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LET SINS BE CONSUMED AND NOT SINNERS

Every so often the question of coalition between Orthodox
Judaism and heterodox movements becomes an issue for debate.
A major argument advanced in favor of coalitionism is the appeal
to the fundamental principle of Ahavat Yisrael. More often than
not, however, this argument is presented ad hominem and ad
populum, confusing both its theoretical and practical aspects.
This essay wil analyze the principle of Ahavat Yisrael in its
halakhic context and relate the analysis to the question of
coalitionism.

I

Ahavat Yisrael,l the great and comprehensive principle of
the Torah,2 consists of a positive commandment and a prohibi-
tion:

You shall love your fellow-man like yourself (Leviticus 19: 18) .
You shall not hate your brother in your heart (Ibid., 17),3

Maimonides defines these as follows:

. . . to love one another even as we love ourselves, and that my com-
passion and love for my brother(-manJ be as my compassion and love
for myself with respect to his money, his person, and to whatever he
possesses and desires. Whatever I wish for myself I (am to J wish like-
wise for him, and whatever is hM~fl1l unto me or to whoever is at-
taclieù lu me, is likewIse hateful unto 1'1W with respect to him. This is

the meaning of His blessed saying "And you shall love your fellow-
man like yourself."4
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. . . we are forbidden to hate one another, as stated in His saying "You
shall not hate your brother in your heart." The Sifra (ad loc.) com-
ments: "I (GodJ referred only to enmity in the heart." However, when
manifesting to him one's hatred and informing him that he hates him,
one does not violate this prohibition, though one wil be violating "You
shall not take vengeance nor bear any grudge" (Leviticus 19: 18) and
one wil also be violating a positive precept, namely the one contained
in His saying "And you shaH love your fellow-man like yourself."
But hatred in the heart is the most grievous sin of all.5

In his Code, Maimonides qualifies the precept of Ahavat
Yisrael:

And you shaH love your fellow-man like yourself - that is, what you

would have others do unto you do unto him who is your brother in
Torah and mitsvot. For re'akha (your fellow-man) means he who is
your peer in Torah and mitsvot.6

This qualification obviously reflects the following teaching:

Man should not adopt a rule of "love the sages and hate the am ha-
aretz." His rule should be "love them all and hate only heretics, apos-
tates, seducers and informers." So said David "Do not I hate them
that hate You, Eternal One" (Psalms 139:21f.). But does not Scrip-
ture declare "You shall love your fellow-man like yourself, I am the
EternaL." And why, because I (God) created him? (However,) if he
acts as "your people"i should act then you must love him; but if not,
then you must not love him.8 .

And thus stated R. Nahman bar Yitzhak that in the case of a
sinner it is not only permitted but a religious obligation to hate
him, as it said "The fear of the Eternal is to hate evil" (Proverbs
8:13).9

R. N ahman's ruling is the adopted Halakhah.10 Maimonides,
quoting the relevant passage in the Gemara, wrote:

The enemy mentioned in the Torah (Exodus 23:5) does not refer to
a foreign enemy but to an Israelite one. How can an Israelite have an
Israelite enemy when Scripture says "You shall not hate your brother
in your heart?" The sages decreed that if someone by himselfll sees
another committing a transgression and warns him against it, yet he
does not. desist, it is incumbent upon (the witness) to hate him unti
he repents and leaves his evil ways.12
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TheSefer Hahinukh brings the same ruling in different word-
ing:

A" f;:~ the hatred of the wicked, no prohibition is involved there.
Rather, one is obligated to hate them after of en times admonishing
them for their sins and their re1'using to repent, as it is written "Do
not I hate them that hate You, Eternal One" etc.13

A careful reading of these sources reveals some significant
points. The permission and duty ~o hate the wícked is contingent

upon the prior fulfillment - by the witness ( es) - of the com-
mandment "You shall repeatedly rebuke your fellow-man" (Le-
viticus 19: 17), and is limited to the duration of the sinner's re-

bellion. In other words, first one must admonish and rebuke the
transgressor and do all that is possible to restore him to the right
path. Only after one has duly and exhaustively observed this

mitsvah according to all its delineated rules,14 and then finding
the sinner still persisting in his rebellious ways, then one may
( or must) express the hatred spoken of above.
With respect to the mitsvah of hokheah tokhiah (rebuking

the sinner) there are several qualifications. For one thing, just
as the precept of love is said to relate to re' aha ( as defied
above), so, too, the precept of admonition is related to amitekha,
i.e., he who is with you in Torah and mitsvot.15 Secondly, we

have the following B eraita:

R. Tarfon said, I wonder whether there is anyone in this generation
who is able to reprove; for if anyone says to (a sinner) "remove the
mote from between your eyes," he would answer "remove the beam
from between your eyes." R. Eleazar ben Azarya said, I wonder
whether there is anyone in this generation who is able to accept re-
proofs. R. Akiba said, I wonder whether there is anyone in this gen-
eration who knows how to reprove."16

Malbim17 already noted that from this source it follows that
there are three principles involved in the proper fulfillment of
this mitsvah: 1. The suitability of the admonisher, i.e., that he
himself be free of sineR. Tarfon); 2. the suitability of the ad-
monished to accept the reproof (R. Eleazar ben Azarya); and
3. the ability of the admonisher to reprove according to all
halakhic aspects of this mitsvah (R. Akiba).
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Equally significant is another implication in this Beraita. In
the days of the Tannaim, it was questioned whether-on account
of these three conditions-the mitsvah 'Of hokheah tokhiah could
be fulfilled properly with all the legal consequences thereof. 

is

In the sequel to this Beraita, R. Yochanan ben Nuri offers what
appears clearly an exception to the rule:

I call heaven and earth to witness for myself that on my account R.
Akiba was reproved more than four or five times before Rabban
Gamliel . . . Yet notwithstanding that fact I know of him that for
every time his love for me increased, verifying that which has been
said "Do not rerpove a scorner lest he hate you; reprove a wise man
and he wil love you" (Proverbs 9: 8) ,19

