
COMMUNICA TIONS

THE BIBLICAL JUBILEE YEAR

To THE EDITOR OF TRADITION:

I have read Mr. Carmell's letter
and Dr. Hoenig's reply (Spring
issue, 1966). Much of the latter
is irrelevant to Mr. Carmen's criti-
cisms. I shall deal only with the

most patent incongruities in Dr.
Hoenig's answer.

His claim that acceptance of a
new calendrical system in addition
to adoption of nomenclature came

from Babylon, is an assertion with-
out authoritative basis and is con-

trary to the total tradition of Ju-

daism. Cessation of Jubilee, assum-
ing this was the case in Second
Temple days, only meant cutting
out a year, not a new reckoning
of time, and this is within the scope
of the Halakhah, to be applied
under a certain given set of cir-
cumstances, n';;l1 n':1~" ;;~ l'N~~.

Par. 3-4. Difculties are raised

by the reference of the Torah only
to i:'J~ ~;;w in the case of
n~'~w, rather than i:'J~ l1:1¡.N
in the case of 5:1", but silence

on this is less proof than silence

of the Torah concerning a year of

49 days (!), if Dr. Hoenig's con:"

jectured "year" were meant by the
Torah.

Par. 5. The suggestion that ac-

cording to R. Judah (or the
i:'~~n) a Jubilee year. of 365

(actually 354, or 383 in a leap year
which was most unlikely in ;;.:,')
days is "inserted" after Yom Kip-
pur is of course incredible and
quite fantastic, and nobody sug-
gested this! Jubilee started with

Rosh Hashanah, but slaves were
freed on the tenth of Tishri.

Par. 7. It is not acceptable in

halakhic thinking to say "I believe"

one Tanna is correct versus another
Tanna or Tannaim.

Par. 9. The Torah does not need
to confrm or deny the presence
of a word, but even if the word
creates a difculty it is not answer-

ed by imaginary explanations. More-
over, the '?V.:.:~, i:'~'i'nïi 'ìV~!
The Torah's repetition of the word
ì1 ~ lays stress on its being a
full year of 354 days, and the word
,~, does not reduce the size of
the year to 49 days!

Par. 10. The statement that Ju-
bilees were associated only with
solar reckoning has no basis in any
source, and the quotations from R.
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Mecklenburg and R. Hoffman are
irrelevant. R. Hoffman only says
that in civilan life the solar reck-

oning was used; he does not say

that Biblically there was a solar

year tø the exclusion of the lunar

year.
The lunar-solar year of Judaism

is clear from so many sources that
quotation would be an ostentatious
display of erudition.

Par. 16. There is mention of
Rosh Hashanah in Ezekiel 40: 1,
and see all the commentaries ad

loco 1 already pointed out to Dr.
Hoenig personally that Leviticus
25: 11, in which i1i'~¡:, nl1'it, and
ti.,,~.: are forbidden in the Jubilee
year, can only apply to a year of
twelve months, and cannot refer
to a year of 49 days. This is actu-
ally more than enough to rebut
Dr. Hoenig's thesis.

In his final paragraph there is

an indictment of Dr. Hoenig by
Dr. Hoenig.

tiir- m'~~ i1ir- Ni¡,r-:i ¡'OHm

To divide Judaism into Biblical
and Rabbinic varieties is a. Karaite
approach. To treat the Jubilee as
of Biblical and not of "Rabbinic"

concern is quite exclusive of the
objects of your fine Journal "TRA-
DITION - A Journal of Ortho-
dox Thought."

Arthur B. Hyman, M.D.

DR. SIDNEY B. HOENIG REPLIES =-1-
My critics contend that the Pen-

tateuch in its original setting fol-
lows a lunar calendrical system.

Peshat, plain sense of the biblical
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text, without midrashic eisegesis,
does not support this notion. See,
for example, the chronology of the
flood.1 Also, no intercalated month
is ever mentioned or even hinted

at in the Bible to presume the ex-
istence of a lunar-solar reckoning,

then.
Only in accord with a solar sys-

tem can one explain simply, with-
out even recourse to Amoraic con-
cilation, the pentateuchal discrep-

ancy of a biblical Day of Atone-
ment on the ninth and on the tenth
days of the seventh month,2 or the

usage of a phrase "from evening

to evening,"3 which is definitely
unnecessary for reckoning in a
lunar calendation. Why is the
phrase applied to Yom Kippur
and to Chag ha-matzot - not for

Sukkot, Shavuot or even the week-

ly Shabbat? Only a solar calendar
explains this, without resort to dia-
lectics. (See my article in Jewish
Quarterly Review, April 1959
"The Duration of the Festival of
Matzot.") -2-

Is it plausible that the Torah

imposed upon the Jews in biblical
times a hardship of two full con-
secutive years (either of 354 or
365 days): the 49th year (Shemit-

tah) and the 50th (Jubilee)?

