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Modern Orthodox-)f or “rlomob E. Danzinge

Orthodox Modernism?

An Armi}'ﬂ} of Some New T rendy

A RECEN SSUE 3
gr:uju-[-T ISSUE OF The Commentator. THE 1 DE}
: b-.'.l. nc-.:.rn,p}:pt:r of Yeshiva Col ot 2
“mber of questions submitt
E’.n T . A = - :
rlndd:fhﬁ{-hih- professor of historv at Yeshiva College
- e b J 4 [y oliege,
1€ rabbj ol an ":}:I'Hiln:frlx Longregation. His re ‘Fies
Pr?mi"{ilt_i d lOorrent of protest -.'!m-:.E N which
moved him to write
Views,
fDr Greenberg has been one of the spiritual mentor
. l ) I RS FLE A anLA R 5
of Yavneh, the association of Orthodox coliege sty

iICEE, Ieatured =

ed to Dr Irving Greenbere

rOtest cntucism which
a clanfication and defense of his

dents, and some of his Vicws HEve Becn s
cently in The New ¥ = 2 en reported re
: te ivew York Times in connection with a

Hyrup{:‘aﬁlum on Jewish Religious Unity Together with
Dr. Eliezer Berkovits, Dr. Michael \;\l.‘p"'-i.:!-l-'-"r'-".t* ‘J:.=
others, Rabbi Greenberg is representative :n'“j:.' ,J:--';..'i:
trend among certain Orthodox intellectuals 1:,, hi:.-h.‘:
cent pronouncements about fundamental J-L'u.'l-;h.h._-,;.-.;-
cepts should not go unchallenged by those whom thes
have on occasion called “fundamentalists ™ This essay
offers such a challenge by giving different answers 1o
some of the questions that were put to Dr. Greenbers

What do vou believe is the essential
¥ - ]
element in Jewish rtheology?

DR. GREENBERG: “The covenant idea. the belief that
an infinte G-d is concerned for man and will enter
into a personal relationship with him.”

§. D.: It is certainly not a tenuous ‘“‘covenant idea”
(italics mine), a shadowy belief that “G-d is concerned
for man and will enter into a personal relationship with
him.” This “covenant idea” could, of course, be taken

ot %

seriously by non-Orthodox Jews, as Dr. Greenberg
slates. b Byn el ,

The essential element in Jewish “emunah” is Torah
Min Hashamayim, the Divine revelation of the Torah
(Written and Oral) by G-d to Mosheh, literally speak-
ctive fact, and not in any vague, natural-
“4dnd when Mosheh went into
eak with him,

ing, as an obje
istic, subjective sense.
the tent of meeting that He might sp

wn1 SHELOMOH E ' ' ¥ hiur at rhe ."L.!au'-u-:..l

; SHELOMOH E, DANZIGER 3ays a 8 al &
Eﬂf Samson Raphael Hirsch and r_l_Hu.!*EH {Jf Cong .'.i;'“ll
Midrash Horeb in Riverdale, New r]‘ ork. Hix exsay, "T :Jnj
Relevance of Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch in Our Time,

appeared in our issue of June, 19635,
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R. GREENBERG: “The main reality ~
15 1L HNaL L .
5. D.: The categ 5§ have the n N
ing beside eir insttuton re 3
peen 1ndicated. The in Al i £ AITe -
layman to discern the basic philosophic sulf bet
Orthodoxy and non-Orthodoxy with reeard to authe
tic revelation has resulted in serious consequences. T1
clearest Celineanon in this matter is vital. indeed cruc

In his clarification Dr. Greenbere makes the
that “there are individual Jews who call them
other names [than Orthodox] who accept |

are seeking to rediscover it for themselves.” He m

the further plea that ideas should not be ignored “

¥
if labeled Conservative or Reform.™ Rather
should be judged on their ments as measured by a

and complex understanding of the classic halachic

tradition.” Moreover, Dr. Greenberg concedes th
“exaggerated by ignonng the
obedience to halucha.”
Certainly ideas should be judged o
rather than by their labels. Nor do 1 dispute tha

1 1
mav be a few anomaious incividualy Wwho accepl hala
3 J

ditfferentzal Orthodo

n their mernit

S
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as being other
angerous not 1o rec-
ative norm, which 15
ty of halachah, Dr.
“differennial Orthodox
would have us view the dif-

::gmzr the Reform and Consery
On-acceptance of the authori

Greenberg, in focysi
_ - sin
obedience to h;;]a:hahsf"un o

ference statisti

atistically ilati Thi
fact th ly, or Quantitatively. This ignores the
act that the Reform and Cone . e
= p Pk Conservative movements

conceived by their onginators i |

Beyord i 4i0r15 1n terms which go
Roet quantitative Ildhi.tn‘:m:c 1o halachah The n'm‘

E urmll- ﬂnd L * : = LR L -u L% -“:Fl

1sticians, but b CF‘“?’EHHIWF WETE not given by stat-

o t' Im y dissident thinkers whose criteria were

ceptual, not statistical. T} ‘ ‘

. 1hose who call themeslype

Retort: oe - call themselveg
onservative normall '

: . HVA aly mean something
“ﬁqcltci:; beyond _lhcuf institutional lovalty. More I'I‘t'l%
::;LJ an an lt::bl:dmnl:c to halachah as ;t-\"ilfdhliﬂk 15
wa naturalistic conception of revelation of :mrm-uinl

. : ; & [ L

eform an+d Conservatism, which is tantamount
non-revelation, - L

Those 1solated f

: Woow -
ey ew who do not call themselves
o » While they seem to be Orthodox in practice

.Ii.unce_pl. Cannot escape the description of collab-
u}:'.l LFL with anti-Torah forces. Their refusal to call
t Ldn1:=r:lvc:-' Orthodox renders them, at best, mconsistent
and anomalous, or, at worst, actual sectarinns whose
nearness to _ﬂrthndqu 15 merely quantitative, external
and misleading. Theirs is the onus to demonstrate that
they are the former rather than the latter, Whether they
.?hnulc] then be accepted by the Orthodox community
15 debatable. The resultant blurring of delineation is
a weighty arpument against such acceplance.

What is the primary problem facine
roday's Orthodox community?

According to Dr. Greenberg it is the need to come
out of the European ghetto psychologically,. However,
in my view, the prilmtr}' 1ssue is how to contend with the
overwhelming sociological forces of America which are
working toward the religious assimilation of the Ortho-
dox, Not merely the survival of individuals and groups
who consider themselves Orthodox, but rather the
survival of Orthodox teaching and practice in their
Sinaitic purity, free from assimilated distortions, 18 the
main issue. How can we produce clossic lomdim who
also have the breadth of mind and vision necessary for
today's leadership? How can we have a viable laty,
trained for survival in this age of automation, whose
standards of Talmud Torah and Yiras Shomayim are
not diluted by years of professional training and by
intellectual and social contact with the world around
them? How can the divergent groupings of authenlic
Orthodoxy L’frlﬁﬂ[i""—'l}' unite pr}r;m:|.-'--|t|.n|1;|]|_‘.' and com-
munally, in order to better confront “Ir-r"l“!h.lll.“h
voracity of American cultural assimilation”? How can

we protect ourselves and our children from |I.u' materi-
alism, dishonesty and indecency of the dominant cul-

ture? How, in the face of muny distracting intercsts,
a ¥

4

can Torah study and performance of nmutzvos

the major enthusiasmy of life, as authentic Jy,
requires? The answers to these queston the
primary problem facing today’s OrthodoXx communit,

ms Constitute

l’i'ft'iflru'l_'l. how does fhfﬂtr“: B .'I..'-.'..'.
ism believe that Jews can
experience the Divine?

I AGREE WITH DR, GREENBERG THAT TORTHODOXY
believes that the Divine can be experiencad through
I.h.'i.' llh'-.'.t_'rv,inu_‘ 13[' every ;|]_|!,,|;._‘if'|.lh " However, !1( TS
on o say that, in contrast to the Conservative move-
ment which “changes halachah because popular opinion
demands the change,” he believes that “changes in
halachah should not be the result of popular opinion,
but the result of deliberate consideration by the
gedolhim.” -

Now the basic difference between Orthodoxy and
Conservatism regarding changes in halachah 15 not
whether these changes should be made by gedolim
or by popular demand. Rather does the difference con-
cern the very definition of halachah, indeed the essen-
tial nature of the Oral Torah.

Orthodoxy is based on the classic definition of the
nature of Iorah Shebbeal Peh found in the Talmud,
Geonim and Rishonim. More recently the scholarly
investigations of R. Isaac Halevi in his Doroth Ha-
rishonim have further illuminated this fundamental of
{1'“!11"".[11"‘.}' I"'U..'L"J‘:. f11|' the eeceror and fakkanor. the
main corpus of the Torah Shebbeal Peh consists of
® the detatled halachos revealed to Mosheh at Sinai
concomtantly with the more general lepal outlines of
the Written Torah: and
® the conscientious definition and application of t
body of revealed halachah to the spectfic cases that
HIOSC 1D successive gencrations. The crucial point 1s
conscientious defindtion and application, not to be con
fused with subjective interpretation. The latter is often
merely a form of judicial legislation—a new law. Sinc
cYen [|!||.' Process ol conscientious n.i.L'Iifl.ili-‘II. and 1=
cation 15 carned out |'H_.- human minds. ~.L:-l':.'4;f|1.".:'.‘.1‘..&%
sometimes enter the scene. However, the Divine Torah
provided for this process, and sanctioned it, on tl
condition, of course, that the authorities sincerely striy
for objectivity, and scrupulously avoid conscious
tion of the revealed halachah.

