
Communications
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 Michael Shmidman, Editor, Congregation ieeter Torah, 600
Roemer Avenue, Teaneck, Nj 07666.

BETWEEN THE YESHIVA WORLD AND
MODERN ORTHODOXY

To THE EDITOR:

I appreciate Mechy Frankel's perceptive review of my book, Between the
Yèshiva World and Modern Orthodoxy (Tradition 35:1. Spring 2001). Let

me, however, correct one misunderstanding. Frankel writes: "Shapiro
identifies Slabodka as the innovator of the office of mashgiah. This is
inaccurate as Volozhin itself had previously created the office and title."
While it is true that there was an office at Volozhin called "mashgiah,"
his role was vastly different from that at Slabodka, and he was not a
mashgiah ruhani. The job of mashigiah in Volozhin was basically to
check attendance and make sure the students did not slack off in their
studies. In other words, he had an ancilary role. On the other hand, the
mashgiah at Slabodka was central to the institution. His major role was
to indoctrinate the students into musar ideology, and as such he shaped
the entire atmosphere of the yeshiva. For further details, one can consult
Shaul Stampfer, The Lithuanian Yèshiva (soon to be released in English).

MAc B. SHAIRO
Scranton, Pennsylvania

MECHY FRAKEL RESPONDS:

I'm sure my mother, who bequeathed me so much other excellent if too
often ignored advice, must have counseled me to never take issue with a
letter that fids my remarks "perceptive"-prima facie evidence of the let-
ter wrter's own sterlig powers of insight. The issue I take, however, is
decidedly minor. My remark about the precedence of the office of mash
giah in Volozhin was aimed solely at Professor Shapiro's assertion that
"Finel's position at the yeshiva was that of mashgiah, an innovation of the

musar movement (emphasis added), whose job was to indoctrnate the stu-
dents in musar ideology." I submit that the unwary reader would indeed
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infer incorrectly from this semantic construction that the position and title
were invented in Slabodka by the musar movement. This despite Shapiro's
appended description of the particular duties of the Slabodka mashgiah.

Of course the basic point in his letter-that the duties of the mashgi-

him at the two institutions differed-is well taken since the central role
played by the Slabodka mashgiah in buildig the new musar mentsch can

hardly have been the role of his titular predecessor in that anti-musar
redoubt of Voloshin. Nevertheless, were I the quarrelsome sort, I might
argue that, despite the quite different theoretical underpinnngs, there was
at least some overlap in the modalties of the conduct of the office in the
respective institutions. It is ths operational overlap which Shapiro's letter
implicitly dismisses, and too hastiy in my opinion. For example, as part of
the basic "keeping-order" role in Voloshin, the mashgiah and his staff
might have endeavored to discover just who was reading, and where had
he hidden, forbidden haskatic material, certainly a concern and activity par-
alleled by the Alter as well. While the motivation here might not have
quite the same character building focus that it had in Slabodka, ths sort of

duty does seem to reflect aspirations more encompassing than policing
rowdiness in the bet midrash and like duties. Furthermore, the Alter's
focus on shaping his students' psyches in everyday practice readiy included
some of the traditional technques of the mashgiah trade-in particular the
strong-arm stuff. Indeed, we should ask ourselves why the new office in
Slabodka, familar with the role of mashgihim of the Volozhiner stripe, pre-
cisely chose to designate their official by the same name.

RAA BATYA AND OTHER LEARED WOMEN

To THE EDITOR:

Dan Rabinowitz's critique of R. Barukh Epstein's usage of sources in
the 46th chapter of Mekor Barukh (henceforth MB), "The Wisdom of
Women" (((Hokhmat NashimJJ), (Tradition 35:1, Spring 2001, pp. 55-
69), is in itself not devoid of several methodological problems, and con-
tains various inaccuracies which have misguided him in arriving at some
of the conclusions he draws.

Rabinowitz chooses to discuss the first nine women alone from the list
enumerating nineteen, since, as he wrtes, they "were said to be learned in
Torah" (p. 56). This delineation does not, in fact, hold true, since the last
two women cited were liewise learned. The first of these, a sister of R.
Eliyahu David Teomim Rabinovich (1845-1905), would engage in
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halakc discussions, and a halakc inquiry in her name was printed in the
periodical Yagdit Torah. The last woman mentioned, a relation to the
author's wife, was extremely well versed in Torah (MB, pp. 1957-1958).

