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ISRAEL SALANTER AND
'ORljOT ZADDIKIM:
RESTRUCTURING MUSAR LITERATURE
A distinct branch of Jewish literature in the medieval period is
"Musar" or ethical-pietistic literature, which systematizes ethical and

pietistic adages and dicta strewn throughout the Talmuds and
midrashim.1 However influential individual works of medieval
Musar literature became,2 they did not stimulate the formation of a

movement to promote their doctrines.3 The first Jew known to
generate not only Musar literature but a Musar movement is Rabbi
Israel Salanter (1810-1883). Besides attracting readers4 and disciples,5 Rabbi Israel nurtured a number of schools, 6 collectively termed

"the Musar movement." This was the most influential non-Hasidic
religious movement in East European Jewry from the míd-nineteenth
century to World War II. Originally limited to Lithuania,? by 1939 it
had spread to Russia, Poland, and IsraeL. 8
One of the reasons for the coalescence of the M usar movement is

Rabbi Israel's discovery and use of proto-psychoanalytic techniques
to foster religious behavior and consciousness.9 His reputation as a
pietist and pedagogue, 10 and the historical circumstances in which he

found himself-the beginning of the breakdown of traditional
Lithuanian Jewish societyll-also contributed to his influence.

However, the impetus to the formation of the Musar movement finds
its expression in the unique structure of Rabbi Israel's thought.
The prefiguration of that structure- 'Or!:ot Zaddikim-is a longMy gratitude to my former student at Emory University, Randy Sigal, who in 1978 first
stimulated my interest in 'Orl;ol Zaddikim. Mi-ko/ me/ammedai hiska/ii.
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unappreciated type of medieval Musar literature that culminated, in
the hands of Rabbi Israel, in a socially significant development, the
Musar movement.

In prefiguring the dialectical vitality of Rabbi Israel's thought,
his major precursor, 'Ornot Zaddikim, prompts a fundamental

reevaluation of the structuring of medieval Musar literature. This
literature is presently understood as a pool of ideas whose origin and

content exhaust their significanceY By defining Rabbi Israel's
thought-whose key is less its origin and content than its structureI wish to unveil a new and socially significant type of Musar
literature. By understanding 'Ornot Zaddikim as the major precursor

of Rabbi Israel's thought, I wish to clarify why Rabbi Israel, the
presumed heir to the medieval Musar literature, shared so little with

it; and why his new Musar genre precipitated the most intensive
publication of Musar volumes in hundreds of years. The protomodern characteristics of 'Ornot Zaddikim illuminate both Rabbi
Israel's Musar thought and its social ramification.

Since 'Ornot Zaddikim's author succeeded in shrouding his
identity so successfully that it remains unknown centuries later, there

exists no separate statement known to be written by him about
'Ornot Zaddikim, no other work known to be written by him with

which to compare 'Ornot Zaddikim, and no comment on either
'Ornot Zaddikim or its author attributable to his contemporaries.
Consequently, I do not assume that the intent of 'Ornot Zaddikim's
author and the purposes of the book that it itself states or implies are

necessarily synonymous. As it stands, 'Ornot Zaddikim has certain
practical and rhetorical purposes; whether they were consciously
intended, I cannot say. I write of the author's intent only with

reference to evidence internal to 'Ornot Zaddikim. Accordingly, I use
'''Ornot Zaddikim" as the subject of sentences, attributing intent to
the work, not necessarily to its author.
I

Is Rabbi Israel Salanter intellectually original? To respond, it is
necessary to establish the extent to which he is dependent on sources.
To establish the sources of his thought is to encounter formidable
difficulties, for in most of his writings he givcs no indication of what
he has read. In his early Vilna letters (1849), which in their entirety

are formulations of his Musar thought, he cites no sources.13 In his
early, Vilna homilies (1843-45), he cites a few of his sources, but only
in one of his eight homilies do these sources inform the homily as a
whole, and rarely are they even decisive in parts of the whole.14 In
15
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Rabbi Israel's Kovno letters (1850-1858), he cites no sources.15 In
Kovno's 'Iggeret ha-Musar ("The Musar Letter," 1858), his first
published work, he cites a number of biblical, talmudic, and midrashic sources and once refers to a medieval Musar work, Rovot haLevavot (Duties of the Heart),i6 but these sources provide only local

insight. They do not guide the development or substance of his
argument. At an important stage in the Musar Letter's argument,

where Rabbi Israel does refer to his sources, he cites only "most of
the great authors" (rov ha-menabberim ha-gedolim). 17

Rabbi Israel's early-German period articles (published in Tevu-

nah, 1861-1862) is the single cluster of his writings in which he fully
identifies his.sources. In the second and major of his three articles, he
analyzes in fifteen pages nearly eighty sources from the Pentateuch,
Prophets, Writings, all six orders of the Babylonian Talmud, three
orders of the Palestinian Talmud, early and late midrashim, minor
tractates, the T osefta, medieval talmudic authorities (rishonim),
and post-rabbinic kabbalistic, homiletic, philosophic, halakhic, and
Musar works.

In Rabbi Israel's early (1861-1869) and late (1872-1883) German-period letters, only some of which contain his thought, he rarely

18 In his last, longest, and most well-integrated publication (1881), Rabbi Israel cites unidentified "psychologists" (nokerei
cites sources.

nefesh); when he cites other sources, they buttress or illustrate an
isolated point, not the argument.19 With the exception of his early
German-period articles, then, Rabbi Israel's writings provide vir-

tually no information on what he read.
Although formidable, the difficulties in establishing the sources
of his thought are not insurmountable. We know mainly by reputation, with support from his scattered halakhic writings20 and the

above-mentioned article in Tevunah, that Rabbi Israel was a Talmudic genius. Elsewhere, I have shown that he knew no European

language except a rudimentary German, which he learned only in his
fifties.21 Given his linguistic limitations and polymathic rabbinic

knowledge, it is necessary to scrutinize traditional Hebrew and
Aramaic Jewish literature to identify these sources.
To do so is a threefold task. First, there are sources on which
Rabbi Israel's own phraseology constitutes a play on words, a
paraphrase, or a direct quote. To identify these sources is a task at
once immense and relatively unimportant. It is immense because it
requires an encyclopedic knowledge of traditional Jewish literature,

including the entire Hebrew Bible and Babylonian and Jerusalem
Talmud.s. The task is relatively unimportant because, when it is
completed,22 it will provide, at best, local insights into his texts23 as
well as evidence of his wide intellectual curiosity.
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Second, there are sources that directly influenced the development of individual themes in Rabbi Israel's psychology. Elsewhere, I
have identified these sources primarily as medieval Hebrew philosophic texts, particularly Jewish discussions of Aristotelian physics
and of what Harry Austryn Wolfson called the "internal senses";24
kabbalistic, rabbinic, and Musar texts play lesser roles.25
Third, there is the source of his Musar ideas taken as a wholethe origin of the basic modes of his thinking. Because Rabbi Israel
often imbues rabbinic sources with meanings of his own26 and

sometimes draws upon medieval philosophic terminology merely to
use it as a metaphor for his own notions,27 one might suppose that his
Musar thought, taken as a whole, is original; that his ideas, for all

their indebtedness to a wide range of traditional Hebrew and
Aramaic sources, acquire a freshness imparted by his own vision.
Here, I wish to argue partially to the contrary, to show that in
its basic characteristics Rabbi Israel's Musar thought resembles the
anonymous staple of medieval Musar literature, 'Ornot Zaddikim.

'Ornot Zaddikim, I wish to show, is fundamentally different in
structure and content from other seminal works of medieval Musar

literature. 'Ornot Zaddikim foreshadows a radical departure realized

in a unique and thus original way by Rabbi Israel-a departure
integral to Rabbi Israel's success at doing more than issuing Musar
works, at founding a Musar movement.
That Rabbi Israel nowhere acknowledges 'Ornot Zaddikim is
not surprising since, as I have indicated, he almost never identifies his
sources. Further, he is an enthusiast of the full diversity of medieval
Musar works. In 1844-1845, for example, he encouraged the publica-

tion of three dissimilar Musar works: Tikkun Middot ha-Nefesh
(Repair of the Traits of the Soul, eleventh century), Mesilat Ye-

sharim (Path of the Upright, eighteenth century), and Reshbon haNefesh (Reckoning of the Soul, eighteenth century).28 There is no
reason to suppose that his comprehensive reading in the Musar
literature did not extend to 'Ornot Zaddikim.29
On the basis of a number of sometimes similar, sometimes

nearly identical passages in Rabbi Israel's corpus and 'Ornot Zaddikim, I am tempted to suggest that Rabbi Israel actually draws from
it.30 I cannot suggest this confidently because some of these shared
passages are found in earlier literature, such as Maimonides' Hilkhot

De'ot, which Rabbi Israel knows and quotes in other contexts.
Textual evidence cannot definitively establish that Rabbi Israel
draws from 'Ornot Zaddikim, nor can strictly conceptual similarities.31 There is no doubt, however, that both Rabbi Israel and

'Ornot Zaddikim share a unique structure in which their common
(and other) passages are encased.
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II

To both Rabbi Israel and 'Ornot Zaddikim, the structure of their
ideas is no less central than the ideas themselves. Indeed, their ideas
acquire significance through the way they are structured. The basic

structure in both authors-a type of dissonance and discontinuityis alien to other major types of medieval Musar literature. It is unlike,
for example, the systematic, hierarchical block-building of such
staples as Mesilat Yesharim and Rovot ha-Levavot. In these works,
virtues build upon each other, the one a prerequisite to the next, all
of them together a logical progression culminating in a supreme, allinclusive state (revival of the dead in Mesilat Yesharim, love of God
in Rovot ha-Levavot). This hierarchical structure is clearly set forth
in both Mesilat Yesharim and Rovot ha-Levavot. At the beginning

of Mesillat Yesharim, the talmudic passage upon which the entire
work is based is cited:
R. Phineas ben Jair said: Torah is linked to watchfulness; watchfulness is
linked to alacrity; alacrity is linked to cleanlincss; cleanliness is linked to

asceticism; asceticism is linkcd to purity; purity is linked to saintlincss;
saintliness is linked to humility; humility is linked to fear of sin; fear of sin is
linked to Inspiration (ru'al; ha-kodesh); Inspiration is linked to revival of the
dead.

Each of these interlinking traits constitutes the name of one or more
chapters in Mesilat Yesharim.32

Systematic, linear structure is equally explicit in Rovot haLevavot. Its first chapter, on the existence and unity of God, is
conceived as a necessary underpinning for the subsequent nine

chapters, which, in turn, may be likened unto rungs on a ladder-one

must be reached before moving to the next, or, one is sustained only
by the previous. The opening paragraph of "The Chapter of Humility," the sixth chapter of Rovot ha-Levavot, is typical of all but the
book's first chapter in linking the virtue treated in one chapter to the
virtue treated before it.
As the previous treatise (chapter) dealt with the obligation to devote our
activities wholeheartedly to God alone, and pride in activities devoted to God

affects those engaged in them more swiftly than all other injurious influences,
and is, in itself, exceedingly detrimental to those activities, I realized that the

most urgent of needs necessarily to follow is an exposition of what wil keep a
human being from this defect (pride), and this is humility.33

The tenth chapter, on the love of God, is a synthesis of all the virtues
described in the previous chapters.34

Just as systematic, linear interlinkage of character traits is alien
to 'Ornot Zaddikim and Rabbi Israel, so are two other structures in
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medieval Musar literature: the concentration on a single character
trait; and the collection of unlinked topical rubrics, the assemblage of
homilies, adages, and exempla, each grouping devoted to a single

topic, such as reverence, prayer, charity, or business trustworthiness.