If this was the case in those days, the days of those afore-

times "who were like angels," how much more so in our own
time when compared to them "we are as asses, and not even
like the ass of R. Pinchas ben Yair!"20

Moreover, even if and when the sinner falls into the category
of those that are to be hated, the community of Israel remains
bound to him with obligations:

Even if he has not yet repented and one finds him in diffculties with
his burden, one must help him load or unload and not leave him pos.
sibly to die. For the "enemy" might tarry because of his property and
meet with danger, and the Torah is very solicitous for the lives of
Israelites whether of the wicked or of the righteous. Thus it is said
"Say unto them, as I live says the Eternal God, I have no pleasure

in the death of the wicked but that the wicked turn from his way
and live" (Ezekiel 33: 11).21

In fact, the obligation toward the wicked is not merely in
terms of assisting him in a time of possible danger, as a means
toward a superior end - i.e., his ultimate teshuvah. R. Meir
ben Todros Halevi notes22 that the Talmud itself rationalizes the
principle of bero, 10 mitha yafah (choose an easy death for him)
on the basis of the Scriptural precept of "You shall love your
fellow-man like yourself." Thus even that sinner so guilty as to
deserve capital punishment, and thus surely rebuked and fore-
warned, remains within the category of re'akha who must be
loved like yourself!23

44



Let Sins Be Consumed and Not Sinners

In Maimonides, though, we find a distinction between two
types of wicked:

When all these principles (of the faith) are kept by man, and his be-
lief in them is truthful, he then enters into klal Yisrael and it is a duty
to love him and to care for him and all that God commanded us to do
for one another by way of love and brotherhood. This applies even

though he may have committed whatever transgressions possible by
reason of his passion or the mastery of his evil inclination. (In the
latter case) he shall be punished commensurate to his perversity but
has a portion (in the world to come) though he be of the poshei Yis-
rael. But if a man doubts anyone of these principles then he has left
the klal fYisrael), denied the root (-principleJ, and is called a min,

apikores and kotsetz binetiyot - and it is obligatory to hate him and

destroy him. Of him it is said "Shall I not hate them that hate You,
Eternal One etc. "24

Maimonides thus differentiates between a kofer be'ikkar and
those who sin by reason of passion and desire: the former must
be despised while the latter is still to be loved. The apparent
discrepancy between this ruling and the afore-mentioned rulings
adopted by Maimonides in Hilkhoth Rotzeah was noted by R.
Meir Arik. 25 After suggesting two possible solutions (the first
along the lines of our analysis above, to the effect that the case
of the sinner to be loved may be prior to his having been re-
buked), he resolves the diffculty by reference to the celebrated
chapter 32 in the Rav's Tanya:

As for the Talmudic statement to the effect that one who sees his
fellow-man sinning should hate him and should tell his teacher to
hate him also, this applies to a companion in Torah and mitsvot, having
already applied to him the precept of "You shall repeatedly rebuke

amitekha" - i.e., he who is "with you in Torah and mitsvot" and
who nevertheless has not repented of his sins, as stated in Sefer Hare-
dim.

But as for the person who is not one's colleague and is not on intimate
terms with him, Hilel said "Be of the disciples of Aaron, loving peace

and pursuing peace, loving the creatures and drawing them near to
Torah (Avot I: 12). This means that even in the case of those who are
removed from God's Torah and His service, and therefore are classified
as mere "creatures," one must a1tact them with strong cords of love
perchance one wil succeed in drawing them near to the Torah and
Divine service. Even if one were to fail one has not forfeited the merit
of the mitsvah of neighborly love.
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Even with regard to those who are close to him and whom he has
rebuked, yet they had not repented of their sins, when enjoined to
hate them there stil remains the duty to love them also, and both are
true: hatred on account of the wickedness in them, and love on ac-

count of the aspect of thê "hidden good in them which is the Divine
spark in them which animates their Divine souL. One should also arouse
pity in his heart for (the Divine soul J, for it is held captive, as it
were, in the evil of the sitra ahra that triumphs over it in wicked

people. Compassion destroys hatred and awakens love, as is known
from (the meaning of) the text "To the house of Jacob who redeemed
Abraham" (Isaiah 29:22).

(As for King David, peace unto him, who said "I hate them with a
consuming hatred" (Psalms 139:22), he referred but to minim and
apikursim who have no portion in the G-d of Israel, as stated in the
Gemara, tractate Shabbat beginning of chapter 16.)26

The concepts of the kater be'ikkar and apikoras who are to be
hated must be defined and clarified. A number of halakhic au-
thorities have shown already that there is a distinct difference
between a deliberate denial of accepted doctrine and a mistaken
interpretation. According to this distinction, pointed out in de-
tail by R. Simon ben Zemah Duran,27" he who denies even the
most minute detail of the Torah while knowing it to be an au-
thoritative teaching of Torah and Jewish tradition is a heretic.28
But he who in principle affrms and accepts the teachings of our
tradition but in sincere and openminded reflection is misled to
differ in details from the accepted truth is merely in error and
not a heretic.

R. Joseph Albo elaborates on this theme in his introduction
to, and discussion of, the concept of principles of faith in Ju-
daism.29 He quotes the well-known case of R. Hillel who identi-
fied King Hezekiah with the Messiah and concluded that "there
shall be no Messiah for Israel because they already enjoyed him
in the days of Hezekiah."30 After rejecting various explanations

for this strange passage, R. Joseph Albo concludes that obvi-
ously R. Hillel erred and was guilty of a sin31 for not believing
that the Messianic redemption to come will be through the
agency of a descendant of King David. Yet R.Hillel could not

possibly be regarded as a heretic as evident from the Talmud
which continues to quote him authoritatively.82 R. David Ibn
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Abi Zimra, too, refers to this Talmudic passage, arives at the
same conclusion and explains: Whereas R. Hillel's denial was
based on the sincere conviction that his opinion is correct and
reflects the true meaning of the relevant passages, he was an
annus and thus patur.33 In other words, a case of honest and
sincere misunderstanding and intellectual error is not to be re-
garded as one of kefirah. How much less so, then, can we speak
of kefirah in the case of those misguided by their parents and
teachers, raised and trained in heterodox environments-they
are truly "like children taken captives by them and raised in
their religion, whose status is that of an annus . . . Therefore,
efforts must be made to bring them back in repentance, to draw
them near by friendly relations so that they may return to the
strength-giving source, namely the Torah!"34

In consideration of this definiHon, in addition to the earlier
observation that the mitsvah of hokheah tokhiah can no longer
be fulfilled fully and properly, we must conclude, as has been
noted by various authorities,35 that nowadays there is no longer
the category of apikoros.