Additionally, R. Epstein wrote concerning the daughters of Elisha
Ben Avuya, the first example employed, that "the daughters of Elisha
ben Avuya won over with their wise words Rabbi Yehuda ha-Nasi, so
that he cried upon hearing their words and acknowledged them" (MB,
p. 1955). Rabinowitz critiques R. Epstein claiming that "(it) does not
say that their words were informed by Torah scholarship." However, it
does not seem that one may imply from R. Epstein's reference to "wise
words" that we are dealing here with Torah scholarship, but rather with
wise women in the general sense.

Rabinowitz expresses his puzzlement concerning the apparent word-
ing ofR. Epstein's quote from the eulogy in memory of the wife of Rabbi
Eleazar of Worms (author of Sefer ha-RokeJah): '''and on the Shabbat day
she preached.'" (He mentions that the eulogy was published in Shomer

Tsiyyon ha- Ne'eman, but ths readig is not found there. (The precise ref-

erence, not cited by Rabinowitz, is issue 79, 23 Tammuz 1849, 158c-d),
also stating that another edition appears in Amudei ha-Avoda (p. 67, n.
40). He liewise wrtes that "R. Epstein gives us no idea as to where he

found ths quote." A careful scrutiny of the text brought by R. Epstein,
translated inaccurately by Rabinowitz, will indeed reveal that R. Epstein
drew upon Amudti ha-Avoda. The text, as appearing in MB is as follows:
"her mouth opened in wisdom, and every issur she knew (namely, every
matter of issur ve-heter), and on the Shabbat day she sat and preached."
The reading in Amudei ha-Avoda is: "her mouth opened in wisdom, and
every is sur she knew, and on the Shabbat day she sat and preached." By
contrast, in Shomer Tsiyyon ha-Ne'eman we find: "her mouth opened in
wisdom and every issur ve-heter she knew, and on the Sabbath day she sat
listening to her husband's sermon." Both in Amudei ha-Avoda and MB it
says that she knew every "issur," and not every "issur ve-heter," and both
are unanimous in the reading "she sat and preached." We may, then, con-
clude that in ths case, at the very least, R. Epstein did not amend the text
he quoted, but brought it without inserting any changes with relation to
the original. R. Epstein referred to the eulogy as Rabbi Eleazar's "praise

of his wife," and similarly, in the introduction to the excerpts brought in
Amudei ha-Avoda, the frame of reference is to "praise."

R. Epstein did insert in parenthesis an explanation according to

which she was knowledgeable in every matter of issur ve-heter. It is pos-
sible that he was, in fact, acquainted with the text in Shomer Tsiyyon ha-

Ne'eman, and included this based on that reading. Support for this view
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may be adduced from the fact that he attributed the eulogy to Seftr ha-
Roke'ah itself. The introductory sentence to the text in Shomer Tsiyyon

ha- Ne'eman states that it was copied from the old book of customs of
the community of Worms from the handwriting, or manuscript, of the
Roke'ah (((mi-ketav yad ha-Roke'ahJ~. However, ths may also be under-
stood as "a manuscript of Sefer ha-RokeJah," and this might be the

source of R. Epstein's attribution of the text to Sefer ha-RokeJah. For

some unknown reason, Rabinowitz writes that MB stated that this
appeared "in the introduction to Sefer RokeJah," when, in fact, R.

Epstein wrote that it appeared "in his book ha-Roke'ah." Here, too,
Rabinowitz offers a translation not in keeping with the originaL.

R. Epstein writes, inter alia, with regard to the daughter of Rabbi
Shemuel ha-Levi, also known as Rabbi Shemuel Ben Eli, "and she was
knowledgeable in Mikra and Talmud, and taught the students, and she
was closed (locked) in a building through a window" (MB, p. 1955). He
did not specify what precisely she taught. Rabinowitz, however, provides
a free translation, which departs from the literal sense: "She knew
Tanakh and Talmud. She would teach this to the students. When she
taught, she was behind a wall." As stated, nowhere does R. Epstein men-
tion what she taught. The original text states: "and she is knowledgeable
in keriyah and Talmud and teaches the keriyah to the students" (Sivuv
ha-Rav Rabbi Petahya, ed. Eleazar Gruenhut, Frankfurt am Main 1905,
p. 10). Indeed, R. Epstein's words do constitute a deviation from the

originaL. Conceptualy, however, whether she taught Talmud or not does
not change the overt articulation that she was well versed in Talmud.

