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Tradition welcomes and encourages letters to the editor. Letters) which
should be brief and to the point) should not ordinarily exceed 1000 words.

They should be sent on disk) together with a double-spaced hard copy) to

Rabbi Emanuel Feldman) Editor, Congregation Beth Jacob) 1855 LaVista
Road NE) Atlanta) GA.

KIBBUD AV AND iUBBUD AVOT

To THE EDITOR:

Regarding Joel Wolowelsky's article "Kibbud Av and Kibbud Avot:
Moral Education and Patriarchal Critiques" (Tradition 33:4, Summer
1999):

In correctly rejecting "a policy of condemning any criticism of the
Avot as beyond the limits of our community" (p. 38), Wolowelsky makes
two assertions about the deception of Yitshak which, though they are not
the main thrust of his piece, in our view nevertheless merit comment:

1) Yitshak always intended to give the blessings of Abrahamic Faith
and the Land to Ya'akov, not Esav.

2) RIvka wrongly did not trust Yitshak to give these blessings to
Ya'akov.

Wolowelsky's proof for these assertions is the fact that Yitshak,
when "fully aware of whom he was blessing," (p. 40) ultimately gave
these two blessings to Ya'akov, in Genesis 28:3-4.

We respectfully disagree with his proof and the conclusions about
Yitshak and Rivka that he draws from it.

Concerning the first point, Wolowelsky's statement mistakenly pre-
sumes that Yitshak always understood that the Abrahamic Blessings

were meant for only one of his children. In fact, Yitshak had no reason
to think these blessings should be granted to one son as opposed to the
other, because he did not know that Ya'akov and Esav were destined to

become separate nations.
First, unlike Avraham, who was directly commanded to favor Sara's

son over Hagar's (ki be-Yitshak yikarei lekha zara), Yitshak had not
been instructed by Hashem to distinguish between his offspring, who
were both from RIvka. Instead, he was told only that the Land would
be given lekha u-le-zar)akha, terminology he would not understand to
exclude either of his sons. Moreover, Yitshak's intention to give a differ-
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ent blessing, of sibling supremacy, to Esav (hevei gevir le-ahekha-actu-
ally given to YaJakov, posing as Esav) clearly indicates that, at the time,
he was unaware of Rivka's prophecy that rav ya'avod tsaJir. If so,
Yitshak also did not know the conclusion of her prophecy, that shenei
leJumim mi-me'ayikh yiparedu) u-leom mi-leom ye'emats (25:23).

Without ths knowledge, Yitshak would reasonably assume that the
Abrahamic Blessings were to be shared by his two sons, in the same way
that the twelve sons of Ya'akov ultimately share them. In contrast, the

blessing of sibling supremacy could not be shared, and Yitshak intended
to give this blessing to Esav, his first- born and favorite son.

Regarding Wolowelsky's second point, criticizing Rivka for not
trusting Yitshak: even if we grant Wolowelsky's premise for the sake of
argument, his evidence, from hindsight (i.e. the fact that Yitshak ulti-
mately gave the Abrahamic Blessings to Ya'akov proves that he always
intended to do so), is not relevant to what Rivka legitimately was thnk-
ing at the time she acted. As Rivka analyzed the situation, she knew
that: a) Hashem favored Ya'akov over Esav; b) Yitshak favored Esav
over Ya'akov (25:28); c) Yitshak was preparing to give unspecified
blessings to Esav; d) but Yitshak was not aware of any aspect of her
prophecy (including that their sons were to become two nations); e)
therefore, from Yitshak's perspective, the only relevant blessing to give
to Esav (aside from general success, which Yitshak can and does give to
both sons) was that of sibling supremacy-in contradiction to her
prophecy of rav yaJavod tsaJir.

Thus, while up until this point RIvka likely had the confidence in
Yitshak which Wolowelsky demands of her-that he would eventually

realize Ya'akov's designation on his own-Yitshak deservedly lost that
benefit of the doubt when RIvka overheard him preparing to bless Esav.
At ths moment, RIvka understood the reason Hashem made her privy to
her children's destiny, and she had to act to ensure the correct outcome.

(And while it may be true, as Wolowelsky states, that the deception
Rivka concocted "cannot be justified on the basis of RIvka's status as a
prophet," (p.41) the important point here is not her choice of action,
but rather that some preventative measure by her-Wolowelsky's
"machinations"-was justified and required. For example, had Rivka
revealed her' prophecy to Yitshak right then, that surely would have been
appropriate for this purpose.)