An example of the specialized, single-trait structure is the staple,
Sha'arei Teshuvah (Gates of Repentance, thirteenth century). Examples of the second, episodical structure are the earliest specimen of

medieval Musar literature, the last chapter of Saadia Gaon's Sefer
ha-'Emunot ve-ha-De'ot (Book of Beliefs and Opinions, ninth century);35 the main work of German pietism, Sefer Rasidim (Book of

the Pious, thirteenth century);36 and the works of two Spanish
authors, Israel AI-Nakawa and Isaac Aboav, both entitled Menorat
ha-Ma'or (Candelabrum of Light, both fourteenth century.)7

Unlike these major medieval Musar works, the structure in
'Ornot Zaddikim is neither linear nor singular nor episodically
topicaL. The reader of 'Ornot Zaddikim is made aware of the
freshness of its structure as early as its table of contents. The chapter
titles form a series of opposites: The Chapter of Pride, followed by
The Chapter of Humility; The Chapter of Shame, followed by The

Chapter of Brazenness; The Chapter of Love, followed by The
Chapter of Hatred; The Chapter of Mercy, followed by The Chapter

of Cruelty; The Chapter of Happiness, followed by The Chapter of

Anxiety; The Chapter of Alacrity, followed by The Chapter of
Laziness; The Chapter of Generosity, followed by The Chapter of
Miserliness; The Chapter of Remembering, followed by The Chapter

of Forgetting; and The Chapter of Falsehood, followed by The
Chapter of Truth. Of 'Ornot Zaddikim's twenty-eight chapters,

eighteen constitute opposite pairs, giving 'Ornot Zaddikim a structure all its own. It is a structure full of paradox and subtlety that, as
we shall see, Rabbi Israel both adopts and adapts.
I term the two basic structural characteristics of 'Ornot Zaddikim "the reversal" and "the superlative."
On its simplest level, "the reversal" is reflected in 'Ornoi
Zaddikim's alternating chapter titles. These titles inform the reader
that each character trait is important not because it is part of a larger
structure in which one trait complements or buttresses another. As
we shall see, the chapter titles of 'Ornot Zaddikim indicate that it is
good to be humble, but also good to be brazen; good to be merciful,

also good to be cruel; good to remember-and to forget. The titles

also indicate that it is bad to bc humble, but also bad to be brazen;
bad to be merciful, also bad to be cruel; bad to remember-and to

forget. One knows that paradox and ambiguity constitute the
message in the oscillation of the chapter titles because this message is
made explicit throughout the chapters themselves.
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TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Thought
Take, for example, the opening chapter in 'Ornot Zaddikim, The

Chapter of Pride. It first seems that the vices of pride are enumerated, classified, and condemned. There is pride of body and pride of
wisdom, 'Ornot Zaddikim begins. Pride of body suffuses the human
carriage; one's throat, hands, legs, forehead, eyes, ears, and nose reek
with contemptible haughtiness, annoying both man and God. Pride
of body leads to indisciplined pursuit of wealth and the lording of

one's wealth over others. People who are proud of, or with, their
bodies are likened unto idolators and wil be cut down. Pride of
wisdom includes self-praise, demeaning others, inability to admit the
truth, and rejoicing over the ignorance and misfortune of others. In

this fashion The Chapter of Pride continues relentlessly, finally
reaching this conclusion: "The proud person lusts for everything and
this is the most evil of all human traits. "38 Then, suddenly, the author

writes that there is commendable pride:
Let a man not say, "Since pride is such an evil trait I shall separate from it in
the extreme"-to such an extent that he wil not eat meat, not drink wine, not
marry, not live in a nice dwelling, not wear nice clothing but only sackcloth
and wool, and torn and dirty garments, and wil use dirty and repugnant

dishes, and wil not wash his hands, his face, and his legs until his human form
is corrupted, inferior to that of other people: all this in order to distance

himself from pride until it is possible to distance himself no further. One who
follows this course is labeled "a sinner" . . .39

Commendable pride of body includes keeping one's body clean,
and the use, not of luxurious, but of clean and fit food, furniture, and
clothing. Commendable pride of wisdom includes unflinching rebuke

of evildoers and pursuit of excellence in study of Torah, in observance of commandments, and in search for knowledge of God. To
'Ornot Zaddikim, there are no hard and fast ways to determine when
administering rebuke, pursuing excellence, and the like, reflect an
unworthy arrogance and when they reflect a worthy pride in God's

will.40 But this does not blur the distinction between contemptible
and commendable pride. Pride remains unworthy-and worthy.
In describing and analyzing pride, 'Ornot Zaddikim devotes

most of its attention to pride's unworthy side, but does warn the
reader at the outset that a reversal is to be expected. Before launching

into its extended condemnation of pride, 'Ornot Zaddikim writes,
"There is pride of body that is good, and that is bad."41 In most

subsequent chapters, there is no such warning. The reader is led to
believe that a given trait is wholly positive or wholly negative. Then,
suddenly, in the middle or toward the end of a chapter, 'Ornot

Zaddikim reverses itself. A trait hitherto condemned is now praised,
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or vice-versa. Sometimes, 'Ornot Zaddikim executes a double reversal, restating the original view of a trait, after which follows an
oscillating analysis of various worthy and unworthy aspects of the

trait. Other medieval Jewish works describe pride in the same
dialectical sense as 'Ornot Zaddikim, but only in 'Ornot Zaddikim is
the dialectical approach applied to a whole range of traits. Reversals

pervade 'Ornot Zaddikim.42 Its perspective is unpredictable and
complex, shifting in light of change in circumstances and of the
moral ambiguity that is, 'Ornot Zaddikim indicates, inherent in most
traits.
I term the second structural characteristic of 'Ornot Zaddikim
"the superlative. "43 'Ornot Zaddikim writes, for example, that it is

necessary to regard shame as "more important than all other
character traits, for through it one attains to most of the exalted
ranks and refrains from sin and all repugnant traits. "44 The priorities

of 'Ornot Zaddikim seem to be clear: cultivation of shame is the most
important task in the perfection of character. Yet, in The Chapter of
Love, 'Ornot Zaddikim writes, "Love ranks above all other traits."45
Which, then, is greater, shame or love? 'Ornot Zaddikim does not

answer the question, but complicates it. There is no surcease from

enthusiastic enumeration of superlatives: "The entire Torah is
included in the trait of willingness, and likewise all rebuke and all

blessing (are included in the trait of wilingness) . . . everything is
dependent on the trait of wilingness";46 yet, in The Chapter of
Remembering, "everything is dependent on remembering," and in
The Chapter of Fear, "everything is dependent on fear of Heaven. "47

In The Chapter of Torah, "there is no mitsvah among all the
commandments that is so weighty as (shakul ke-neged) Torah study,"
and in The Chapter of Fear, "nothing in this world is so weighty as
(shakul ke-neged) Fear of Heaven. "48 Then there is alacrity, which is

"the ornament of all the proper character traits and which rectifies
them all," yet, "if a man separates himself from two things, vainglory
and exploiting others, he has come close to all of the good ranks. "49
Vainglory and exploitation introduce 'Orbot Zaddikim's negative

superlatives, which describe not the peak or the main sustenant but

the main obstacle to character development; and here, too, superlatives seem to exclude each other. In The Chapter of Anger, 'Ornot
Zuddikim writes, "In general, one given to anger cannot acquire a

single good trait before he drives anger from his heart"; in The
Chapter of Jealousy, "one who covets is close to transgressing the
entire Torah"; in The Chapter of Flattery, "nothing in the world
closes the gates of repentance like flattery"; and in The Chapter of
Pride, "lust is most evil of all human traits. "50
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II
By definition, not more than one positive and one negative trait can
be, respectively, the best and the worst. Clearly, 'Ornot Zaddikim's
enumeration of several positive and negative superlatives is illogical,
if the book's intended impact is in logical persuasion. 'Ornot

Zaddikim, which knew of the systematic Rovot ha-Levavot,51 and
which anthologized hundreds of talmudic sources, explicated them
with aplomb, and elaborated moral ambiguities in twenty-eight
character traits-a book of this sophistication listed more than one

superlative not because it dismissed logic. Rather, something other
than logic constituted its message. It enumerated more than one
superlative since it was a new kind of Musar book.
By listing one superlative after the other,52 'Ornot Zaddikim in
effect asks the reader to refrain from analyzing the relative importance of traits treated in the book. Confronting a superlative for the
first time, the reader is bidden to concentrate on that single trait to
the exclusion of all others. For if the reader learns, say, that shame is

"more important than all of the other traits," then at least for the
moment it is as if the rest of the book does not exist. There is no
reason to proceed until the trait of shame has been mastered. If
"through shame one attains to the most exalted ranks," such as
prophecy, humility, and Fear of Heaven, and "rids himself of all
repugnant traits," there is no reason either to aspire to exalted ranks

or to counter repugnant traits until shame has been mastered. The
superlative concentrates the reader's attention on the acquisition of a
single trait to the exclusion of all else.
Only after this acquisition has been accomplished-the trait of
shame internalized-does the reader move on, expecting to encoun-

ter tasks that are complementary to the "most important" trait he has
just mastered. But no. In the next chapter, or in one shortly

thereafter, the reader again confronts a supreme task, the mastery of
still another trait that is the "most important. "53 Is this logical?

Confronting the second supreme task, the reader might well ask that
question and put the book down; but if his curiosity is piqued, he will
take up the second supreme task, will again concentrate his mental
and behavioral energies on one task to the exclusion of all else. By
the time he has mastered that trait and then encountered his third

superlative-another allegedly supreme task-the question of logic

will have become irrelevant. He wil have acquired the habit that
'Ornot Zaddikim's ceaseless listing of superlatives inculcates: the
marvelous concentration of energy for the purpose of acquiring an
indispensable character trait. The reader will have learned to fasten
his attention so persistently that he will do more than understand or
appreciate a trait; he will acquire it, will live according to it.
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In enumerating superlatives, then, 'Ornot Zaddikim's task is not

rational discourse but the nurture of behavior. A handbook of
persuasion, 'Ornot Zaddikim does not convince intellectually but

influences practically. It does not win assent but changes behavior,
does not write ethical theory but underwrites ethical action. Of

course, all Musar works, hortatory as they are, seek to underwrite
action. 'Ornot Zaddikim, however, goes beyond exhortation by
devising a mode of discourse that stimulates the aspiring pietist or

ba'al Musar to concentrate his energy and thus actualize his ethical
and spiritual commitments.
'Ornot Zaddikim has created a new category of Musar literature, significant not so much for the history of moral philosophy and
ethics as for the history of psychology. Neither precise philosophical
analysis nor elaborate pietistic theory animates 'Ornot Zaddikim.

'Ornot Zaddikim is practical piety-rhetoric designed to nurture
individual character and generate right action. 'Ornot Zaddikim's

presupposition is that intellect alone cannot shape people. 'Ornot

Zaddikim primarily responds not to the question, "Does it make
sense?" but to the question, "Does it change people?"
A recent structuring of Musar literature seeks to answer other

questions: What ideas does a Musar work reflect? What are its
sources-rabbinic, kabbalistic, neoplatonic, or German Hasidic? Is it
written for an elite or a broader group?54 Primarily intellectual and

secondarily social history are the disciplines according to which

Musar literature is structured. Broad as they are, these disciplines
nonetheless limit the analysis of Musar literature to a given work's

ideas, provenance, or intended audience. Such an analysis does not

allow for whether works of Musar define Musar or generate it,
whether they place at their center the description or the stimulation
of right action. It is not surprising, then, that the present structuring
does not list 'Ornot Zaddikim,5 notwithstanding the fact that it
has been reprinted frequently over the centuries and remains one
of the most popular of the medieval Musar works.56 To structure

Musar literature only as a niche in Jewish intellectual or social

history misses the originality-the methodology-of 'Ornot Zaddikim. Because the two fundamental, structural characteristics of
'Ornot Zaddikim mold Rabbi Israel's corpus (below, IV), it, too,
cannot fit the present structuring, which excludes Rabbi Israel's

writings and the largest outpouring of Musar literature in Jewish
57
history-the. writings of Rabbi Israel's disciples.