In contrast, the Conservabives subscribe to U
heterodox views of Zachanas Frankel and Isaac Hirsch
Weiss, who propounded theories of the post-Smnaiti
orgn of the very essence and substance of what wi
Orthodox call the revealed Torah Shebbeal Peh. 1t )
only according to this un-Orthodox premise that o1
:.';ml logically call for basi “changes in  halach
1ﬂ.-|'1-.:l|1u:1l they be the “result of popular opinion,”
“the result of deliberate consideration by the gedolim

Yet many who consider themselves Orthodox

Eretz Yisroel and in America—subscrbe to this non
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: constantly arisine. This hae
RO o iy ¢ 2. This has always
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. >R, 45 15 recorded in their re<pone:
Nt ' Cit responsa.
w.wm;i”l" "h':_r‘- mu?[ be no pressure, political or other-
b.:‘ » 10 eXiract a “favorable™ decision, Nor can there
o ;:r: talk of a “thorough re-examination of the

uichan Oruch," as Dr. Greenberg demands. This
can be _uryr:d_qr_jly on the premise of a non-Orthodox
EI.I;Jnl:qt:plmn of Torah .':Tu'_:-_-*be'_u’af Peh (the Talmud, and
the Shulchan A ruch, which is its compendium according
to IhF ﬁl}lht:}riltt‘b't: understanding of the Rishonim), a
premise which Dr. Greenberg, as an Orthodox rabbi,
cannot accept.

_th this letter w
editors of which
dox) with
Katz is
observant Jew, but his vie

chah by reinterpret
lo adapt

CLASSICAL HALACHAH—TO ORTHDOXY—I5 NOT AN ALL-
purpose mstrument to be used freely in the service of
general Torah values by translating them into concrete
laws. There has always been an area of general hash-
kafah-values, middos and musar, which were not con-
gretized in the specific details of the Divinely-revealed
legal system of the Terah Shebbeal Peh (halachah),
but were the domain of the Agadah. The legalistic
application of the revealed halachah to the v.;,j:u:?ﬂ-:
cases of successive generations is in the main a judicial,
not a legislative, function. In the process of dttin@:}g
and applying the revealed halachic details to specific
cases, general Torah values inevitably entered the
picture at times, Fundamentally, however, the halachic
process of definition and application was intended I-H-I
what Dr. Greenberg complains are “technical ””d.
procedural iceues.” Dr. Greenberg's demand to apply

e —— wy . i e e =l ¥ MM,
* See: M PO A3 MESY ST MO AW ]
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Process becomes consistent with Orthodoxy because
of hnq: concluding sentence: “Natur lly T am speaking
of ghtltg halachic norms and this is clearly stated in
My answer to question #4 in me interview"—in w mch
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he states that “c anges in halachah sh
result of popular opinion, but the re
Lnnﬁldﬂr_lllmn by the gedolim." Indeed, his very 1p-
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How can Orthodory — fatachic Juda

ism — hecome relevant in America?

ACCORDING TO DR. GREENBERG, WE MUST FIRST REC-
ognize the challenge and the opportunity of becoming
more fully integrated into the democratic socieny
_r‘hmfrlcu by changing the ghetto attitudes that foster
Incifference to the lurger community, “For examnle
states Dr. Greenberg, “we should recognize that it is
our religious responsibility to participate in the curren
civil rights strugegle.”

Let us be clear about what is meant by becoming
“relevant in America.” If it means a growing participa-
tion in the American non-Jewish communitv, such
“relevance” would be suicidal. Even the Hirschian
approach of Torah 'im Derech Eretz never intended
10 lessen the force of: "Lo, it is a people thar shal
dwell apart, and not reckon itseli among the nations
(Beamidbar 13:9)., R. Samson Raphael Hi
ments on this passage: “It will live in an insulated land
without much intercourse with other nations, hving its
‘internal’ mission as am as a nabional social body

z o
-.._|| LML~

Halachically this is expressed in the intentional
eruv difficultics that the Sages put in the
Jews living in the same courtyard with a non-Jew. The
Sages discouraged such contact “lest one learn from
his (the non-Jew's) acts” (Erubin 62a). Such an att
mde does not, as Dr. Greenberg asserts, refiect "¢
ardice” or “that our beliefs are shallow,” but rather
a realistic evaluation of sociological principles [he
detail and the intensiveness of the Torah's requi
can be carried out as a viable tradition oniy .”..I l;\»
chologically separate, noOn-InIcgr ited community. G-d

q F " &
rements




RELEVANCE?

“One must settle in the end for pleasing oneself,” the

Rabbi was continuing . . . "Oneself—and 1o be sure,
one s God." Was there a tone ol apology as he said
the final word? |
“But you must excuse me .. " the Rabbi responded,
strugeling ro bring his wristwarch up into view out of
Hur* .-rurn!n.mfm;.: tangle of elbows and arms and fists
fill of whiskey plasses that had @lready begun to slop
OVer onte the purple and gold and green of his sraver
shawl. “In just fiftv-five minutes 1 must be on rh.'; slane
for Alabama. Selma, You know.” At this evocation of
the spirit of Civil Rights, hix face lit up with a glow
as it had mot at the earlier mention of God I
THE LAST JEW IN AMERICA
A Novel by Leslie A Fiedler
Stein and Day, New York

f;‘f:r::,haﬂ[i;:r-[.rv} tsrael as His am to carry It out as
social body, Our Tomh iy . least communal)
truth Li‘ Our Torah mission 158 to testify to G-d's
munu;_m ¢ world as a model. non-mntegrated com-
Orthodox Jews ml;.mt 'nd.Iw“m_‘j rejects the idea that
surroundings of th: :jll"‘ LI’SF a8, o ol
have been, and ﬂ[i;.[ J.!l-:‘: ._?mc of the greatest Jews
T ke il oy are, dﬁ?“‘fdmﬂ of this _E:j'-pr-.hu:h.
H b cunjmihﬂjh-nv:;"';]. EhL:: fﬂr:’ fabric of _thn:
to cling) to Orthodox t:'Ler SRS Lor attempting

- ) achmg and practice. This
course has no record of success in Jewish history.
Indeed, such an accomphishment would Ay in the face
of sociology. The third path is that of non-integrated
adaptation, which is the Hirschian approach as | un-
derstand it

HC'..'{_II'L_"H'!_E to this method, Orthodox Jews live their
own communal life, which is unintegrated religiously,
socially, culturally and pisychologically. Within this
community, however, there is an awarcness of the in-
tellectual and cultural trends of the nation and of the
world, and a conscious reaction to these currents. The
reaction may be positive or negative, an acceptance or
a rejection of the surrounding norms. But even when
the contributions of the wider milieu are accepted,
they serve only as cultural raw material for the im-
plementation of Torah life through Orthodox forms of
exXpression.

Yet, as Rav Hirsch wntes, “this isolation is only an
illusion. Judaism imbues its adherents with an all-
embracing love . that offers always the warmest,
fondest sympathy for all human suffering and human
hope . . . Toruh-true Jews are ‘isolationists’ whose very
strength centers in the knowledge that, together with
them, all men walk towards the Kingdom of G-d on
eurth wherein will dwell wruth and love, justice and

sanctity."”

6

Thus, the non-mtegrated Orthodox Jews wij
concerned with the nation's policies,
fan‘ii_.!I'i. and will Say and do what should be said ar
what can be done to insure the justice and wholesom:
ness of those policies. However, they will do th
without violating their am-character
inte non-Jewish groups and their activities
will, of

thodox Jewish

COMMUuUnIty

domestic

1)

without entenn

L

[riendship to the non-Jewish community
(of the Torah) are ways of pleasantness

Civic duty is enjoined upon us by our heritage. But
within the fram

this will be done from

non-integrated Orthodox community

T

its religious, social and cultural isolation
THUS, IN ANSWER
Urthodoxy does not seek to become rele

rca, Instead it wants America to
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Dtioned Sympaci. . Oreenberg ar e
IS § md bl'f‘mhuhmm on Jewish EIH::I':TH' :hL
_y POSIUm. Jacoh F‘umchrw-wlii LP‘ .

ski, pro.

" l‘ﬂr“fl Colle
: BIOn in Cine _ Cge-Jewish
mitted g . T ~INCIinnatj (Reform ) :
pdper Whh__h E{}ntiilﬂﬂt[ [h'-.' III.P“”“]'F”, “..;rlll!ﬁdbﬂ
] [ WIS,

E::-r “Ihﬂt do h

!ﬂll of Eresler unity may we -.‘[I .,|.1rl: |n_J commoen? To whdk

gwven by Eliezer Berkovite YEL aspire?] has recently been

Ec h ’ O¥il ' In II"I.': I'I'i.l".'.,q; I. = ajts
FRovits: gazne Iradition. Writes

The kkarim (principles) that should deter
logical divisions in Israel should I-q: b e
leave the gates wide open I e 0 Tormulated as to
broadest b oren for communication with the

possible sections of Kelal Yisrael w
that the recognitio f T34 . ¢ Suggest
K N of three principles is sufficient ¢
become the found, T
dundation of ide _ r
beli . ideological unity. They are
clief in a personal G-d. in Tornl Ty
Uy in Torah min havhamavim
(that the Torah w: Bl v : y.
¢ WaY revealed by i 1o I"lrd\'.'l| nd
ln“'h ‘!"'hrh"'.ul I'T'E]'h the InNseparable conneciion 1-.;-1.,.,.:,_-:,.
# L 1 = | =
the. Written Torah and the Oral traditio "
fl. ]r'l-l.- ‘.ahu
acknowledge these principles, even though they may dis-
agree with each other in matters of interpretation,
!.hl*.r_uld be looked upon as belonging 10 the same ideo.
ngl-:ut qu_p:np. Unce the basic principles are affirmed,
ifferences in interpretation should not be permitted to
become dividing walls between Jew and Jew
{ I'radition, Vol. VII, No. 2. Summer 1965, p. 80.)

