received a
 request from Shaul Pinhas Rabinowitz, the editor of Knesset Yisra'el, to prepare
 a biography of himself for publication. He felt, however, that it was only
 appropriate to write a biography about a person who died or stopped being
 productive but, on the other hand, did not want to alienate Rabinowitz by
 denying his request. To help solve the problem, R. Kook volunteered to write the
 biography himself, which he did. See R. Z. Y. Kook, ha-Zofeh (27 Av, 5703),
 cited by S. Mirsky, op. cit., 53, n. 20; Y. L. Hakohen Maimón, Sarei ha-Me'ah
 (Jerusalem, 1965), VI, 258. For a tradition cited by R. Hayyim Berlin about his
 father's opposition to reading biographies of gedolei Torah, considering them to
 be nothing more than a ploy of the Satan to cause bittul Torah, see the preface to
 Se fer Meromei Sadeh I (Jerusalem, 1956).

 The article was cited by M. Y. Berdyczewski in ha-Meliz XXVIII:30 (February
 17, 1888), 303-04.

 109. ha-'Asif III, 237.
 1 10. A careful analysis of all of the Neziv's works would undoubtedly yield a mine of

 information about his attitude to extra-Talmudic study. For one such example,
 see Ha'amek Davar on Num. 8:2 in connection with the menorah:
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 rnnrjnn bu nvT1 ^bi'u mn^n yiw bbzi hd byiw mimw mwn :nnan nv2'u

 [icmnn urnip = ] rrmpi "pepivi d^x^íd mv^ ied min np^y nn:^ xn1? x"x
 .nranu; nun rrnrnx -ixn1?! wn^ ixn mnann b^ .omvü tiv rain toi
 ■'UiD ^d ]di . . . .nnmtp mira tetid rnnDnn ^d x>n?3 dtv i1? ww ■»» mi
 mxîDnn bi ro nn^xE itpip rrnpn -pmnw wm . . . .mira rann onoran

 .rninn ip^y 112 wnw niunn ■»jd1?

 For a preliminary unsatisfactory treatment of this subject, see H. Katz, op. cit.
 (n. 3), 11-13, 109-16.

 111. See above, n. 94.
 112. See Mekor Barukh, op. cit., IV, 1917, 1921.

 The Neziv also enjoyed a close relationship with a number of maskilim,
 including the prominent maskil Shlomoh Yosef Fuenn and turned to him to
 intercede on behalf of the yeshiva. See Mekor Barukh, ibid., IV, 1831-33; M.
 Berlin, mi-Volozhin, 124-25; I. Klausner, Toledot ha-'Agudah Nes Ziyonah bi-
 Volozhin, op. cit., 19-20. Unlike many of his colleagues, Fuenn agreed with the
 Neziv that there should be no secular studies in Volozhin. See M. Reines, Ozar
 ha-Rifrutm. n n 1

 113. M. Bar-Ilan, mi-Volozhin, op. cit., 139.
 114. ha-Meliz XXV:9 (February 13, 1885), 139.
 115. Neziv, She'elot u-Teshuvot Meshiv Davar 1:44, end. This seems to be the basis of

 a statement made by his son:

 npinn ron miais ruram; inyi bv qpinn b"' kdk inv m bi r'x-by bm
 Km:; "»n nK rain T>i7n Dwi vn .mon -nn^1? mpn "px nrrwn ^inn "a ^^nnn
 dk intv nnxi^ ,m nx ns1 írnn ;Dmp ib mpw nbiwn my Kum ra^'a im^
 nxn iu7"n nn^v mwn "|inn ^nx .nu^nn nxip^ "my ]->d)3 n^n nn^^n

 .x^ im nmnn ■nn')I7I7 nn^ii/ m"iD?3nn "pn^nn

 See M. Bar-Ilan, mi-Volozhin, op. cit., 163-64. See too ha-Meliz XIX:69 (Sep-
 tember 17, 1883), 1108 where someone wrote in defense of the Neziv that he
 outlawed various periodicals in his yeshiva,

 pii '.rò^n ^rron nnn^n yrra "iwx nbzwnn nx nynm "»xjp xinw nann xb
 umbral unb "»n1 ^n1? "na Tm1? y^xa ynn ^jn1? nxnw ,min ^lu^n nnon

 .nmn

 For more on this crucially important responsum, see below.
 116. Ha-Kerem (1887), 65. See too R. A. Y. Kook, Knesset Yisra'el, op. cit., 142: nxi

 nrmrn ynp nrtown D-n^nn w x1?^ inxT»» xin ^in hiq1?1? dtiv mvnp1? laan"»
 •'xnv.