At first glance the superlative and the reversal contradict each other.
The superlative bids the reader to simplify his vision by concentrating
23
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on a single trait, while the reversal bids the reader to expand his
vision, to appreciate complexities in character traits, to acknowledge
that no single trait-humility to the exclusion of pride, for example-constitutes proper behavior. However unintegrated the superla-

tive and the reversal may be conceptually, they complement each

other psychologically, as mutually reinforcing stimulants of action.
The superlative concentrates the attention of the aspiring ba'al
Musar on one trait, while the reversal precipitates positive awareness

of how to cope with failure to master that trait. With the reversal,
'Ornot Zaddikim tells the reader that in the aftermath of a failed
attempt at complete, utter absorption of a given trait, other perspectives on that trait are legitimate. No trait is morally monochromatic,
to be embodied or practiced in all circumstances. The reversal tells
the reader that it is legitimate to be alive to the complexity of piety,
even as the superlative compels him temporarily to disregard complexity in order to acquire a single trait. The superlative, for example,

persuades the reader to struggle at becoming humble, even as the

reversal-the delineation of ways in which it is improper to be
humble-softens disappointment at not mastering the worthy aspects
of humility. The reversal teaches that inclinations to pride also need
to be nurtured, directed, and practiced. Of course, the unworthy
aspects of humility are not equivalent to justifiable pride, but the
sense for complexity taught by the reversal-the simultaneous praise
of humility and pride-enables an aspiring pietist, when he fails, not
to despair, not to regard the very core of his drives and inclinations as

inherently evil or irredeemable, but as misdirected. Taken together,
the superlative and the reversal persuade the reader to undertake the
diffcult task of building piety, and enable him to persevere as he fails
to complete the task. Both superlative and reversal serve a practical
purpose: the superlative, to get the Musar practitioner started, the

reversal, to keep him going; the former, to articulate a goal, the
latter, to enable the Musar practitioner to persist when he cannot
reach the goal.

iv
Thc supcrlativc and thc rcvcrsal lic at thc hcart of Rabbi Isracl's stylc

and thought. He not only uses these structural characteristics of
'Ornot Zaddikim but embellshes them. He draws out their latent
psycnological implications while establishing points of contact with
nineteenth-century psychology for which his medieval precursor has
litte affnity. Rabbi Israel not only adopts but adapts certain Hebrew
24

Hilel Goldberg

philosophic texts in evolving his theory of the unconscious;58 so, too,
in evolving his Musar, he not only uses the superlative and reversal
but extends and transforms them. As such, he is originaL.

Rabbi Israel's use of the superlative is most evident in his early,

Vilna-period writings (1843-1849). Like 'Ornot Zaddikim, Rabbi
Israel lists both positive and negative superlatives; also like 'Ornot
Zaddikim, he rarely lists them one right after the other. 59 The reader
must concentrate on them one at a time. Unlike 'Ornot Zaddikim,
Rabbi Israel enunciates not only negative and positive superlatives-

not only lowest depths to which man can fall and highest heights to

which he can rise-but a new, third type. Rabbi Israel praises as
supremely worthwhile certain types of methods by which evil man
(embodying the negative superlatives) can transform himself into
ideal man (embodying the positive superlatives).

In Rabbi Israel's Vilna writings, the positive and negative
descriptions of man, and the unrestrained extollng of methods of
behavioral change, each stand alone, their association with one
another not made explicit. By not explaining the link between them,
Rabbi Israel, like 'Orhot Zaddikim, has his reader absorb them one
at a time, concentrate all his energies on one task to the exclusion of
all else. However, Rabbi Israel, unlike 'Ornot Zaddikim, does not
rely only on literary or pietistic-intuitive sensibilities in the reader to
discern that if a given character trait is "most important," it must be

mastered before working on another. Rabbi Israel's third type of
superlative, his encomiastic praise of certain methods, makes the
methodological implications explicit and central. The supreme
importance of certain methods for acquiring a given trait-methods

such as contemplation, impassioned and rational study of Musar
works, and manipulation of the self and others-punctuate his
writings in three of his four literary periods.60 Each of these methods

constitutes a superlative because each is described as if it alone
transforms behavior and personality. For example, in the third of his

five Vilna letters, Rabbi Israel writes that impassioned Musar study
is the implement of the "war against lust," while in the fourth

Vilna letter he ignores impassioned study altogether and writes
that without manipulation one's efforts at pietistic advancement
are without significance; behavior and personality change become
"remote. "61

The presence of the third superlative in Rabbi Israel necessarily

entails a modification in the negative superlative as set forth in
'Ornot Zaddikim. 'Ornot Zaddikim usually formulates negative
superlatives in such a way that they include a methodological twist.
By telling its readers that "nothing in the world closes the gates of
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repentance like flattery," for example, 'Ornot Zaddikim not only
characterizes flattery as the worst trait, but also states that the

method, or way, to repentance is to overcome flattery.62 Rabbi Israel
includes no methodological twist in his enunciation of negative

superlatives. He simply enunciates the lowest depth to which man
can fall and then says that his contemporaries have fallen there:
"Desire for recognition, which drives a person out of the world,

envelops us-after it we tread and in its footsteps we exit-it
confounds our minds, saps our strength, distracts us from Torah
study (the essence of our life and the length of our days in this world
and the next), extorts from us good deeds and every precious

character trait. . ."; "We are sick any way you look at it"; "Most of
the time we tread in darkness, filling our bellies, satiating our low,
contemptible lusts. "63 As opposed to 'Ornot Zaddikim, the impact of

Rabbi Israel's negative superlatives is not in encouraging the reader
to find a way out of, say, his "sickness," but in compelling him to
confront it starkly, unflinchingly, even to wallow in it. Rabbi Israel's
negative superlatives move the reader closer to despair than do those

of 'Ornot Zaddikim. Rabbi Israel's reader oscillates between wider
extremes-greater depths and heights, more intense pain and anticipation-than does the reader of 'Ornot Zaddikim.
Rabbi Israel does not shrink from dark, absolute, negative

superlatives because he snatches the reader from the clutches of
despair through his new superlative-methods of behavior and
personality change. These same methods allow Rabbi Israel, in three
of his four literary periods, to urge his reader to set his sights most

high: on moral perfection, beatific intellection, humble station,
postmortal remuneration, and even prophecy64 (a rank seen by both

the Babylonian Talmud and Jewish philosophers as virtually unattainable in post-biblical Judaism).65 Methods that snatch the reader
from despair by the same token shift his vision toward supreme
felicity.

Rabbi Israel's third superlative allows him to express his
identification with certain conditions-the controlling unconscious,
the inclination to despair and alienation, the limit to freedom, the
enduring possibility of inner transformation-that he perceives and
'Ornot Zaddikim docs not. Rabbi Israel is able to cast his reader
between, say, "the alien passing shadow"M of this world and the

eudaemonic labor of Torah study because he supplies another
superlative-methods of personality and behavior change-that
enable his reader to move from the lowest to the highest plane. The
psychological orientation of Rabbi Israel's Musar is thus more
explicit and central than that in 'Ornot Zaddikim. Despite this, or
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perhaps because of it, Rabbi Israel's methods (like 'Ornot Zaddikim's
superlatives) are quite general. Rabbi Israel's reader is left to apply

them by himself, or in conjunction with a close comrade or community of comrades, in accord with his or their analysis of the
reader's drives, biases, and stability; and in accord with the view that
methods of personality and behavior change are best understood by
practicing them.67

Rabbi Israel's reticence on details of personality and behavior
change is grounded in psychology, not philosophy. His reticence does
not reflect a quandary about criteria for moving from general moral
principles to particular moral judgments. Rather, full description of

methods would only lead to paralyzing analysis and rationalization,
to "developing mechanisms of defense which insulate (the reader)
from the Torah's demands so that instead of being experienced as
living demands, they become components of intellectual construction
almost totally removed from the reality it is supposed to shape. "68
Sparse description-pungent exhortation-compels the reader to use
and differentiate methods of personality and behavior change rather

than to intellectualize-eviscerate-them.
With the reversal, too, Rabbi Israel both adopts and adapts
'Ornot Zaddikim. Like it, Rabbi Israel's corpus is permeated with
reversals; pride and humility, intellect and instinct, emotion and
ratiocination, extroversion and introversion, altruism and exploitation, to name but a few.69 To Rabbi Israel, as to 'Ornot Zaddikim,

the reversal nurtures a keen sense of ambiguity in virtues and vices.

However, Rabbi Israel not only enumerates various reversalsdiametrically opposite view of the same vice or virtue-but explicitly

formulates the reversal as a principle and conceives that principle to
be the pinnacle of his M usar. While the formulation of the reversal as
a principle is not absent in 'Ornot Zaddikim, it is only a small section
of one chapter; 'Ornot Zaddikim refers to human limbs as metaphors
for personal traits to be used in opposite ways'?o In contrast, Rabbi
Israel's principle of reversal merits pride of place in his most mature

discussion of Musar.
This discussion builds on his early, Vilna writings, in which he
uses the reversal rhetorically, shifting his reader's attention from one
view of a virtue or vice to another. In his early-German period

writings (1861-1862),71 Rabbi Israel moves from rhetoric to analysis.

He describes the pietistic personality who is to emerge from the
absorption of diametrically opposed character traits. This mature
discussion of the reversal takes place in the context of Rabbi Israel's

theory of personality and behavior alteration, tikkun ha-middot,

"the transmutation of character traits." This, in turn, is to result
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in a dialectical state termed davar ve-hippukho, "a trait and its
opposite"-a principle of reversaL.
According to Rabbi Israel, tikkun ha-middot is not subjugation
of unworthy urges, nor is it extirpation of these urges, in which case

man would be good because of the absence of psychic energy
impellng him to sin. Tikkun ha-middot is actual transmutation
of unworthy psychic energy into wholly natural drives to normative, Torah character and behavior. Quantitatively, psychic
energy remains constant as its nature is utterly transformed, elevated
into a higher state. Psychic energy, neither created nor destroyed,

changes form.72 Its higher form, or state, entails the natural man-

ifestation of a single (transformed) psychic drive in two diametrically
opposite ways; that is, it entails "a trait and its opposite."

Take, for example, arrogance and humility. These two seemingly mutually exclusive character traits do not, under the impact of
tikkun ha-middot, exclude each other, nor do they merely complement each other, as in 'Ornot Zaddikim. Arrogance, defined by

Rabbi Israel as esteem of self, is said by him to be one with
derogation of someone else, and thus humility, defined as derogation
of self, is one with esteem of someone else. By virtue of a person's
transformation of his arrogance into 0 bliviousness to his own virtues,

he is simultaneously concerned for the needs, and appreciative of the

virtues, of another. Because he regards himself as if nothing, he
regards his fellow as if everything. Self-abnegation does not involve
disregard of human dignity, but to the contrary, a person's respect
for human dignity makes him shrink before the greatness of someone

else. Two contrary attitudes-arrogance and humility, esteem and
derogation of human being-go hand in hand, reflective of a single

psychic base and manifested in a single action or attitude. "A trait
and its opposite," then, is defined by Rabbi Israel as a twofold
stance that is logically self-contradictory and psychologically wellintegrated.73

Rabbi Israel's conception of "a trait and its opposite" entails a
modification in the reversal as set forth in 'Ornot Zaddikim. There,
the reversal allows the reader who cannot perfect a given trait to
avoid despair since the vice that resists perfecting can in certain
circumstances be deemed virtuous. For Rabbi Israel, however, the
precondition to the dialectical appreciation of virtue is inner transformation. This, of course, is implied in 'Ornot Zaddikim's simultaneous praise of two opposing traits; but, while 'Ornot Zaddikim
states that it is possible for two opposing traits to be virtuous, Rabbi
Israel sets forth an inner psychological dynamic showing how it is

possible. Once again, the psychological orientation in Rabbi Israel's
ethics is more explicit and central than in 'Ornot Zaddikim.
28

Hilel Goldberg

v
Rabbi Israel's development of 'Ornot Zaddikim's basic categories
should not obscure his affinity for them. An appropriate way to
highlight this affinity is to delineate the departure of both Rabbi
Israel and 'Ornot Zaddikim from certain central themes in medieval
Musar literature. If rabbi Israel, participating in an emergent modern
psychology, goes beyond 'Ornot Zaddikim, he does so only in

sharing with it a rejection of certain fundamental ideas found in
major pre-Salanterian Musar works. We have already noted the
difference between the dialectical structure in 'Ornot Zaddikim and
Rabbi Israel's writings, and the linear or topical structure of many of
the major medieval Musar works. The distinction in structure is not
only a formal one; it entails differences in substance as welL.

