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For almost 40 years, Rabbi Professor Yitzhak (Isadore) Twersky z”l 
(1930–1997) was one of the dominant figures in academic Jewish Stud-
ies, in both North America and Israel. A student of the legendary scholar 
of Medieval Philosophy, Harry A. Wolfson, he succeeded him as Littauer 
Professor at Harvard, and subsequently founded and directed Harvard’s 
Center for Jewish Studies.

Twersky was best-known as a scholar of Maimonides. His magiste-
rial and award-winning Introduction to the Code of Maimonides (Mishneh 
Torah),1 remains a cornerstone of Maimonidean scholarship. However, 
the breadth of his interests and his literary output went far beyond that, 
a fact that is insufficiently recognized outside of the academy. Hence, 
Professor Carmi Horowitz has performed a signal service in presenting 
us with the present volume collecting the vast majority of Twersky’s pub-
lished essays and gives expression to the full range of his interests. Chief 
among these were the centrality of halakha (Jewish law) for the study 
and appreciation of Judaism, the interaction between halakhic study and 
meta-halakhic disciplines, and his insistence that students of Judaism 
adopt a long term perspective when addressing the history of Judaism.2 
He initially formulated these priorities in the introduction to his first 
book, Rabad of Posquieres: A Medieval Talmudist:3

Jewish intellectual history to the dawn of the nineteenth century is com-
parable to a fast-moving stream coursing through a complex network of 
tributaries and offshoots. The waters of the rivulets which poured into or 

1 Yale University Press, 1980. A 1992 Hebrew translation from Magnes Press con-
tains additional material and references. 

2 These same subjects lay at the center of the thought of Twersky’s father-in-law, 
Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik. He openly acknowledged the formative impact that R. 
Soloveitchik had on his life, and it is fair to assume that this is one stellar example. 
See my “Time Awareness as a Source of Spirituality in the Thought of Rabbi Joseph 
B. Soloveitchik,” Modern Judaism 32 (2012), 1–2.

3 Harvard University Press, 1962. The book was republished, with extensive addi-
tions, by the Jewish Publication Society in 1980.
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eddied alongside the mainstream of Judaism were colored by a dazzling 
variety of cultural disciplines: philosophy and mysticism, rationalism and 
pietism, exegesis and commentary, poetry and belles-lettres, linguistics 
and grammar. They did not always flow evenly or simultaneously. At var-
ious times, the philosophic tributary swelled in certain areas while the 
mystical waters raged elsewhere; or the philosophic tributary changed 
its course, only to have its former bed occupied by mystical currents.… 
The courses of these streams deserve to be—and, to a great extent, have 
been—charted, their ebbs and peaks registered, their force and calm 
measured; each of them left an imprint on the evolving Jewish intellect 
and spirit. The mainstream, however, was the halakah (Jewish Law)—its 
ever-expanding corpus of literature and its cumulative body of practice (vii; 
emphasis added).

Twersky viewed the restoration of halakha to its proper place as a schol-
arly desideratum of the first order, not only because it was correct but 
also due to the almost exclusive emphasis placed by historians of Judaism 
and Jewish culture on “the eddies and tributaries” that while fetching, 
were very much ancillary in Judaism.4 For Twersky this was a serious dis-
tortion. Yet, after the publication of Rabad of Posquières, Twersky never 
returned to the study of the history of halakha, per se. He didn’t address 
issues of halakhic codification and the legal exegesis of Talmudic passages, 

nor did he undertake case studies of the interaction between law and 
changing circumstances that are the bread and butter of the discipline.5 
He took the halakhocentricity of Judaism to be axiomatic, and it was his 
consistent point of departure.