To all of this I can only say, ‘Amen and Amen! " In the
essentials which Berkovits has singled out, he has, I believe,
laid the foundations of the future religious ity of [srae)
There is little I could add by way of umproving on his form-
ulation. Perhaps I would have liked him to be a little more
specific in spelling out the difference between what he calls
*Priﬂﬂiplﬂ" and what he calls '4I1|-|.'l|"ru_'r||1|-|'|r1‘ . for example,
Torah min harhamayim, as g ‘principle’ permits of the kind
of interpretation which Louis Jacobs gives to it [An interpreta-
uon which accepls Higher Crnticism, and which the Londen
Beth Din properly considered heretical and inconsistent with
Orthodoxy—S.1D.), then it 15 a ‘principle’ which | can and
do accept. (1 would even allow the ‘mechanical” (1talics mine )
view of Revelation as a possible and legitimate “interpretation
of that ‘principle.’) But if the ‘principle itself is meant to
commit us to fundamentalism—as the London beth din means
it to commit us—then, of course, the ‘principle’ itself could
not be ane of the foundntions of :L_ﬁ:tur-: religious unity.
Again, if the centrality of Torah shebe -'iJJ peh *-'li__'f" hi“'j“"‘"'j"”'

r ' ; 1 shich Lacharias Frankel under-
be understood in the way in whic et : oty
stood it. it would be a suitable 'foundation.” But if the ‘prin-
ciple' itself is meant to commit us 10 the position of a Samson
Raphael Hirsch [Who criticized Frankel for having essentially
departed from the principle of Torah Shebe'al Peh Min
Hashamayim—S.D.], then, obviously, it could not serve as a
foundation of religious unity.

In the discussion that followed the reading of the
papers Prof. Greenberg commented: “There is noth-
ing* in Professor Petuchowski's words that I fL‘[II'. could
not be fully acceptable to Orthodoxy—as it will look
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Of the [.itf" of New York and a member of 1k |
staff of I'radition, f'—'Fti-Jli_-:ﬁ_ “I ha Jl : tlr.;r-]l-.:‘ > € , ral
silent at this meeung for the |rFJ. ,”I
g2ood friend [rving {J.rl..‘-;_-rll"-','f_' h_|~.l;-.:_-.h.l,; '.:.'1'_,._,i. l ”
UWn views so well, and 1| 5O deeply .;.'|.J-r-['-’-x-:".-.n.f-':'i.'-'
4ETCC with everything he has aid ™ sy
(All the loregoing in Judai m, vol. 15. No. 2
Spring 1966, ) s IV &,
It seemed 1o me that when Dy Greenberg spoke of

2 Divine revelation that ‘may be [ el
I.l'l-!'i'.lrh.“‘Il'l'.l'Jfl he Wis ;_I'\-:-u_'-..._|._|_']||..' hims I with D Pet.
|.:|I;.:]]I.I'||.lr"-|L|'§F rejection of “the ‘rme b ol view ol F.:,._
velation.” The latter denies “mechanical’ :-.-xn':.J::?-r.
completely; Dr Greenberg feels that revelation mas
be less “mechanical” that many now think. It was in

Y [
E0d EXIcimal or

this sense, it seemed. that he couwld =zav “There i
nothing in Professor Petuchowski's words that [ fel
could not be fully acceptable to Orthodoxy—as it wil

look after going through the modern experience” (pre
sumably, after it will undertake modern Biblical schal-
arship ),

THIS UNDERSTANDING OF DR. GR EENBERG'S WORDS. ALSO
seemed to clarify how Orthodoxy, by training a body
of scholars in Biblical cnucism, could become mi .::;
relevant in America. Modern naturalistic thoueh
Jewish and non-Jewish—heretically rejects Torak Min
Hashamayim as the literal, objective phénomenon of
“And the Lord spoke ro Mosheh" which is the very
basis of Orthodox Judaism. Thus Orthodoxy cannot
become relevant to modern thinking in America unless
It modifies its classical, “mechanical” view of Revela-
tion, which is too fundamentalist for modern apikorsim
LD accept.

This reading of the passage also seemed to explain
several other nuances of ur.;*re;wiun_

Naturally the Torah "has elements in common with
the temporal experience of the anciént Near East
Who has not heard of the Code of Hammurabi? Dr
Gireenbere savs: “This does not undermine our faith
t‘-':.‘t.".l.:l.ﬁi:“_—l‘r-n;.iuw what? We wounld sav: “because
ant the tme of Matran 'eran G-D REVEALED to us how
the temporal Semitic context was I_-I be accepted, mod-
ified. rejected, or by-passed. Dr. Greenberg says:
cause the Jewish idea of a holy hfe is the proper
utilization of the temporal.”

‘b

* Emphasis in this passage is mine—>3 D




“*We need Jewish scholars who M—we would
conclude: “are convinced that G-d has revealed the
Torah to man.” Dr. Greenberg concludes: “whe assume
that man (my emphasis) can relate to G-d.”

From Dr. Greenberg's words it seemed that under-
standing: a) “the ancient Jews:" b) “the exact point
of meeting between the Divine and the temporal;”
¢) “how the ancient Jew utilized the temporal in a
Divine manner” (for which reason his faith is not
undermined); and d) “our own revelation . . . [which]
may be less external or mechanical than many Jews
now l_hmk." are synomynous, and that this understand-
Eijjﬂsht:; tlﬁufnilt;::i 'd-; f1::u.'.typu: of Jewish Biblical

= P stres: seemed to be man-oriented
(“the ancient Jew™). We, on the other hand, do not
require an improved Jewish scholarship to “enable
us to _upu:lcrsmnﬂ the exact point of meeting between
the Divine and the temporal.” The Semitic temporal
ends and the Divine begins with the words: “And the
Lord said to Mosheh—Now these are the mishpatim
which you shall set before them” (Sh'mos 20:19-21:2).

The only other possible interpretation of Dr. Green-
berg's words—that he was arguing only for an accept-
ance of the fact that G-d gave us the Torah in a Semitic
temporal context—failed to take into account the
above-mentioned man-oriented nuances. Moreover, the
viewpoint that G-d gave us the Torah in a temporal
Semitic context (Code of Hammurabi, etc.) is widely
accepted even among “fundamentalists’ like the pn:serﬁ
writer. Why, then, the impassioned plea for a new type
of scholarship? Nor could this interpretation t!?ipfiii!.l—
except by tortuous reasoning—how such a viewpoint
would make Orthodoxy more relevant in America. The
whole tenor of Dr. Greenberg's argument seemed to be
about a more basic issue,

Nevertheless, in his later clarification Dr. Greenberg
wrote concerning “‘Revelation—and Bible Criticism”
(one of the three main arcas of protest and criticism
of his statements, which indicates that many had un-

derstood the words as [ had):

On this I specifically reject the liberal religious solution to
the conflict of eriticism and faith which answers that Torah
is merely the product of humans ‘inspired by G-d.'—But con-
temporary Biblical scholarship (Wellhausen has been dead
now for a long time) has enriched our understanding of the
meaning of Tanach—and this despitc 1S gecolar, humanist
bias. I anticipate an even greater enrichment when we develop
our own Biblical scholarship by men who believe that G-d
does communicate with man [a different stress and direction
from “Jewish scholars who assume that man can relate to
G-d"—S.D.] but who will not work from an apologetic or
stereotyped base—Still we cannot blink that the Torah has
been placed in the setting of the ancient Near East by con-
temporary scholarship, My comment that Divine revelation
‘may bec less external or mechanical than many Jews think
[the original passage read “than many Jews now think"—5.D.]
simply means that I believe we can legitimately move from
the assertion that the Torah was given totally without reference
to the actual human situation in which it was given.—In
addition, I believe that we need pgeneralions u_! our own
scholarship 1o explore and illuminale the entire Tanach. Nor
need we block such scholarship a priori from encountering
the theses of contemporary scholarship and evidence, There

yJuate whether this new scholarship
nclusions oOr even will deepen our
n be l|,|-.-..:]p|ii:]r.*-l enough 1O reject
f validity when, and

will be time enough to evi
will give us acceptable co
faith. 1 believe Lhat we <a
conclusions that do not mec

if. this becomes necessary.” b _

Despite the aforementioned d|tiu;u‘lucs u_:‘lp::*ndcr.;d
by this clarification of Dr. Greenbergs OrSHE s
(the charge has been implied in print and heard orally
that the entire clarification, on other 1SSUES as well,
is <0 inconsonant with the plain meaning of the original
passages that it constitutes more of a retraction than
a clarification), we must, of course, accept the author's
clarification in good faith. Yet Dr, Greenberg must
accept responsibility for having used language with
misleading connotations.

But even the clarifying statements are characterist-
ically rash. To advocate a non-apologetic approach to
Bible criticism, with the implied free speculation inher-
ent in such an approach, with only the reservation that
“there will be time enough to evaluate” later, and in
the belief that “we can be disciplined e¢nough to reject
conclusions . .. when, and if, this becomes necessary,”
is to substitutec non-Jewish standards of study for those
of Torah Judaism. The only permissible course of study
where the principles of emunah are involved is an

1 aur [esis O

a priori acceptance of the Divine Torah as our histor-
ically received truth, and an priori rejection of apikor-
sus, for the apologetic purpose of confirming our
emunah and refuting the apikorsim.*

THE CONCLUSION CANNOT BE AVOIDED that a new
trend is asserting itselfl under the leadership of men
who are expert in the jargon and vaganes of modemn
theologians like Barth, Tillich and Buber, but not in
the depths of the Talmud and the Rishomm and
Acharonim. Dr. Berkovits not only reduces the thirteen
Ikkarim of Classical Orthodoxy to three (not even
the three of Albo); he also leaves them open to the
widest interpretation, so that the non-Orthodox can
accept them according to their vitiating views., Pro-
fessor Petuchowski pounces upon this opportunity to
explain Revelation according to the notons of a Lows
Jacobs. not the London Beth Din, and Torah Shebbeai
Peh according to Zacharias Frankel, not Samson Ra-
phael Hirsch, and Dr, Greenberg feels “there is nothin
in Professor Petuchowski's words that . could n
be fully acceptable to Orthodoxy—as it will look after
going through the modern experience.” And Professor
Wyschogrod agrees “with his good friend lrving Green-
berg . . . deeply and profoundly.” In their desire 10
become relevant and more acceptable to the non-Or-
shodox intellectuals, they will become alienated from
the authentically Orthodox (as they would have i,
“fundamentalists” ).
Fundamentalists we are
of the word. We hald the thirteen [kkarim to be fun-
Torah Judaism, without the s¢lf-defeating

i
W

indeed in the ongmnal sense

damental o
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When that time comeq ar . " STETES in America,

come—we must h: mes—and perhaps it has already

ligious coura .: ,‘:{“_Eathf moral stamina and the re-
dgC, despite personal considerations, to

draw .20
aw  the Jine clearly between

(that is, Classical Ophy 1o
Orthodoyx o ceeal I modern tim
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Th_u. real future of Orthodoxy |
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N. L. Rabinovitch

It Is a Future For a Jewish Boy!