Finally, the source for Wolowelsky's proof that Yitshak's initial plan
was to bless Ya'akov-his eventual granting of the Abrahamic Blessings

to him-actually demonstrates the opposite. This follows from a ques-
tion which is problematic regardless of Yitshak's original intention in
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ths respect: Afer Ya'akov carried out the deception, why would Yitshak
have thought that he was worthy of further blessing-especially in place
of Esav? And although Yitshak concedes that the sibling supremacy
blessing, Ya'akov's loot from the hoax, itself would remain his (gam
barukh yihyeh), from Yitshak's point of view, this admission is more like-
ly a recognition of the immutabilty of his own blessing rather than an
acknowledgment of his son's worthness to receive it.

In our view, ths difficulty can be resolved by positing that, follow-

ing the deception incident, Yitshak became aware of the substance of
Rivka's prophecy. (This may have occurred, for example, because Rivka
voluntarily revealed it to him thereafter, or possibly as a result ofYitshak
asking Rivka or Ya'akov about their reasons for carrying out the decep-
tion.) At that moment, Yitshak would have a) recognized that the

Sibling Supremacy blessing was properly received by Ya'akov (even if,
understandably, he still disapproved of the method his son used to get
it); b) discovered that he had fathered the leaders of distinct nations;
and therefore, c) understood that it was Hashem's wil that Ya'akov
alone carryon Abraham's Faith in the Land promised to him. Only at
this point, upon hearing Rivka's prophecy-at some time after the
deception incident-can Yitshak truly formulate the intent to give these
last two blessings to Ya'akov.

TAMR AND AMi HORDES

Jerusalem, Israel

JOEL B. WOLOWELSKY REPONDS:

When Yitshak thnks that he is about to die and cals his son Esav to
receive his final blessing, he addresses whom he thnks is Esav and does
not include the Abrahamic blessings of Faith and Land in his blessing.
Later, when he is sure that he is blessing Esav, he again does not include
them in his blessing. Still later, when he is sure he is addressing Ya'akov,
he does include them. I do not see how one can draw any conclusion

other than that he had intended all along to grant these to Ya'akov and
not to Esav. And that is not all surprising, as Yitshak was a great man
with a good spiritual eye who could certainly understand, prophecy or
not, that one of his sons was inappropriate to receive this blessing while

the other was.

I do not pretend to understand why Hashem reveals somethng to
one person whie withholding it from another. But that having been said,
I do not see the logic of suggesting that Rivka received a prophecy and
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deliberately withheld the information from Yitshak unti such time as-
when having chanced upon his intentions to make what would be a terri-
ble error based on his ignorance of her prophecy-she would act deceit-
fully on the basis of that prophecy to correct the situation. Whether or
not she had faith in Yitshak's abilty to size thngs up correctly without
knowing of her prophecy, she could have had enough faith in him to
believe that she could have just gone in to speak with him after Esav left
rather than suggest a deceitfl approach for which she, Ya'akov and kelal

Yîsrael would pay dearly. But with the best of intentions, and despite her
own greatness, she made a mistake.

The simplest explanation of how Yitshak could thnk that Ya'akov
was worthy of further blessing even after discovering his deception is
one of the main points of the Torah's message: not only may Torah

giants make mistakes, but their mistakes-which need not and should
not be denied-do not necessarily undermine their greatness. The fact
that Ya'akov erred did not make him thereby unworthy of further bless-
ing, and we need not try to explain away his mistake. As Rav Hirsch

said, "We follow the opinion of our sages, and do not consider it our
task to be apologists for our great men and women, just as the Word of
God, the Torah itself, never refrains from informing us of their errors
and weaknesses" (Commentary to Gen. 27:1).

HOMOSEXUALITY

To THE EDITOR:

Why Tradition would publish the article, Homosexuality: A Political
Mask for Promiscuity: A Psychiatrist Reviews the Data, by Nathaniel
Lehrman (34:1, Spring 2000) is truly mystifying. While Dr. Lehrman's
emotional position regarding homosexuality and its place in or outside
Judaism may be in accord with certain segments of the Orthodox com-
munity, his article displays an extremely limited knowledge of primary
and secondary Jewish sources. Lehrman's citations and footnotes over-
whelmingly refer either to his own writings on sexuality (in excess of
14% of all his footnotes), other writers' work on sexuality in general, and
aspects of homosexuality-in particular pieces from general circulation
periodicals (e.g. Newsweek, USA Today) New York Times), some medical
and psychiatric pieces, and a few historical references.