 11/. M. i. berayczewski, na-Meliz aaviii:ju (rebruary, l/, Iööö), 310. hor more
 information on the formation of this society, see S. Stampfer, op. cit., 104; above,
 p. 93.

 118. Ha-Meliz XIX:69 (September 17, 1883), 1108.
 119. See M. Berlin, Rabban shel Yisra'el, op. cit., 112; M. Y. Berdyczewski, ha-Kerem

 (1887), 77.
 The students, however, did so clandestinely. See Pinhas Turberg, Kitvei Pinhas

 Turberg (New York, 1953), 134-35; S. Stampfer, op. cit., 104-05.
 120. Israel Klausner, Toledot ha-'Agudah Nes Ziyonah bi-Volozhin (Jerusalem,

 1954), 13. See too Yizhak Nissenbaum, ha-Dat ve-ha-Tehiyah ha-Le'umit (War-
 saw, 1920), 123, in connection with Hibbat Ziyon societies in Volozhin:

 •pyn upnm ,minn bv nb^ ddt» np^1 ra^Ti ^n bi "o t^w mn -pnnnn pxan
 Dx na ,mirû Tin^n bw m^x ynnx "im1? îinatt; onnx n^n-iî ^"»n ^d ^y njn
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 See too J. L. Hakohen Maimón, Lema'an Ziyon Lo Ehesheh (Jerusalem, 1954),
 113; Simon Federbush, Hazon Torah ve-Ziyon (Jerusalem and New York, 1960),
 86.

 121. See the memoirs of Yosef Rothstein, printed in Klausner, ibid., 123.
 For the major role played by the Neziv in the new Hibbat Ziyon movement

 (his willingness to work closely with "sinners" for a religious purpose, the
 premium he placed on the unity of the Jewish people, the important part he
 played in the controversy surrounding the Bilu group in Gedera, his prominent
 role in the Shemittah controversy of 1888-89), see S. L. Citron, Toledot Hibbat
 Ziyon (Odessa, 1914), 342-47; Z. H. Masliansky, "Zikhronotai," ha-'Ivri
 VII:32 (August 24, 1917), 9-10; Yizhak Rivkind, ha-Neziv ve-Yihuso le-"Hibbat
 Ziyon" (Lodz, 1919); idem., "ha-Yeshiva bi-Volozhin ve-ha-Tehiyah ha-
 Le'umit," ha-Toren IX:10 (December, 1922), 58-61; idem., "'Iggerot Ziyon,"
 Sefer Shemu'el (Mohliver) (Jerusalem, 1923), 73-103; printed as a separate
 pamphlet (Jerusalem, 1923); Y. Nissenbaum, ibid., 119-22; J. L. Hakohen Fish-
 man (Maimón), ha-Ziyonut ha-Datit ve-Hitpathutah (Jerusalem, 1937), 266-67;
 reprinted as Yisra'el, Torah, Ziyon (Jerusalem, 1989), 340-42; A. R. Malachi,
 "Mishpahat Berlin ve-ha-Yishuv," Talpiyot V:3-4 (1952), 395-406; reprinted in
 idem., Perakim bi-Toledot ha-Yishuv ha-Yashan (Tel Aviv, 1971), 253-62; J. L.
 Hakohen Maimón, Lema'an Ziyon lo 'Ehesheh, ibid., 106-11; 'Enziklopediah
 shel ha-Ziyonut ha-Datit, op. cit. (n. 8); Simon Federbush, Hazon Torah
 ve-Ziyon, ibid., 80-91, 128-42, 166-70; E. Leoni, op. cit., 56-58; Bezalel Lan-
 dau, "ha-Neziv mi-Volozhin bi-Ma'arakhah le-Ma'an Yishuv Erez Yisra'el bi-
 Kedushatah," Niv ha-Midrashi'ah XI (1974), 251-77; Yisra'el Klausner, mi-
 Katowiz 'ad Basle (Jerusalem, 1965), Vol. I and Vol. II, in passim; M. Zinowitz,
 op. cit., 342-52; Yosef Salmon, "ha-'Imut ben ha-Haredim le-Maskilim bi-
 Tenu'at Hibbat Ziyon bi-Sehnot ha-80," ha-Ziyonut V (1978), 43-77; Ehud
 Luz, Makbilim Nifgashim (Tel Aviv, 1985), trans, into English as Parallels Meet
 (Philadelphia, 1988), in passim; H. Katz, op. cit. (n. 3), 151-54.