A Rabbi Explodes Some Myths
About the American Rabbinate

MYTHS DIE HARD., Long after the kemel of truih which
gave rise to them has evaporated they continue to influ-
ence opinions and shape attitudes. When they stand
in the way of a constructive evaluation of reality, they
can be downright dangerous.

American Jewry suffers the ill-effects of such a
mythology. So great is its power that it poisons the
minds of some of our best Torah youth, distorts tt_u::r
vision and destroys their initiative. It feeds on escapism
and cultivates superciliousness and endangers the future

of our community.

These are strong words indeed! What rT'L}’th?S..iJ.I'L'
these with might so0 grcut'?l You can hear Lt:f]r. l.;}l;::
in every Yeshivah in America. _Ju.qt‘nn:nt:;'rn _n.:-: o
Torah the possibility of becoming a rab i:'I;fju“' m,u
honest-to-goodness rabbi, leading @ :mgr;;k iz
a salesman sporting a title in the p unlci; S
e unirznl‘:::li::::l';[in:dt:-::tl 'a rabbi, a uu_lnr.nlum
P‘;‘:E‘;Lhu:;]ﬂnﬁu EE'I]}"I“ measurc of contempt will come
of pity : i N il
I g T i : Wiltness Thereot
muﬂ TI;JIananT!E:lHE‘;:rEF ITLLJS:;;:T;&:!IITHI in Jewish Lle,

L ] |I 'll- Jllillll?jl.
f' 33 Itl_ f I x : -I

in various Je wish periodicals.
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The Jewish o

into his voice. If, fortunately, he is unaware wl
are, a little skillful questioning will bring out the
of the mythology of the Rabbi in America

It 15 axiomatic, almost, that the nemesis of the rabl
is the Schul president. The president twists the |
rabbi around his little finger. The rabbi i
the mercy of his president. Of course, the pre
an ignoramus and although rich, he is very sting:
rabbi's paltry salary is doled out by the presider
it were a personal grant NOobody, but nobod!
nterested in Yiddishkeit and the rabbi dares not
about any obligations imposed by Torah. 1here ar

she'elos, since nobody cares cnougl

i< taboo and besides, even if the rabbr wunted 1o 5

Torah on the sly he doesn’t have time to spar
the Sisterhood and the Junior .__-'“:|.h and the Brotherhoo
and "'b'nunp-lu.trriu!w“ and the fund-raising committ
and [ﬁv: ad infinitum B
The implications are obvious .I.| you want te be o
a Talmud CRochom—ald Wil
—"ﬂﬁ‘t':'-l.l yOur years i the Yestuvah
But. shy away from sludyin
is -n'-l the Rabbinale

learning Kodyun

Yrai Shomayim and
Ben Torah doesn 't~
learning diligently
chan Aruch—THAL smel |
The true stalus svmbol of | el
[1 matters little that you don'l H'I..“..,,, s
hbos or family lile- the geniine Aol

Gl 1S
:"|"-'-. |,.'. LY

cerning Sha
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=
:;n;]f EDITOR: | have had the privilege of being 3
G aJ E:U'{t of Rﬂhht SPE]L‘ml.‘}I Danziger. Thus T came
_hcgfl;:-nﬂ;;tt ?ls learning, [and] cogent reasoning , |, |
s £hc regret that he has not read my own
NS Sensitivity or dCCuracy that [ fee] wauld
Justice to them. Ht:rmc}'f:r, nothing that | say here
“Clation for him, for his rI.'lE.:jﬂL‘.
ending’ the tradition—
: 135 pegged me wrong.
2 I hﬁpt this Exchanpe w Il e
of dialogue and clarification tu hicli{ :l;? 1 r‘pmit;ﬂ
Orthodox thinking, i

S “OMMENTS on halachic Process and halachije change
o pmdlc‘i‘md on the same structure of Torah She B'al
nnackmg fﬁ}’ Views ﬂ'gnmua]j:. he -.:ﬂm:s:-.}u:-.
What T said, He Speaks of definition and nnlicat
' L dnd g *.Ir.e )
ot Ell L frl
of the body of revealed Halocha. I quote him- “The
rucial pont is definition angd application, not to be
‘onfused with .ﬁuh_jwtw“ interpretation.” But this s
vords: All definition and application is g forn: ot
nterpretation. (What is the crucial element in a case?
Mhat is the foreground and what background? What
S tlhr: salient feature found in both and what are the
lifferences which count in deciding whether our new
ase is the same as the old), Rabbi Danziger completes
us admission by conceding that since it is carried out
'y human minds “subjectivity may sometime enter the
cene.” Clearly Rabbi Danziger recognizes what I do:
he operation of Halocha in history and in changing
ircumstances. But by rhetoric he refutes my views
thile in essence conceding them. Rabbi 11.111.-1!_;“_4.!14
would probably differ on the extent of *-LI:I"!'JI..‘{.“[H'H}.'
as do the writings of, for example, Reb Yisroel
alanter and the Chofetz Chaim) but as he concedes,
1s is the prerogative of the Gedolim as Inn_;l.lq_tfw‘j.-
scrupulously avoid conscious duturnnnl.' [his is all
lat I speak of when I say that halachic chr!r:ge can
nly take place as “the result of deliberate consideration
F -Iht.‘ Gedolim.” Naturally this means that {IUL!UIL_I'II
: ; at is w 1515
ill not distort or twist I~Ld:"u:h.-1—‘-'[h‘u 15 why I insist
iat Gedolim alone can handle this matter.
4 | n ol e =
If anything it is Rabbi Danziger who ru.uuig, ﬁLI]iL
< W, 8 b - P f T L'l rl -
assic halachic tradition when he states th it my :i :
. includi “expansion, adapila-
including ;
sn of halachic change e T e
h in strategy, as well as re-evaluation
i, € H'Hg.ts ibl with Orthodox theories.
”» t compatible :
tlachos™ is ‘00 - ted in actual halochos. I also
Il these can be illustra i = f Chazal
ink he obscure

in CRSence,

we Jewish QObserver / December, 1960

the Editor

and Rishonim reflect the poals and value Jjudgments

¥ . I ¥ o B TL g i A

Which they saw in Torah. [hus “expansion’ is the entire
record of Torah She B'al Peh (cf.
ll.f[:&l-'l'lf-””ﬂ';: (] 1'1r"1.'lr'|" EL"",-.'.'”:..

the Rambam’s
It 15 noteworthy that
Riﬁﬂlhim}'lﬁ -'r-'iq'.-':q.a"L-'n'i":-:'-'.'r,' LS¢s Eh-i.' (erm SEVoron Loy l..‘.'-"".l..-J!!'L.'
the derivation of the expanded laws.) ‘Adaptation’ can
be illustrated by such cases as heter iska

4
Cramely,

mechiras
prosboul, cherem d'Rabeinu Gershom, the
Geonic permission for the wife to force an immediate
tﬁ‘-'i"ﬁ:: { IO I‘n:._"l.;"u_; :fi.‘ fI’.'.'--EEF;'“iL-..','ll'_m!] of mamazerin
if she is kept berwixt and between, say the Rishonim!)
—al| thesp Keep Halocha properly :'u.“;;':l'u:n.'n: In chang-
Ing €conomic or socia ClIivumstances: 'x‘.'LI:'IL::‘- Ln a-.'.r.s-t-
CEY' can be s¢en 1n the cxpansion of the lr;-j.; of the
Bais Haknerses and the ‘active’ form of prayer, partic-
ularly after the shattering tragedy of the destruction
of the Bais Hamikdosh with its Fl'!i-'T; sacramental tone:
‘re-evaluation of halochos® 15 exemplified in the Geonice
ruling that heirs are obligated to Pay parents” debts even
PIOUDCETY ) alth th

from metaltalin [ movable iough the Tal-
mud excuses them [rom such

¢ payments; the changing
USE ol imprisonment if a debtor tries to evade pavment,
or the quesuon of -;'u.-t‘_-L!'.:::_t away :-;n. VEears
of barren marriage, or the Israeli Rabbinate’s .-.'.!:_':‘.il“-I
to give the mother HOOOLY m custedy of chil

divoree are ¢hosen
at random. One could compile a list of all fou

L wife after

I.‘"'-.l..'i.‘l.ﬂl:h*:. [0 Y, LEse l."';.||1_1|1:.'-
I CAIEf0-
ries of change as long as Rabbi Danziper's article.)
And all this is not to mention the ExXtraordinary range
of interpretation of the meaning, purpose and function
of halochos (taamei hamitz marked our
tradition. Clearly, all these halochos and understandings
are not outside of the halachic pProcess the classic

tradition,

o8 ) which has

IT 1§ APPARENTLY Rabbi n.:ﬁ.-'i-__'-_';"u contention that
Halocha cannot be involved in the areas of social and
political reality as they unfold in history. Here he
confuses the idea that Torah She B'al Peh is a late
innovation of the Perushim—which he correctly rejects
—with the idea that Halocha cannot deal with later
historical phenomena—which is incorrect. In today's
changed world, his view would leave Halocha totally
out of the major areas of human work .'uh_l :'n.'!.'.r'.ﬂ'n-i-*':ilg'w
(except the private area). It would result :ul}!.thjh_u..L
as an mtellectual abstraction L|I|'il"|-1"'._'4_".! from hfe. The
historical expenence arcas he claims can be L't'='-:.l".-.l:».i
only by Hashkofo. Many areas are best Jeft to !I{.:u.:mn_ﬂ

though our leadership has done precious little in this
CRiROtgh oils r ad to strange results
aspect). But his theory can |Ld'...1_L il o :_E] s
Thus he states the demand to apply the classical hs