Thus the precept of "Love your fellow-man like yourself"
and the principle of R. Nahman bar Yitshak to hate the wicked
are not mutually exclusive. Hating the wicked need not exclude
a simultaneous love for them. The wicked are an integral part
of the body of Israel (the body of the nation as a whole as well
as of the body of every individual) 36 - children of God. Indeed,
R. Yehuda held that the verse "You are children of the Eternal
your God" (Deuteronomy 14: 1) applies only when we behave
as children ought to behave, but if we do not behave as God's
children then we are not designated as such. R. Meir, however,
states that "in both cases you are called children, for it is said
"They are sottish children" (J eremiah 4: 22), and it is also

said "They are children in whom is no faith" (Deuteronomy
32: 2 ), and it is also said "A seed of evil-doers, children that
deal corruptly" (Isaiah 1: 4), and it is also said "And it shall
come to pass that in the place where it was said unto them "You
are not My people," it shall be said unto them "You are the
children of the living God" (Hosea 2: 1 ) . 37 In disputes between
R. Meir and R. Yehuda the Halakhah generally follows R.
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Yehuda;38 in this case, however, the ruling is in accordance with
R. Meir.39 And thus we understand the acute comment of the
Baal Shem Tov: "You are the children of the Eternal your
God; when one loves the Father one must also love His chil-
dren!"40 The Baal Shem Tov commented further: The precept
of "You shall love your fellow-man like yourself" is a com-
mentary and exposition on the precept of "You shall love the
Eternal your God" (Deuteronomy 6: 15); when loving an Is-
raelite one loves God. For every Israelite has within him a "por-
tion of God from Above";41 therefore, when loving the Israelite,
i.e., his inner essence, then ipso facto one loves God.42

The comprehensive principle of Ahavat YisraeZ entails two
aspects: 43 1. A legal obligation by authority of the Torah to
"Love your fellow-man like yourself." In this aspect there may
be gradations and variations. 2. An absolute and unconditional
obligation by virtue of the very nature of a fellow-Jew. As this
aspect relates to the very essence of the Jew (Children of God;
a portion of God ~rom Above), there are no variations. It ex-
tends to the wicked as well as to the righteous, as R. Dov Ber,
the Magid of Mezhirech, expressed it that "one must love the
rasha gamur (absolutely wicked) even as one must love the
tsadik gamur (absolutely righteous) ."44

The dictated hatred of the wicked relates expressly to the
evil in the wicked. It is never to be a personal hatred, but only
a hatred of sin and wrong-doing. This important distinction is
not just a concept of derosh vekabeZ sekhar, an ethical insight
relating to mussar, but of general Halakhic significance. For

example, Halakhah. has it that a judge is disqualified when per-
sonally involved with those appearing before him in terms of
friendship or hatred. He is not disqualifed, however, when fol-
lowing the principle of R. Nahman bar Yitshak, i.e., hating the
sin or evil committed by those before his court without having
translated that to a personal enmity.45 And this, indeed, follows
clearly from the very proof-text referred to by R. Nahman bar
Yitshak: "The fear of the Eternal is to hate evil."

II
The purpose of the preceding analysis was to draw a clear
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distinction between persons and ideas and individuals and their
acts. The former retain an absolutely sacrosanct quality, but not
so the latter. Sin, evil, diversion from the path of Torah, ideolo-
gies and philosophies that run counter to Halakhah and deny
all or part of our traditional heritage, must actively be despised
and fought with all legiti"'ate means available until they are
totally and irrevocably removed: "And you shall remove the
evil from your midst." At no time, however, is this battle to
carr over unto an individual per se, in a personal manner,

though sinner he may be. This is the Halakhah. To deny tls
principle is to adopt a stance opposed to Torah and is tanta-
mount to denying the very tradition we claim to uphold. When
dealing with Torah, with Halakhah, we are dealing with abso-
lutes, self-contained a priori truths which do not permit any
external compromise. Nor do they permit any tolerance or under-
standing, as it were, of the heterodox opinions, for tout com-
prendre c' est tout pardonner.

It is unfortunate, to say the least, to find a constant confusion
of this distinction whenever the issue of coalitions or separatism
in the Jewish community is raised. This confusion is introduced
intentionally, to confound, as often as it emerges accidentally

for reasons of simple ignorance.

There is and forever remains an unbridgeable gulf between "Re-
form" or "Conservative" Jews on the one hand and the Reform
and Conservative movements on the other. Needless to say, there
is no legitimacy whatsoever to any division into Orthodox, Re-
form or Conservative Jews. The term Jew has but one defini-
tion: born of a Jewish mother or converted to Judaism accord-
ing to Halakhah. All those that fall into this category have but
one classification: Jew. To be sure, there are more and less
observant Jews. There are differences in our individual attach-
ments to Torah and the observance of mitsvot. In a well-known
simile of our sages the Jewish people are referred to as "one

body and one SOUI."46 Just as there are differences among the
various organs and limbs in a body, so, too, there are many
differences between the numerous individuals of Israel, both
quantitative and qualitative. All, however, are integral pars of
th~ same body. The loss or blemish of anyone organ relates
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not only to that particular organ but is a loss or blemish for the

whole body.47 The whole body, including the vital organs such
as the. brains and heart, are rendered incomplete or imperfect. 48

N one of us, therefore, can afford the loss of even a single in-
dividual; everyone of us would be diminished thereby, from the
greatest to the smallest. 49

Separatism is not, may not, and cannot ever be a question
of refusing to be associated with anyone Jew whoever and
wherever he may be, any more than one can refuse to associate
with his own hand or foot. To renounce anyone Jew is tanta-
mount to renouncing one's very own identity, one's very own
being. 