R. Epstein wrote in the name of the Or ZaruJa that Rabbi Shemuel
ofFalaise quotes laws from his father-in-law Rabbi Abraham in the name
of his mother-in-law. Concerning this, Rabinowitz writes that "(this)
creates the impression that Rabbi Abraham's (it should be Rabbi
Shemuel's) mother-in-law was learned." I would venture to say that ths
indeed, as Rabinowitz himself admits, is an entirely subjective matter.
This is clearly not my understanding of the simplistic reading of the text.
It would seem quite obvious to me that we are speakng here of trans-
mission, and not of teaching.

Rabinowitz wrtes concerning Redal that the source in Leket Yosher
does not mention that she was "'as diligent as a man in her learning.'"
Indeed, her qualification as a learned woman may not be deduced from
this source. Nonetheless, in general terms it may be said that the willng-
ness of a married woman (she is referred to by Rabbi Yisrael Isserlin as
his daughter-in-law) to further her knowledge does seem to point to her
uruqueness amongst women of her time. Rabinowitz also writes (ibid.)
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that this case was brought to serve as an ilustration of two points; that
the restriction of yihud was avoided and that the teacher, who was an old
man, did not violate the restriction of "a bachelor should not teach." He
thus implies that we should not utiize a minor point in a given source as

a focal point for another purpose or in a different context. Criticism on
this account seems unfounded.

Rabinowitz focuses much of his attention on the passage from
MaJayan Gannim, brought in variation both in MB and in Torah
Temima. He writes that "MaJayan Gannim, first of all, is not a book of
responsa, or even a halakhic work at alL. . . . There is in fact no certainty
that R. Archivolti was qualified or even ever recognized as a halakhc
authority." He further states that in the title page of MaJayan Gannim,
the author is referred to not as ha-Rav or Morenu, nor any other nor-
mative titles, but is simply called "ha-Maskil."

Admittedly, R. Epstein was clearly not acquainted with very many
biographical details concerning R. Archivolti, and seemed to have been
groping for evidence that would shed light on this figure.

R. Archivolti is the subject of an M.A. thesis at Tel-Aviv University

(Dror Shwartz, She'elot u- Teshuvot ve-Igerot shel R. Shmuel Archivolti,
M.A. thesis, Tel-Aviv University, 1984), the greater part of which is devot-
ed to the publication of halakc teshuvot of the author from manuscript.

This is preceded by a comprehensive biographical sketch from which we
learn that R. Archivolti was no less than Chief Ashkenazi Rabbi of Padua
for 32 years, from 1579 unti his death in 1611. Even if Rabinowitz was
not aware of ths thesis, the entry on R. Archivolti in the Encyclopaedia

judaica, to which he himself refers (p. 67, n. 47), states explicitly that he
served as principal of a yeshiva in Padua and as Av Bet Din (Yehoshua
Horowitz, "Archivolti, Samuel", Encyclopaedia judaica, voL. 3, col. 397). It
is, then, nothg short of amazing that Rabinowitz chooses to ignore these

facts and to seek to dismiss any notions concerning his scholarsmp in Torah.
Contrary to the birth date of R. Archivolti, which is stated in the

Encyclopaedia judaica as 1515, Shwartz estimates his year of birth as 1530.
MaJayan Gannim was published in 1553, and was, therefore, wrtten in his
youth. This could account for the fact that he was not yet referred to as a
Torah scholar. It is not entiely incorrect to refer to MaJayan Gannim as a
work of" She 

Jelot 11- Tcslm.l1of', as stated in the Torah Tt'mÙna, for it fits this

category in the literal sense; it is comprised of questions and answers.
It should also be mentioned that, for some unknown reason,

Rabinowitz does not state that there is a discrepancy between the actual
wording of R. Epstein's quote from MaJayan Gannim and the original
text, as he did with regard to the majority of sources with which he
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dealt, which would be in line with his general argument. Instead, the
lion's share of his exposition in his attempt to de-legitimize MaJayan
Gannim is related to external factors concerning the work and its author.