13




I: l‘::_‘.. TL'T. T Db - ¥ ::-: ';' 1IE
E }d- i = LB E e LL:‘:],:_'P _'.FH Tary r—}___:_-:_' y o i LE e
of Halockhs hacs 3 ¥ VUrthodox” conceptions
+ Saiocha have OECOme s0 Iesinctive =nd SAY
R S SLALl YT "-..:L: [ l.l'!.,-'-""'. o

;1_: ikﬁ.‘:l't'l:‘.-ﬁﬁ*.‘eh TEaction to recent times attacke o
the actusl moemie) 2 Up overlooking or obitcrating

— Seiat magmiicent record of its history. But ic
Fr 4 requctio ad absurdum if illel is ._ prose?
hrﬁi_‘ Lfa‘_:i& Finkelstein and the Rambam .h r ;‘.'.'_I...l:-
and Weiss? 1 take my stand with the tr_u_.h:“n';‘
nichest and most effective way as a living fi in actus
nistory. Perhaps the best summary of my position would
ht:.'.[’v!anj.’ Orthodox err in thinking Eim!j “What .']'.:.:
tu::]_ﬁ;; 1s eternal, progressive development was [1s] a
static mechanism and the inner significance thereof
as extra-mundane dream worlds.” These are the words
of Samson Raphael Hirsch in The Nineteen Letters (p.
122). In Hirsch's words, I seek to avoid being a mem-
ber of the party “which bears it [Judaism] as a sacred
relic, as a revered mummy, and fears to awaken its
spirit” and of the party which is “filled with noble
enthusiasm fg'r the welfare of the Jews, but they look
upon Judaism as a lifeless framework they seck
its spirit and find it not, and are in danger with all
their efforts to belp the Jew, of severing the last life-
nerve of Judaism out of sheer ignorance™ (ibid., pp
126-7). Hirsch states that “these two opposing elements
are alike in the one great respect, that they are both

in the wrong.”

s i n
e 1E} n:.'\._i..j,;_:

RABBI DANZIGER'S treatment of my views on Revelation
is, I believe, regretably polemic. He imputes Biblical
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The real issue s, do we want 111?.-41"-’“ I.mt.
Torah Min Hashamayimi Arc wt

. ‘Mms ol b
willing 10 deal with the concrele ﬂﬂlhll...t‘.['l'; pOSe y
a parallel 1n Babyloman

the fuct that there may be

= ' is - . It?
literature to Tanach? Bul, | added, L_“HEE'H'% of -”!” J}ll
1o deal with this honestly; instead of investing in O

Yeshivot intellectually; instead of trying to nvest il
a Bible Department and in o student of the Bible w.ht!
will be capable of carrying out a serious, concrele q.t
position of the problems and facing up 10 them, We
continue to publish affirmations.” [ appreciate Rabbi
Dunziger's comment that the answer 10 the parallel is
“hecause at the time of Mattan Torah G-d REVEALED
to us how the temporal Semitic context was (O be
accepted, modified, rejected or bypassed.” I too think
this is a highly promising approach to the resolution,
But to my knowledge a number of Roshei Yeshivos
reject this. Indeed, it appears to me that Rav Aharon
Kotler's talk to the yeshiva mechanchim on the Avos,
by implication, seems to rule out his approach. (This
is why 1 spoke as neutrally as possible In saying that
Revelation “may be” [my italics] less external etc.)
But does this mean that Rabbi Danziger is guilty of
eresy?

shamayim,
whut we mean by

I personally believe that we don’t even have one
werious full length study of what tradinonal thinkers
hought Torah Min Hashamayim meant concretely
hroughout history. Nor do I know what modern schol-
wship will look like after religious scholars work
hrough it. But we certainly need a lot of work in this
irea. “Who has not heard of the Code of Hammurabi”
ks Rabbi Danziger and thereby implies that I must
e driving at terrible heresies, If by "heard’ he means:
akes it seriously into account, then the answer to Rabbi
Janziger's question is: probably not most of the Gedo-
im of our time. Moreover, there are a host of other
tlems needing scholarship, to wit; supposed contra-
lictions in the text, city, place, names or dates which
re allegedly inaccurate or anachronistic, the whole
wroblem of the history and development of ideas, etc.
“here is no need to look for heresy to explain my call
or such scholarship Until we provide such scholarship,
e shall be intellectually irrelevant in this area because
eople think that our affirmations stem from ignorance
f the problems. Rabbi Danziger implies ‘rashness’ and
se of non-Orthodox criteria in my call for non-apol-
getic studies. But at least one Rosh Yeshiva whom |
eeply respect said in response to my interview that
irthodox students or scholars should never be exposed
y Bible criticism lest they go astray. To this I replied
Nor need we block such scholarship from encountering
s¢ thesis of contemporary scholarship and evidence.”
‘his has nothing to do with rashness or apikorsik
ssumptions in Torah study for our scholars.

ET ME CONCLUDE by saying that Rabbi Danziger and
are operating from different visions of the current
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cituntion. He feels that the assimilation -I:!' authentic
I'Jllhl-'t]n.!.:.-' is the

all such dangcrs,

S =nl that for
most present danger. I feel that fos

the fact is that Orthodoxy has made
[ts survival 15 now r::l.'n-.-zrﬁf:.llr Bs b
by groups thal hailed its ‘demisc only
ation 15 ¢mMErging I'he shatter-

ition ol the farlures

i1Ls '-I-lllfr

qm'-.[irm cven |
., A new situ
and the recogn .
d up exciung oppOrtuniies
can be worthy of our oppor-
fast and say

decades af
ing events of our time
of modernism have opene
authentic Judpism—if we worthy (
tunity. We have proved _!!1'.1[ we can stanc o g
no to the excessive claims _n'f modernity. :th g arc
now willing to histen to Us. Ihe queston rn-.-: 5

wlership; can we enter '.r-.t-ul.-.::r.. sancti
fe: can we reconcile to e [radition
of Jews who [face assimilation and
led back constructively? We must shift
ustification (O 4

¥ l-' "I'

we excercise lei
every aspect of i
and save masscs
extinction unless .
gears from defensive denial and self-) . .
search for a “rich and complex understanding of O
classic halachic tradition,” a searching self-criticism and
new media of reaching out and restating our message.
Our sell-criticism should stem from the recognition
that if we have been ineffective with others and

ourselves it was because of the shallowness

understanding of the Torah. We are small and fallible
and the Torah is great. To this end, too, I am searching
for what 1 would call tentatively ‘continuum concepts

| L >
- B R s
epts wWhiCh Aarc

or ‘conveyor concepts.’ These are concept
many-layered so that they reach out and speak even
o someone on the margin who understands it at his
level. Then as he deepens his study, he is led—as Dy
a conveyor—through new layers of meaning mnto the
heart of the tradition. In short, such concepts would
be paths of teshuva in our tume. One such term 1s the
convenant idea—which is neither tenuous nor shadowy
nor a way of sidestepping Torah Min Hashamayim,
as Rabbi Danziger implied. It is precisely
tion of the Torah that the inhnite G-d—who is ultimate-
ly beyond our comprehension, praise, or help—never-
theless in his infinite chessed, chooses to enter into
covenantal relationship with us (Man) who by .;:w.".-‘.-
parison to Him are puny, imperfect often wilful. Tt is
this miraculous fact which underlies His giving Torah
Min Hashamayim, His commanding us and H::‘a. .;‘--.\-.-.I
nant in which He too is committed. (Conceivahly [.iﬁ
might have created the world yet not cared for it or
given Revelation to it. There might have been ;1‘ Iru.,
Min hf;ﬂhmr:m'fm in which He commanded us nuiu:;rl
committing Himself. } Once he understands-the Halocha
as the terms of the covenant, the relicious r"ctw:l';
observance 1s deepened and related to [}L-d. In .:il \;.'.H.'a;
At the same time, a marginal Jew may be caught by
the awarencss of covenant—<aven 1n 1 non l.__'l"li-h,,__'l.‘i_.__'.\'l

with
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manner. As he is drawn into it, he comes (o see that
at least some part of the Halocha is the expression of
this covenant. (This is the stage that Petuchowski and
many like him have reached.) As he deepens farther.
he will come to realize that, if so, any Halocha mav be

15
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thF expression of the covenant. (One or two Reform
thinkers have already conceded this.) From there, the
step to the heart of Torah is clear and close . .

MY ANALYSIS of where we stand today leads me to look
for a language and terminology that is mekarev recho-
Kim even as its depths and meaning would enrich those
deepest in the tradition. Rabbi Danziger seems to insist
on a language which would be merachek even kerovim.
This is his privilege but I do not think that he can
exclude not only those who disagree with his content

but even those who would put things in their language
rather than his. )

1 CAN NOT REPLY to Rabbj Danziger's views on sep-
aratism or his implied attitude toward other Jews, |
could not do justice to my alternative in the space of
a letter. He is entitled to his view which calls for the
path Iﬂf self-enclosure and erection of maximum fences
I hc!u:w: 1t i?' no less authentic to g0 with the path uf
!-iEt.'klﬂg maximum closeness and inclusiveness toward
the rest of Israel. When G-d offered Moshe Rabeinti
d wWay th:_‘n:h].' the Torah would be preserved |:1'|.:|'n|_|g|']
;"nr‘.ln:-.hc:_ while the rest of sinful Israel would be consigned
to extinction, Moshe rejected this. He went so far ac
to say: blot me out from your book but save Isracl
In cffect, Rabbi Danziger is saying that the same offer
?-“ bFi"E made 10 us—but he believes we should accept
it with relish. Indeed, he seeks to prevent any solution
other than this.