That point of departure led him to examine the topic to which he 
devoted most of his career, and which constitutes a major part of his leg-
acy: The relationship between law and spirituality in Judaism. In a lecture 
at one of the earliest meetings of the Association for Jewish Studies, he 
declared:

A tense, dialectical relationship between religion in essence and religion 
in manifestation is at the core of the Jewish religious consciousness—its 
legal configuration and its historical experience. Halakhah is the indis-

4 One contemporary historian characterized this phenomenon as a refusal by 
scholars “to do the heavy lifting.”

5 Even in his studies of the Mishneh Torah, he concentrated on questions of lan-
guage, form, codification, halakhic historiography, and the like. This lacuna did 
not escape the attention of his reviewers. See David Berger, American Historical 
Review 86 (February 1981), 109, and Yaakov (Gerald) Blidstein, Pe’amin 11 (1982), 
135–141. 
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pensable manifestation and prescribed concretization of an underlying 
and over-riding spiritual essence, a volatile, magnetic and incompressible 
religious force designated as Judaism.6

Twersky posited that Judaism’s central dynamic was an unending, Hera-
clitean struggle, rather than a Hegelian synthesis, between spirituality and 
law. Halakha, per se, is a closed system that moves and develops according 
to its own inner logic and rules. Yet, its vitality demands that observance 
be accompanied by spiritual and intellectual content. “If Halakha is a 
means for the actualization and celebration of ethical norms, historical 
experiences, and theological postulates, then external conformity must be 
nurtured by internal sensibility and spirituality.”7

This was the subject that really fascinated Twersky, and it was to 
the mapping and characterization of the interaction between law and 
spirituality, from Talmudic times through the twentieth century, that 
he devoted himself. This concern is the overarching theme of the studies 
collected in the present volume, with its aptly chosen subtitle: Law and 
Spirit in Medieval Jewish Thought.8

It should be noted, though, that Twersky’s scholarship possessed not 
only thematic unity. It possessed a very specific methodological character. 

Twersky often told incoming graduate students to read Arthur O. 
Lovejoy’s The Great Chain of Being. Lovejoy’s pioneering work from 
1939 launched the sub-discipline of intellectual history known as the 
“History of Ideas.” He emphasized the importance of the tracing and 
tracking of key ideas (topoi), along with their variations and nuances over 
the centuries. Inherent to his approach was the assumption that a sig-
nificant degree of continuity and self-contained integrity characterized 
western thought.9

Twersky enthusiastically embraced these aspects of Lovejoy’s method. 
He maintained that this approach provided a critical counterweight to 
the dominant tendency among scholars to explain and interpret the his-
tory of Judaism solely in terms of contemporary developments in the cul-
tures and contexts within which Jews resided. He objected emphatically 

6 Isadore Twersky, ‘‘Religion and Law,’’ Religion in a Religious Age, ed. S.D. Goi-
tein (AJS, 1974), 69; in the present volume this appears on pp. 463–476.

7 Ibid.
8 On more than one occasion in his graduate seminars, Twersky was wont to aver 

that, in terms of its basic dynamic, Orthodox Judaism remained “medieval.”
9 The discipline, whose major platform is The Journal of the History of Ideas, has 

come a long way since Lovejoy. See Peter E. Gordon, “What is Intellectual History? 
A Frankly Partisan Introduction to a Frequently Misunderstood Field” (2012) (avail-
able at https://scholar.harvard.edu/pgordon).
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to the resultant superficial historicist reductionism. He acknowledged 
that Jews did not live in cultural vacuums, and that Jewish life and lore 
were profoundly affected thereby. However, he emphatically maintained 
that Rabbinic Judaism possesses both internal consistency and integ-
rity, which interacted with (but did not uncritically surrender to) outside 
forces, influences, and contingencies. The results could be demonstrated 
by identifying and tracing central topoi as they emerge and recede, and 
change nuance and implication over the centuries and across geographic 
expanses.10

Twersky illustrated his conviction as to the inner integrity and internal 
dynamic of Judaism and Jewish literary creativity in his study of the genesis 
of the Shulhan Arukh.11 He begins by detailing the parallel lives and activ-
ities of Rabbis Joseph Karo and Moses Isserles, each of whom created an 
updated summary of Jewish Law based on the Arba’a Turim of R. Jacob 
b. Asher (Bet Yosef and Darkhei Moshe, respectively), followed by abbrevi-
ations thereof (Shulhan Arukh and Mappa). He highlighted the fact that 
Rabbis Karo and Isserles were moved to undertake these projects under 
starkly different economic, social, and political circumstances:

This whole story is important I believe, because it expands the historical 
background against which the Shulhan Arukh is to be seen and cautions  
against excessive preoccupation with purely sociological data, with contem-
porary stimuli and contingencies. It makes the Shulhan Arukh under-
standable in terms of the general history of Halachic literature and its 
major trends. It provides an obvious vertical perspective… to be used 
alongside of an, at best, implicit horizontal perspective… for an explana-
tion of the emergence of the Shulhan Arukh (emphasis added).12