So is it generally believed, and

to substantiate this Rashi's inter-
pretation4 of

t~~,~ t~~, i1?nt o'~on m~
is invoked: The 50th year (after
the seventh cycle, i.e., after the
previous 49th year) is both Jubilee
and the first year of the new cycle.
Then we count 5 years more. The
next year - the 7th - is again
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Shemittah. This means that there
were not only two consecutive fal-
low years - 49th and 50th _
but, moreover, the fist cycle al-
ways had TWO years of fallow: the
first year (Jubilee) and the sev-
enth year (Shemittah), with only

five years of agricultural pursuits

in that first cycle (not "six years

shalt thou sow, etc.").5 Is ths truly
acceptable?

Surely the Malbim whom my
critics ignore, (though I already

cited him)6 understood the dif-
culty of the. verse better than they
when he remarked on Rashi's com-
ment that "the blessing should have
been for four years because the
text deals with Jubilee." It cannot

be gainsaid that the rabbinic in-
terpretation "in two ways" is an
attempt at concilation in the light
of rabbinic purview; in no wise
is such to be conceived to be an

historic evaluation of the biblical
mode as it originally was, which
is my singular desire in this prob-
ing.

-3-
Reviewing the biblical text we

note that the 49th year equates the

7th. Does the 50th (Jubilee) then
equate the 8th year? If so, why
does the divine text of blessings

mention, without limitattion, "you
shall sow on the eight,"6a if there
is a probabilty of Jubilee? It can

then only be explained that in such
case the 8th year does not equate
but only follows the Jubilee. In
other words, the Jubilee year is in-
cluded in the 7th (i.e., the 49th)
year.

The verse sequence indicates this
in that in counting 49 years, then

"Ye shall sanctify the 50th year
on the Day of Atonement." What
about the interim until Yom Kip-
pur? Was this interim also observed
as Jubilee? Does it mean that ba-
sically it was an 8th year after the
Shemittah and that from the bib-
lical first month on, seeding and
plowing was permitted (being the
8th year) and this continued til
the sanctifcation of the 50th year,

on Yom Kippur, when fallow rules
began? Or, was agriculture pro-
hibited from the biblical first month
of A viv6b because it was already a
Jubilee year from the very begin-

ning?
These complexities are solved

simply by noting that in biblical
days in actual practice the Jubilee

year came in between the Shemittah
periods which are definitely in the
49th year. Hence, with the addi-

tional Jubilee, the 7th Shemittah

(49) was an elongated year. Be-
cause of the insertion of "separa-

tion" (i:n~,¡;,) therein of a "year

of days" this period, known as the
50th, (in between the two parts of
the 49th ~ Shemittah year) is
called "Jubilee" (N'i1 ;;=i,'). This is
the sense of rN~5 n5w i:'~~n nJ~

rN~5': The Jubilees belonged to the
49th year (Shemittah) but are also
called the 50th as a separate reck-

oning. The following year was the
51 st, or the first year of the cycle,
or the biblical 8th year, when sow-
ing, etc. was permitted according

to the biblical text, applicable to

all circumstances: Shemittah alone
or a"Shemittah - Jubilee" combina-
tion.

My interpretation of rN~;; i15il1,
IN:i5i with the usage of the phrase
"between, i.e., applitd to before
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and after" is supported by the Ye-
rushalmi Kiddushin 59a7 which
utilzes the term 11~~~.:, "in the
middle, or between" to describe the
Jubilee being in the middle of
Shemittah.
. The 49th year Shemittah, begin-

ning with the biblical fist month,

the normal spring agricultural sea~
son (Aviv) was observed through-
out the first half year and ten
days (i.e., throughout the. sea-
sons of plowing, sowing and har-

vest) til the tenth day of the sev-

enth month. Then the 50th year
was sanctifed (or separated) in
between or in the middle of She-

mittah, for such could be possible:

riL1'1~Wi1l1~~~.: 5,n, 5~'" "Wti~. 8

Observance of fallow was then con-
tinued til the new (Aviv) spring

season arrived. This second half-
span, that is, from the period of
harvest throughout the autumn
rains :. was normally not an ac-

tive agricultural season of labor.

It was' not unlike any other year
(after the crops were in), and so
did not affect the economy abnor-
pially. It meant only that late
planting was curbed. .