50

It is altogether different, though, when dealing with move-
ments and their erroneous ideologies. There 

no quarters can be
given. One cannot possibly affrm Torah min Hashamayim in
the full historical sense which includes Torah Shebi'khtav, Tor-
ah shebe' al Peh and mah shetalmid vatik atid Zeh 

oro t, 51 and not
at the same time denounce to the fullest extent any representa-
tion of Judaism that denies this cardinal principle of our faith.

Indeed, we cannot fail to recognize that the Reform, Recon-
structionist, Conservative, Secularist-Humanist etc. movements
do have a de facto existence, just as we had to recognize the
factual existence of the Minim, Kuthim, Sadduccees, Judaeo-
Christians etc. Noone can question these empirical facts. It is
another matter to change this de facto existence into one of de
jure. It is precisely the possibility of such a change, explicît or
implicit, which is at the root of the controversy over

Orthodox groups joining bodies like Synagogue Councils and
Boards of Rabbis* which by their very nature claim to represent
the religious body and leadership of Judaism and seek to include
representatives of authentic, historical Judaism alongside those
from the Reform and Conservative sects.

A common question asked is whether participation is in fact
an implicit recognition of legitimacy. Practically speaking, it
would seem to be impossible to avoid answering in the affrma-
· This reference to organizations of a religious nature, to act as representative

spokesmen for religious Jewry, is of intentional - and tentatively exclusive _
emphasis.
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tive. To be sure, the unavoidable recognition may be pro forma
and klapei chuts only, and need not necessarily hinder anyone

associated with such umbrella-organizations from simultaneously
condemning the heterodox sects. Such a distinction can be, and
often is, made, and there is. ~no reason to assail the sincerity of
those doing so. Whether or not there is more to it in practice
invariably results in a stalemated debate that has to do more
with pure semantics than with principles. No purpose, then,
would be served to pursue this question any further.

This leads to a second, perhaps more practical question:
What difference does the dispute with all the emotive arguments
around it really make? Has the approach of separatism, and the
subsequent Issur of many GedoZeI Hatorah, changed anything?
Has it affected anyone or anything substantially? It would ap-
pear that this question, too, we must answer in the affrmative.

The principle of Ahavat Yisrael, of bringing man closer to
Torah and tradition, relates not only to another but to ourselves
as well: "Do not hide yourself from your own flesh!" It can
hardly be denied that the militant view of separatism has at the
very least served to strengthen Orthodox identity. It has strength-
ened Orthodox self-knowledge and selfMawareness. It has brought
to the fore, in this very age and continent of melting-pots, a

long-forgotten or ignored contrast between principle and con-
viction on the one hand and political compromise and diplo-

matic expediency on the other. It is precisely the militant view
of separatism which has forçed to the fore the general Orthodox
perspective as never before in American Jewish history.

Today we all take pride in the hundreds of day schools, ye-
shivot for boys and girls, and the close to hundred thousand
children - ken yirbu - attending them. But it is no secret,

and obviously significant, that this is a new development of the
past 30-40 years. It is a development directly caused and fur-

thered by none other but these very self-same miltantly sep-
aratist elements of Crown Heights, Williamsburg, Lakewood
and Cleveland. American Orthodoxy has grown and achieved

in the past four decades many times more than in over a cen-
tury before, and that in spite of the fact that the number of Or-
thodox immigrants coming to these shores before the 1930s was
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much greater than those coming after. The activists who liter-
ally revolutionized American Judaism and built the splendid
edifice of our present-day Orthodoxy were as poor and as lim-
ited in physical means and peace of mind as were their prede-
cessors, except in one area: along with them came a new type
of leadership and mentality.

It is precisely because of their radical activism, their unbend-
ing refusal to compromise, their seemingly fool-hardy and

constantly mocked assault against the apparently impregnable
brick-wall of the American style of life and its notorious slogan
of America is andersht (America is different), that they suc-
ceeded. And let it be noted loud and clear: their success is not
limited to the confines of their own circles! They have set off
a chain-reaction that has made itself felt and was carried over
into the camp of the so-called "modern Orthodox" (whatever
that term is supposed to mean), and verily has already moved
ever further, penetrating and affecting the Reform and Con-
servative sects as well-directly or indirectly-in obvious or
more subtle ways.

Even if none of the Orthodox rabbis formerly associated with
coalitionist boards and councils have been swayed by the issur
and continue to participate, it is dubious if any of them can ques-
tion that their own positions within these organizations have been
strengthened by the separatists outside. It is the simple axiom of
the one extreme counterbalancing, and even drawing closer, the
other extreme.

In his plea in favor of coalitions, obviously motivated by

compassionate Ahavat Yisrael, Rabbi Lookstein* drew an an-
alogy between the old issurim against the Hassidim and the issur
against coalitions. His conclusion is that just as the former were
ineffective and counterproductive so it is with the latter. I am

prepared to accept the analogy (with 'Obvious qualifications not
directly relevant to our argument) but I arrive at a different
conclusion.

R. Barukh Epstein (author of Torah Temimah) recounts in
his Mekor Barukh an interesting conversation between his father,

*Joseph H. Lookstein, "CoaIitionism and Separatism in the American Jewish
Community," TRADiTION, Spring 1976, pp. 22-33.
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the author of Arukh Hashulhan, and the Tsemah Tsedek, R.
Menahem Mendel of Lubavitch. He quotes the Tsemah Tsedek
to the effect that Hassidim do not know how much to appre-
ciate the opposition of the Vilna Gaon and his followers: for
this opposition compelled, as it were, Hassidiff to watch them-
selves most carefully to assure that they would remain fully
within the boundaries of Halakhah. Were it not for that oppo-
sition, who knows where the excitement and enthusiasm of the
masses might have taken them.

I believe that the nimshal and conclusion relative to. our issue
is quite self-evident and need not be spelled out. It applie~
equally to the other conflcts Rabbi Lookstein mentioned.