10 A number of scholars have taken sharp issue with the heavy (almost exclusive) 
“verticality” of his approach. For example, Robert Brody and the late Jose Faur 
criticized the general absence of the Geonic (and larger Muslim jurisprudential) con-
text from his discussions of the Mishneh Torah. See R. Brody, “Le-Ha’arakha Nek-
hona shel Mishneh Torah le-ha-Rambam,” Tarbiz 53 (1984), 318–325, and J. Faur, 
Iyyunim be-Sefer Mishneh Torah le-ha-Rambam: Sefer ha-Madda (Mossad HaRav 
Kook, 1978). See also, by implication, H. Soloveitchik, “Rabad of Posquieres: A 
Programmatic Essay,” Studies Presented to Professor Jacob Katz, ed. E. Etkes, et al. 
(Magnes Press, 1980), vii–lv.

11 It was notably published in a semi-academic/semi-popular journal, “The Shul-
han Arukh: Enduring Code of Jewish Law,” Judaism 16 (1967), 141–158, in the 
present volume, 421–438. 

12 “The Shulhan Arukh,” Judaism, 149–150. This meta-historical approach is fully 
expressed in the Introduction to the Code of Maimonides, and it is precisely its lack of 
regard for Maimonides’ sitz im leben that attracted the most criticism. 
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In sum, Twersky postulated that Judaism and Jewish sacred literature 
possessed their own integrity, inner dynamism, consistency, and continu-
ity. While these interacted with, and were affected by, changing circum-
stances, they were not dependent thereupon and could develop without 
any necessary connection thereto. 

As already noted, Ke-Ma’ayan ha-Mitgaber gathers all of Twersky’s 
essay-length studies and articles.13 The book was originally intended for 
Israeli academics, who had been largely unaware of the full range of his 
legacy and methodology, much of which had only been published in 
English. One of the great contributions of the volume is its presentation 
of Twersky’s English essays in superbly translated, clear, and accessible 
Hebrew prose.14

The volume opens with a detailed description of the collection’s 
genesis and characterizes its sub-divisions (15–28). This is followed by 
Horowitz’s comprehensive intellectual biography of Twersky.15 He lays 
out the trajectory of Twersky’s life and career, as a scholar, rabbi, and 
communal leader, and outlines his scholarly method (29–60).16 The tone 
and approach that he adopts is a mix of reverence and academic sobriety, 
as befits one who is both a devoted disciple and a trained intellectual 
historian.17

The collection itself is made up of 31 essays, organized into six dis-
crete thematic sections:

13 An earlier, more limited, collection appeared in English and Hebrew as Studies 
in Jewish Law and Philosophy (Ktav, 1982).

14 Twersky’s English style is notoriously difficult, even for native speakers. As a 
result, these Hebrew translations may make this material more accessible even for 
non-Israeli readers. The translators Gittit Holtzman, Tal Ilan, David Lubisch (z”l), 
Yossi Milo, Kalman Neuman, Pinchas Roth, Ayelet Sexton, and Yair Zuran are to be 
congratulated for their efforts. The editor has provided a useful bibliography of the 
English originals (699–701), many of which are available online.

15 An earlier, less expansive, version appeared in English as “Halakha and History, 
Intellectualism and Spirituality: Professor Isadore (Yitzhak) Twersky’s Academ-
ic-Religious Profile” in Torah and Western Thought; Intellectual Portraits of Ortho-
doxy and Modernity, eds. M. Soloveichik, et. al. (Maggid Books, 2015), 249–280.

16 One point that Horowitz omits deserves to be noted. Twersky rarely used, 
and certainly did not emphasize, the use of manuscripts in determining the texts 
of the works that he studied. He consistently preferred to use the printed editions 
that were available in Widener Library (including, of course, scientific editions, as 
they became available). This is surprising, considering the plethora of differences 
that exist between manuscript traditions themselves and between manuscripts and 
printed editions. 