Finally, Rabbi Danziger speaks of Orthodox Mod-
ernists. Here is where he really fails to read me. The
modernist assumes that modern culture is normative
and that Torah must be cot to its measure. 1 reject
this and am a severe critic of modern culture (and of
aspects of ‘Modern Orthodoxy'—a term which T de-
test). I do not believe, however, that Eastern Europe
had the full range of the tradition. And 1 do believe
that there are aspects of our classic tradition which we
have negicctea, underutilized or even trampled, which
certain valid insights of modern culture recall us to or
even open up prospects of deepening. The current
situation offers new media and opportunities for the
flowering of Torah and an expansion of its influence
unprecedented in history. It is not a question of dilution
or selling out but of enriching our understanding of
the tradition and recovering its full range. And, as 1
said in the Symposium on Religious Unity: we must
go through the modern experience. This means, 1 said:

I am not speaking of Kulot, or of dismantling the

law. Still less am I calling for uncritical acceptance

of the categories of modern thought. It anything
there is a need for more mirzvor. There is a need
for the renewal of the process of imbuing the con-
temporary expericnce with rciigi}mﬁ import by apply-
ing religious values and practices 10 all
secular life. But this can only be done when Ortho-

areas of

doxy works through, in depth, the modern experien:
50 that it speaks to this peneration and in it 1 '
15 not a single affirmation o mitrzva that i FIZ'|~r
@ priori surrender. [This is contra Mordecai Kanlar
who claimyg that the modermn temper istic
calegones rule out a
ete.] If men remain open and ready to bear. the
voice of G-d may speak from anywhere. But it mus
be crystal clear that such affirmations do not proceed
from being in a cultural ba
5|ifll.*|.|'.i.':.}' does not yel recognize the
have betn raised

and naturalist
FPersonal G it hecharta
| F: O digd LhECrariaam

Kwiter or because Or

|-'r||'r;'l-.J-H.' O, cit . i:-_l

I believe that the influen o ol
world (and their rl_"ij_'_':i'-ua ciiectiveness ) will De m

tuplied a hundred-fold when we master our fes ind
iace up to the problems and challenges we are en-
countering—and it should be done in a spirt of |
ity and Ahaviar Yisroel, Nor are the «

approach to be found in “Karl Barth and Faul 1)
or Martin Buber." If I may sav so.
little ‘of Karl Barth and Paul Tillich and only a modet
ate amount of Buber. The major influen: on - my
thought in addition to the classic sources of Tanact
Talmud and Halocha were Reb Yisroel Salanter (and
some of his 3rd-generation disciples): Rav Kuk and
vidadel lichayim, Rav J. B. Soloveichick (N

1o say, none of these men is to be held respor

<5 rs o -
|.!-. il YEIy

my interpretations or errors—if such they are). Here
Rabbi Danziger’s appeal to labels is misplaced and
hardly compatible with his expressed agreement

“ideas should be judged on their merits rather than |

their labels.” I think the key is a
¢s ha-emes mi-mi she-amro. We 5 ot
proscribe or to semantically refute but to trv to make
oursclves worthy of being the
Ribbono Shel Ollam in our time,

DR. IRVING GREE!
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Author’s Reply

e

RABBI DANZIGER REPLIES: Dr. Greenberg has refe
to my relationship with him. Let me, therefore, similar
express at thus point my appreciation of his ruddo

tovos and his humility, which mark all his persona

dealings. 1 also appreciate his wide reading and
Fow  Trulima
L] Lkl

sincerity In promoting a program of renewal 1
ism, a program which he conswlers benehcial. An
extended exchange such as ours inexorabh
engenders overtones of sharpness regarding, not oniy
the divergent views, but also the persons represent

these views, Let me hasten to reassure Dr. Greenbers
as I have already done verbally, that I understand the

inevitability of such overtones in his letter. 1 hope that

ALMOST

T _l'q'l:"'.'.' OB servier [xecember




he 100 will understand my present remarks the same

w § P = -

;?-_ rFor, mdeed, we do not want men of Dr. Green-

*CEE S slature 1o become alienated from the mainstream
1 2L . :

of Orthodox tradition. B e want him wit

h us, not apairnst
Ly 7

Yet, many of us are alarmed by his radical roposals
which, if unchecked, would incline toward nnn—t‘]nhfrﬂ.
dox concepts and practices. Despite his humility Bein
m:’m lachavero and his acknowledgement of the role
Of our Gedolim, he has on many occa |
places assumed the role of making radical pronounce-
ments on jundamental matters of -.;munm& and practice
]'h:r-:ff.'-r-::l, my article was, let it be remembered ;Jcrf
an ‘?'ﬁEFS*_";: attack, but rather a defensive ru-:w.r::cc' to
hiy initiative, to his pmnuunc::mcﬂﬁ. i

asions and i many

WITH REGARD to Dr, Greenberg’s letter, 1
that it changes very little. The clarification of issucs
must be b;_ﬂud upon precision of language and ]w'i;.i-'
argument; 1t will not result from homiletic or rhl?wTJ.».' l[
approaches. e

For example, the crux of the issue between us con.
‘-f*-‘l'lﬂl_nghthc natur;:‘ of Torah She B'al Peh and its apph-
Calion in successive generations is contained in my
sentence, w!u»f:!.: Dr. Greenberg quotes: “The crucial
point IF: conscicnnous l'.fl‘.'_:rifh'l.fl:l.ﬂl and ﬁFF;l;L‘u:r'.;r: not 1o
be conlfused with SUbjECIE‘h'E iﬂICl‘I‘LTL‘!.:[H‘-ILh { In q:_;.,wri;:._:
me, Dr. Greenberg omitted the word “conscientious.” )
Dr. Greenberg says: “But this is words. All definition
and application is a form of interpretation.” Obviously,
then, Dr. Greenberg refuses to see the difference. which
15 really fundamental.

Webster's Third New International Dictionary defines
INTERPRET as.

1. To explain or tell the meanming of

2. To understand and appreciate in the Light of
individual belief, judgment, interest, or circum-
stance.

e " .
Ao ilwh I': ‘_'\-.'.‘1

There is a great difference between these two defini-
tions. To give an example from American Constitutional
Law, the first definition is that of strict construction
The strict constructionist wants only “to explain or tell
the meaning of’ the Constitution ;ac.;.ml:!ry;;_ to the
objective definition of its legal categories. The loose
constructionist, on the other hand, wants to understand
the Constitution in the light of the best interest ol ‘..L-'.,;
nation in its changed circumstances. The legal rext of
the Constitution becomes almost a prerext for new

e okt

I-.grl;:]-::tl;iar-: candid of our experts ntin*lit thnﬁt t.tn.-_ [I~I-T|
is not interpreted in sense 1 of "ﬁ;ub_:.ln:r:; Ir?h.;rmtl;ui-i..‘
Dictionary, but rather in sense <, m the light .“. u
interest and circumstance of the nln_uun_. -II!HLI} w:ﬂ]:
nothing wrong in this. becausec Cﬂl.httll.:llﬂl‘hl. L .1],;.
not 5;;:r::d: 't is merely a useflul instrument 1n U

service of society.

I Q68
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In the words of one wnter. the Constutution
secondary importance; it 1s the nstrument emploved
m the process. As a result, the Supreme Court assumes
a legislatve function.” Or as another has wntten, " Lhe
life of the law . . . is not logic, but expenence. Consti-
nonal law is not a matter for categones. This 15 1n
contrast to those who view
ceived law . . . fundamental, absolute, and

But (-d's ."'f.“.';";.‘llr‘u‘

halachic detail is obviously a different matter entirely.

1 34
the Consaution as  ne-
Wrirten-Oral

It must be defined and applied objectively and strictly,

i % ! . | e S e e i

.11-.:"«..”1".1!“_5_: o ':h:-\.': .".r_;".'i":"“.'- ."'_',_".l (] ,ri; il COlidx ey, I
: ot I 1 b il wad Fimdamental al

it 1S the received low of G-d—sacred. fundamental, ab-

solute and immutable, There is no room here for loose

beld, subjective interpretation in the light of best in-

terests and circumstances. This must be consciously

B e Sk

and conscientiously and rigorously avoided

ir
-

'.:ni'-:r'-.‘ citiers i.T'lg'l." ”‘l:_' le.."-.'!_‘:l.‘:'._'-. =0me ;‘_.'.‘i",”“ Qf L 3=
scious subjectivity on the part of the human Torah
authonties, despite their most conscientious efforts to
-.-"-'4..'.'...II ':.:-L.;: S JECEIVIEY, | ":!'l' .'i'..'.'E docs [:"..' E.L‘L'..I'l.

tolerate such human imperfection
In equating the concepts ‘definition’ and ‘interpreta-
ton,” Dr. Greenberg opens the door to the delibe

injection of human elements and, in effect,

ey b
LLLN Y

legisiation by interpretation—something completely
contrary to Torah. (Naturally, the foregoing does not
a'-]‘P:_'n 10 the rabbinical gezeres and raka which the
Torah authorized. In certain areas and according 1o

. i o N il 1 R < g g (P T ST e — -
Cerfain rulés II:'.I.!!.'_" “th" afc Invesicod Wit [0 required

uuti‘:.*rit}' can decree gezeros and rakanos 1n accordance
with the circumstances of successive generations. These
devices are limited by the Torah in

arcas. They are also Iimited to certain rules of appli
tion. In all the foregoing discussion, the mnsistence on

the objective definibon and apphcation of legal cate-

SCODE D oY Cortam

gories refers, not to the issuance of gezeros and rakanos
but to the dehmition and application of the mamn
of the revealed Halocha—the revealed law

to. an apikoros like Isaac Hirsch Weiss
“Tradition [i.e.,, Halachah—s.D.] 15 the histon
interpretation of the Scriptures, which [interpret

was constantly hiable to vanation, not on ground
philology, but through the subjective notions of suc-
cessive generations regarding religion and the method
and scope of its application™ (Studiés in Judaism by
Solomon Schechter, First Series, p. 183). Weuss
accept loose subjective interpretation, b
Sinaitic revelation of the legal categones of the received
Halocha in the first place. To quote Schechier agamn
“Weiss does not consider even the Hal wchah as having
come down from heaven, ready-made, imd  defimtely
fead for all time" (ibid.) This is what 1 meant when
[ wrote that Dr. Greenberg's demand |
Shulchan Oruch’ and

‘;..]EI COUTSC,

SUnse ne '-\.!'\-I::-: CLd
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re-examination of the :
. alee & Wil s re=Cviaiuaiieon
adaptation, changes in stratcgy, as Wel < re-evaluation

. . uroed onlv on the premise of
of halachos™ can be urged only on thc | .




non-Orthodox conge ption of 7o

rah She B'al Peh (Frun-

kel, Weiss ; :
» WSS and Schechter), premuse which ignores

the ne EiCt intes e e
and ﬂ[f:?]{;;t?';r1Ltrmmlpm“f‘“”“- for objective definition
n ol the received legal categorics.