A central theme in major medieval Musar works such as Rovot
ha-Levavot and Hilkhot De'ot (a subsection in Maimonides' monu-

mental code, Mishneh Torah) is the golden mean. There is much
contemporary discussion on the origin, meaning, and place of

the golden mean in medieval Musar, particularly in Maimonides.
Whether the golden mean in Maimonides is taken to be intrinsically

Jewish, intrinsically Aristotelian, or a combination of the two;
whether it is taken to constitute the whole of Maimonides' Musar, or

only part of it, or is even simply a terminological foil-whatever
put on Maimonides' golden mean74-it is fundamentally alien to both 'Ornot Zaddikim and Rabbi IsraeL. In opposition
construction is

to the golden mean is the reversaL. Setting aside exceptions and
certain ambiguities (to which I shall come shortly), the golden mean

of Maimonides entails the renunciation of extremes in favor of a
moderate, middle path-generosity, for example, is the virtuous
mean between stinginess and extravagance75-while the reversal of
'Ornot Zaddikim and of Rabbi Israel entails the renunciation of a
moderate, middle path in favor of extremes. Two extremes, not their
blending, are to be nurtured simultaneously.

An exception to Maimonides' praise of the middle path is his
instruction actively to nurture an extreme for the sake of combatting
an unworthy opposite extreme already deeply ingrained, the desired
effect of the sharp medicine being the ultimate balancing of two
extremes in a moderate, middle path. Here, Miiimonides pmises the

adoption of an extreme as a temporary measure, a necessary evil, a
thtlrapcuiic iiislrument of a higher ideal, modcration;76 while 'Orl:lOf

Zaddikim and Rabbi Israel praise the adoption of extremes as an end
in itself, as intrinsically, not instrumentally, virtuous.
Another exception to Maimonides' praise of the middle way is

his inconsistent instruction to diverge from it with respect to a few
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traits, most saliently anger and pride;77 their opposite extremes are

intrinsically, not instrumentally virtuous. Now, in order fully to
appreciate the implications of Maimonides' inconsistency for the
differences between his golden mean and the reversal in both 'Ornot

Zaddikim and Rabbi Israel, we must digress briefly. We must
examine the general problem of contradiction in Maimonides'

halakhic corpus, an issue that occupies both traditional and scholarly
commentators.
The least common solution is to resort to various technical
explanations (Twersky lists five). 78 The most common solution is to

regard inconsistency in Maimonides' halakhic corpus less as a
problem than as an opportunity to search either for an underlying,
unifying concept that removes the contradiction, or for an implicit or
latent distinction that justifies the divergence. There are, however,
other possibilities: that Maimonides' extreme strictures on anger and
pride were grounded in personal concern about his own tendencies

toward anger, biting irony, and vehement certainty;79 that an incon-

sistent advocacy of moderation and extremism derived from a
special, absolute intensity of intellectual involvement (attributed to
preeminent talmudic scholars)80 that leaves insufficient time or
energy to systematize or understand everything; or, that Maimonides
was influenced from without the bounds of sacred texts,81 that he
struggled with conflcts between his own conception (moderation)
and the teachings of tradition (extremism regarding, for example,
pride and anger).

To pose nontechnical, nonconceptual explanations of an inconsistency in Maimonides' halakhic corpus is to suggest that it is not
fruitful to read back into it the criticonceptual, tosafist method,

which, as an Ashkenazi phenomenon, developed in twelfh-century
Germany and France, and in which Maimonides had no part. 82 This

dialectical method dissects each and every line of talmudic texts with
an eye toward the identification of problems in logic, the unfolding of
latent unities, and the resolving of contradictions in a highly sophisti-

cated and complex way-and dominates talmudic discourse up to

this day. With its momentous achievements and influence, this
method can blind one to the fact that it may be unhelpful when
applied to a Maimonidean text, the Mishneh Torah, whose sys-

tematizing is preponderantly of a different order, more in the way of

codification and classification than conceptualization. To locate a
contradiction or ultimate uncertainty in Maimonides, then, is simply
to look at tensions inherent in the talmudic texts as Maimonides
himself, with his personality, ratiocinational intensity, or intellectual
conflicts, confronted these texts; in particular it is to observe that his
advocacy of the mean and his renouncing it regarding two particular
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traits pose a genuine quandary, not an opportunity for technical or
conceptual ingenuity.

Now, even though they operate with a Musar principle very

different from Maimonides' golden mean, 'Ornot Zaddikim and
Rabbi Israel quote directly or paraphrase closely Maimonides'

strictures about anger and pride.83 This suggests that the measuring

rod of convergence or divergence by Maimonides, on the one hand,
and by 'Ornot Zaddikim and Rabbi Israel, on the other, is not to be
applied to those traits on which rabbinic teaching had already made
clear pronouncements-about which any traditional thinker would

have no leeway-but only to matters, such as Musar principles,
about which normative conclusions had not yet been reached.

Maimonides, of course, asserts that even the mean itself is normative,
that unless otherwise specified84 "the rule of the Torah is in actual

fact the rule of mean, "85 but mere assertion of a claim does not
establish its validity.86 'Ornot Zaddikim and Rabbi Israel also assert
that the reversal is grounded in rabbinic sources, and this assertion,
too, is in essence not argued.8 Clearly, when a Musar thinker moves
beyond unequivocal rabbinic directives on specific traits or acts to

general principles of Musar, his own reading of the implications and
purposes of rabbinic tradition playa role.88 For Maimonides, the
controllng principle is "the golden mean," a moderate blending of
extremes into a middle path; for 'Ornot Zaddikim and Rabbi Israel,

the principle is a dialectical nurturing of extremes into a bipolar,
fluctuating path. For all of them, a divergence from explicit rabbinic
teaching on specific traits, such as pride and anger, for whatever
reason-personal, ratiocinational, intellectual-is impossible.89
Some contend that Maimonides' deviation from the golden
mean represents not a genuine quandary but a new, competing
principle: saintliness, or extremism (middat nasidut), fit for the elite.
Here, the argument is that Maimonides, indeed, faces a conflict
between traditional, Jewish sources and nontraditional, Aristotelian
plays the Aristotelian teaching of
moderation in favor of the rabbinic teaching of nasidut, at least for
ones; and that ultimately he down

an elite. This contention, though not without some support in
Maimonides, is diffcult to sustain,90 but even if it were correct-even

if Maimonides "regularly invokes the role of the mean but just as
regularly deviated from it" toward "one of the extremes"91-

Maimonides is no less unlike 'Ornot Zaddikim and Rabbi IsraeL.
They deviate from the mean toward not one extreme but two
opposite extremes, and they deviate not regularly but almost always.

The operating principles of Maimonides and of 'Ornot Zaddikim and
Rabbi Israel remain distinct and disjunct.
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it 'Ornot Zaddikim and Rabbi Israel do not adopt or adapt
Aristotle's golden mean,92 neither do they favor the extremes of

neoplatonism. Under neoplatonic dualism-medieval Musar literature's major alternative to the golden mean-the human body is
either rejected or subordinated in favor of the nurture of ascetic

spiritual extremes. The major medieval Musar work that sets forth
the neoplatonic ideal is Bahya ibn Pakuda's Rovot ha-Levavot. With
Bahya, as with Maimonides, the contemporary discussion does not
materially affect my treatment. Whether the dualism of Bahya is
taken to be intrinsically Jewish, intrinsically neoplatonic and Islamic,
or a combination of the two,93 it is fundamentally alien to 'Ornot

Zaddikim-and especially to Rabbi IsraeL. In opposition to Bahya's
dualism is the reversal (davar ve-hippukho) of Rabbi IsraeL. Setting

aside exceptions and certain ambiguities (to which I shall come
shortly), the neoplatonic asceticism of Bahya entails the renunciation
of the body in favor of the soul. The reversal of Ornot Zaddikim and
Rabbi Israel, however, entails a paradoxical return to the body

through the nurture of the soul, that is to say, the reversal entails
ultimately the nurture of two extremes, the body and the souL.

Bahya delineates two types of asceticism (perishut) in the first
three sections of the ninth chapter of Rovot ha-Levavot. The first
type, "general asceticism," is least relevant. "General asceticism" is to
be practiced not only by Jews but by all peoples. It is, simply, to live

in accord with the principle that physical lusts and secular strivings
must be moderated to avoid bodily harm and social disruption. It is a
religious ideal only insofar as it best enables man to propagate the
species and maintain general social order. General asceticism is thisworldly and dictated by reason (9: 1).
"Special asceticism," taught by both reason and Torah (9: 1), is a

religious ideaL. It is with respect to this ideal that differences between

Bahya and Rabbi Israel emerge. Bahya describes three types of
special ascetics: first, those who flee society, live as recluses, subsist on whatever they find, and dress in worn clothes, all the
while intoxicated with fear and love of God; second, those who
renounce superfluous needs stemming both from without (food,
drink, apparel, dwelling) and from within (speech, laughter, rest,
longing for material goods), but who do not withdraw from society;
and, third, those who abhor with heart and mind the world and its

wealth, acquiring only bare necessities, but who participate actively
in occupations that benefit mankind (9:3).

This last, third class of ascetic, which Bahya regards as most
closely reflecting the Torah, is but one of two types of ascetics whom
Bahya regards as ideaL. The other type consists of "doctors of faith."
They undertake a special ascetic regimen in times of great spiritual
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decline-unrestrained acquisition and unbridled lust (which Bahya

claimed to characterize his own era)94-in order to serve as exemplars of religious discipline and teachers of return to faith, virtue, and
the commandments (9:2). Both of Bahya's ideal ascetics share in the
difficult, simultaneous participation in and recoil from society. It is
the understanding of just this combination about which Bahya and
Rabbi Israel differ. Under this combination Bahya's ascetics manifest
a fundamental tension and dualism, while Rabbi Israel's ascetic
manifests a fundamental wholeness and unity.

Unlike Bahya's ascetics, who always remain essentially alien-

ated from worldliness, Rabbi Israel's ascetic renounces certain
worldly needs and then dialectically returns to the world. Rabbi
Israel's ascetic, who, to begin with, does not renounce bodily needs
such as food,95 does renounce psychological needs such as recognition and arrogance, but renunciation is merely the first and lowest

rank of spiritual perfection. The highest rank is tikkun ha-middot,
"the transmutation of character traits," which, as indicated, entails a

harmonious, natural manifestation of a single psychic drive in
diametrically opposite ways: giving recognition to another person
while recoiling at its bestowal on oneself, for example. Bahya's

ascetics, however, remain unharmonious and split, for even the third
and highest class of ascetic, who does not renounce bodily needs and
worldly occupations, holds this world and its wealth in abhorrence.
And Bahya's doctor of faith, who, like Rabbi Israel's ascetic, does

undertake a regimen of abstinence in order to be more capable of
giving to others, nevertheless differs from Rabbi Israel's ascetic on
two counts.
First, Bahya's ascetic is part of an elite, one of a special class of
abstainers who serve as religious healers in a time of religious decline,
while Rabbi Israel's asceticism is for everyone at all times.