17 Horowitz’ presentation is itself a good example of Twersky’s own method and 
style.
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1) The Maimonidean Oeuvre and Its Enduring Value 

These six studies revolve around various aspects of the Mishneh Torah. 
Some preceded the publication of Introduction to the Code of Maimonides 
(Mishneh Torah) and address most of the major themes developed there, 
such as the Code’s aim, structure, and codificatory form. These are all 
presented with an eye to the parallel discussions in Maimonides’ other 
writings. Alongside these, this section contains discussions of the recep-
tion of the work over the ages, in particular reactions and responses to its 
novelties. Of special note is a study entitled “R. Yosef Ashkenazi ve-Sefer 
Mishneh Torah le-ha-Rambam” (149–159). The arcane title is deceptive. 
Rather than being a narrow examination of the attitude of a cantankerous 
sixteenth-century commentator to Maimonides, the article maps out the 
way that the title Mishneh Torah was a litmus test (topos) for the attitude 
of scholars through the ages toward the Maimonidean project. It is a gem 
that exemplifies the type of intellectual history that its author advocated.  

2) Legal, Religious, and Ethical Thought in Maimonidean Writings 

The first essay in this section, a translation of “Some Non-Halakhic Aspects 
of the Mishneh Torah,” is one of the author’s most important and pioneer-
ing studies. In it, he presents the then strikingly revisionist position that 
Maimonides’ religio-intellectual persona was effectively integrated. This was 
a revolutionary contention when the essay first appeared, as it defied the 
regnant view among scholars that the Mishneh Torah (excluding its first four 
chapters) was to be viewed solely as a work of Jewish law while the Guide 
for the Perplexed was devoted to the Maimonidean project of synthesizing 
Judaism with Aristotelian metaphysics.18 Twersky asserted that one must 
not compartmentalize Maimonides’ halakhic and philosophic writings and 

18 Cf. Menachem Kellner, “Reading Rambam: Approaches to the Interpretation of 
Maimonides,” Jewish History 5 (1991), 73–93. Twersky’s thoroughgoing “unitary” 
approach to Maimonides’ writings was intended as a correction to the bifurcation 
thereof by Leo Strauss and Shlomo Pines, who posited that the conservative Mishneh 
Torah and the radically philosophic Guide should be viewed separately. Twersky’s 
integrated approach succeeded in bridging the chasm posited by Strauss, and the 
Mishneh Torah is now a permanent feature in discussions of Maimonidean philos-
ophy. Many scholars, however, reject Twersky’s harmonizing of the two sides of 
Rambam’s persona. They vigorously debate whether Maimonides’ philosophy was 
radical and the extent of the relationship between the Mishneh Torah and the Guide. 
See, however, D. Henshke, “Le-She’elat Ahdut Haguto shel ha-Rambam,” Da’at 37 
(1996), 37–51. Henshke shows just how closely Rambam’s formulation in Me’ila 8:8 
aligns with his theory of sacrifices in Guide III:32. (My thanks to Prof. Lawrence 
Kaplan for his help both in clarifying this point and for offering a number of helpful 
suggestions.)
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that the full measure of Maimonidean rationalism could be taken from a 
sensitive reading of the Mishneh Torah.19 As proof of this contention, he 
shows that philosophic ideas, ideals, injunctions, and interpretations may be 
identified throughout the Mishneh Torah, both in its many aggadic perora-
tions and throughout the warp and woof of the text itself.20 Aside from the 
unity of the Maimonidean corpus, Twersky concluded that Rambam viewed 
the study of philosophy as an original part of the Torah21 and that law and 
philosophy filled independent, but complementary, roles in Maimonides’ 
scheme. The former determined the actions demanded of the Jew, while the 
latter sensitized the fulfillment of the commandments through adducing 
reasons for their observance and providing an integrated spiritual worldview 
within which observance occurs. The roles that each played were, however, 
totally separate and did not violate the other’s autonomy. Finally, the Mish-
neh Torah provides an archetype of the proper interaction between spiritual-
ity and law that lay at the foundation of Judaism.

The other essays in this section treat specific ways the Mishneh Torah 
addresses the need to cultivate sensitized, rationalist spirituality in the per-
formance of mitzvot. There are treatments of the relationship between Torah 
and science, the place of the Land of Israel, kavvana in prayer, the nature 
of Kiddush Hashem, and the search for ta’amei ha-mitzvot. The two essays 
dealing with the rationales for the commandments deserve special note, 
especially the one devoted to an analysis of Hilkhot Me’ila 8:8. Here, the 
reader has an opportunity to see the care, caution, and precision that Twer-
sky brought to the reading of Maimonidean texts. It is a rare opportunity 
not only to read a scholar’s conclusions, but to enter his laboratory, as it were.