But Dr. Grecnbcrg chooses to ignor
he stresses “how much the ;
Rishonim 1n:ﬂ-:u:[ the goals and value judgments which
they saw in Torah.” He notes that “Rambam’s hak-
doma uses the term sevoroh to describe the derivation
of l.hc expanded laws,” and he cites this gs support of
flexible ‘expansion’ of halocha. But the R |
clear about the kind of sevoroh he me
“You will find in the whole of T
vestigate the sense of the sevoroh which is the cause of
Fhf-' machaiokes, and they say: bemai kamiflege (what
1s the legal logic behind the disagreement) or mai
taama deRabbi Peloni (what is the legal reasoning of
Rabbi 50-and-So) . . " Every student of the Talmud
knows from innumerable examples what is meant by
this. It is the sevoroh of strict, objective definition of the
halachic category according to the rigorously legal logic
found throughout the Talmud, the Rishonim, or the
precise definitions of Reb Chaim Brisker. Larger goals
and value judgments do not enter the process of rigor-
ous analysis of legal categories. Neither do Taamei
Hamitzvos; even though they certainly are not outside
the classic tradition, they too are not relevant to the
halachic process of legal definition and application.
Goals and values emerge automatically from the halo-
chos themselves after the ngorously objective process
has been completed. In any case, the halachic opinion
stands or falls on the basis of that objective process of
legal analysis.

Now Dr. Greenberg is certainly not advocating this
as ‘expansion’ of Halocha. Why would he ad‘-'uuatfr:
with such fanfare what has always been done and 1s
still being done? The seriousness of the issue requires
that we at least be candid.

‘ e all this. Instead
decisions of Chazal and

ambam is very
ans. lo quote:
almud that they in-

T0 ILLUSTRATE ‘adaptation’ Dr. Greenberg cites the
well-known examples: “heter iska, umr:'h:ruf d‘ifﬂr?ﬂ:.
prosboul, cherem d'Rabeinu Gershom, the Geonic per-
mission for the wife to force an 1mmmj1utg dwur-:_{:* ‘l.’t_u
prevent the multiplication of mamzerim if lh‘f wife 15
kept betwixt and hf:hTm:n)”~:m incongruous

i irrelevancies! |
na?f{::ffi.a‘;:a and mechiras chamelz arc mr'.u_'u]}.*‘ HI.‘[]I{L.,..I;
tions of advantageous aspecls of Iht:_u‘t,‘r]::f.;ll'l.-":,_ q;[.:
categories. Only the uninitiated m:m-"l uifm.ulﬁ.? e
sider these to be subjective, lu-:::u'.e u{?upmunnt..t i

Prosboul and cherem d'Rabeinu Gershom Aal !

binical rakanos. No one 0pposes the right of the proper

: ir rules of a
Im::idlf:vixpinin:d from the outsel. But .ul.nl*'-‘“:'”
as 3 ive loose interpreta-
*-'-!I mﬂf ﬂ:i:dﬂ:fﬂﬁmh ; ZEros and takanos
tuon

combi-

a where gel
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ciannot be issued is non-Orthodos

iy We ilve alresdAde
C,‘l;']i]i””,;_-d at length. | Already
I} :
I.'Il.‘- POWEr to [oree B Man 1o glve 2 oot fre s
u ey £ B LA i Lo 0nns
considered adequate by Beis Din wa eaitin .
¥ LY TTal Y S 1CLLIE i

o the l.ri"|'_‘L[|".;- ||;|f--1'h'|, il prerogalive of Beis .l'll---

The remaining examples cited by Dr. ¢ I
takanos deRabbanan, and therefor
ready explained. One could indeed
of such irrelevancies

e fril"-1'r_l e
HTEIEYant.

Y 1
ompile a long

W d i n el - i
HAT ABOUT the application of Halocha to maioe

U-"’”*—'"W“Iikrjﬂ 1ssues? Hilchos A elochim narders & I.
does indeed deal with halachic definitions of typ

wirs and the methods legitimate to each type. Hilel
Matonos .."'I.I]J.'.'.'.l” does indeed deal with ohl o
toward the poor. Does Dr. Greenbere really he

that 1 am unaware of the fact that we have hal
dealing with war, obligations toward the P

legitimate profits (onaah)? What | wrote was: “Th
legalistic application of the revealed Halochos to the
specific cases of successive penerations is in |

a judicial, not a legislative, function [ie.. object

definition and application of the recen _
gories, not loose itl:ﬂr]*rl:!hltlht'- ol “expansion, adapta
tion, changes in strategy, as well as re-evaluation
halochos' in order to lepislare what does not

from the objective definition and application of
received halachic categones—s.n. | . Dr. Greenber I
demand to apply the classical process to broad
thought and wvalue 1ssues |[war, poverty, cvil ngi
welfare capitalism and manufacture control]
L"l'mr-'.hh:ntl:}-' be made 111'||'_'.' in ine with the non-Orthodox
theories of substantive, post-Sinaitic halachic creat
Why? Because the classical process of objective delin
tion and application of the received halachic categor
of Hilchos Melochim will not yield even one
concerning Vietnam. We will find halachic guicance
the topic of our obligations to the country in which we
live: when we are called upon to further its safety and
well-being. But, as for the war itself, Halocha 15 sulent,
as it deals exclusively with wars waged by Yisroe

L -

(upen authorization by the Sanhedrin of seventy-ot

Only loose, legislative, subjective interpretaiion €ad
create from this legal category any haiochos onccru

ing Vietnam. This is non-Orthodox, subsial

Qinaitic creation of new halachic ¢ ¢ W

we may be guided in Vietnam D) [:-l; spiri ”1.'_ :

Melochin:. But this 15 Hashkofa not L.{.; ocha ]I._
5

il T8 & E =
TRl T R v bl

is true of civil rights, weltare cap ity
the Rambam who looks "like Frankel atith TREES
it is Dr, Greenberg!

In all the foregoing, Wc have pot even touched ol

the Tacl that the rec eived Halocha, as } GLYW
'|'.1||lllh.|. 15 vested with & 1:1.:.'5: .. .1
(and to @ somewhat lesser ::H..:I P
Aruch) which rules -.'-L'.I1. ":Im' evalu I‘ ¢ Da .,:.'-.1.
legalistic mnic ' A

even through objectivi

|I'| fEwian L8
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tive interpretation, since the conclusion of the Talm_mj‘
must be limited to the application, not the n:-L"‘-*E_iiUﬂ“L’“-
of the received canonical Halochos. Only in non-
canonical areas can there be re-evaluation of earlier
decisions—and, of course, even then only through
objective legal methods,

L - L]

IS THIS CONCEPTION of Halocha what Rabbi S. R.
Hirsch criticized as a static, mechanical approach?
The quotation from Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch's
Nineteen Letters has obviously been completely mus-
understood by Dr, Greenberg, or else wrested out of
context. Rabbi Hirsch complains that * a form of learn-
INg came into existence” [ie.. Kabola] which should
have been understood in terms of “eternal progressive
development.” Instead it was construed as “a static
mechanism and the inper significance thereof as extra-
mu_n-._ir.m: dream worlds,” Rabbi Hirsch was not com-
plaining, as Dr. Greenberg does, about the lack of
progressive development in Halocha. In all the vast
Twritingﬂs of Hirsch—the great reviver of Judaism's spirit
in relation to modern, cultured man—there is not 1
word to suggest the need to develop Halocha in con-
formity with modern notions. His complaint was only
that the same received halocha of old was practiced
hy_ the Torah-True as g “mechanical habit, devoid of
spirit,” and borne Oy them “as a sacred relic. as a
revered mummy, and [with] fear to awaken its spirit."
Of the leaders of Reform, who did demand helachic
change, Hirsch writes that they “are partly filled with
noble enthusiasm for the welfare of the Jews, but they
look upon Judaism as a lifeless framework [of Halocha]
- - . and are in danger, with all their efforts to help the
Jew, of severing the last life-nerve of Judaism out of
sheer ignorance.” Dr. Greenberg says be seeks to avoid
being a member of this party. Yet reluctantly 1 must
siy that Hirsch's description actually fits Dr. Greenberg.
He i filled with noble enthusiasm. but he ix endanger-
ing Orthodox Judaism, His approach to Halocha, in
effect, subverts it from within. I am forced to agree
with the Israeli periodical Shearim (26 Av 5726),
which reported Dr, Gréenberg’s pronouncements in
Israel under the caption: REFORM IN ORTHODOX GARB.