It is often asked why the great Orthodox rabbis in America
in the first half of this century were not as militant and separa-
tist-minded. Of course, they were not less concerned about Ha-
lakhah nor was their wish to preserve Orthodoxy weaker than
anyone else's. But surely it is presumptuous for any of us to
answer this question. They alone can account for their actions.
The allegation that their silence presents a counter-argument

to separatism is a non sequitur.
Moreover, if today we look back to historical precedents we

must do so in the context of a complete comparison. If we do
refer to our predecessors it must be done by comparing the
pre-war and the post-war periods to let history judge for itself.
What did our predecessors achieve practically and concretely
with their passivity? Historical reality, simple empirical facts,
speak loud and clear as to which approach is more appropriate
to the ultimate end of strengthening and promulgating Torah
and mitsvot. In this context we cannot but agree with Resh
Lakish that "the latter generations are better, for although op-
pressed they are occupying themselves with Torah!"52

R. Shemuel of Lubavitch, SOn and successor of the Tsemah
Tsedek, once commented to his son R. Sholom Dov Ber:

The yetser hara is referred to as nefesh habahamith (animal soul) not
necessarily because he is a behema. Oftentimes he is like a fox, the
most clever of beasts, and one needs great understanding to discern

his cunning. Very often he vests himself in the garments of one that
is a perfect saint, humble and possessed of noble character-traits. The

S3



TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Thought

animal soul appears in each one according to his individual nature. 
53

Sometimes a person may be aroused with a strong desire to study Has-
sidut or to contemplate a profound concept, while in effect this desire
derives from the yetser and the cunnings of the animal soul in order
to prevent him from the service of prayer etc. 

54

Take this as a rule of thumb and remember always: Any obstacle to
a state conducive to the actual service of G-d, even if that obstacle

appears ever so exalted, is of the animal soul!

R. Sholom Dov Ber commented subsequently: "Until then
I did not realize that there could be a pious nefesh habahamith,
let alone a Hassidic one!"55 At another time he added and cau-
tioned: The yetser hara sometimes garbs himself in a silken
zshupitsa (caftan) and one cannot recognize whether this is an
old yerei shamayim or the old yetser hara. The only way to dis-
cern this is by way of looking at actual effects. One cannot be
fooled by actual results.56

Facts do not lie, and at times we have no choice but to refer
to the empirical data to resolve a stalemated debate. Whether
agreeing with their position or not, no one can question the fact
of the effcacy of the separatists in terms of spreading and

strengthening Torah. In this vein the coalitionists must ask them-
selves a most serious question: What have they themselves

achieved through coalition in actual and factual gains for the
strengthening and promulgation of Torah that they could not

have achieved by remaining separate? Furthermore, assuming

that something can be found, they must consider also the ques-
tion whether it was a gain cancelled out by the loss of coalItion-
ism or whether that loss is cancelled out by the gain.

Furthermore, there is in general a basic and dangerous fallacy
in uncritical reference to the past as a precedent ror the present.
R. Jacob Joseph of Polnoy comments on the Mishnah, "Be a
tail to lions and do not be a head to foxes" (A vot 4: 15): The
difference between a lion and a fox is that the former looks

ahead while the latter keeps turning backward!57 And in this

vein he expounds the verse "And he will turn the heart of the
fathers to the children" (Malakhi 3: 24), quoting a trenchant

comment by R. Nahman of KoSSOV:58 R. Nahman observed
that the verse "Do not turn to the ovot" (ghosts; Leviticus 19:31)
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can also be read "Do not turn to the avot" (ancestors) ;59 that
is, when people criticize your seemingly superfluous and excessive
acts of piety saying that these were not practiced by your father
or grandfather, in such matters the retort is simply al tifnu el.
ha-avot!60 And R. N ahman added: Let's face it, practically
speaking - did your parents or grandparents succeed in bring-

ing the Messiah?!61

R. J acob Joseph concludes that this is the meaning of the
quoted text in Malakhi: In the days of Elijah the 'parents wil
acknowledge that their ways were incorrect or insuffcient, and
they will adopt the ways of their children who chose better by
accepting upon themselves additional acts of piety and restric-
tions which go beyond the requirements of the Iaw.62

In the physical realm none 'Of us turns to the past but seeks
out the latest inventions and discoveries in medicine and tech-
nology. Yesterday's standard of life is no longer good enough
for us today. How much less so, then, can we suffce with the
religious life-style of yesteryear when new challenges confront
us every day!

At this point there remains but to conclude with another inter-
pretation of our sages which ever so succinctly and comprehen-
sively summarizes every thing we have said:

"Let sins be consumed from the earth and the wIcked shall be no
more, bless the Eternal a my soul" (Psalms 104:35).

Is it written "let hotim (sinners) be consumed?" It is written hataim
(sins)! Also look at the end of the verse: "And the resha'im (wicked)
shall be no more." When sIns shall be consumed there wil be no more
wicked people. Thus pray for them that they should repent and there
wil be no more wicked !63 .
R. Yehuda said: Yitamu - let the sinners become temimim (perfect;
upright), and the wicked shaH be no more, that is, they wil no longer
be wicked. Only then can we truly say "Bless the Eternal 0 my soul!"64

NOTES

1. A number of themes touched upon in this paper is discusseù in my Ahaval
Israel, Di Yiddishe Heim 8:3 et seq. (1966-7. nos. 30-33). The emphasis there,
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however, is essentially on the philosophical aspects while here it is on the halak.

hie ones, ve.i elsllar Lebet hamidrasli helo c/iidush.
2. See Shabbat 31a; Yerushalmi, Nedarim 9:4; Sifra on Leviticus 19:18; Gen-

esis Rabba, end of eh. 24 (and Theodor's Mirihat Yehudah ad loc.); Sefer Ha-
hinukh, no. 243; R. Judah Loew (Maharal), Netivot Olam, Ahavath Re'a, ch.
I; R. Dov Ber of Lubavitch, Torath Hayini, voL. I, Noach, ch. 33.