Thus the biblical text reveals
that in the case ofa Shemittah

(49th) and Jubilee (50th) period
there were NOT two full years of
fallow (i.e., two times 364) but
rather 364 + 49 days. At the end

of this elongated year the adjunct

of ~'.:~ri win Ji~ i'~W,9 of reck-

oning from the spring~ was again

invoked, bringing full adjustment

of the calendrical seasons.

-4-.
This conclusion is also supported

by an analysis of Deut. 31: 10, per-
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taining to the public assemblage

of reading the Torah.10 It is gener-
ally accepted that the recital was

on the 8th year - post sabbaticaL.

Y èt 'the Torah renders it as the
"seasòn of the Shemittah year."
Rashi explains that it is so called

because in the 8th year there is
stil prohibition of using any
Shemittah harvest.11 But this try

does not explain the plain s~nse

of the text which mentions She-
mittah (7th yeàr). Abrabanelhow-
ever noted that the public reading

was in the Shemittah year, even
as the verse clearly notes.12

Abrabanel's view is ÎI line with
the investigation of the Shemittah
and Jubilee problem presented
here : The Torah was read towards
the end (or summer ( li'~ 13 i) of
the seventh year in the season of

the Shemittah year, or Sukot.
This second half of the year was

soon the beginning of the' rainy
season or the end of the normal
period of agriculture. In this She-

mittah year ~ particularly when the
land was fallow in the first half,
it was essential that the Israelites
uphold all the tenets. When She-
mIttah included also an inserted
Jubilee year, the impressiveness of

the period was especially import-
ant, for emphasis on adhering to

the words of the Torah on carry-
ing out all agrarian and social laws.

Hence - the reading of the Torah
on Sukkot, after the beginning of
the Jubilee year on Yom Kippur.-5-

To offset my view of a' biblical
solar calendar it is stated "there

is mention of Rosh Hashanah in
Ezekiel 40: 1 and see all the com-
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mentaries ad lac." Despite the in-.
genuity of "all the commentators,"
that date does not refer to "Rosh
Hashanah on Yom Kippur (Jub-
ilee) ," but rather to the 1 Oth of
Av. Ezekiel refers in that verse to
the anniversary (i1~il ~~i) of the
exie (Dm5~5) and the captue of
the city. The first Babylonian de-

portation was 597 BCE (25 years
before) and the destruction of J e-
rusalem was 586 BCE (14 years
before). These numbers are record-.
ed in the text; compare with J ere-
miah 52: 12. In 572 BeE, on the
anniversary of the memorable date:
of the Destruction, El:e.kiel was

given the vision of rebuilding the
Temple.

-6-
Moreover, to assert that the

Sfomo "is actually. explaining how
the Jubilee years function in the

solar-lunar system that we use to-
day" implies that the Sforno held
that Jubilee is obseTVed today.
This cannot be. He well knew that
Jubilee years were not obserVed in

Second Temple days and beyond.
He simply points out that a lunar
system cannot be. followed for a'
Jubilee count, particularly because.

the JupIlee deals with seasons.
Hence his added remark that She-
mittah, planting, etc., depends also
on solar reckoning, since agricul-
ture is solely dependent upon solar
seasons,and not on lunar monthly

reckonigs. .

-7-
To argue that solar reckonig

"denies one of our God given mitz-
vot ~itlnW"'i", substituting for it
a rabbinic decree," reveals forget-

fuless of the special, oft repeated

rabbinic power to regulate the cal-
endar: cnN ~N.,¡;l1 iWN 'n 'il1'~ iJ;;~

(cnN). It also ignores the reason
for our liturgic use of ;;~i~~ ~i¡;~
C~J~tm signifying "rabbinic de-
cree." Moreover, the term t"i'¡'

WiniJ is a misnomer, as we see
in Rosh Hashanah lOb. ~itli1 ~~~~tl
~'5 ~imi ~,i~i' 1'~ or in YeT. R. H.

58a C"i'r. ~i'i't. mt), referring to
rabbinc authorization. It is interest-
ing that Mekilta on t'~,¡ ~'n m~
does not mention riJ:1;;, only ttin;
this may' be . a "time" renewal ot:.'
reckòIiiiig, as is the word . iDti,'
REPETITION.

-8-
To interpret ~511i1 C~~inri riH:"W

5 :i:i~ with a belief that our an-
cestors, returning from Babylon
with piety, adopted exclusively a

pagan nomenclature - Elul, Sivan,
Tammuz, etc., names of A vodah
Zarah - may be the view of my.
critics. Factually, however, this
nomenclature is only part of a
system. So today we use July and
August, named after Roman em-
perors and are not perturbed about

the names. We think only of the
calendrical . system and not of the'
imperial Ilomenclature.