- ] L]

REGARDING THE NATURE of Revelation, I am more than
pleased to accept Dr. Greenberg's statement that any
imputation of Bible Critical views to him represents
o misinterpretation of his words, As a matter of fact,
I made it clear in my article that “we must, of course,
accept the author's clarification [i.e., Dr. Greenberg's
disclaimer of Critical views] in good faith.” In response
to his demand that I dispel any lingering doubts about
his views, I hereby reiterate gladly what I wrote in 1y
article, that I accept his statement that the inference
of Critical views represents a wrong interpretation of
his words. However, I must also reiterate the statement
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of my article that “Dr. Greenberg mus:

sibility for having used language with misleag;,, 2
tations." _

How is one to know that the words "1 E‘._i-rr: IS Nothin,
in Professor Petuchowski's words that I felt coulg not
be fully acceptable to ()rti]udux}*—.—;n it mJ[ look .":."““"
going through the modern ::1:.;1+:r|r:r1-:u W?'T"r only to
the :Jnc specific paragraph n( Fla.:tuchi.‘wull-u a“m.;r we
not judge observance by quantitative criterin | measur-
ing Tztzit”)? And how is one to understand the x:::_x
3 “1 fear, however, that

10, INF
I I

next passage which concludes: :
this agreement is a rather misleading one, because when
we get down to the hard question of specifics—what
we mean by Covenant, what we mean by G-d and so
on—there is where the sticky points will stick”? Does
this not conote that the agreement with Pctuchowski
was related, not only to quantitative criteria of obsery-
ance, but also to fundamentals of emunah? Was there
not a striking parallel between Dr. Greenberg's use of
the expression that Divine Revelation may be “less
external or mechanical (italics mine) than many Jews
now think™ and Petuchowski’s disdain for “the mechan-
ical (italics mine) view of Revelation'” Again I public-
ly and joyfully accept Dr. Greenberg's clarification: but
fris is the responsibility for the musleading connotation

In fact, in reacting to Dr. Greenberg’s utterances.
even where we agree with them as he later clarified
them, we cannot be guided by what he meant. but only
f"]r' what he wrore, Even LhUHL’i] he did not mean '~"-'hﬂ-l
the words conveyed, too many
understood them that way, seeing in them assent to
VICWS totally opposed to Torah For that reason we
must point out the unacceptability of such views.

others unfortunately

: : ‘ cven
while gladly noting that Dr. Greenbere imself dogcs
not share them.

e i L4
OR. GREENBERG WOULD have us establish Bible depurt-

ments in our yeshivos in which the apikorsus of Bible
Criticism would be encountered by our talmidim, He
wianls us to til:'.'ll ‘»'uf[l'l the 1.:|'1.'.:”ll'ﬂ_L‘!-.,‘ of HiHL‘ ‘.Ifl:i'._'.'h.'”‘-
_l’{n.:t'uling the apikorsim and EXposing their fallacies 15
indeed part of our tradition, Dr, Greenbery has himself
read several of my own monographs um[.;jnzl'.ﬂ refuta-
tions of Bible Critical drguments in connection '.1.;7."*.
@ number of Scriptural Pissages involving some of T";
items he has enumerated. Hence he knows that | R h-l|.'[
in principle that Bible Criticism should be refuted by
Orthodox scholars. The anti-Critical work of Gedolim
like R. David Hoffmann, R, Isaac Halevi and R
Heller—zichronam liverocha—wys
our Gedolim as meleches Hashem

L him
appreciated by gl
. . But 1 remind Dr,
Greenbery that n:‘rI.II,I.III.-H] O amikorsim has trm.h‘..-urr..i!%;
been the work of individual scholars, whose works
avatlable to all—Orthodox or pan Urthodox

have o special interest in the matter. However, to suh
ject our ralmidei hayeshivos as a matter OF routine

the systematic poison of Bible Criticism, or am

LI
ll.ll.f!.\_l

L

'l‘.l-..l_-t.




.-

’;}l

Sus, 15 strategically unsound and dangeroys

In other words, those who have been h-::xpnlm,-.-:d 1
poison need to be provided with the antidote, ]}Im;u]?
be folly, however, to systematically feed poison to ,h:.
majority of our healthy talmidim. Some might eve
die before the antidote did its work. Others might nn:v'“
be restored to full health. Moreover, as | once |,¢.1:£
Prof. Elizur of the Hebrew University comment I**Ir
W we would take the time to refute all the Critical .nm-]‘
)" sense that is printed almost daily by so-called scholars
we would have time for nothing else.” As Rav Hr-:.m;;*
once characterized the attitude of the Hirschian school-
“G-d’s Torah is not on trial.” |

L w L ]

Ith:Ir T‘r&\:T mfxcludc “those 'I-_'L'hn would put things in
ey “iguage” rather than mine?—certainly not. But
atd?:y:-i :;i?ﬁ;;lﬁ' hlf:u:.nm-c}'c-r Et’.‘fl'lil’[tl‘!'l[!-‘u"_'l must not I,',,,J.IJ{}.
cations of Torah 1: f-'-h;'l"n SeRRLIcal implied falsifi-
worse than niu:.- cf;:n ve ”Fﬂ"{m.k im, those far from us, is
asked about “the r:ign;&j-l:hﬂm"' Dr, Greenberg was
and he answered: ';TEEM= Lrh:muﬂt_m .Tl,::."r'lr-:il theology,
Divine {'I.'lk't't‘l"lnllfﬂ the k-'ﬂmmm _|dr:;1.. h:ltur;1{1}', the
mavim is “nm;hcr tr:nuur ‘-"'”Ht'.l..'.;u_r T”n?ﬁ Min Hasho-
without Torah Min H:u:'::;rnur. shadowy.” But covenant
shadowy. N . ?T:-T:‘» 1 1s mdeed tenuous and
s YwWy. INor for one moment did T assume that Dr
{-_jm"'”h“»‘:’f personally was using the ‘covenant idea’ to
sidestep Torah Min Hashomayim, But he did use it
to sidestep the implication of Torah Min Hashomayim
to the rechokim. He himself conceded this. This, in my
view, is unacceptable communication, because the
Torah message is diminished by implication. Be it re-
membered, morcover, that his answer was addressed,
not to COMMENTARY, but to COMMENTATOR, the news-
paper of Yeshiva College, read by voung talmudic
students whose religious concepts are still being modi-
fied as they grow into mature Jews. “Conveyor ideas”
is a two-way system. They also convey implications to
the kerovim (those close to us). Dr. Greenberg does
not subscribe to the implied dilutions. But he knows
that these dilutions are being bandied about in many
circles today (witness COMMENTARY'S recent sympo-
sium on Jewish Belief). His “conveyor ideas™ have the
effect of granting legitimacy to these dilutions.

THE SEPARATISM I ADVOCATED wiis not one of “erection
of maximum fences,” as Dr., Greenberg charges. I

called it “non-integrated adaptation,” and !::rcscm_nl it
as a carefully considered alternative to maximum isola-
imilation of our day,

tion. In view of the rampant assi | day,
it deserves more serious treatment than Dr, .{ m::.'lul‘-':.._rl.. 4
derisive—and incorrect—analogy from Moshe Rui:a;lruuf,.
The separation I invoked was not z:_x:mml-r :”}.}{Fi::::l:
Jews, but against contemporary rsn]u:u:l}"d! MFLE-” L-Li-ur.l-
of its assimilatory dangers. This is clear .I.mn; 1}.du“
text of my remarks. We must, of coursc, draw

20

our fellow-Jews by exemplary Torah livi |
la-Makom and bein adam Ja-- ; ;L:-.-:.I:”;-:. "
and by exposition of undiluted -I:..I.J.I'-"l'l 'II’I- : Gre
bergs do not have o monapaoly -;|-|l,'-.L-:I-, -I=.-.-'h r
on Ahavas Yisroel In my view, }n--.i.l Wer IH | i
ulations must be met in 1I|l!r endeavors to ”
rechokim. The effort must bhe made f.r--rlh -
which does not imply any -1|H1||1L|I'.-:.-|J-.-f '.!|I
Hashem's Torah as the only absolute rll::.ll o
noblest program for human living. This rules onr ..
L!_lulua-._ur:r out of mutual respect for :.'_'.IL.'I |r s rel ;
views. Also the character of the kehille must be .
thodox, and its fn"li.‘r‘?'r‘r'.a'.'."r'r, bt not memberchir 5
be limited to the Orthodox Moreover, n.,_ I. o+ ’
close only to the misguided laymen, not to the leade.
who are the very propagators of anti-Tor 1h d --'t:.:.- I

L] ] e

DR, GREENBERG counts R. Yisroel Salanter and R
Kook among his major influences. They never
halachic liberalization in their efforts to
rechokim, R. Yisroel was opposed to the Orthod
(yereim) seminaries of Germany because, in his vi
they produced rabbis who tended “to be Jenient in the
views of the Achronim.” He opposed the formation of
a mabbinical seminary in Vilna because he did o
believe that a modernized curriculum could i ‘
produce “'great Talmudists, men of piety, an
faith.” (For both citations see Tenuas Hammu ar. Vi
L, pp. 164, 167). Rav Kook’s responsa were not differ-
ent 1n kind or degree from those of other Poskim. H
attitude toward the American Conservative movement
was adamant. Rav Kook's son, the present Rosh Yeshi-
vi of Merkaz Harav, recently caused an uproar becay
of his ‘extreme’ position in opposing the lecturine of
Cecil Roth in the Bar llan University because the Iat
included Bible Critical views in his books. This wa
not a departure from his great father's kind of Akhave
Yisroel.

i
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As for the influence of Rav J. B. Soloveichick, it is
a curious fact that his truly devoted ralmidim, those
who strain their minds to grasp the rigorous definitions
of objective halachic categories that are the glory o
Brisk, are the ones in Yeshiva University

vigorously oppose Dr. Greenberg's program

who m

IN CONCLUSION, 1 ENVY Dr. Greenberg fus exall
of becoming worthy “of being the merkova for the
Ribbono Shel Olom in our time." 1 know '!.|:-: | |-.*»I~
should aspire to become like Avraham, Yitzchak and
Yaakov, who did indeed reach this

-
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Realistically, however, | will have 1 conl A
: T 4 § ool Bdng Oong o

-with the more JIIII'IIL"'[L- ;I..‘i!'l[.l.ll."'l. L r I ._ 5 g
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lesser servanls. Dr, Greenbergs

far to explain his
olutionary changes

1 ave® in senOUSnE TEY
‘hroad shoulders’ I €5

in Orthodox Tudaism
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