 Contrast this to the position of Rabbi Eliezer Gordon of Telshe and Rabbi
 Yosef Dov Soloveitchik of Brisk who bitterly opposed the Hibbat Ziyon move-
 ment, denouncing it as "a new sect like that of Shabbatai Zevi, may the name of
 the wicked rot, which it is a mizvah to annihilate." See Ehud Luz, ibid., 116.

 For R. Eliezer Gordon's change of heart about the Hibbat Ziyon movement,
 see Yehudah Epel, bi-Tokh Reshit ha-Tehiyah (Tel Aviv, 1936), 545-49. For the
 opposition to the Hibbat Ziyon movement among great rabbinic authorities
 during the time that the Neziv continued to be very active within it, see Yosef
 Salmon, "Sefer 'Shivat Ziyon' ve-Rik'o ha-Histori," Eshel Be'er Sheva II (1980),
 331-40. For the opposition of R. Hayyim Soloveitchik, see M. Lipson, mi-Dor
 Dor (Tel Aviv, 1968) I, 24, US.

 For the role of these two Zionistic societies in Volozhin, see Y. Nissenbaum,
 ibid., 122-25; "Had min Havraya," "Hibbat Ziyon bi-Volozhin," ha-Tor IV:40
 (July 2, 1924), 9-13; IV:44 (August 1, 1924), 8-9; IV:45 (August 8, 1924), 10-11;
 IV:47 (August 22, 1924), 7-9; M. M. Zlotkin, "ha-Hevrah ha-Hasha'it 'Nezah
 Yisra'el' ve-H. N. Bialik," Molad V:27 (June, 1950), 181-85; Y. L. Hakohen
 Maimón, Yisra'el, Torah, Ziyon, ibid., 342-45; idem., Lema'an Ziyon, ibid.,
 113-32; I. Klausner, ibid.; S. Federbush, ibid., 85-87; Y. Nissenbaum, 'Alei
 Heidi, op. cit. (n. 53), 96-105; E. Leoni, op. cit., 120-23; M. Zinowitz, op. cit.,
 311-15; S. Stampfer, op. cit., 99-104. Klausner's book was unfavorably reviewed
 by Yizhak Rivkind, "'Nes Ziyonah' bi-Yeshivat Volozhin," ha-Do'ar XXXV:35
 (August 12, 1955), 673-74.

 H. N. Bialik was very active in Nezah Yisra'el. See F. Lachover, op. cit. (n. 71),
 69-84 and the sources cited there.

 R. Isser Zalman Melzer was a member of the Nes Ziyonah group (see Y.
 Nissenbaum, 'Alei Heidi, ibid., 42-43; F. Lachover, ibid., 79, n. 27) as was
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 R. Moshe Mordecai Epstein (see I. Klausner, ibid., 25). For a picture of
 R. Moshe Mordecai in a group of members of Nes Ziyonah in Kovno, see I.
 Klausner, ibid., 26. For another picture of R. Moshe Mordecai with a group of
 men who bought land in Haderah, see Ever Hadani, Haderah (Tel Aviv, 1951),
 before p. 25. See also E. Leoni, op. cit., 121. For the leading role he played in the
 transactions, see E. Hadani, ibid., 12-16; E. Leoni, ibid., 281-83.
 Cf. Aharon Suraski, Toledot ha-Hinukh ha-Torani, op. cit. (n. 6), 286, who

 claims that the ideology of Hibbat Ziyon was pasul and that it succeeded in
 ensnaring some yeshiva students who were misled by it. He totally ignored the
 fact that the Neziv himself was an important leader of that movement, which
 also included at least these two scholars (R. Isser Zalman and R. Moshe
 Mordecai) who later became gedolei Yisra'el.

 122. See R. Moshe Shmuel ve-Doro, op. cit. (n. 23), 61. For the circumstances
 surrounding Mrs. Berlin's serious illness, see M. Y. Berdyczewski, ha-Meliz
 XXVIII:56 (March 20, 1888), 573; below, p. 105.