-9-
The Bible is not silent about the

49 days as being the "year." Rather,
it is very specific, when one reads
carefully the. text (verse 8) :
(C'JWil . mn:i~ 31jti) ,~, " ,'m

iiJW - c'ii':i,~~ 31tin .
,,'0'" indeed does reduce the size
of . 49 DAYS to THE year. Is. there
anyother number in that verse?

The repetition of the word iitt

99

li



TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Thought

in the text therefore cannot mean
354 (lunar) days, as suggested by

my critics. Indeed, the commenta-
tors already were concerned about
this repetition of i1JW.

In the Second Commonwealth
there was no "cutting out a year."
This is only applicable where ~'a

part of a year is called a year"

(m~ "¡i' i1~i1 i'~n), e.g., even a
day within the month is at times
considered as a month, or a month
as a year. Hence 49 days could be
calculated as "a year". History has
many intances of "little years."
. ""31 i1'~~'~ 5:i I'N~~ is only
Amoraic apologia for the calendr-
cal change as applied to abrogation
of Jubilees, as is also i"~"ti f~t~

l';iì'3~ fiti i~t.: N~' fJi"n:i. Is
there expectation of the return of

the two and a half trans-Jordanic

tribes!

-10-
I have refrained from comment-

ing on such phrases as "irrelevant,"
"imaginary explanation," "contrary
to the total tradition of Judaism/'

"without authoritative basis,"1
"quotation would be an ostenta-
tious display of erudition," "it is
not acceptable in halakhic think-

ing,.. etc., etc., (de gustibus non est
disputandum) - which are so
glibly used by my critics without
support of these pronouncements
or by giving any definite sources
to refute my arguents.

I await from them a LIST of
BIBLICAL SOURCES, pertaining to the

lunar solar system therein, which

they claim to possess.

My research is only based on
the historic analysis of the Tal-
mud; it has clarifed to me the

100

growth and expansion of Jewish
law and life during the many cen-
turies, ilustrating that Judaism is
not limited to archaic modes found
in ancient records, as implied by

my critics.

Intellectual honesty and open-
minded scholarship - rabbinic and

non-rabbinic, derived from study
of internal evidence, which the
critics abhor - therefore seek only
to corroborate, from early records,
Jewish life as it actually was lived
in ancient days. Such probing
however does not clash with pres-
ent practice or belief - i"i~
ì''n' u,.:'o~;i. Nor is there an
attempt at haIakhic decision :PC£l
ri:i~i1 for today's mode of ob-
servance. This realm belongs to
and should be clearly enunciated
by those at the helm of rabbinic

authority, which they can exercise
for present day conduct, if they

so sincerely desire.

H alakhah per se is a result of

rabbinic discipline "i" iti~ 5~:i.
But Halakhah, as defined today in
many circles, is very distant from
the "way of life" which our an-
cestors lived, as is revealed by the
research into their past.

It is known that we have
m:i 'if.. m~5ri H;:l1'l. Nìi'?: ; 

and also
mClim~ m:i,m Wii?: M:J'i?: ~ìi'~.
The latter situation applies particu-
larly to many details of the agrari-
an laws in the Bible :(nH1Pìi')
- See Tosefta Chagigah 1: 9 which

mentions this specifcally. Jubilee
is fully explained in the Penta-

teùch, unlike other basic laws, and
has remained biblical, and not be..
yond that.
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-11-
To indict me by asserting "to

divide Judaism into biblical and
rabbinic varieties is a Karaitic ap-
proach" displays a lack of compre-
hension of i1i~ri '.,.:~ in contrast to
C'itlHJ '.,:i~. Moreover, my critics
should have recalled the second

part of the Talmudic phrase,
H~ i15'~~ ni~ i5 f'N i~~5n:i ¡;r:nl1n,
to understand rabbinic superiority
over even Biblical text.

The division of Judaism into
Biblical and Rabbinic categories
is not of my making, nor is it Kar-
aitic, despite the many barbs of
my critics. The Mishnah already
delineated this in Sanhedrin 11 :3,14

stressing therewith the rigidity of
Rabbinic decision over the Biblical
mode of conduct.

The Karaites stressed the Bib-
lical versus the Rabbinic in their
observances. We stress theRabbinic
versus the Biblical in our practice

of Judaism. Judaism today is and

higes upon Rabbinic practice. The
Talmudic Rabbis indeed revered
the Pentateuch as their basic source
and constitution, but since Ezra's

days all detailed, actual guidance

in life was derived strictly from

Rabbinic interpretation. It was
not fied on the original or plain
sense of the Biblical context.