In addition, the span of history on which he chooses to focus is
confined to the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. This tells us
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that he is speaking in only very narrow terms. Not only does Lehrman
confine himself to a relatively short historical period in which to discuss
homosexuality, but he also limits his gaze even further. He does this by
virtue of his long-time obsession with Austro-Germanic male sexual
mores of a certain subculture form the last century in addition to his
focus on the contemporary American male homosexual scene; more

specifically that portion that had made its way into his New York prac-
tice before his retirement.

As if this weren't a rarefied enough sampling from which to extrap-
olate any meaningful insights, Lehrman ignores fully half of the homo-
sexual community on which he professes to be such an expert when he
discusses specific situations, propensities and cases: namely women.
Aside from a one-line mention with a lesbian group statistic of a study
regarding monogamy during a one-year period, there is a deafening
silence when it comes to lesbian relationships. Again, by this significant
act of exclusion, he mirrors Orthodox literalists who essentially ignore
women as equals in this context.

Noting that through all of this seventeen page essay, the only place
Lehrman has chosen to engage and discuss any traditional Jewish texts
and their interpretations is on page 45, I find it very puzzling that ths
article should even appear in a journal of Orthodox Jewish thought. Is
Tradition trying to refashion itself into a Jewish version of Scientific

American or Omni? If not, then what is this narrowly focused, rambling
diatribe with excruciatingly limited Jewish content doing in these pages?

Since it is clear from his Tradition article as well as his earlier works
that Dr. Lehrman's interest is really not in the area of Jewish learning,
inquiry and wrestling with the texts, I will not try to join the issue at
that level here.

But, as a professor of social work, I do take issue with Lehrman's
thesis. From the outset we must understand that there is no one homo-
sexual ideology or "lifestyle," as there is no one heterosexual ideology
or "lifestyle." Promiscuity is no more central to homosexuality than
monogamy is to heterosexuality. Let's be honest: the promiscuity
referred to by Dr. Lehrman is associated with male sexual behavior, not
sexual orientation.

As for changing homosexuals to heterosexuals, all of Lehrman's
examples of change agents and organizations are Christian-church iden-
tified. It is no wonder that Jewish organizations are not involved with
such anti-spiritual practices. There are no mental health professionals or
organizations involved in changing sexual orientation. It is immoral,
unethcal and against professional value systems.
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Regarding the idea of "choice"-why would an adolescent/youth
"choose" a sexual orientation or "gay lifestyle" surrounded by and
flooded with misunderstanding, hatred (even from the most educated)

and hate crimes if they indeed had a choice?

J. B. PENNINGTON
San Francisco, CA

NATHAIEL LEHRM REPONDS:

J.B. Pennington's disagreeing with my Tradition article is acceptable
but his objections to its being published are not; it is, rather, an exam-
ple of the anti-democratic efforts so frequently found among homosex-
uality's advocates who want to suppress differing opinions.

Moral relativism, a position that is adverse to the Jewish tradition
pervades Pennington's letter. Judaism's sexual ideal has always been
fidelity within marriage, which is the opposite of all promiscuity, hetero-
or homo-sexual, and, therefore, of all the homosexual ideologies and
lifestyles to which Pennington refers. The much greater incidence of
homosexual promiscuity over heterosexual promiscuity belies his claim
that "promiscuity is associated with male sexual behavior, not sexual

orientation." Whle all promiscuity is Jewishly wrong, only the homo-
sexuals have created an important national political movement actively
seeking to justify their anti-Jewish behavior-a movement which has
already seduced important segments of Judaism. And Pennington's crit-
icism for the omission of a discussion of lesbianism is misplaced since

male homosexuality, twce as common as female and far more danger-
ous both medically and socially, is where the major problem lies.