 123. Ibid., 63-64. Cf. R. Yosef Dov Soloveitchik, "Ish ha-Halakhah," Talpiyot 1:3-4
 (1944), 697 f. For more on the struggle over mussar in the Lithuanian yeshivot,
 including Volozhin, see Dov Katz, Pulmus ha-Mussar (Jerusalem, 1972), 255 f.

 Also relevant to a study of the Neziv's attitude to secular studies is his reaction
 to the educational innovation proposed by R. Yehiel Mikhel Pines in Palestine
 towards the end of the century. See Alter Druyanow-Shulamit Laskov, Ketavim
 le-Toledot Hibbat Ziyon ve-Yishuv Erez Yisra'el (Tel Aviv, 1982), I, 209-13.

 124. M. Y Berdyczewski, ha-Meliz XXVIII:56 (March 20, 1888), 573.
 125. M. Berlin, Rabban shel Yisra'el, op. cit., 138. See also idem., mi-Volozhin 'ad

 Yerushalyim, op. cit., 129:

 rrnuttn nx im ",Dmjüt27"n nx "odh ,rwyrbw by ^"òddd by i:m i^sp
 d^ix .nyp rnmin lupw iwx iy rxn pi mwüi nttinnn .nnp ròna nmnm
 ^^b imy inv dvx inu/tt "o i"mxn mmn . . . iryn pnnn nxu m^ann "pra

 . . . .K-m ini bw rònnn x*7x ,itû xipn Drx mvimnn

 126. Idem., Rabban shel Yisra'el, ibid.
 127. Ibid., 139. For the Neziv's particular love for Erez Yisra'el and his involvement

 in Jewish life there, see above, n. 121. According to one report, whenever he
 would recite ]T»2f3 "j'òttn Tin in the Shabbat morning kedushah, antritt rnn
 ib'i títod mrm hqid iv ¡-q^ti qion *f7in mn irron bipì wbw my Km. See Ely ah
 Meir Feivelson, "ha-'Emet ve-ha-Shalom," ha-Peles 111:12 (1903), 729.

 The Neziv may also have been motivated at this time to move to the Land of
 Israel because his brother Lipa had just recently done so. See Hayyim Mikhel
 Mikhlin, bi-Re'i ha-Dorot (Tel Aviv, 1940), 31.

 See also ha-Meliz XXX:120 (June 13, 1890), 4 for a report that the Neziv
 devoted part of his customary sermon in the yeshiva on the first day of Shavuot
 that year to the notion of yishuv 'Erez Yisra'el.

 128. See A. Balosher, op. cit. (n. 57), 123-24. Also, R. Hayyim had a special relation-
 ship with many of the students and was beloved by them. See J. L. Radus,
 Zikhronot, op. cit. (n. 47), 65-66.

 Lzy. see ivi. a. snapiro, i esnivat voioznin m-Mienot ueduiatan, na-uo ar ALll:Z6

 (May 11, 1962), 440; reprinted in R. Moshe Shmuel ve-Doro, op. cit., 75-76. See
 too M. Bar-Ilan (Berlin), mi-Volozhin, op. cit., 159-62.

 The controversy over R. Hayyim's appointment also spilled over into the
 Jewish press. See ha-Meliz XXXI:45 (March 6, 1891), 5; XXXI:54 (March 17,
 1891), 2; XXXI:61 (March 26, 1891), 3; XXXI:63 (March, 1891).

 Bitter conflicts over the succession of leadership in Volozhin's yeshiva were
 nothing new. The Neziv himself was challenged a number of times to justify his
 own position as rosh yeshiva (in 1849 by R. Yehoshua Heschel Levin, in 1853
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 and 1857 by the followers of R. Yosef Dov Halevi Soloveitchik, and in 1870 by
 R. Hayyim Hillel Fried) and the turmoil within the yeshiva was intense. It always
 involved the division of the students into factions whose disagreements degener-
 ated into shouting matches and fist fights, public expressions of disrespect for the
 Neziv, tumult and disturbance in the bet midrash, forged letters and more. In
 more than one instance outside rabbis had to be brought in to decide the matter.