To reiterate - in the Bible we

have a solar year, but the Rabbis

wisely adopted the lunar-solar sys-
tem because of the many difcul-
ties arising. Consequently they re-
interpreted the Pentateuch accord-
ingly, just as they did with
'~N :i;;n.: '~;i,~.:n tÖ and rinn Pl1
J'l1. This was their profound
power - harmonization by halak-
hic interpretation, or better, by
Midrash Torah - "Exposition of
the Torah." Indeed, it is this eise-
gesis which made for vitalizing the
"way of life," i1.: ,~" "tyN iiin.
Herein lies the strength, the flexi-
bilty and the progress of tradi-
tional Judaism.

NOTES

1. Gen. 7.11; 8.14, etc.
2. See the Amoraic homily in Yoma 81b: jj;;l1~ 'l1'~n.: nm~, ?~Nn ;;~

c'n~.:~ ~'Ïl N5 ri~~n bY' :J'Ïl' :iil1 'i'~l1~ 'v'~ri n~Wr1i ""NO .:m~Ïl "511
Compo with M. Yoma 1.4: . . . n.:iil 5~:J~5 ~m~

3. .:iV ill .:.,l1~.

4. Arachin 33a: '~J 5.:~' riJ~ ~"n .i:'~~n riJ~ "~Ni i1"n' '.:ì;; N5N

.i1N.:il iltj'~W t'.i~,5. i'~ l1im C'J~ .W~.
6. See TRADITION (Spring 1966) p. lI8.
6a. Abrabane1 remarks: n'.:'~wn n.~n n~ Cril1it' m il~il~ '''~i 'tl:i,

il~'~~n f1tt.,r::i n511~' m ì~N.: N? n~;; en, i1~i'" ri~'~~ ;;~ "InN N'ÏlW

. . . 5:i,'n n~.,!:.: lN.: "~N.:,
In il.,~n in~ of Eliyahu NakamedIa (1866) we read: i~~~.: '~ii'i1 i:5H~~

~'n ri'.:'~~n nJW N5ì1 ;;:iPì1 5'.:~.: ~~nil CN~ ri'.:~~Wi1 n.:~il riN CriYin
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THE SOURCE

To THE EDITOR OF TRADITION:

I have read with care and with
interest the devastatingly deroga-

tory critique to which Dr. Maurice
Wohlgelemter (TRADITION,
Summer - 1966) subjects James
Michener's latest work, The
Source. At a loss to understand the
reason for the book's tremendous

popularity and its place on the

best~seller list over such a long
period of time, the author of this
critique ascribes such overwhelm-
ing support by the reading public

to the fact that Mr. Michener was
determined to hold the interest of
the "ordinary reader" and therefore

used historical facts as the basis of
a work of fiction which he calls a
noveL. (This purpose of pleasing

the "ordinary reader" is repeated

again and again as if it were a car-
dinal sin of an author to desire his

work to find popular favor.)
Unfortunately, concludes Dr.

W ohlgelernter, the author failed
miserably, since his work is neither
good fiction nor good history (be-
cause it contains factual errors con-
cerning the long and complex story
which is the history of the Jewish
People). In any case, it is not a
noveL.

May I point out immediately that
it is not my purpose to refute our
critic's dogmatic statement that
The Source is "neither fiction, nor
art, nor literature, nor a novel at
all - it is a pseudo-novel". Aside

from being a matter of personal
opinion, I would not attempt to
argue this point with Dr. Wohl-
gelernter who is a professional and

distinguished student of world lit-
erature. I do, however, offer the

observation that were his criteria
for historical novels to be followed,
I fear that quite a number of works
which have found favor in the eyes
of both critics and the "ordinary

reader" would hardly pass the test
of these criteria (e.g., John Her-
sey's The Wall.

What has, in fact, motivated my
writing this letter is to protest Dr.
Wohlgelernter's accusation that in

attempting to please the various

categories of potential readers,

Michener has thereby falsifed J ew-
ish history and corrupted the au-
thentic Jewish spirit. Not only is
this an unfair and unwarranted
criticism but the very examples
which our critic mentions are in-
valid and readily refuted.

In fact, Dr. Wohlgelernter tends

to contradict his very own words.
He condescendingly admits that,
despite all' its faults, this book is
not valueless, since "many such
novels contribute valuable infor-
mation or interesting ideas," But
within a few lines the author offers
his opinion that "it offers insights

which might just as gainfully be
obtained in, happily fewer pages~

from a perusal of The N ew York
Times". Either Dr. W ohlgelernter

was caught up in a moment of irra-
tional exaggeration, or as it must

appear to anyone who has read the
work, the remark is devoid of seri-
ous meaning.