Pennington's strictures against my article's limited historic scope are
irrelevant since never in Jewish history has homosexuality or lesbianism
been considered an acceptable lifestyle. His denial of choice in sexual
orientation or gay lifestyle ignores how people do choose to engage in
self-destructive or immoral behavior, by using drugs, smoking and the
like. Because all the agents and organizations helping people leave
homosexuality cited in my article are Christian-oriented, Pennington
claims that it is no wonder that Jewish organizations are not involved
with such anti-spiritual practices. That Jewish organizations do not deal
with ths problem only demonstrates the extent to which homosexual

ideologies have affected the thought of many Jews. (My response to
earlier communications cited the recent establishment of JONAH-Jews
Offering New Alternatives to Homosexuality.)
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Seeking any excuse to discredit my article and me, Pennington
resorts to ad hominems. The snideness of his attacks on my "emotional
position," my "limited knowledge," my "obsession," my "profess(ingJ
to be such an expert," and my "narrowly focused, rambling diatribe
with excruciatingly limited Jewish content" is all too characteristic of
what often passes for responsible discussion in today's homosexual and
mental health communities. Admittng that my position is consonant
with the values of "certain segments of the Orthodox community," and
with no support at all from the Jewish tradition, he criticizes me solely
on the basis of his own personal "professional value system"-a system
in which the very concept of helping people abandon homosexuality

and seek teshuva-return to moral Jewish living-is considered "immoral
( and J unethicaL."

Marcosa J. Santiago, M.D., a New Hampshie psychiatrst for over 25
years, commenting on Pennngton's letter, suggests that the fact that cer-
tai professional organzations have adopted resolutions agaist transition
therapy has more to do with politics than with science. Internal factions of
homosexual apologists have successfuy spread misinformation and guilt,
using any available tool (including the misuse of religion!) to push
though these resolutions; they have never resulted from any new scientific
fidings. We are faced with what amounts to sexual Lysenkoism. In ths,
Penngton is a tyical minion.

THE ISRAL SUPREME COURT

To THE EDITOR:

In your editorial notebook entry in Tradition 34:3 (Fall 2000) you
claim that the ideal Jewish state of Chief Justice Aharon Barak would be
emptied of anything specifically Jewish and that the classical and unique
Jewish character of the state is of little concern to him. What does seem
important to him are those values that are common to democracies
such as Great Britain, Canada and the United States.

Please read the Israeli magazine called I(ivvunim Hadashim from
Tishrei, 5761. There is a symposium there entitled ((Yehudit ve-
Demokratit-Metah ve-Lo Setira)) with the following participants: Eli
Ayal, Rut Gavizon, Yoram Hazony and Aviezer Ravitzky. Eli Ayal, who
is also the moderator, quotes Justice Barak at the beginning of the dis-
cussion: "The values of the State of Israel, as a Jewish state, separate it
from all the other democratic states. There are many democratic states
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but only the State of Israel is not only a democratic state but also a
Jewish one."

This quote explicitly contradicts the words that you put into Barak's
mouth. I believe that you owe an apology to the Chief Justice.

There are many thngs that one can criticize about IsraeL. But it ts a
normal country-with thieves and prostitutes as well as profound
thinkers and holy men.

Come and join us. Don't criticize us from afar. And then you will
have the doubtful pleasure of lying awake at night wondering whether
your son will return in one piece from his mission in Lebanon (Barukh
Hashem we have redeployed from there) or from patrollng in N etsarim
(which we all know has the full halakhic kedushat Erets Yisrael.)

HERBERT GINSBURG

Jerusalem, Israel

EMANUEL FELDMA RESPONDS:

That Justice Barak states in a magazine that Israel is "not only a demo-
cratic state but also a Jewish one" is of little comfort. What really
counts about a Supreme Court Justice is his judicial philosophy as
expressed in his legal opinions and writings, and not what he says in iso-
lated speeches or in magazine symposia. It is this philosophy that is so
disturbing from a Judaic point of view, as I argued in my essay.

More significantly, what does Justice Barak mean by the term
"Jewish state"? As Yoram Hazony (who was a participant in the forum
cited by Herbert Ginsburg) has written in his important book, The
Jewish State, "Aharon Barak has clearly broken with the traditional
meaning of the term 'Jewish State. ",

Incidentally, even in Mr. Ginsburg's magazine citation, the Justice
seems to telegraph his priorities. Is it just a slip of the tongue when he
states that Israel is a democratic state and also a Jewish one, rather than
a Jewish state and also a democratic one? Rather than contradict my
words, his use of the "also" tends to support my view that the Jewish

character of the state does not hold pride of place for him. That place is
held by what he often calls "universal democratic values," and it is clear
that wherever such values conflct with Judaic values, it is the latter
which must give way.
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Today's Israeli Supreme Court is one of the most activist courts in
the world. (See Evelyn Gordon, Is it Legitimate to Criticize the Supreme
Court? in Azure 3, Winter 1998, pp.50-89.) When the Chief Justice
(who in Israel is called "President") of this Court repeatedly refers to the
need to "socially re-engineer" Israeli society, when he is enamored of the
values of what he calls "the enlightened community" (and it is obvious
which community he considers un-enlightened), when he consistently
rules against Judaic values (see my essay for details), this is a cause of
concern that is not mitigated by an isolated comment in a symposium.