 All histories of the Volozhin yeshiva are full of information about these
 controversies. In particular, see M. Bar-Ilan (Berlin) mi-Volozhin, ibid., 99-101;
 idem., Rabban, op. cit., 26-28; R. Barukh Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit., IV,
 1691-95; My Uncle, The Netziv, op. cit., 21-25; S. K. Mirsky, "Yeshivat
 Volozhin," op. cit., 39-41; S. L. Citron, "Milhemet ha-Dinasti'ot bi- Yeshivat
 Volozhin," Reshumot I (1925), 123-35; Y. Rivkind, "Shevilei Volozhin, Nehirim
 ve-lo Nehirim," ha-Do'ar XLII:23 (April 6, 1962), 366; M. Zinowitz, op. cit.,
 221-32; E. Leoni, op. cit., 124-33; S. Stampfer, op. cit., 39-47; R. Hayyim
 Karlinsky, ha-Rishon le-Shushelet Brisk (Jerusalem, 1984), 102-42.

 For a similar example of a later upheaval and strike in Volozhin over the
 matter of succession (in 1916), see Gedalyah Pomeranz, "ha-Shevitah ha-
 Aharonah bi-Yeshivat Volozhin," ha-Do'ar XLIII:15 (February 8, 1963),
 240-43.

 130. A. Balosher, op. cit., 124. See too S. Stampfer, ibid., 121-25.
 For information on R. Hayyim Berlin, see E. Leoni, op. cit., 215-20 and the

 bibliography cited there; M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 297-302.
 Another important factor in the events leading up to the close of the yeshiva

 was the growing strength of a group of informers within the yeshiva who joined
 together with their fellow maskilim on the outside in appealing to the Russian
 authorities to take steps to close it. As many sources indicate, this "fifth column"
 of students in Volozhin was also verv resnonsible for its dosine.

 131. See, for example, B. Goldberg, Zikhron le-'Aharonim, op. cit. (n. 52), 16-17; E.
 Leoni, ibid., 217.

 132. A copy of the original handwritten document was printed in Evreiskaia
 Entsiklopediia V (1906), 725-26. It was reprinted in Ephraim Shimoff, Rabbi
 Isaac Elchanan Spector: Life and Letters (New York, 1959), Heb. section,
 28-30. This conference is described in Ya'akov ha-Levi Lifshitz, Zikhron
 Ya'akov, op. cit., 153-57, although he erroneously dates it as having taken place
 in 1885. See too Zevi Sharfstein, Gedolei Hinukh bi-(Amenu (Jerusalem, 1964),
 65; S. K. Mirsky, "Yeshivat Volozhin," op. cit., 68-70; E. Leoni, ibid., 135-38;
 S. Stampfer, op. cit., 119-20.

 R. Epstein noted that the study of mathematics was also required. See his
 Mekor Barukh IV, 2026.

 133. "Mah Ho'ilu Hakhamim bi-Takanatam?" ha-Meliz XXVII:88 (May 3, 1887),
 928. See M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 323-34.

 134. See Yizhak Eizik ben-Tovim, "bi-Yeshivat Volozhin Lifnei Segiratah," ha-Hed
 VII:4 (December, 1931-January, 1932), 30. See M. Zinowitz, ibid., 321-23.

 135. She'elot u-Teshuvot Meshiv Davar 1:44, end.
 136. M. Bar-Ilan (Berlin), mi-Volozhin 'ad Yerushalayim, op. cit., 164.
 137. Ibid., 165-66.
 138. Ibid., 166.
 139. H. L. Gordon, "ben Yekhabed Av . . . , ha-Do ar AL1V:JJ (August b, i^eoj,

 614. See too Y. Don Yihyeh, "bi-Yeshivat Volozhin," Netivah XI 1:11 (November
 20, 1936), 3; Zevi Scharfstein, Gedolei Hinukh bi-'Amenu, op. cit., 64-65; M.
 Auerbach, ed., Sefer Zikaron le-Rabi Yizhak Eizik Halevi zz"l (Bnai Brak, 1964),
 23-28; S. Stampfer, op. cit., 120-21.

 A. Suraski, Toledot ha-Hinukh ha-Torani, op. cit. (n. 6), 289-90, is clearly
 wrong when he claims that the Neziv decided to close Volozhin rather than



 Jacob], Schacter 131

 allow any secular studies in it. See also the sources cited above, n. 7. Most
 striking is a statement made in an article printed in 1887 by Rabbi Avraham
 Yizhak Hakohen Kook that a separate room had already then been set aside in
 the yeshiva for secular studies. He wrote that although the Neziv was opposed to
 designating time during the day for secular studies out of a fear that it would lead
 to minimizing Torah study (see above, pp. 103-4),

 bu rmnn nyi rua "use; nn^nnn nbxw ròru mpn nny rwy nio ba
 nnra Knn ^in Hin1?1? o^nra dtiv ivnp1 nm^y nnin rò^innn mi nmp