Dr. Wohlgelernter mentions sev-
eral outstanding examples to but-

tress his accusation that Michener
"displays not only a lack of knowl-
edge but also an unbecoming genu-
flection to the unintiated every-
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where whose derisive comments
a bout Halakhah display as much
arrogance as iliteracy about the
nature of Talmudic thought" (page

90).
I do not deny the fact that there

may be in the course of a work of
a thousand pages errors of fact in
Jewish history or Jewish tradition;
but a Jewish critic must approach
the work as a whole with an under-
standing of Michener's avowed pur-
pose, namely to convey to the
general public something of the
epic sense of historic continuity
and spiritual magnificence which

constitutes the history of our people
and its relationship to its God, its
Law and its Land. Has Michener
succeeded? I think he has. Dr.
W ohlgelernter sees only miserable

failure in fulfillng this purpose. He
supports his view by quoting from
the book itself.

Dr. 'Vohlgelernter writes "noth-

ing moves the ordinary reader to
rush to the nearest bookstore, here

and abroad, as much as an igno-
minious attack on the Talmud and
tradition" (page 88). Where does
he find such an attack, in . the
words of the young Sabra who,
during his dialogue with. the Rebbi
says: "Y ou Rebbis have made
the Talmud a prison of the
spirit, and if we have to surrender
what goodness there is in the Tal-
mud to break out of that prison
we'll do so. Then go back to pick
up what's good and necessary."

But, I submit, that Mr. Michen-
er himself immediately permits the

Rebbi to emphatically plead that
his young friend "not base his
whole philosophy of Jewish history
solely on the events that took place
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during the 'war of liberation', since
it consists of other factors, more

significant and more tellng, which
took place during the intervening

years - some two thousand of
them-when the Jews were forced,
however tragically, to live in such
countries as Poland and Russia,"

and he adds: "What happened
to them there has determined their
history, their character. vVould you
erase Maimonides, who lived in
Egypt, and Baal Shem Tov, who
lived in Poland, and the Vilna
Gaon, who lived in Lithuania?"

What in reality is Michener at-
tempting to convey through the
medium of his fictional characters?
It is obvious to anyone acquainted
with the facts of life in modern

Israel today. He is presenting to us
a capsule analysis of the unfor-
tunate Kultur Kampf and spiritual
. struggle among the various ele-
ments comprising the new Jewish

community in IsraeL. I see in this
a remarkable example of the au-
thor's insight. Dr. Wohlgelernter

sees only "an attack on Talmud and
tradition" for the purpose (and he
says tb,is quite explicitly) of selling

more books to the general public.
On page 442 of The Source we

find the statement that "Rashi
passed the Oral Law on to Mai-
monides". Our critic deems this an
excellent example, among many
others, of the most elementary mis-
takes "which would make even a
Sunday Schooler blush for shame".
How does Dr. Wohlgelernter in-
terpret these words? Obviously, not
in the purely literal sense; but rath-
er in that Midrashic sense which
guided Jewish history by providen-
tially supplying the Jewish people
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in each century with a great leader
to carry on the work of his prede-
cessor. This I believe is Michener's
point in this statement.

Dr. Wohlgelernter does, reluct-
antly, agree with some of the ideas
and insights which he finds with-
in the pages of this book. But once
again he ascribes to the author the
same purpose: "to titilate the vast
audience with what is current,
popular, and acceptable."

Michener writes, through the
words of one of his characters,
"Judaism traditionally must be the
only major religion that doesn't
stress beautiful temples. Perhaps

it has something more important

. . . a sense of participating broth-

erhood, of unity in diversity". Or
again "Why do we hate you Jews
so deeply? The answer is swift
and direct. Because we bear testi-
mony that God is one; we were
placed among you to serve as that
reminder. "

Our critic agrees with the above
insights but quickly adds that
"these and similar views, of course,
cover those who do not equate
Jewish history with book sales pro-
motion."

I write with a sense of protest

not against any of Dr. Wohlge-
lernter's personal opinions to which
he is entitled, but rather against

the whole spirit of his critique and
its failure to meet Michener's work
on a truy serious leveL. To him
the purpose of writing The Source

was merely to achieve a best seller.
To me, it is a remarkable attempt

to understand the historical rela-
tionship between a People, its Law,
and its Land. For that attempt and
for its result, I, for one, am very

grateful.
(Rabbi) Philp Kaplan
Attleboro, Mass.

DR. WOHLGELERNTER REPLIES:

Out of Attleboro has come the
word! My schoolmate Rabbi Kap-
lan has risen to the defense of

Michener's The Source in the best
tradition of the "ordinary reader."