As for criticizing Israel "from afar": I can understand the reactions of
those who sacrifice much to live in Israel when they hear criticism from
abroad. On occasion I share those reactions. But insofar as every Jew
anywhere in the world has an interest in the future of Judaism, whatever
affects Judaism and the Jewish people is of concern to every Jew.
Geographical distance from Israel need not mean spiritual distance, and
should not diminish any Jew's right and duty to express his or her views.

In my case, however, this is academic. Not only have I lived in
Jerusalem for the past ten years, but I know exactly where the Supreme
Court building is, and can be there by foot in thirty minutes and by car
in under ten minutes. This, even by the proximity standards set by the

letter writer, should qualify me to criticize.

PLOUGHSHAS INTO SWORDS

To THE EDITOR:

Yitzchak Blau's "Ploughshares Into Swords: Contemporary Religious
Zionists and Moral Constraints" (Tradition 34:4, Winter 2000) is a
courageous piece and an important corrective to some of the more unac-
ceptable current trends in the Religious Zionist community. However, it
is sadly revealing of the present climate within the Orthodox world that
R. Blau thought it necessary to precede his essay with an "Author's
Note" apparently intended to anticipate the charge that there is some-
thing inappropriate about expressing the views that he does. No writer
presenting a more hawkish view than R. Blau would have either felt
obliged or been expected to offer any such quasi-apology before articu-
lating his or her position.

(RABI) MICHAL HAs
London, England

99



TRADITION

To THE EDITOR:

Rabbi Yitzchak Blau cites many examples of hiUul Hashem, and raises
issues of sanctity of life, ethical behavior and compassion vis-a-vis an
enemy, claiming that these are ignored by certain rabbis in their teach-
ings. I believe that R. Blau overlooks a much more relevant maJamar
Hazal-the first Rashi in Humash-in which to the nations' claim that
the Jews are robbers in takng Erets Yïsrael Israel's answer is that Jewish
sovereignty is a divinely transmitted. This Rashi is important in that it
says that despite the moral issues involved in conquering and ruling
Erets Yisrael, God's command to take the land overrides all of R. Blau's
considerations.

Even more erroneous is R. Blau's interpretation of the blessings of
Avraham Avinu, and Hanan Porat's approach to them. It is quite clear
that the blessing to Avraham (that God would make him a great nation)
applies only in the Israel (Rashi: ((ve-shamJ~. It is also obvious that the
blessing is to continue for the generations following Avraham-else
there is no nation to speak of.

More important than the quoting of numerous less relevant maJa-
marei Hazal is R. Blau's sliding down the slippery slope of crocodile
tears that has led to this mess of a Palestinian Authority and terror. R.
Blau refers to the "relevance" of the "many Arabs who live there. . .
many fueled by a religious motivation not to disprove Judaism . . . but
to control the land of the Moslems." From there he slips to talking of
Arab rights. And there he errs. In the Gur Aryeh ha-Shalem, on that

first Rashi in Humash, Rav Y. D. Hartman clearly distinguishes between
"complete ownership," which the goyim cannot have in Erets Yisrael,
and "settling," which they may do. One can easily understand not
granting sovereign rights to goyim in the present situation. One may
grant an Arab (or Christian, or Druze) personal property and religious
liberties, but sovereignty to Arabs is a fatal, tragic mistake) for which we
are paying the heavy price. R. Blau favors the phrase, "one might
argue"-but pilpulism is not the way to run a country. Defence, securi-
ty, and antiterrorist activities, are not the precinct of the faint-hearted
"self-critic who plays into the hand of the enemy."

I live in Bet El (whose Rav is Rav Zalman, not Zevulun, Melamed)
and can attest to the unremitting leftst media bombardment aimed at
weakening national wil to rule over Erets Yisrael. The small voice of
reason of our rabbis should not be stilled by enervating, nonsensical
moralisms that have no place in the national arena. Especially in a
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nation that, as Rav Kook observed, has forgotten how to rule after
1900 years of galut. As an American oleh, I'm sure that R. Blau can
appreciate the words of General Wiliam Tecumseh Sherman, referring
to the South: "They must be ruled by us, or they will rule us. We must
conquer them, or ourselves be conquered. They ask, and wil have
nothng else, and talk of compromise is bosh."