 .D^pnmn Dm?3 romn v'Djn

 See his "Rosh Yeshivat "Ez Hayyim'," Knesset Yisra'el II, op. cit. (n. 108), 142;
 reprinted in Ma'amarei ha-Re'iyah, op. cit., 126. My thanks to Rabbi Matis
 Greenblatt for being the first to bring this source to my attention. However, I
 know of no other evidence for such a program in Volozhin at that early date. It is
 also hard to believe, as it would appear from R. Kook's description, that the
 Neziv instituted this new policy on his own, without having been forced to do so
 by the government. Everything we know about the Neziv indicates that such a
 move on his part would be inconceivable. Cf. Y. Lifshitz, Zikhron Ya'akov, op.
 cit., 144.
 For other explicit statements that secular studies (i.e., Russian language) were

 formally studied in Volozhin, see E. Leoni, op. cit., 137; Azriel Shohat, Mossad
 "ha-Rabbanut mi-Ta'am" bi-Russyah (Haifa, 1976), 189, n. 107.

 140. This list of regulations was printed in ha-Meliz XXXII:46 (March 7, 1892), 1-2;
 ha-Zefirah LVI (March 6, 1892), 224 and LVI (March 8, 1892), 228. See too M.
 Zinowitz, op. cit., 326-32.

 141. This was a particularly onerous regulation for Volozhin because, since the days
 of R. Hayyim, the custom there had been for students to learn in the bet midrash
 throughout the entire night, every night of the year. For this practice during
 R. Hayyim's days, see R. David of Novaredok, Sefer Galya Masekhet, op. cit (n.
 21),*33b:

 "iv nrpwn bbm m1? nv ~ny rrnnwn D^yap mn nb^bi rb'b biv nxî m qxi
 qKiz7 rraxn 'b "mm .dtie^e p^ddîdt yyw mvòn wrv io rò'òi nv i^n -iwk

 ."ò^n rrnttwn ipos xb nni^ mo^n b"bi

 This was cited by R. Barukh Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit., IV, 1787. For a
 formulation by R. Hayyim on the importance of uninterrupted Torah study, see
 his Nefesh ha-Hayyim IV:25.

 For the days of R. Izeleh, see M. Z. Neriah, Pirkei Volozhin (Jerusalem, 1964),
 24, n.; cf. S. Stampfer, op. cit., 33.

 For the practice during the days of the Neziv who made regular nocturnal
 visits to the bet midrash at all hours of the night, see M. Berlin, Rabban shel
 Yisra'el, op. cit., 99, 114; idem., mi-Volozhin, op. cit., 114; R Barukh Epstein,
 Mekor Barukh, ibid., IV, 1787-88.

 For a discussion by the Neziv of the significance of Torah learning especially at
 night, see his commentary on Shir ha-Shirim 1:8 in Metiv Shir (Jerusalem, 1967),
 8b.

 A number of articles about Volozhin describe the very imposing sight it made
 on winter nights when the yeshiva building was all lit up and the voice of Torah
 emanated from it. See, for example, ha-'Asif III (1886), 236; A. Balosher,
 "Bi'alik bi-Volozhin," op. cit., 129; M. E. Eisenstadt, "Yeshivat Volozhi," op.
 cit., 160; M. Bar-Ilan (Berlin), mi-Volozhin, op. cit., 104-05.

 142. Mekor Barukh, ibid., IV, 2025, 2026. Even some maskilim who defended the
 Russian regulations which led to the closing of Volozhin recognized the unfair
 and unacceptable nature of these most extreme clauses. They suggested that they
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 be changed when the yeshiva would reopen. See ha-Meliz XXXII:47 (March 8,
 1892), 1-3; XXXII:50 (March 11, 1892), 1-3.

 143. Yizhak Rivkind, "mi-Yalkutei ha-Volozhim, Kesbumot V (1927), 363.
 144. V. lurberg, Kitvei ftnbas lurberg (New York, 1ÌO3), 136. î>ee also K. barukh

 Epstein, Mekor Barukh, op. cit., IV, 2026-28; M. Berlin, Rabban shel Yisra'el,
 op. cit., 141-42; idem., mi-Volozhin, op. cit., 173-76; E. Leoni, op. cit., 138-40,
 178; M. Zinowitz, op. cit., 333-36; S. Stampfer, op. cit., 130, for a graphie
 description of the event and its personal immediate impact on the Neziv.