That he should direct all his re-
marks to the "historical" contents
of this novel, saying nothing about
its "literary" qualities, is not at all
surprising when we note, with
marked disbelief, that he considers
TheWaU an historical noveL. Any-
one acquainted with the nature of
fiction could hardly agree less with
the Rabbi's judgment. If anything,

it is fiction in the form of diary,
never history.

Be that as it may, our corre-

spondent has, for reasons not too
difcult to understand, misread or

misunderstood the entire first half
of my comments. Had he not done
so, he would have noticed that I
am not at all "at a loss to under-
stand the reason for the book's
tremendous popularity." (The quo-

tation marks around the term "or-
dinary" reader, incidentally, should

surely have taught him what every
student in Freshman English
knows, namely, that this word was
never meant to be pejorative) .
Countless "ordinary" readers, many
of whom are members of Men's
Clubs, women's leagues, luncheon
study groups, and Temple sister-
hoods have, like our correspondent,
learned - some, alas, for the very
fist time - "to understand the
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historical relationship between a
People, its Law, and its Land."
Thus, it should. be obvious why I
believe - and sti contend - that,

despite all its faults, The Source,
like many such novels, contributes
valuable information or interesting
ideas to those "ordinary" readers

who, for lack of understanding, or

abilty, or initiative to wrestle with

the sources, pursue the course of

Jewish history by reading novels.

Nevertheless, it is not an "iration-
al exaggeration" to confm that, as
regards the contemporary Jewish

scene to which Michener devotes

the latter part of his work, this
pseudo-novel offers "insights which
might just as gainfully be obtained

in, happily, fewer pages from a
perusal of the New York Times."
(Would he rather I have said: Je-
rusalem Post, Ha'aretz, Ha~maariv,

Hatzofe, or Yediot Achronot?).

It is quite obvious, too, that our

correspondent, in his fit of passion,
has ascribed to The Source a
"providential" quality which might
even make Michener blush. Admit-
ting, one notes joyfully, that "there
may be in the course of a work of
a thousand pages errors. of fact in
Jewish history or Jewish tradition"
(just why a work of history, how-
ever long or short, should contain

errors is beyond comprehension 
I )

our correspondent would defend
them on the grounds that a critic
- any critic - of the novel no
less, must interpret such blatant

nonsense with "Midrashic sense."
That Rabbi Kaplan has this "sense"
is laudable but that he should wish
to impose it on others who would
thus serve as a kind of "commen-
tary" on such "Tractates" as The
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Source is, to say the least, puerile.
Unlike our correspondent, not
every reader has the power to fath-
om the "avowed purose" .of an
unathomable, though popular,
work.

Needless to say, it thus becomes
obvious why I suggested - no-
where do I state that Michener
"falsifed Jewish history and cor-

rupted the authentic Jewish spirt"

as our correspondent incorrectly
contends - that if unable, for
whatever reason, "to do his home-
work more adequately," the au-
thor should have had it "checked
more carefully." Then, devoid of
all historical mistakes, it might

have served, if not as a representa-

tive novel in a seminar in Con-
temporary Fiction, at least as a
supplementary text for an intro-
ductory course in Jewish history
in many - alas! - American
communities, including, of course,
Attleboro, Mass.

Maurice W ohlgelernter

HIRSCH AND NEO.ORTHODOXY

To THE EDITOR OF TRADITION:

(In the Fall 
1965 issue of TRA-

DITION) Dr. Rudavsky writes:
"It was left, however, to Samson

Raphael Hirsch, an ardent disciple
of Bernays, to formulate the. basic
rationale for the N eo-Orthodox
sector which deviated from Old-
Orthodoxy in that it accepted secu-
lar culture. The supporters of this
new trend in traditional Judaism
in the 19th century did not, of

course, capitulate to the Enlighten-

ment; they merely came to terms
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with it/' (my italcs) . . .
It is quite tre that Hisch never

created any new principle with hi

"Torah im Derech Eretz" - al
he did was to bring back to lie an

idea which had been practiced for
centuries in various countries, but

was temporarily impossible in Ger-
many and Central Europe due
to the persecutions, enforced ghet-

tos and similar limitations.
Had Samson Raphael Hirsch

been alive today and had anyone
called him a reformer, I am sure
he would only have been amused.
But he would have been justifed
in protesting with all the weight of
his knowledge and force of his
wil-power, if anyone would have
had brañded him as a Neo-
Orthodox, one who had agreed to
make certain concessions to the
spirit of his time.

It was Hirsch who designated
"Zeitgeist" as the greatest enemy
of Judaism. Samson Raphael
Hirsch was in no way opposed to
the "Altglaubigen," but he showed
by his program and methods how
one can live as an "Altghiubiger"
together with his children and

grandchildren, in the best possible
way. . . .