Second, and more important, Bahya's ascetic undergoes no
inner psychological transformation. He simply undertakes a regimen
of self-control and pedagogy, while Rabbi Israel's ascetic, with
respect to himself, "is separated from all pleasures of the world" in
the manner of the "higher beings," and, with respect to other people,
"feels and understands all pleasures of the world" in the manner of
the "lower beings. "96 The twofold perspective of Rabbi Israel's ascetic

is not disjunctive, but harmoiiious. For, to Rabbi Isracl, whcn cvcry

person, in his aspiration to emulate "the higher beings," liberates
himself from the bondage of psychological need, he instinctively
turns to meet the psychological needs of "the lower beings," the

community of man. When Rabbi Israel's ascetic ascends, he
descends. Just when he conquers himself, mastering "a trait and its
opposite," he serves his fellow. Personal piety does not just entail but
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There is no study which traces the emergence of musar as the generic term for a wideranging and diverse Hebrew literature. The aim of this study is to refine the definition of

that literature, not of its name.
2. Many works. such as Sha'arei Teshuvah (thirteenth century), 'Orl;ol Zaddikim (fourteenth
century? Cf. below, note 29), and Mesilal Yesharim (eighteenth century), went througb

several Hebrew editions even before the Hebrew publishing explosion after World War II.
Kitãb a/-Hidãya i/ã Farã'id a/-Qu/ub (eleventh century), which Joseph Dan calls the most
influential single Musar work in a period of over 600 years, was translated by ibn Tibbon
into Hebrew (.fovOl ha-Levavoi), which version was subsequently translated back into

Arabic, and into Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, Yiddish, French, German, and English
(Duties of ihe Heart). The ibn Tibbon translation has also been published in several

abridgements. Joseph Dan, "Ethical Literature," Encyclopedia Judaica (1972) vol. 6,926
(hereafter, Dan, "Ethical Literature'); Georges Vajda, "Bahya ben Joseph ibn Paquda,"
Encyclopedia Judaica (1972), vol. 4, 106.
3. A possible exception is .fasidul Ashkenaz (German Pietism, thirteenth century). There is
little evidence (other than that internal to German Pietism itself) that it embraced more
than a few adherents. The debate among historians is whether the stance in the literary
remains of German Pietism is popular or elitist, filled with social concern or limited to
pietistic restrictions and goals of interest to a few. The former view, which held sway for

decades, was articulated by Yitzhak Baer and accepted by Gershom Scholem and Joseph
Dan (though Scholem and Dan regard German Pietism's primary significance not as social
but as theological).

Revisionist scholarship, led by Marcus (building on the adumbrative work of
Simhoni) and by Soloveitchik, renders the possibility that German Pietism was a broadbased movement doubly remote by casting doubt on whether even its self-conception, as

reflected in its major work, Sefer I,asidim, was anything besides elitist. Marcus in
particular differentiates the argument by showing that only rarely in Sefer I,asidim is there
even a claim that German Pietism either controlled a community or successfully separated
from it into "utopian communes of the godly," the usual condition of the German pietists

being a minority-and a ridiculed one at that-within the rest of the Jewish society.
Marcus maintains further that the debate over elitism in German Pietism was grounded in
German Pietism itself, that its leading disciple, Eleazar, recognized the failure ofthe elitist
sectarian orientation of its (and his) leading mentor, Judah; and, accordingly, authored
works that excised the more radical, exc1usivistic pietistic demands, making it more

personalist, less socially-directed-the occupation of individuals, not of communities. See
Yitzhak Baer, "Ha-Megamah ha-Datit-ha-l;evratit she1 Sefer .fasidim," Zion (1937), #3;
Gershom Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Myslicism (New York, 1961), chapter three (a
modification of Scholem's earlier view of German Pietism is in "Three Types of Jewish
Piety," Eranos Jahrbuch (1969), #37,344); Dan's numerous writings on German Pietism,

listed in the bibliography of Ivan Marcus, Piely and Socieiy: The Jewish Pieiisis of
Medieva/ Germany (Leiden, 198 I); Haym S oloveitchik, "Three Themes in Sefer .fasidim. "

Associaiionfor Jewish Sludies Review (1976), #1, 325-338; Y. N. Simhoni, "Ha-l;asidut
ha-Ashkenazit bi-mei ha-Beinayim," Ha-Zefirah (1917).
This is not the place for an extended analysis of the difference in social goals and

success between German Pietism and the Musar movement (Ienu'al ha-Musar) begun by

Rabbi IsraeL. The outline of that analysis is twofold: (a) the Musar movement was
nonelitist in aim from 1841 to 1857; (b) when the Musar movement changed after Rabbi
Israel departed from Lithuania for Western Europe in about 1858, at which time two of

his

three major disciples, and their disciples in turn, narrowed the social orientation of the
movement, it nonetheless differed from German Pietism in at least six ways. Unlike
German Pietism, the Musar movement: 1. neither undertook to sustain nor even advocated
purely Musar settlements or purely endogenous Musar marriages; 2. did not cease to aspire
to place its students in the intellectual establishment (an aspiration sometimes unrealized,
sometimes eminently realized); 3. did not regard its concentration in talmudic academies
(yeshivol) as withdrawal from society but as an attempt to train its leaders; 4. did not

regard only a Musar adherent as the legitimate performer of religious acts (such as the
sounding of the shofar) executed on behalf of the community or as the sage from whom
guidance on halakhic matters was to be sought; 5. did not insist that its dead be buried
alongside only fellow Musar adherents; 6. did not require specific initiatory rites.
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or new leadership in academies in Baltimore, New York, Cleveland, and Lakewood, New
Jersey, from the late 1920s through the early 1940s. (A small emigration of American and
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1930s.)

The character of tbe movement was changed radically by America and by the
Holocaust-a subject beyond the present purview.
9. Hilel Goldberg, "An Early Psychologist of the Unconscious," Journal of the Hislory of
Ideas (April-June, 1982).

10. Rabbi Israel's reputation as a pietist is recorded of course in the memoir literature of the
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example, David Frishman, "Sheloshah she-'Akhelu," Kol Kitvei David Frishman (Warsaw
the
one work (Abraham Mapu, 'Ayit Tzavu'ah (Vilna, 1869)) penned in Rabbi Israel's lifetime

and New York, 1929), voL. 1,123-31), and indirectly, through the reserved reception of

that was critical of his person. Now, there was clearly a critical reaction to the Musar
movement (Dov Katz, Pulmus ha-Musar (Jerusalem, 1972)), but the attack was careful to
distinguish between Rabbi Israel's ideas and activities, on the one hand, and his person, on
the other. The ideas and activities were criticized; the person was not. For one of many
examples of this distinction, see "Shivrei Ra'yonot," Ha-Meliiz (1897), #109.
Rabbi Israel's pedagogical impact is manifest in the intellectual capability of such
disciples as the chief rabbi of St. Petersburg (Yitzhak Blazer), the dean of the Te1she

yeshiva (Eliezer Gordon), and the first chief rabbi of New York City (Jacob Joseph); in the
pietistic attainments of such disciples as Nafta1i Amsterdam; and in the organizational
capabilities of such disciples as the principal of the Ke1m Talmud Torah (Simhah Zisl Ziv).
11. On the suitability of the intellectual and temperamental qualities of Rabbi Israel in an era

of breakdown, see Hillel Goldberg, "Toward an Understanding of Israel Salanter"
(Tradiiion. Summer 1976), IIa, esp. 96-100. See also Emmanuel Etkes, R. Yisrael Salanter
ve-Reshitah she! Tenu'at ha-Musar (Jerusalem, 1982); Michael Stanislawski, Tsar Nicholas
I and ihe Jews: The Transformaiion of Jewish Sociely in Russia 1825-1855 (Philadelphia,
1983); and Shaul Stampfer, Sheloshah Yeshivoi Lita'iyyol ba-Me'ah ha-19 (unpublished

dissertation, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 198 i), esp. chapters 6-8.
12. See below, Dan, note 54.
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13. The letters first appear in 'Or Yisrael, 42-47; subsequent editions listed in Goldberg,

Bibliography 2a, 3. Original manuscripts of these letters are not extant. It is possible that
they were edited by Blazer, but if they were it is unlikely that they were edited for sources
(see Blazer's comment, 109, in which he indicates that it is the record of Rabbi Israel's lifenot his thought~which ought to be abridged); see also Goldberg, 56, note 204.
14. These homilies (derashot) appear in 'Even Yisrael (editions listed in Goldberg, Bibliography 2a, I). Sources cited in the homilies include Tana de- Vei Eliyyahu, Shull;an 'Arukh,

Binah la-'Iiiim, Mesilat Yesharim, and Nefesh ha-Rayyim.
15. 'Or Yisrael, #21 (67); Wilman, #6, #8, #9a.
16. 19geret ha-Musar (appended to Tomer Devorah (1858)), in 'Or Yisrael, 103-8 (editions
listed in Goldberg, Bibliography 2a, i).
17. 'Or Yisrael, 105.

18. 'Or Yisrael, esp. #8, #13, #15, (cf. #7, #14, #16, #20); Wi1man, #15, #17, #25, #27, #29, #33,
#35, #39, #45, #49, #50a, #65-69(7?). Rabbi Israel's two most interesting German-period
letters are Wilman, #33, and #62.

In #33 (1874), Rabbi Israel cites an analysis in Monaisschrift für Geschichle und
Wissenschaft des Juden/ums (1873) by M. S. Zuckermande1 of a Mishnah in Nazir-an

analysis with which Rabbi Israel takes issue, which serves as a springboard for the
clarification of his views on the authority of the Talmud, and which, finally, clarifies how
well he knew German.

In #62 (1883), it is Rabbi Israel who, to the best of my knowledge, for thefirst time in
Hebrew literature uses the term da'al Torah to connote the unchallengeable authority of
preeminent talmudic scholars in any and every area of life. In Rabbi Israel's thought, the
use of da'al Torah ("the Torah perspective') is threefold: psychological, theological, and
ideologicaL. Psychologically the term relates to his complex analysis of subjectivity and

objectivity in knowledge of Torah and of other Jewish sacred literature (Goldberg, Part
Four, chapter three); theologically, it relates to his views on the identity and authority of
interpreters of Jewish sacred literature; ideologically, it relates to his understanding that a
besieged Orthodoxy needed a new kind of leadership. In the term's subsequent, infuential
history in the Orthodox, Agudath Israel religious-political movement, Rabbi Israel's

theological and ideological, but not psychological, connotations are adopted and
expanded. See Lawrence Kaplan, "Rabbi Isaac Hutner's 'Da'at Torah Perspective' 00 the
Holocaust: A Critical Analysis," Tradition (Fall, 1980), esp. 248, note 5.

19. "Ma'amar be-'Inyan Lomedei Torateinu ha-Kedoshah," 'Eiz Peri (Vilna, 1881), ed.
anonymous (ed. N. Z. Finkel; Dov Katz, Tenu'al ha-Musar, vol. 3 (Tel Aviv, 1956),26);
I;okerei nefesh, 13.

In earlier writings, Rabbi Israel, notwithstanding his explicit and emphatic veneration
of traditional sources, made explicit his occasional use of sources for his own purposes. See
Goldberg, 103. notes 11, 13.
20. Reputation: see, among many, the testimonies of Abraham Isaac Kuk and Eliezer Gordon
(Sha'arei Zion, Kislev-Shevat, 1933, 16). Halakhic writings: Goldberg, Bibliography 2b.
21. Goldberg, Part Five, 171, note 173.