DR. ARYEH HIRSCH
Bet EI, Israel

YiTZCHA Buu REPONDS:

I thank Rabbi Harris for his kind words about my article. However, I
believe that he misunderstands the author's note. I was not apologizing
for holding particular views. Rather, I was explaining why I chose to go
ahead with internal criticism whie Israelis are under attack (and many
of those criticized live in the more dangerous areas). In other words,
the note related more to timing than substance. Indeed, before the cur-

rent crisis, I saw no need to add a preface.
Dr. Hirsch's letter associates me with the political left despite my

explicit statement that I was not taking a political stand in my article.
Why does he make this association? Does Hirsch think that anyone
opposed to distorting Hazalor concerned about fair treatment of Arabs
cannot be right wing by definition? If this is true, it is a terrible reflec-
tion on Hirsch's own community. In fact, and thankflly, this assump-
tion is not true. R. Aharon Soloveitchik holds an uncompromising posi-
tion regarding withdrawal from territory of Erets Yisrael and yet voices
concern about treatment of Arabs.

Hirsch asserts, without offering justification, that my many sources
are "less relevant" while the first RashI on the Torah is "much more rel-
evant." Relevant to what? Relevance to Hirsch apparently means rele-
vancy to his own political agenda. Would Hirsch consider Ramban's
comments on the same verse to be irrelevant because he says that the
midrash cited by Rashi is not about Jewish rights. Actually, the message
of the midrash is that anyone who sins, Jew or gentile, is expelled from
the land.

Even Hirsch's citation of the Rashi is problematic. If anything,
Rashi talks of Divine Power and not a word appears about "Jewish
power." However, for the sake of argument, let us ignore all other
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sources and accept his rendition of Rashi. It does not follow that Jewish
rights to Israel need not be balanced with other values. Nor does it
entail that we not zealously work to ensure that forceful assertion of
Jewish rights not lead to ethical decay.

About the many examples I cite of distorting sources or one-sided
presentation of Hazal, Hirsch has nothing to say (with the exception of
one example from Hanan Porat). Instead, we hear an idea in the name
of Rav Kook that Jews have forgotten how to rule. In fact, Rav Kook
writes that there is a positive aspect of our long exile because "it is not
meet for Jacob to engage in political life at a time when statehood
requires bloody ruthlessness and demands a talent for evil (haMilhama
3 in Drot, tr. A. Hertzberg)." It is no accident that some dati le'ummi
writers frequently quote Rav Kook's more enthusiastic statements about
war and almost never cite the above passage.

I excluded from my article the more extreme manifestations of
problematic behavior such as the Israeli rabbi who publicly affirmed
that kiling gentiles is not a major transgression This rabbi's popularity
has not suffered nor has he received much criticism from within the
religious community. This last example shows where Hirsch's approach
may lead. Prohibiting self-criticism while allowing misrepresentation of
traditional sources is a path leading straight to moral corruption.

FOREKNOWLEDGE AND FREE-WILL

To THE EDITOR:

My attention was drawn to Hilel Goldberg's article, "Foreknowledge

and Free-Wil" (Tradition 34:4, Winter 2000) by virtue of two features
unusual to Tradition articles: its brevity and its lack of end-notes. This in
spite of the heavy nature of its title. How refreshing, I thought, that
someone is able to write concisely about something significant without
rehashing all that has been said on the subject by others. Upon reading
the article, however, I was quite disappointed. In fact, the author would
have been far better advised to write at greater length and to cite support
for his assertions. For in the process of doing so, he might have become
aware of the fanciful nature of his views.

R. Goldberg's thesis rests upon a trlogy ofloosely-linked misconcep-
tions: 1) a higWy implausible interpretation of the Akeda which leads him
to 2) a theologically untenable description of the personality of Abraham,
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which prompts him to 3) an incoherent reformulation of the classic
Foreknowledge-Free Wil antinomy. Let us examine these steps in turn.

R. Goldberg states (p. 34): "The fact that Abraham proceeds to sac-
rifice a ram caught in a nearby bush is a direct contradiction to every-
thing the story (of the Akeda J has tried to convey." How so? Actually
the appearance of the ram rounds out the story most beautifully. His act
of anguished obedience abruptly aborted, a bewildered yet thankful
Abraham perceives the presence of the ram as a sign from God that it is
to replace Isaac on the altar-animal sacrifice, yes, human sacrifice,
decidedly no.