 When the news spread that Volozhin had closed, the traditional community
 reacted with great sorrow. See, for example, Rabbi Y. Nissenbaum's letter to H.
 N. Bialik postmarked 10.2.1892 and printed in Iggerot ha-Rav Nissenbaum
 (Jerusalem, 1956), 2:

 •o wipnn iro p-nn by . . . •wn'my mwi innx îpoirn ^ratpn b*ni "ûw
 •»rò *np:i .""UD "o üvn wipn ito p-nn by] nym -np)3 Ty-wTin "oi Dim

 ìdtik ipin swn by wx ìamx momn 'wìnr' ^v ínona rmarm "aipn

 See also R. Moshe Mordecai Epstein's letter to Menahem Mendel Nahumov-
 sky, printed in E. Hadani, Haderah, op. cit. (n. 121), 37-38.

 An eighteen-year-old student in the Telshe Yeshiva wrote a play about the
 closing of Volozhin which became very popular and was performed in many
 yeshivot throughout Lithuania. See Y. Rivkind, "mi-Yalkutei ha-Volozhini," op.
 cit., 362-75.

 Alexander Zederbaum could not refrain from leveling a parting blow at the
 Neziv, blaming him for not instituting secular studies in the yeshiva as per the
 government order, and therefore being personally responsible for its close. See
 ha-Meliz XXXII:47 (March 8, 1892), 1-3.

 145. See above, p. 78.
 Dr. Shnayer Leiman suggested two other ways of interpreting R. Hayyim

 Berlin's words in his zava'ab cited above, assuming that it is an accurate
 transcription of what the Neziv told him: 1) The Neziv told his son not to allow
 secular studies in the main ball of the yeshiva (Vin ira1"? UW PDinb D^srò xbw),
 which is what the Russian authorities wanted and which he never allowed. He

 permitted it only in a room downstairs; 2) The Neziv told his son not to
 allow secular studies to become an integral part of the formal curriculum of the
 yeshiva (^"in Tcnò nw ra'nb wanb ìòv). Hence his continued emphasis on Til}/
 Vxsn K^a U7"npn natmnn ^in. As long as they were kept separate, i.e., late in the
 evening and in a specially designated room, he did not object.

 146. See M. S. Shapiro, "Yeshivat Volozhin bi-Shenot Segiratah u-Petihatah,"
 R. Moshe Shmuel ve-Doro, op. cit., 78.

 147. See R. Judah ha-Levi Litshitz, Sefer Dor Yesbanm (Pietrokov, 1?U/), 8. It was
 reprinted in A. Suraski, ed., Ahi'ezer: Kovez I gger o f (Bnei Brak, 1970), II, 583.
 See too Shimon Finkelman, Reb Chaim Ozer (New York, 1987), 61-62.

 For the neglect of history by Jews in general, see Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi,
 Zakhor: Jewish History and Jewish Memory (Seattle and London, 1982).

 148. See R. Shimon Schwab, Selected Writings (Lakewood, 1988), 233-34. The essay
 was first oublished in the December-March, 1984-85 issue of Mitteilungen.

 149. See Joseph Elias, "Past and Present in the Teaching of Jewish History," The
 Jewish Observer IV:8 (November, 1967), 18, 23. The italics are by the author.

 150. It is worth noting that two recent descriptions of the events in Volozhin do
 correctly note that secular studies were, indeed, formally offered in the yeshiva.
 See Shaul Kagan, "Reb Chaim Ozer: An Appreciation," Yated Ne'eman (14
 Cheshvan 5751; November 2, 1990), 4:

 At these conferences, the government regularly introduced proposals to
 force the traditional rabbonim to attain knowledge of the Russian Ian-
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 guage and to study secular subjects. They eventually forced the famed
 Yeshiva of Volozhin, the major and largest yeshiva in the world at that
 time, to include secular subjects in the curriculum. Ultimately, the holy
 Netziv, the aged Rosh Yeshiva and Rav of Volozhin, closed the yeshiva
 rather than allow it to be transformed into a secular institution with its

 pure Torah diluted. This in turn hastened his untimely passing.

 See also Berel Wein, Triumph of Survival (Monsey, 1990), 131: "There were
 periods when secular studies were taught in Volozhin."
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