22. This task has been begun by Binyamin Y. Zilber in 'Or Yisrael ha-Shalem (Benei Berak,
1979); see also the notes of Mordechai Pachter in Kiivei R. Yisrael Salan/er (Jerusalem,
1972) and of E. Ben Zion Bruk in 'Or Yisrael'im 'Iyyunim u- Vi'urim (Jerusalem 1978).
23. When I wrote this, only the commentaries listed in note 22 were available; 'Or Yisrael haMefurash, by Uri Weissb1um (Benei Berak, 1987), had not yet appeared. In one way, 'Or
Yisrael ha-Mefurash is a work awaited almost a century, since the publication of 'Or
Yisrael in 1900. 'Or Yisrael ha-Mefurash has the anticipated encyclopedic range, with the

consequent benefits of identifying most of Rabbi Israel's immediate sources, showing how
he pieced together his phrases from an immense rabbinic knowledge. Also as anticipated,
'Or Yisrael ha-Mefurash leaves open the question of broader infuences, of intellectual
themes, and even, at times, of fundamental hermeneutic (peshai).
24. The internal senses controlled or informed a number of Rabbi Israel's writings in all of his

periods. See Goldberg, Vilna period, 28-31; Kovno period, 86-91; Goldberg, "Early
Psychologist" (note 9), Vilna, Kovno, and German periods.
25. Goldberg, 101-4, 175 note 10, 189-90; Excursus, "Did Israel Salanter Study Philosophy
and Kabbalah?"
26. Ibid., 103 note 13.
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27. Ibid.. 28-31, 87, 88-9.

28. Dov Katz, Tenu'al ha-Musar, vol. I (Tel Aviv, revised 1952), 155. On Tikkun Middol haNefesh, see below, note 43.
29. Of the seventy-three editions of OZ (1542-1979) listed in the Jewish National Library
catalogue (Jerusalem), thirty-one were published in Rabbi Israel's lifetime; and of these
thirty-one. six were published in cities in which Rabbi Israel was known to have lived
(Vi1na, 1848, 1853, 1880; Koenigsberg, 1851, 1858, 1859). He had ample opportunity to see

OZ. (To the seventy-three editions listed by the Jewish National Library one may add
Hayyim Yitzhak Lipkin, 'Orl;ol Zaddikim im Bi'ur Derekh Tovim (Jerusalem, 1983).
Identification of the author of OZ has eluded scholars for centuries. Those who have
identified the author have been disproven. More cautious inquiries have limited themselves
to identifying the time in which he lived, and even these inquiries are inconclusive.
An example of failure at direct identification are the title pages of editions (e.g., of
1830, 1871, 1873, 1905, 1930) on wbich the author is listed as the mentor of Yosef ibn

Megash. As Yaakov Reifman wrote well over one hundred years ago, attribution of
authorship to a mentor of ibn Megash (1077-1141) is impossible since OZ cites several
authorities who lived in the thirteenth century. See Yaakov Reifman, "Devarim 'Anadim

'al Sefer 'Ornot Zaddikim," Ha-Karmel (1862), #33, 271-2, #34, #278-9. For weighty
arguments against attribution of authorship of OZ to Yom Tov Lipman Muelhausen
(fourteenth-fifteenth centuries) by Moritz Guedemann (Die Geschichle Erzzehungswesen
und der Cultur der abendlaendischen Juden (1880-88), voL. 3, 223), see Yehuda Kaufman,

R. Yom Tov Lipman Milhoyzen (New York, 1927),85-6.
Kaufman dates OZ to the mid-fifteenth century because OZ refers to the expulsion of
the Jews from France as an event two to three generations past. Kaufman notes that Jews
were expelled from France in 1395. However, in France, in the chaotic fourteenth century
of local expulsions, confscations, readmissions, and persecutions, there were two general
expulsions, in 1306 and 1395. While Kaufman takes the expulsion referred to in OZ as that
of 1395, Simha Assaf takes it to be the one of 1306 and, accordingly, dates OZ to the

fourteenth century. Be all this as it may, by the mid-sixteenth century, OZ was a well
established work since, as Reifman first demonstrated, Elijah de Vidas's Reshii llokhmah
(1575) cites whole sections of OZ. Recent scholarship has differed over the extent to which
the sixteenth-century Safed scholars quoted from OZ. See Moshe Halamish, "Le-She'elat

Zehuto shel ha-Sefer 'Bet Middot ha-Nizkar be-Sefer l;aredim u-ve-Reshit l;okhmah,'''
Kiryai Sefer (1972) #47, and Mordechai Pachter, "Le-'Inyan ha-Muva'ot me-'Ornot
Zaddikim be-Sifrei ha-Musar shel l;akhmei Zefat," Kiryal Sefer (1972) #47. See Simha
Assaf, ed., Mekorol le-Toledol ha-llinnukh be- Yisra'el, voL. I (Tel Aviv, 1925),24-5.
It is clear from citations by the sixteenth-century Safed scholars as well as from several

other works and from the title pages of OZ itself that the work now known as 'Orl;ol
Zaddikim was known by several other names, such as Sefer ha-Middol and 'Orl;ol llayyim
(Halamish, Pachter; Reifman, 278; title pages of over half of OZ's seventy-three editions
list an alternative title). Reifman even believes that OZ's reference to itself in the Chapter of
Repentance by the name 'Or!:ol Zaddikim is a later interpolation by an unknown scribe or
printer who himself titled the work as we know it (278).
30. On the irrationality of humility, compare Rabbi Israel (Goldberg, 49 note 178) with OZ,

32-33; on theodicy, especially on the ultimate uncertainty of moral standing and the
necessity of assuming the worst, compare Rabbi Israel (Goldberg, Part Two. chapter three;
Part Five, chapter three) with OZ, 71,90. 130 (fifteenth remembrance), 155; on feigning

anger, compare Rabbi Israel ('Even Yisrael, 34) with OZ, 98 (cf. De'ol 2:3); on behavioral

propriety as best generated by intellect emptied of all but one normative idea, compare
Rabbi Israel (Goldberg, 33-5, 118 note 86, 140 note 200) with OZ, 110 (on OZ's use of

"heart" (110) as "mind," see 175,221 (but cf. 184-5); see also 128); on the relation of
character to intellectual attainment of truth, compare Rabbi Israel (Goldberg, Part Four,
chapter three) with OZ, 147; on flattery as a technique of positive manipulation, compare
Rabbi Israel ('Or Yisrael, 46) with OZ, 161-2; on speech and solitude, compare Rabbi
Israel ('Even Yisrael, 35,37-8) with OZ, 175 (see also 186); below, note 70.

31. Isadore Twersky's admonition in a different context is instructive here, too: ". . . (a)
method of abstraction and conceptualization. . . requires constraint. . . . Checks and
balances for unfettered conceptualization should always be taken into account." Introduction 10 ihe Code of Maimonides (Mishneh Torah) (New Haven, and London, (980), 319
(hereafter, "Twersky'').
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32. Moshe Hayyim Luzzatto, Mesilat Yesharim (Jerusalem, 1966), based on Phineas ben
Jair's listing in 'Avodah Zarah 30b (also appended to the last Mishnah in Sotah). While
most traits in the listing occupy two to four chapters, the last two traits are compressed into
a single chapter~the last.

33. Bahya ibn Pakuda, I:ovol ha-Levavol. trans. Moses Hyamson, Duties olihe Heart
(Jerusalem, 1965), vol. 2, 69. See note I for additional bibliographical information.
34. Georges Vajda, La ihéologie ascétique de Bahya Ibn Paquda (Paris, 1947), 22-3.

35. Kitãb a1-Amãnãt wa-al-ltiqãdãt, translated from Arabic by Yehudah ibn Tibbon to
Hebrew in 1186 as SeIer ha-'Emunol ve-ha-De'ol (Constantinople. 1562), by S. Rosenblatt
into English as The Book 01 Belielsand Opinions (New Haven, 1948), and by Y. Kafah into
Hebrew as Ha-Nivnar be-'Emunol u-ve-De'ol (Jerusalem, 1970). Eliezer Schweid ("Torat
ha-Musar ha-Datit shel Rav Saadyah Gaon," Mel;karei Yerushalayim be-Mal;ashevet

Yisra'el, 1982 #3,29-32) attempts to identify an implicit, quasilinear structure in Saadia's

succession of what to me are obviously unlinked topics, some said by Schweid to be linked
in pairs, all said to be prerequisites to the final trait, tranquility. The preceding twelve traits
are, in order: abstinence, eating and drinking, sexual intercourse. eroticism, accumulating
of money, begetting of children, habitation of the world, longevity, dominion, revenge,

wisdom, and worship. For substantive distinctions between Saadia, on the one hand, and
OZ and Rabbi Israel, on the other, see below, Part V and note 89.
36. There is no complete critical edition of the major literary product of I:asidul Ashkenaz,
SeIer I:asidim; there are two manuscripts (Bologna, 1538; Parma, 189 i). Marcus has
shown that the Bologna ms. consists of more than one recension, and that when its
recensions are stacked alongside each other, as well as alongside the Parma recension, a
pattcrn of similar topics in similar order emerges in three of the four recensions. This

pattern, however, while more than "a mass of casual jottings" (Scho1em), is nonetheless
episodical, as, for example, the Parma recension: ", . . The Dead, Harmful Spirits, Prayer,
Sabbath, Books, Study, Charity, Honoring Parents, Pietism, Ritual Slaughter and Purity,
W omen, Business Trustworthiness, Bans and Oaths." The only conceptual structure in
major writings of German Pietism is c1ementary, the preface of a tract on pietism to one on

penitential matters. See Ivan G. Marcus, "The Recensions and Structure of SeIer
I:asidim." Proceedings 01 ihe American Academy lor Jewish Research (1978) #45; idem,
"The Organization of the Haqdamah and Hilekhoih I:asiduth of Eleazar of Worms' SeIer
ha-Roqean," Proceedings olihe American Academy lor Jewish Research (1968) #36; idem,

Pieiy and Society (above, note 3), 37; Gershom Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish
Myslicism (New York, 1961),83.
37. Israel A1-Nakawa, Menoral ha-Ma'or, ed. H. G. Enelow (New York, 1929-1934); Isaac
Aboav, Menoral ha-Ma'or, ed. Naftali Ben Menahcm (Jerusalem, 1953). The latter work
has gone through seventy-six editions and translation into Hebrew, Spanish, Ladino, and
German (Ben Menahem's listing, 1953), and is now being translated into English by

Yaakov Y. Reinman (voL. I, 1982). The former work was first described by Solomon
Schechter in Monaisschrifilür Geschichte und Wissenschali des Judenlums (1885), #34,

114-26,234-40, and the only surviving complete manuscript (Bodleian ms. opp. (46) was
published by Enelow; the last chapter was published by J. C. Wagenseil in Belehrung der

Jüdisch-Teuischen Red-und Schreibarl (Koenigsberg, 1699) and Yaakov Emden in Migdal
'Oz (Altona, 1748).

38. OZ, 15-25; quotation, 16.
39. Ibid., 16-17.

40. Ibid" 21-2.
41. Ibid" 14.

42. In The Chapter of Pride, 22; The Chapter of Shame, 39; The Chapter of Brazenness, 42;

The Chapter of Love, 43, 44,49; The Chapter of Hatred, 57; Thc Chaptcr of Mcrcy, 59;

The Chapter of Cruelty, 63; The Chapter of Happiness, 67, 69-70, 86; The Chapter of
Anxiety, 87, 89: The Chapter of Contrition, 91-2; The Chaptcr of Anger. 96; The Chapter
of Willingness, 102; The Cbapter of Jealousy, 108; The Chapter of Alacrity, 114; The
Chapter of

Laziness, i 18; The Chapter of Generosity, 123; The Chapter of Miserliness, 124;

The Chapter of Remembering, 136; The Chapter of Forgetting, 137; The Chapter of
Silence, 141-2; The Chapter of Falsehood, 150; The Chapter of Flattery, 160; The Chapter
of Slander, 173-4.
43. Neither the reversal nor the superlative is wholly original with Oz. An embryonic use of

the

reversal is found, for example, in I:ovol ha-Levavol 3:10, which pairs twenty opposing
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traits. In this l;ovol ha-Levavol resembles OZ's rotating chapter headings. However, while
l;ovol ha-Levavol identifies the proper use of opposing traits, OZ goes further. It identifies

positive and negative uses within a single chapter-within a single trait. OZ's opposing
traits are individually multidimensional, while l;ovol ha-Levavol's opposing traits are

unidimensional (although in a single instance, in 2:5, l;OVOi ha-Levavoi describes one trait

multidimensionally).