Additionally, Rabinowitz renders no differentiation between the
nineteen sources regarding the learned women and the passage from
MaJayan Gannim, which was brought to his attention by Rayna Batya.
He does not attempt to address the possible ways by which the actual

information contained in the nineteen enumerated examples may have
come to R. Epstein's knowledge. It would seem highly improbable that
he was acquainted with each and every proof text from primary sources;
it is more plausible that much of the information came to his attention
via secondary sources, though the actual quotes in some of the cases

were derived from the original works.
In conclusion, I would like to mention that I am currently preparing

for publication an article on the "teshuva" in MaJayan Gannim, which
wil include, among other things, a detailed discussion of its source texts.

DR. YAEL LEVINE KATZ

Jerusalem, Israel

DAN RABINOWITZ RESPONDS:

Dr. Katz's letter either quibbles about minor points, or takes my important
points and attempts to turn them into minor points. But nowhere does she
deny the major thesis of my article: that R. Epstein's use of sources
thoughout his oeuvre is unreliable. I wi respond to her letter seriatim.

Since R. Epstein specifically writes in a parenthesis, "kelomar Í5sur
ve-heter," it is meaningless to accuse me of inaccurate translation when I
render it as "issur ve-heter." Further, while R. Epstein might well have
used Shomer Tsiyyon ha- NeJeman as his source, he himself cites the
Introduction to the Rokeah as his source.

As to the subject matter taught by the daughter of R. Shemuel ha-
Levi: for Dr. Katz, it does not matter "conceptually. . . whether she
taught Talmud or not. . . ." But it does matter a great deal, for the entire
discussion about what a woman mayor may not learn or teach centers
on the Written and the Oral Torah. Conceptually or not, whether or not
she taught Talmud is very significant.

Was the mother-in-law of R. Shemuel of Falaise learned or not? To
Katz, this too is unimportant. To take cover behind the euphemism of
"transmission" as opposed to "teaching" is to ignore the chapter in MB
that I cited-a chapter that deals with truly learned women and not
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simply those who parrot the teachings of others. In an effort to justifY
these gross inaccuracies Katz seems to have herself become guilty of
misconstruing the source text-MB.

As to Redal, the issue is not whether she was "as learned as a man,"
as R. Epstein states in MB-or whether she was simply "learned," as the
source text states in Leket Yosher. Were ths the only issue, I would agree
with Dr. Katz that the only thing that matters is that Redal was unique
in her day. But the point here is not the level of Redal's learning, but
the level of R. Epstein's reliability in his use of source texts. That is the
subject of my article, not Redal's uniqueness.

If, as Dr. Katz admits, "it is highly improbable that R. Epstein was
acquainted with each and every proof text from primary sources," then
ths underscores my thesis: that one should not blindly rely on the sources
cited by R. Epstein. If ths high improbabilty is so self evident to Katz
then why do al the scholars I cite seem to have been unaware of ths?

Was R. Archivolti a recognized rabbinc scholar? I am of course aware
of the Encyclopaedia judaica's views, and I even cite them. I wrote that the

level of his learning is questionable-because there are others, such as
Rapoport in my note 52, who had senous doubts about his scholarship. In
view of these differences of opinon about R. Archivolti's scholarship, my
use of "questionable" is justified. Dr. Katz's attempts to characterize
MaJayan Gannim-a book on how to wrte letters-as part of the classic
genre of She'elot u- Teshuvot responsa literature is nothg short of bizarre. A
book that includes advice on how to wrote love letters to a woman hardly
fals under the rubric of halakc responsa. In truth, it was a conundrum for
me to understand how many scholars could have cited the MaJayan
Gannim, but I wrote ths off to lack of seeing the origial source text. Katz
seems to be intimately famiar with the MaJayan Gannim and is even wrt-
ing an article on it-which makes it even more surrising that she should
characterize it as a book of responsa. In general, Dr. Katz seems not to
appreciate the fact that a work such as MaJayan Gannim does not belong
in a serious halakhic discussion. That there may be minor differences
between R. Epstein's citations and the origial text is completely beside the
point and should not obscure my main thesis: that MaJayan Gannim is
halakcaly irrelevant. The fact that, in R. Epstein's account, both he and
Rayna Batya seem to take it seriously, leaves many unanswered questions, as
I suggested in my article. A careful re-readig of my article wi show that,
time after time, the citations of sources-not only in MB, but also in the
popular Thrah Temima-are not to be relied upon by senous scholars. Dr.
Katz does not at al succeed in chalengig tis central thesis.
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