3. Ct. R. Yeruham Fishel Perla, Commentary on Sefer Hamitsvot-R. Saadia
GaoTl, I: 19. Special attention is drawn to this erudite and incisive commentary
not only on this point but as a significant source for detailed discussion of most

of the halakhíc issues and principles touched upon in the first half of this paper.
4. Sefer Hamitzvot (ed. R. Haim Heller), 1:206. Cf. Hilkhot De'ot 6:3.
5. Ibid., 11:302. Cf. Hilkhot De'ot 6:5-6.
6. Hilkhot EvelI4:1.
7. See Baba Metsia 48b on Exodus 22:27. (Though the meaning- remains the

same, it would seem more plausible to emend our text by changing amkhah to
re'akhah, as is indeed the version of Meiri in his commentary on Avot II: 15.)

8. Avot de R. Nathan, end of eh. 16. Cf. Shabbat 116a; Pesahim U3b; Men-
orat Hamaor, ed. Enelow, IV, p. 304.

9. Pesakhim lI3b.
10. See ibid., the sources cited in Eyn Mishpat.
II. In that case the witness alone is to hate the sinner. If the sin was a public

violation, i.e., there are two or more witnesses, then it becomes incumbent upon
all to hate him (see Pesakhini ad loc.).

12. Hilkhot Rotzeach 13:14.

13. Sefer Hakhinukh, no. 238. As for the comment of Minkhat Hinukh ad lac.,
see Sefer Hashalania al Minkhat Hinukh, p. 92b.

14. See Zohar III:85b f.; Hilkhot De'ot VI:6-9, and the references cited ad loc.
in Sefer Hamada, ed. Lieberman; Sefer Chassidim, sect. 5-6, 39 and 413, and the
commentaries Berith Olam and Mekor Hessed ad loc.; Shulkhan Arukh, Orakh
Hayim, sect. 608, and commentaries ad loc., and in Shulkhan Arukh HaRav, sect.
156:7-8; R. Isaiah Horowitz, Shenei Lukhot Haberit, Introduction; R. Hayim
C. Medini, Sedei Chemed, Assifat Dinin: Hey, sect. 2 (ed. Kehoth, voL. V, pp.
1951-6); R. Menahem Trivash, Orakh Mesharim, sect. 31; R. Jonathan Steif,
Mitsvot Hashem, part II: sect. 8, p. 59fJ.

15. Shulkhan Arukh HaRav, Orakh Hayim 156:6, and marginal note 52 ad loco
See Eliyahu Rabba, ch. 18 (ed. Friedmann, p. 109); Keter Shem Tov, ed. Kehot,
sect. 280; Tanya, ch. 32. Cf. Baba Metsia 59a and Shevu'ot 30a, and the sources
cited by R. Menahem Mendel of Lubavitch (Tsemach Tsedek) in his glosses on
Tanya, Sefer Kitsurim Vehe'arot, p. 36.

16. Arakhin 16b; Sifra, Kedoshim 9; and Sifre, Devarim I - emended acord-
ing to Yalkut Shim'oni, Devarim, par. 789, and Dikdukei Soferim.

17. Hatorah Vehamitsvot on Sifra ad lac. cit., par. 43. Ct. the commentary of
R. Dov Ber of Mezhircch on Tamid 28a (01' Torah, ed. Kchot, p. 22ríf.; Lik,üim
Yekarim, sect. 117).

18. See Mitsvot Hashem, op. cit., p. 63£. Cf. also Netivot Olam, Tohaha, eh. 3.
19. See note 16, supra.
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20. Yerushalmi, Shekalim V:L; Cf. Shabbat 112b; ErutJin 53a; Yoma 9b; Zohar
III:2a.

21. Maimonides, Hilkhot Rotseach 13:14; Shulkhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat,
272:11. Cf. Baba Metsia 32b, and Tosafot on Pesakhim 113b s.v. veraa bo (vs.
Tosafot on Baba Metsia ad loc. cit.).

22. Yad Ramah on Sanhedrin 52b, and see Shita Mekubetset on Ketubot 37b.
23. An obvious exception ,is to be found in the case of tbe meisit and madiah.

Of him it is written "You shall not toveh unto him" (Deuteronomy 13:9). The
word toveh is identified with tohav and interpreted as loving or showing affec-

tion. Thus the Silre on this verse deduces: On the basis of the all-encompassìng

mitsvah of "You shall love your fellow-man like yourself" we might think that
we are commanded to love also him who misleads others. Scripture therefore
states lo toveh lo - you are not permitted to love him at all. This is an exn1Icit
prohibition of the Torah which comprises one of the 613 mitsvot. (Maimonides,

Sefer Hamitsvot II: 17; Hilkhot Avodah Zara V:4).
Moreover, the one misled is prohibited from relaxing his hatred of the meisit:

he must hate him, and if he relaxes his hatred he violates another negative
commandment, to wit, "And you shall not hearken unto him" (Deuteronomy

13:9). Whereas Scripture states "You shall surely help him" (Exodus 23:5) _
which, as we have seen, included the Israelite enemy, i.e., the wicked in general
- we might think that we are commanded to assist the meisit as well; Scripture'
therefore says "And you shall not hearken unto him" (Sefer Hamitsvot II:18).