More akin to OZ is Shlomo ibn Gabirol's Tikkun Midddol ha-Nefesh (c. 1045;
translated from Arabic by Yehudah ibn Tibbon to Hebrew in 1167, by Stephen S. Wise to
English as The Improvement of ihe Moral Qualiiies (New York, 1901), and by Noah H.
Brown to Hebrew (Tel Aviv, 195 I)). Ibn Gabirol's work contains the reversal in OZ's sense
in eleven of
its twenty chapters, and the superlative in five chapters. I have chosen to regard
OZ and not ibn Gabirol as Rabbi Israel's major precursor for several reasons.
First, the superlative, though present in Tikkun Middol ha-Nefesh. plays a minor role
therein.
Second, the reversal, though not merely present but prominent in Tikkun Middol haNefesh. is nonetheless substantively attenuated, and this in several senses: in ibn Gabirol, a
trait's opposite uses are not always made clear; a trait is never contrasted to itself in more
than one way; and the contrasting use of a given trait is rarely elaborated.
Third, Tikkun Middol ha-Nefesh does not follow the implications of the reversal to
the bipolar conclusions found in both OZ and Rabbi IsraeL. Ibn Gabirol even seems to
contradict, or, at least, to obviate the importance of the reversal by advocating the mean
immediately after praising the reversaL. Initially (in the manner of OZ and Rabbi Israel) ibn
Gabirol notes that every reprehensible trait has its useful aspect, and that every
praiseworthy trait is often harmful, and then concludes: "Therefore the thoroughly wise

and ethically trained man must abandon both extremes and sct about the right mean"
(Wise, 84). (For more on the contrast between the mean and OZ's and Rabbi Israel's
nurturing of extremes, see below, Part V,)

Fourth, ibn Gabirol's work as a whole is unelaborated and sketchy (as the author
himself notes in his conclusion), and lacks in general coherence due to what the author
takes to be scientific interruptions. Tikkun Middot ha-Nefesh was the product of a
precocious but not yet intellectually mature twenty-five-year-old whose best work was yet
to come, and was to lie in philosophy and poetry, not in Musar.
N ow, even if OZ, as the more substantial, consistent, and dense of the two structurally

similar works, is the more important for restructuring medieval Musar literature, the
question may still be raised as to whether Tikkun Middol ha-Nefesh. and not OZ, was most
likely to have infuenced Rabbi IsraeL. Tikkun Middol ha-Nefesh, it will be recalled, was
one of

three works whose republication Rabbi Israel sponsored in Vilna in 1844. Clearly he

attached importance to the work. Nonetheless, he cites it not once throughout his writings
and, as far as I recall, none of his writings relies on any of its specific teachings even

implicitly. OZ (like Tikkun Middot ha-Nefesh) was available to Rabbi Israel (above, note

29), and if either of the two infuenced him directly, it is less likely that the more
rudimentary, tentative, and diffuse of the two works would have done so.
44. OZ, 35.
45. Ibid., 43.
46. Ibid., 100-1.
47. Ibid., 126, 232.

48. Ibid., 218,236.
49. Ibid., 112,49.

50. Ibid., 95, 105, 163, 16; see also the Chapter of Laziness, 117. OZ contains many more
superlatives; see below, note 52,
51. Ibid., 128.

52. Sixtt't:n uf OZ's twenty i;ighl cliupters cunluin supcrluHves, some chuplt:l~ liunluiiiing murt'
than one: notes 44-50, plus The Chapter of Love, 43-4, 51; The Chapter of Happiness, 77;
The Chapter of Contrition, 92; The Chapter of Anger, 97; The Chapter of Generosity, 119;

The Chapter of Slander, 166-7; The Chapter of Fear of God, 233.
53. For example, the Gate of Shame says that shame leads 10 prophecy, fear of God, and
humility. One would expect this chapter to explain how shame leads to this triad, or how

this triad follows naturally upon the acquisition of shame, but OZ offers neither
explanation; moreover, one of these three traits is listed as a superlative itself. OZ, 39,40,
233,

41

TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Thought
54. Dan, "Ethical Literature" (note i); Baer, "Ha-Megamah" (note 3); Marcus, Pieiy and
Socieiy (note 3), 2-10.

55. Dan, ibid. Recent analyses which do make reference to OZ are either tangential to OZ itself
or limited to a very few passages in OZ. See Jacob Elbaum, "Aspects of Hebrew Ethical
Literature in Sixteenth-Century Poland," in Jewish Thoughi in ihe Sixleenth Century, ed.
Bernard Dov Cooperman (Cambridge and London, 1983), 160 note 6; Marcus, Pieiyand
Society (note 3), 173 note 16; R. J. Zvi Werblowski, "Faith, Hope and Trust: A Study in
the Concept of Bittal¡on," in Papers of ihe Insiitute of Jewish Siudies London, voL. I, ed.

J. G. Weiss (Jerusalem, 1964), 124 note 21,127 note 35, 130 note 39,132 note 42, 133 note
50.
56. For bibliographical information, see above, note 29.

57. Goldberg, Bibliography 4, lists 104 works by Sa1anterian disciples (1900-1982).
58. See above, note 24.

59. Among Rabbi Israel's negative superlatives: vainglory ('Or Yisrael, 42, 46), psychic
sickness ('Or Yisrael, 43, 45), and lust ('Or Yisrael, 42, 445); among the positive
superlatives: fear of Heaven ('Or Yisrael, 43), love for others ('Or Yisrael, 43), and Torah
study ('Even Yisrael, 36).
60. Goldberg, 28-46 (Vilna period); 80-92 (Kovno period); i 14-143 (early German period); cf.
176-9.
61. 'Or Yisrael, 44-46.

62. OZ, 163.

63. 'Or Yisrael, 42, 45, 44.
64. Goldberg, 47-52 (Vilna period); 144-8 (early German period); 182-3 (late German period).
Rabbi Israel's view, genuinely rare, apparently left one reviewer so taken aback that he
could not believe that Rabbi Israel held it, and consequently wrote that I misread Rabbi
IsraeL. A rereading on this (and other strictures of the reviewer) indicates that Rabbi Israel

wrote what I said he wrote. The reviewer maintained that Rabbi Israel wrote not (as I
indicated) that prophecy is possible with proper spiritual effort, but that prophecy is
unattainable in the exile, the reason being that the requisite spiritual effort is impossible. In
fact, Rabbi Israel wrote that prophecy depends on the end of the "qualitative" or personal
exile, which depends on penect repentance, which, in turn, is something everyone is "free

to make happen" (davar ha-ialui bi-vel;irah ve-efshar le-hitl;addesh be-khol yom).
Continuing, he wrote that every Jew is fit to receive inspiration (ru'al; ha-kodesh), that that

fitness is dependent for its actualization on immense effort (rov ha-yegi'ah), which is

possible (efshari). And it is possible not just for an intellectual or any other elite, but for
everyone (af le-ha-pal;oi). See Aaron Rabinowitz, "Hillel Goldberg: Texl, Slructure,
Idea-The Ethics and Theology of an Early P,'ychologisi of ihe Unconscious; Emmanuel
Etkes, Rabbi Israel Salanter and ihe Beginnings of ihe Musar Movement," Tradition
(Summer. 1983), voL. 21, no. 2; Goldberg, 243 (note 187).

65. Yoma 9b; Harry A. Wolfson, Philo: Foundations of Religious Philosophy in Judaism,
Chrisizanity and Islam (Cambridge, 1968), voL. 2, 53; David R. Blumenthal, "Maimonides'
Intellectualist Mysticism and the Superiority of the Prophecy of Moses," Studies in
Medieval CUllure, # 10, and sources in note I, 63.

66. 'Or Yisrael, 42.
67. 'Or Yisrael, 43, 46; Tevunah, 38, col. 1.
68. Michael Wyschogrod, book review, Tradition (Spring-Summer 1973).
69. Goldberg, Part Two, especially chapter 2:4.
70. OZ, 118-9; cf. an adumbration of the principle of reversal, 7.
71. Goldberg, 101, 104, 149-52.

72 Tevunah. 32, col. 1; 48, col. 2.

73. Ibid., 38, col. I; 39, cols. I, 2; 96, co1s. I, 2; Wilman, #24; 'Or Yisrael, #20 (second
paragraph), 66.

74. Major differences in interpretation in recent literature include Herbert Davidson,
"Maimonides' Shemonah Peraqim and Alfarabi's Fusul aI-Madani," Proceedings of ihe
American Academy for Jewish Research (1963) 31, esp. 39, IV: a and note 17; Marvin Fox,
"The Doctrine of the Mean in Aristotle and Maimonides: A Comparative Study," Sludies
in Jewish Religious and Intelleclual Hislory. ed. Siegfried Stein, Raphael Loewe (University, Alabama, 1979); and Eliezer Schweid, 'Iyyunim bi-Shemonah Perakim la-RaMBaM
(Jerusalem, 1965).
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For Bahya's treatment of the mean, see I:ovol ha-Levavot 3:3, 6: 10, and 9:3. The
primary ethos in Bahya's ethics is discussed below.
75. De'ot 2:2; Shemonah Perakim 4.
76. De'ol 2:2; Nedarim 13:33; Shemonah Perakim 4.
77. Anger: De'ol 2:3; pride: De'ol 1:5.2:3.

78. Twersky (note 31), 311-20, summary on 319: "(I) change of mind; (2) major or primary
versus incidental context; (3) brief, usually preliminary, generalization vis-à-vis a full,

detailed specification; (4) a normative formulation as distinct from an ilustrative point;
(5) textual corruption andl or use of different Talmudic texts at different times. In addition,
apparent contradictions may be typologically harmonized or conceptually interpreted
away. . . ."; also 447-71, summary on 449,470: "There is no doubt that Maimonides was a
gifted, self-conscious, and self-confident pedagogue, and one who would also instruct
various groups according to their capacity. Must skilful communication with different
audiences inevitably involve self-contradiction? How are we to appraise shifting emphases,
divergent motivations, judicious emphasis of an idea or explanation and prudent suppression of a hypothesis or concept? . . . In light of (Maimonides' own) candid declarations, it
seems that 'suppression' of facts in certain contexts is an avowed pedagogic device and a
necessity, rather than a calculated distortion."
The large literature on whether a deliberate dichotomy between Maimonides' halakhic

writings and his philosophical Guide for ihe Perplexed marked him as, alternatively,
exoteric or esoteric, is a separate, if related, topic.
79. Abraham Joshua Heschel, Maimonides, trans. Joachim Neugroschel (New York, 1982),
29-30.

80. An example of a commentator attributing this unusual genesis of error to preeminent
authorities is Shabbetai ha-Kohen, Siftei Kohen (commentary on Yosef KafO and Moshe

Isserles, Shull;an Arukh-wiih-Glosses), Yoreh De'ah (standard editions), 72:9 and 101:4 (in
criticism of Sh10mo Luria) and 110:55 (in criticism of Isserles himself).

81. In a large literature, two recent examples are Davidson (above, note 74), tracing the
influence of Alfarabi; and Alexander Altmann, "Maimonides' 'Four Perfections,'" Essays
in Jewish Inielleclual Hislory (Hanover, 1981), tracing the influence of Ibn Bãjja.
82. Soloveitchik (above, note 3) put the matter succinctly: "In the course of the twelfth century
the Talmud was transformed from a static to an expanding universe. Nevermore could it be
mastered-as Maimonides living in splendid isolation in a pre-Tosafist world stil dreamt it

might" (342).
83. OZ, 98; 'Even Yisrael. 34.
84. See below, note 90.

85. Fox (above. note 74), 111.
86. In Shemonah Perakim, Maimonides cites biblical sources for only one of the eleven virtues
that he regards as embodying the golden mean.