But, according to R. Goldberg, after demonstrating his readiness to
obey God in such a difficult matter, Abraham is declared a "God-fear-
er" which means that henceforth "he is to do exactly as God com-
mands, no more and no less" and not to do anything unless God com-
mands. Thus, deciding to sacrifice the ram "on his own authority" was
ostensibly contrary to his role as "God-fearer".

I submit that such a model of piety, that a person does nothing
unless he is convinced that a particular act is "willed by God," is entire-
ly foreign to biblical religion. To suggest that Abraham was concerned
whether God really wanted him to sacrifice the ram is to anachronisti-
cally introduce i 9th century Lithuanian musar piety into the Middle-
Bronze Age. In the world of the patriarchs, the command of God was
heard infrequently and over a limited range of subjects. To be "God-
fearing" then, was essentially to obey God's command dilgently and
conscientiously, no matter how difficult.

But matters get even more obscure as R. Goldberg attempts to formu-
late his concept of Abraham as "God-fearer" in general theological terms:
"The essence of Abraham's faith is his total absorption of God's will;" or
" . . . melds the wil of God and the wi of man;" achieves " a union with
the wi of God;" "Man's wi and God's wi become co-extensive."

According to R. Goldberg, Abraham reaches this exalted state only
after the Akeda. Indeed, before that while Abraham passes al of his "tri-
als," he does a few thngs of which it is doubtful that God approves (see
Gen. 12:10-13; Gen. 21:32). But if his great change supposedly takes
place precisely at the moment of the Akeda, this is most strange! Because
it is exactly at the Akeda that God's will turns out to be contrary to His
command-and Abraham seems completely oblivious of ths distinction.
Indeed, God's conferral of "God-fearer" upon Abraham is precisely
because Abraham obeys the command and is ignorant of God's will!

But can we really talk so glibly of God's will as if it is some static,
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reified entity, some particular aspect of God separate from His essence?
Can anything be known about God's wil apart from the particular
commands contained in the Torah and the words of the Prophets? To
say that "man's wil (even Abraham's) and God's will become co-exten-
sive" raises hyperbole to the point where it fles out of sight!

According to R. Goldberg, the practical consequences of becoming
a "God-fearer" is that "Abraham knows what to do on his own" and
"he knows God's will without being commanded" (p. 35). The con-
tested view of Rav that Abraham observed the entire Torah including
eruvei tapshilin (Yòma 28 b) gives scant support to R. Goldberg's thesis,
as it is based upon a particular biblical text (Gen. 26:5) and thus
restricted to Abraham. However, the kernel of truth reflected here may
be that Abraham early on has, on his own, intuitively grasped the moral
nature of God (Gen. 18:23-25) and identified the derekh Hashem as

that of doing and teaching justice and righteousness (Gen. 18:19).
R. Goldberg suggests that his idiosyncratic interpretation of

Abraham's becoming a "God-fearer" has the effect of creating an "in-
reverse" formulation of the "classic philosophical antinomy of God's
foreknowledge versus man's free will."

The fact is that, for a long time now, serious thnkers have lost litte
sleep over the antinomy for the simple reason that it has been satisfacto-
rily resolved. God's knowledge does not interfere with man's abilty to
choose because God is above time. For Him there is no "before" or
"after," only a constant "present" (see Or Same"ah on Rambam, Hilkhot
Teshuva 4:4). It thus turns out that the antinomy in its original formula-
tion has been dissolved rather than resolved, i.e., it was never really a
problem, only a misunderstanding (see my Morality, Halakha and the
Jewish Tradition, Ktav 1983, pp. 243-248). Those who framed the
antinomy did not understand the nature of God's knowledge. But if ths
is true of God's knowledge, how much more hesitant should we be
about formulating antinomies about God's freedom?

R. Goldberg's "reverse formulation" is as follows: "If Abraham,
being absolutely God-fearing, knows in advance which of his choices
God will approve, God cannot be said to have free will" (p. 35).

This is absurd for a number of reasons:
1) In the original antinomy the truth of both principles is upheld by

the Sages. However, in the reverse formulation the notion of Abraham's
advance knowledge is a flght of R. Goldberg's philosophical imagina-
tion. Thus, if R. Goldberg really believes in the logical validity of his
formulation, he should conclude that his own peculiar version of
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Abraham's advance knowledge is false because it contradicts the princi-
ple of God's free will!