In addition to these two mitsvot 10 ta'aseh there are three more: 1. The

one misled is forbidden to save the life of the meisit when finding him in danger.
Though the general rule is "You shall not stand idly by the blood of your fellow-
man" (Leviticus 19: 16), of the meisit it is said "Your eye shall not pity him"
(Deuteronomy ibid.). 2. The one misled is forbidden to plead for the meisit
to exculpate him. Even if he knows an argument in his favör he is not to sug-
gest it to him or to advance it himself. 3. The one misled is forbidden to sup-
press anything known to him which is unfavorable to the meisit and may help
bring punishment upon him, as if is written "And you shall not conceal him"
(ibid.), i.e., if you know anything unfavorable to him you are not permitted to
withhold that information. (SeIer Hamitsvot 11:19-21; Hilkhot Avoda Zara, ad

loc. cit.)
It can, and has been, argued that these five prohibitions relate only to the

person that has been led astray by the meisit, as in each case it is said "the one
misled is forbidden." Anyone else, then, would not be violating these Biblical
injunctions though well the principle of R. Nachman bar Yitzchak which is
derived midivrei kabalah. The Minkhat Hinukh, quoting Mishnat Hakhamim,
already raised this issue and left it unresolved; see Minkhat Hinukh on Mitsvah
458. Offand it would seem, though, on the basis of Sanhedrin 29aetc. (ruled
by Maimonides, Hilkhot Sanhedrin XI:5 etc.) that the injunctions relate to others
as well. In any case, the very fact that the Torah distinguishes between the

meisit and all other sinners to the point that, as taught in Sifre ad loc., were

it not for these explicit Biblical instructions we would be applying the principles
of Ahavat Yisrael, azov ta'azov etc., suggests of itself that those latter principles

57



TRADITION: A Journal of Orthodox Thought

do apply to other sinners.
24. Commentary on Mishnah, Sanhedrin X:L (ed. Kapach, p. 216f.).
25. See his glosses on Minkhat Hinukh sect. 238, in Sefer Hashlama etc., op.

cit., p. 76b.
26. See also R. Moses Cordovero, Tomer Devorah, ch. II:

"No cause whatsoever should prevent man from doing good to others. No
sins or misdeeds of unworthy persons should intrude before him so as to prevent
him from doing good to those who need his favor at all times and every moment.
Just as (God) provides "from the horned buffalo to the brood of the vermin"
(Avodah Zara 3b) and does not despise any creature - for if He were to despise
them because of their insignificance they could not exist in the world a single
moment- (ct. R. Moses Cordovero's Pardess Rimonim, IV: end of ch. 10, and
VI:8; Tanya 11:1; R. Chaim of Volozhin, Nefesh Hachayim 111:1-2) - but sets
His Providence and extends His compassion to all, so man should be beneficent
to all, despising no creature. Even the most insignificant creature should be
most valuable in his eyes and he must be concerned with it. .

". . . Man is to honor all creatures by recognizing in them the exalted nature
of the Creator who created man with wisdom, and so all creatures contain within
them the wisdom of the Creator- (for the meaning of this mystical concept see
my Mystical Concepts in Hassidism, chapter III: section 4) -c . . . If, Heaven

forfend, he despises them, he touches upon the very honor of their Creatorl
". . . One must train onsel£ to bring into his heart the love of people,

(loving) even the wicked as if they were his brothers, and more so, until the
love of all people becomes firmly established in his heart. One is to love even

the wicked in his heart, saying "would that these were righteous, returning in
repentance, so that they all would be great and acceptable to the Omnipresent,"-
(cf. infra, notes 63-64)-as in the statement of the faithful lover of all Israel who
said "Would that all the people of Israel were prophets" (Numbers 1l:29).

"How can he love them? By recallng in his thought their good aspects and
covering up their defects; by not looking at their blemishes but only at the good
qualities in them" etc.

Cf. Meiri on Yoma 75a; R. Elijah de Vidas, Reishit Hockhmah, Sha'ar Ha'.
anavah, ch. 4-5; R. Menachem Mendel of Lubavitch, Derech Mitsvotekha, S.v.
Ahavat Yisrael.

27. See Introduction to his Commentary on Job, and his Magen Avot, 8-9.
28. See Sanhedrin 99a; Maimonides, Commentary on the Mishnah, Intr. to

Sanhedrin X, Principle 8, and Hilkhot Teshuvah 111:8.

29. Sefer Ha'ikkarim I: ch. 1-2.
30. Sanhedrin 99a; cf. ibid. 98b.
31. See ibid.: R. Joseph said: "May the Lord forgive himl"
32. Note also R. Joseph Albo's reference ad loco to Rabads stricture on Hilkhot

Teshuvah III:7.
33. Responsa of Radvaz, IV:187. Cf. R. Yossef Yitzchak of Lubavitch, Sefer

Hamaamarim 571l, p. 242a.
34. Maimonides, Hilkhot Mamrim 111:3; cf. also his Commcnta'ry on the Mish-

nah, Hulin 1:2.
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35. See Sefer Hamaamarim 571I, op. cit., p. 242a; Hawn Ish on Hilkhot De'ot
VI, and on Yoreh De'ah 13:16; Encyclopaedia Talmudit, voL. II, s.v. Apikoros.
See also the interesting definition of apikoros in R. Nachman of Bratslav, Likutei
Moharan, part 1,64:2; and R. Elijah Dessler, Mikhtav Me'eliyahu, voL. I, p. 173f.

36. See notes 46-49, infra.
37. Kidushžn 36a; Sžfre on Deuteronomy 14:1.
38. Eruvžn 46b; see Yad Malachž, I: Reysh, par. 581-582.
39. Responsa of Rashba, 1:194 and 242. Cf. Hida, Midbar Kedemoth, s.v. Beth:

2 and 4; Kaf:5; and Mem:l1.
40. R. Menachem M. Schneerson of Lubavitch, Hayom Yom, p. 81. Cf. Eliyahu

Rabba, ch. (28) 26 (ed. Friedmann, p. 1391.; Netivot Olam, Ahavat Re'a, beg.

of ch. 1; and note 42 infra.
41. On the concept and theological implications of the Israelite's Divine soul as

a "portion of God from Above" (Job 31:2), see R. Haim Vital, Sha'arei Kedu-
shah 1:1; Tanya, ch. 2; Reishit Hokhmah, Sha'ar Ha-ahavah, ch. 3; R. Shabtay
Sheftel Halevi, Introduction to Shefa Tal, and his NishmatShabtay Halevi;
(discussed in my "The Psychological System of R. Shneur Zalman of Liadi,"
part VI: sect. 26-27, Di Yiddishe Heim 13:2 (Autumn 1971). Cf. also Maimon-
ides, Hilkhot Gerushin II:20; R. Moshe Alsheikh, Tarat Moshe on Leviticus 25:35,
in comment on Avot V:4.