87. The validity of particular traits, even opposing traits, is grounded in biblical or ia1mudic

passages in both OZ and Rabbi Israel's corpus, but the reversal itself, in OZ, is not
grounded in sources at all, and, in Rabbi Israel's corpus, is grounded in only one source, a
midrash cast in metaphysical terminology that Rabbi Israel recast in psychological
terminology ('Or Yisrael, 84). On Rabbi Israel's conscious recasting of sources, see above,
note 26.

88. To Rabbi Israel, interpretive reading of the between-the-lines meaning of tradition is both
mandated and validated by tradition itself, provided that the interpreter is a preeminent
talmudic authority; see Goldberg, Part Four, chapter 3, and above, note 18 (#62). (Rabbi

Israel considered himself to be such an authority (Wilman, #62), as did others (above, note
20j.) On the subsequent influence of this idea, see above, note 18.
89. The ethical "system" that seems most to reflect the rabbinic aggregate of unsystematized
teachings on character traits is the pluralistic approach of Saadia Gaon (above, note 35),
and here, too, OZ and Rabbi Israel differ.

In the face of opposing traits Saadia does not, like OZ and Rabbi Israel, accept the
absolutist and contrary claims of each trait (nor, like Maimonides, does he enunciate an
integrationist melding of two thrusts into a golden mean), but proposes, simply, the
combination of all traits. All traits are given to excess and deficiency; no single trait is
suitable as a summum bonum; and, moreover, no consistent or rational hierarchy of traits
is a summum bonum. There is simply the advocacy of obedience to unsystematized
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priorities and emphases in the Talmud and midrashim, together with thc observation that
the existence of priorities implies that all traits have some value and none have supreme
value. For Saadia, "the relative soundness of all the claims made on behalf of the various
prima facie goods leads inevitably to the refutation of any absolute claim which might be

made on behalf of anyone of them. . . ," while OZ and Rabbi Israel make absolute claims
for all of them. "Saadia's concern is with the balance, the roundedness of life, the plurality
of the larger view which must not be obscured by obsession with some particular claim,"
while OZ's and Rabbi Israel's concern is with the imbalance and the extremity of life, the

larger view to be achieved only through obsession with each particular claim. See Lenn E.
Goodman, "Saadiah's Ethical Pluralism," Journal of ihe American Oriental Socieiy
(1980), vol. 100 #4, quotes from 418-19; and Schweid, "Torat ha-Musar" (above, note 35),
esp. 22-29, for essentially the same conclusions about Saadia in abbreviated form.

90. Marvin Fox (note 74) observes that Maimonides sets forth the goal of l:asidui in the
foreword to Shemonah Perakim. Fox takes the l;asidUl mentioned there to denote "special
saintliness," that is, ua deviation toward one of the extremes," and concludes: "Maimonides
both recommends and defends this deviation at various points in those of his writings that
deal with the good life in general and even those that deal specifically with the mean." This

is incorrect. Only in De'ol does Maimonides both formulate the principle of the mean and
note its inapplicability to anger and pride (they must be utterly uprooted, after the manner
of l:asidui).
At one point in De'ol (2:3), Maimonides characterizes anger and pride merely as

exceptions to the principle of the mean (which heformulates five times; i :4, 1:7 (twice), 2:2,

2:7); while at another point in De'ol (1:5), Maimonides characterizes the extremism, or
l:asidUl, that is appropriate to these two traits as a full-fledged competing ethical principle
(which he formulates once), and not merely as an exception that is appropriate only to

anger and pride (and a few other traits; cf. De'ol 2:4-6). In De'oi, then, Maimonides'
advocacy of deviation toward one of the extremes as a competing principle to the mean is
ambiguous.
In Shemonah Perakim, however, there is no ambiguity. Maimonides never advocates
l:asidUl as either a competing principle to the mean or even as appropriate to anger and

pride. The mention of I;asidui in the foreword to Shemonah Perakim is simply a general

statement of intent-a principle, or genus-whose actual concretization in behaviorwhose species-can be determined only in context, that is, in the eight chapters themselves.

In chapter four, in which Maimonides describes and advocates the golden mean, no
exceptions are recorded. In fact, Maimonides denounces anything other than a "small"
deviation from the mean (for any purpose other than therapeutic) as "evil"; considers
people who practice therapeutic deviation and who then conclude that such deviation is

intrinsically valuable as "fools"; and advises his readers to be eternally vigilant so as to
obviate the need even for therapeutic deviation. In Shemonah Perakim, l;asidUl seems to
connote the mean, not an extreme. Between Maimonides' view in De"ot and Shemonah
Perakim there is, then, an explicit inconsistency. Similar problems are evident in

Maimonides's treatment of the Nazirite.

In De'OI (3:1) and Shemonah Perakim (4) Maimonides states, '''Ifa Nazirite who only
abstained from wine stands in need of atonement, how much more so one who deprives
himself of all legitimate enjoyments. . . . No one should, by vows and oaths, inhibit to

himself the use of things permitted. . . ." However, in the Mishneh Torah's treatises on
vows and naziriteship, Maimonides praises restrictive vows, provided only that they are
used as tools of moral discipline or in the way of holiness (Nedarim 13:23, Nezzrul 10:14).

Twersky (note 31), who drew attention to these sources to demonstrate Maimonides's

"multifaceted dialectical attitude . . . freely unfolded in the Mishneh Torah, (only
gratuituously imposed uponl an alleged ambivalence between the teacher of halakah (in
Mishneh Torah) and the disciple of Aristotle (in Moreh Nevukhim)," concluded: "(Accordiiig tu Maiiiunid_s,) uscetic behavIor Or monastic lifestyle are oiily tolerablo lur limited
purposes and restricted periods of time, but should never be adopted permanently or
imitated indiscriminately. . . . The clearest need seems to be the differentiation between
asceticism as a goal, reflecting contempt of the world, and asceticism as a means to achieve
ethical inwardness and intellectual perfection or to intensify religious sensibility" (pp. 464,

466-67; cf. Moreh Nevukhim 1I:8, 33, and related sources cited by Twersky, p. 466).
However satisfactory Twersky's resolution of the present, apparent inconsistencies of
Maimonides may be (and they may simply be irreconciliable), it addresses them more
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adequately than a simple division of Maimonides's tenets into a life of moderation for the

masses and a life of nasidUl for the saints.
Fox and others, such as David Hartman, base their argument for regarding deviation

from moderation as Maimonides's ideal on considerations other than his texts on the
golden mean. Fox, for example, writes:

Maimonides sets forth an ideal which is, in principle, no longer in any way similar to

the balanced life of the Aristotelian middle way. In Shemonah Perakim. in
H. De'ot, and in the Guide he repeats essentially the same line, namely, that all of a
man's thought and activity, all of his striving, and all of his concern must be directed
exclusively to the one single goal of the knowledge of God and fellowship with Him.

It is especially revealing that Maimonides sets out this ideal immediately after
having discussed the doctrine of the mean, as if to make clear that the mean is not
the truc ideal at alL. He considers it man's proper duty to devote himself to one

single goal only, namely, "the attainment of the knowledge of God as far it is
possible for man to know Him." Consequently one must so adjust all his actions, his

whole conduct, even his very words, that they lead to this goal. . . . (Shemonah
Perakim, 5; cf. De'ol 3:2; Moreh Nevukhim, 3:51).

Here again Fox has confused a general statement of intent-adjustment of all actions for
the purpose of knowing God-with the actual content of such adjustment. Nowhere does
Maimonides indicate that such adjustment constitutes extremes in character or personality
rather than the golden mean other than in De'ot and Shemonah Perakim, and these two
sources, as noted, do not tally. Furthermore, to the extent that Maimonides does place the
golden mean at the center of his Musar, he clearly conceives it to be precisely that
adjustment which is required for fellowship with God; for Maimonides concludes his
discussion of the golden mean in Shemonah Perakim as follows:

Now let me return to my subject. If a man will always carefully discriminate as
regards his actions, directing them to the medium course, he wil reach the highest
degree of perfection possible to a human being, thereby approaching God and
sharing in His happiness. This is the most acceptable way of serving God.

Finally, Maimonides's placement of the chapter on knowing God after the chapter of the
mean is explicitly explained by Maimonides himself, in the opening lines of chapter five, as
indicating the need to balance one's virtues in accord with the mean precisely to be able to
"design one's eating, drinking, cohabiting. . ." to reach the goal of "knowledge of God and
fellowship with Him."
From yet another perspective, David Hartman (Maimonides: Torah and Philosophic
Quesi (Philadelphia, 1976), pp. 88-101) argues that Maimonides advocated extremism, or
I;asidui, as an ideaL. Hartman regards Maimonides's praise of supererogatory behavior as
praise of a competing principle that is superior to observance of the law. On this Hartman
is correct, but when he then characterizes Maimonides' praise of supererogatory behavior

as indicative of Maimonides' advocacy of nasidui as an ideal, he confuses two separate
Maimonidean discussions.
Maimonides' praise of supererogatory behavior, which is grounded in talmudic
sources (Maimonides, as in the cases of anger of arrogance, has reproduced teachings

which he considers normative), constitutes advocacy of I;asidul in the area of aei-morality.
Whenever Maimonides explicitly and unequivocally deviates from the golden mean and
characterizes talmudic teaching as I;asidut, it is in the area of specific deeds-for example,

the case of the distinguished scholar who is exempt from returning lost objects but who
nonetheless does so (Bava Metzia 30b; Gezelah va-'Avedah i 1:13; Hartman, p. 90). But
there is another area about which talmudic teaching is not clear-cut, about which
Maimonides is not clear-cut, and which occupies Maimonides in Detot and Shemonah
Peraklm. This is thc area uf dwracter- or virtue-morality-thc concern with the formation
of the total personality. Maimonides's advocacy of I;asidui in act-morality on the basis of
ta1mudic teaching does not prevent (nor logically restrict) him from advocating the golden
mean in the more subjective and comprehensive area of character- and virtue-morality.
For a careful analysis of the distinction between act-morality and virtue-morality, see
Walter S. Wurl.burger, "Law as the Basis of a Moral Society," Tradition (Spring 1981).
91. Fox (above, note 74), 116.
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92. Rabbi Israel's use of Aristotelian terminology (above, note 27) makes his renunciation of
the golden mean all the more significant. It is not that he was unfamiliar with the mean; he
knew of it and rejected it. In his first reference to the mean (1845; 'Even Yisrael, 31), he

mentions it only to introduce Maimonides' own admission of humility as an exception to it,
and then proceeds adumbratively to formulate his doctrine of dual extremes, praising both
humility and pride. By the tlme of his second reference to the mean (1861; Tevunah, 56), he
ignores its ethical matrix entirely, using it metaphorically in a discussion of intellectual
objectivity.

93. Major differences of interpretation in recent literature include Julius Guttmann, Philosophies of Judaism. trans. David Silverman (New York, 1964), 104-110; Yitzhak

Heinemann, Ta'amei ha-Miizvol be-Sifrui Yisra'el, voL. I (Jerusalem, 1954), 53-8; Allan
Lazaroff, "Bahyã's Asceticism against its Rabbinic and Islamic Background," Journal of
Jewish Siudies (1970) #21; Shlomo Pines, Toledot ha-Filosofyah ha- Yehudit, voL. I. Mi-

Filon 'ad ha-Rambam, ed. Y. Egra (Jerusalem, 1964), 77; Georges Vajda. "Bahya,"
Encyclopedia 'Ivrit, voL. 7 (Jerusalem, 1958).

94. It is common for moralists to claim that their own times are particularly debased. A few
examples, besides Bahya (9:2): Maimonides, De'ol 6: 1; Shlomo ibn Verga, Shevei
Yehudah, ed. Azriel Shohet (Jerusalem, 1947), 30-1. Rabbi Israel makes this claim
repeatedly (sources listed above, note 63, and in Goldberg, chapter 2 in Parts Four and
Five). Cf. Shabbai 122b, Yoma 9b: "If those before us were sons of angels, we are sons of
men, and if those before us were sons of men, we are like asses."
95. Wilman, #25.
96. Tevunah, 39.
97. Ibid.. 32,88.
98. Ibid., 39.
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