2) According to R. Goldberg, Abraham's advance knowledge

derives from the fact that "his wil is co-extensive with God's wilL."

That is to say, Abraham has no independent source of knowledge. If so,
God retains His free wil since He remains the autonomous determiner
of His own decisions.

3) It is easy enough to think one has found logical objections to
man's freedom of wi since all empirical evidence goes against the con-
cept. But it is almost sily to play word-games in which one judiciously
deliberates whether something or other "restricts" God's freedom! God's
radical freedom grows out of His attributes of omnipotence, omnis-
cience and singularity, and transcends the conditions necessary for man's
exercise of free wiL. (While men must choose between good and evil,
God can only choose the good!) The only limitations on God's freedom
are those that are self-imposed or emanate from His own nature.

SHUBERT SPERO
Bar Ilan University, Israel

HILLEL GOLDBERG REPONDS:

Based on Prof Spero's letter alone, the reader cannot ascertain the argu-
ments I set forth in my article. Many of Spero's criticisms are against

arguments I did not make. He suggests that I have misread a source that,
in fact, I did not use. He does not define terms (such as "Lithuanian
Musar piety"). I canot decipher many of the points Prof. Spero is trying
to make; either that, or find them extraneous to the arguments I actualy
made. The arguments he cites that I did make are, at best, poorly refor-
mulated. To take only the first example, Spero wrtes: "But, according to
R. Goldberg, after demonstrating his readiness to obey God in such a
difficult matter, Abraham is declared a 'God-fearer'. . . . " It is not accord-
ing to me that Abraham is declared a God-fearer after the test of the
Akeda; it is according to Genesis 22:12, ". . . because now I know that
you are a fearer of God. . . ." I am at a loss as to how to respond to all
this confusion, and note Spero's use of exclamation marks. This indicates
that his juices are boilng, his emotions are high, and the mistakes I sup-
posedly made are, in his view, so apparent as to be incapable of being
responded to in any fashion. Afer all, I am, in his view, glib, absurd,
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almost sily. Perhaps a more dispassionate reading would have yielded a
more clear, cogent, and substantive critique.

Spero seems to make three methodological assumptions that I
would like to comment on:

Spero would have preferred that I cite sources rather than offer my
own thnkng. It has been commented that we live in an age when few
think; they only cite sources. Largely, we have become a generation of
footnoters and reference citers. I hazarded some original thinking. That
would seem unusual-a sad commentary on our times. There is a fear in
offering an original thought. Needless to say, original thnkng and the
use of sources are hardly contradictory, but there is also no necessary

linkage. And needless to say, an original thought is not beyond critique;
it is just that before Spero critiques me, he should understand me, as
well as the possibilty of alternative and equally valid approaches to the
same question (on which more below). Finally, there is, obviously, no
original Orthodox Jewish thinking entirely detached from sources; my
article is rooted in Genesis.

Spero seems to assume that there is one, and only one, view of the
Akeda or, at the least, of parts of it. He is either/or: Either he is right and
I am therefore wrong, or vice-versa. This is an incorrect view of the
process of biblical commentary, which is so rich precisely for being multi-
planar. Even if the argument in my article is persuasive and valuable, I
would be the last to maintain that it is the only possible readig of the
Akeda, or even of a single line of it. I am both/and. As such, I am at a
loss as to understand why a Lithuanan musar piety reading of Abraham

(however defined) would ipso facto be wrong. If Spero is right, if such a
reading is wrong on the grounds that it is an anachronism, then virtually
the entirety of traditional biblical commentary from Rashi to Hirsch to
the latest parasha e-mail is wrong. In fact, anachronism is a methodologi-
cal flaw only when applied to a humanly wrtten text (and even there the
point is subject to much debate among literary scholars, though not by
historians). As a Divine text, the Torah is eternal, subject to continual
exploration and yield (provided the halakhc meanng is not transgressed).
The Akeda is far more complex than Spero gives it credit for.

Spero believes that the issue I addressed-foreknowledge and free-
dom-is no issue. I suppose if one feels that one has already solved (or
"dissolved") the issue, it is no longer an issue. I take a humbler tack:
perhaps I found a partial solution to an age-old problem. And certainly,
from the point of view of the history of philosophy, this problem has
long been with us and, whatever the validity of my (or Spero's) posi-
tion, it wil still be with us. Good questions survive even good answers.
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