Hirsch's commentary to Leviticus
clearly shows his attitude ( to-
wards 1 secular culture.

The permission to occupy our-
selves with other spheres of knowl-
edge is assumed. Only as accessory
knowledge and in so far as they
serve to truly help the study of the
Torah and are subordinated as the
;;Ð~ to the i¡:nl1 are they to be

studied. . . . But as surely as the
Torah comes from God and all
other knowledge and wisdom which

have been found by man, only
consists of the results .of man's

limiteq insight into the actual na-
ture of thgs, so sure is it to us,
that for us there is only one teach-
ing, knowledge and truth by which
all else must be measured, and all
others have only conditional ac-
ceptance and can only have value
in conformance with it. So that
when we study and- occupy Our-
selves with other spheres of knowl-
edge, we stil never leave the basis
and aims of the Torah to which
alone our intellectual work is dedi-
cated. . . .

Would you call this "to come to
terms with the Enlightenment of
the 19th Century?"

D. Lowy
Prestwich, Manchester, England

JACOBS AFFAIR

To THE EDITOR OF TRADITION:
In the course of his eminently

readable account of the situation
in Anglo Jewry published in the
summer issue of TRADITION,
Mr. Norman Cohen honors me by
alluding in the following terms to

a conversation, one of many, which
I had with him several years ago:

I was told by Sefton Temkin, now
in the U.s.A., but then a columnist
of the Jewish Chronicle and a strong
Jacobs supporter, that the Chief
Rabbi was threatened that, unless
the appointment was made Dr. Ja-
cobs would follow Dr. Alexander
Altman, at Brandeis since 1959, on
the "brain drain" to the United
States and he would then have to
account to an outraged public opin:"
ion for the loss in quick succession,

of two of' the leading clergymen
under his jurisdiction.
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It is not clear whether the re-

ference to the alleged threat to the
Chief Rabbi purorts to be a quo-

tation of my remarks to Mr. Cohen
or his own interpretation of the
position derived from the informa-
tion which I gave him. Probably

it is the latter! I cannot flatter my-
self to believe that my conversa-

tion leaves such an indelible im-
pression on the mind.

In Conservative Judaism, Fall,
1963, page 31, I alluded to what

had happened in these terms:
In 1959 it was feared that Dr. Ja-
cob rrght accept an invitation to
teach in the United States, which
would have been a serious loss to a
community all but bereft of scholar-
ly preachers. It was known that the
then Principal of Jews' College was
due to retire within a couple of
years and a place on the staff was
made for Dr. Jacobs, obviously with
the anticipation that he would suc-
ceed to the highest offce.

Amplifying what appeared in
print, the position as I knew it and
as I discussed it with Mr. Cohen
on one of the occasions when he

kindly entertained me in his home
was as follows:

When Dr. Altman accepted his
present position at Brandeis Uni-

versity the Chief Rabbi remarked
to X - another friend of mine -
that had Dr. Altman consulted
him first he would have seen to it
that a satisfactory position had

been found for Dr. Altman in Eng-
land; and when later Dr. Jacobs

received the offer of a teaching
position in the United States X,

with this earlier conversation in

mind, and possibly alluding to it
directly, promptly took up with
the Chief Rabbi the urgency 

of
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making a counter offer which
would keep Dr. Jacobs in Eng-
land.

Where such representations in-
volved a threat to the Chief Rabbi
I do not see, but some contact
with these matters convinces me
that belief in the existence of a

threat depends on the position
from which you are looking. When
one wing declares that some one
is being "threatened" (a variant
phrase is "subjected to undue pres-
sure"), the other declares that he

has "had the facts put before him
in their true light" (or "been ac-

quainted with the true facts of the

situation") . An examination of
Anglo-Jewish history would show
that for seventeen years and on R
variety of subjects Chief Rabbi

Brodie was being "threatened"
and having "the facts put before
him in their true light" simultane-

ously.
S. D. Temkin
Lowell, Mass.

MR. COHEN REPLIES:

Mr. Temkin does too much
justice to Dr. Jacobs and too little
to himself. His telephone call to
announce the Jews' College ap-
pointment did create an indelible
impression~ with its triumphant re-

port of the successful pressure
brought to bear on Dr. Brodie.

His suave account of the matter

is demolished by one undeniable
fact, Dr. Epstein's vehement op-

position to bringing Jacobs into the
College. I fid it unbelieveable that

Dr. Brodie, merely on the strength
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of a casual conversation with "X,"

should have thereupon resolved to
violate the deeply-held feelings of

the Principal of Jews' College, who

was a colleague of many years'
standing as well as being one of

the greatest Jewish scholars of his
time.
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