42. Hayom Yom, p. 78. Cf.Mékhiltah on Exodus 15:7, and Sifre on Numbers
10:35 (both quoted by Rashi); Pesikta Rabattai, Ki Thisa XI (ed. Friedmann,
p. 39b); commentators on Ben Azzai's interpretation of Genesis V:l (supra, note
2); Netivot Olam, ad loc. cit.; Sha'arei Kedushah, II:4 s.v. sinah; Shenei Lukhot
Haberit, Sha'ar Ha-otiot, s.v. Beth: Beriyot. Note also the Lubavitcher Rebbe's
explanation in his Likutei Sikhot, vol. II, p. 499f. (and ibid., p. 300), quoted in
my "The Philosophy of Lubavitch Activism," TRADITION, Summer 1972, p.
20.

43. On .this distinction and its far-reaching implications see Sefer Ho'arochžm
- Habad Encyclopaedia, voL. I, s.v. Ahavat Yisrael, p. 616fJ.

44. See my book, The Great Maggid, p. 137 and note 7 ad lac.; cf. supra, note
26.

45. See Pžtkhe Teshuvah, and R. Jonathan Eibeshitz's Tumim (note 9), on
Shulkhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat VII:7.

46. Mekhiltah deRashby on Exodus 19:6 (ed. Epstein-Melamed, p. 139). Cf.
Judges 20:11, and Tanya, Igeret Hakodesh, end of ch. 22. See also Yerushalmi,
Nedarim IX:4, and Korban Ha'eda and Penei Moshe ad loc.,' Radvaz on Hilkhot
Mamrim II:4; Tomer Devorah 1:4; Reshit Hokhmah, Sha'ar Ha-ahavah, ch. 5;
Shenei Lukhot Haberit, ibid.

47. See Mekhiltah, ad loc.; Leviticus Rabba 1V:6; Zohar III: 122a, and the
comm. Mikdash Melekh and Nitsutsei Orot ad loc.; Eliyahu Rabba, ch. (11) 12
(ed. Friedmann, p. 56). For a further elaboration on this theme see my Ahavat

Israel, sect. VII-IX, and the notes.
48. Cf. R. Isaac Luria's explanation for the universal obligation to recite the

liturgical confessions of sins, in R. Chaim Vital, Likutei Torah Veta'amei Hamits-
vot, Kedoshim (on Leviticus 19:18), and Shulkhan Arukh haArizal, Hilkhot
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Bet Haknesset, par. 8. See also Tomer Devorah 1:4, and Reishit Hokhmah,
Sha'ar Hayirah, ch. 14.

49. See the Tsemakh Tzedek's Derekh Mitsvotekhah, ad loco cit., p. 55fJ., at
length.
50. Note the well-known words of the Baal Shem Tov, quoted in Shivhe

Habesht (see my Rabbi Israel Baal Shem Tov, p. 85) when hearing of the
apostasy of the Frankists: "The shekhinah wails and laments - (see Sanhedrin
46a, and cf. Nefesh Hachayim II:LL and the sources cited there) - 'As long as
a member is connected there is hope that it may somehow recover, but when
the member is cut off it can no longer be mended: For everyone of Israel is
a member of the shekhinah (cf. Zohar III; 17a and 231 b; Tikunei Zohar XXI:52a;
see Tanya, Igeret Hakodesh, ch. 31):'

Cf. R. Judah Hahassid, Sefer Hassidim, sect. 190.
51. See Yerushalmi, Peah II:4; Leviticus Rabba 22:1; etc.
52. Y oma 9b.
53. See Sukkah 52b.
54. Cf. Agadat Bereshit, end of eh. 1: "The Holy One, blessed is He, said:

The wicked ones - not only did they not convert the yetser harah to be a yetser
tov, but they made the yetser tov into a yetser ral"

See also Nefesh Hakhayim, Addenda after Sha'ar III, beg. of ch. 4, and the
well.known story told of the author who, finding some students at his Yeshivah

in Volozhin discussing the cunnings of the yetser harah, commented to them:
"Right now the yetser harah is saying - criticize and revile me to your hearts'
delight just so that now you wil not study Torah!"

55. Hayom Yom, p. 64.
56. Likutei Sikhot, voL. II, p. 620f.
57. Cf. Rabba on Song II: 15 - "the little faxes that spoil the vineyards":

"Just as a fox is always looking behind him" etc.
58. A contemporary and associate of the Baal Shem Tov; for a biographical

sketch see Wolfson Jubilee Volume, IIl:pp. 113-141.

59. Such a reading bederekh mussar is to be found already earlier, in the Intro-
duction of R. Israel Yaffe's Or Yisrael, and attributed to R. Moshe ben David of
Vilna.

60. There is hardly any need to note that this does not stand in any contra-
diction to the principle of "Give heed to the customs of your ancestors which

have come down to you" (Betsa 4b); see Sedei Hemed, Kuntres Hakelalim, s.v.
Minhag, Klal 38 (voL. II, p. 90Sa-b). Cf. R. Moses di Trani, Bet Elokhim, Sha'ar
Hayesodot, ch. 38; the comment of R. Elijah of Vilna quoted in R. Samuel
Maltzan, Even Shelomo XI:7; and see also note 69 infra.

61. For a similar retort by R. Nakhman see Shivhe Hahesht, ed. Talpiot,
p, 101.

62. Toldot Ya'akov Yosseph, Bo, 13:12-14 (ed. Jerusalem 1960, pp. 160-163).

63. Berakhot lOa, and see Tossafot Barosh, ad IDe. Note Midrash Bane'elam,
Zohar I: lOSa: "It is a religious obligation for man to pray for the wicked that
they may return to goodness" etc.; and see Hida's Nitzutzei Orot, and the
sources cited in R. Margolius' Nitzutze Zohar, ad lac. Cf. Sanhedrin 37a, and the
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commentary of R. Isaiah (Pik) Berlin, appended to his Minei Targuma, p. 35a;
also Ta'anit 23b, and supra, note 26.

64. Midrash Tehilm 104:27.
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