3) Halakhic Scholars and the History of Halakha22 

This section is a potpourri in which the editor has combined articles dis-
cussing R. Abraham b. David of Posquieres (Rabad), the contribution of 

19 The question of the relationship between the Mishneh Torah and the Guide 
would prove a bit thornier for him. See Introduction to the Code of Maimonides, 
430–442.

20 See, for example, how Maimonides obliquely includes the study of philosophy 
as an integral part of Torah study (Hilkhot Yesodei ha-Torah 4:14 and Talmud Torah 
1:12). Or, the way he inserts the code word for philosophical study (hokhma) into 
Talmudic passages (Hilkhot De’ot 5:5; Talmud Torah 3:13; Avoda Zara 11:16; Issurei 
Bi’ah 14:3; Rotze’ah 5:5, and many more.

21 Cf. Guide I:71.
22 “History of Halakha” properly refers to the examination of specific questions or 

themes in the interpretation and application of Jewish law, in situ. Since the studies in 
the section emphasize literary, historical, and broad cultural issues, it would have been 
more properly titled as “Halakhic Scholars and the History of Halakhic Literature.”
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Italian sages to Rabbinic literature, and R. Joseph Karo and the creation 
of the Shulhan Arukh. The discussions of Rabad characterize the many 
and varied types of critiques that he made of the Mishneh Torah, as well 
as his attitude toward Jewish philosophy and mysticism. Twersky’s cen-
tral point in both pieces is to rebut the negative, obscurantist image of 
the Rabad in previous Jewish historiography, where he is consistently 
cast as the pedantic critic of Maimonides, the great hero of enlightened 
Jews.23

4) Halakha and Meta-Halakha 

These studies expand upon the theme of spirituality and law that were 
earlier addressed in connection with Maimonides, and whose basic out-
lines were discussed in the first section of this review.24

Opening the section is Twersky’s very important programmatic essay, 
“Religion and Law,” in which he outlines the broad issues involved in the 
necessary interaction between halakha and the major sources of Jewish 
spirituality (e.g., rationalism, mysticism, Bible study, musar). The other 
items examine the struggle to define the character of Talmud Torah, as 
played out in the sixteenth century, and in the responsa of the seven-
teenth-century authority, R. Yair Hayyim Bacharach. The section closes 
with a discussion of the interaction between the subjective and objective 
elements in the mitzva of Tzedaka.

5) Jewish Intellectual History

Twersky’s research on Rabad led him to investigate the intellectual his-
tory of medieval Provençal Jewry, a field that had until then not received 
the scholarly attention it deserved.25 Based upon a summary of his initial 
findings, he published three of the four essays contained in this section. 
The first is a programmatic overview and characterization of the efflo-
rescence of Jewish culture during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, 
which remains a classic. In addition, in keeping with his penchant for 
individual intellectual portraits, there are studies of the maverick Biblical 
exegete, Joseph Ibn Caspi and of the commentary on the aggada by 

23 Much of Twersky’s writing should be seen as a pushback against (many still) 
dominant trends in Jewish studies that he saw as implicitly prejudiced against Jewish 
tradition.

24 For reasons of thematic unity, this section really should have come immediately 
after section two.

25 See his retrospective introduction to the second edition of Rabad of Posquieres 
(JPS, 1980), xv–xxv. 
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poet Yedaiah Bedersi. The section closes with a programmatic study and 
appreciation of Nahmanides, whose perch in Gerona made him as much 
part of Provence as of Spain.

6) Contemporary Issues and Personalities

Twersky was far from being a denizen of the Ivory Tower. A scion of the 
Talner Hasidic Dynasty, he served as rabbi and then rebbe of the shtiebel 
founded by his father. He was vitally interested in Jewish education and 
was actively involved in the Maimonides School. In addition, he partici-
pated in international Jewish educational initiatives, such as the Mandel 
Institute in Jerusalem and its “Visions of Jewish Education” project.26 In 
all of these activities, he was uncompromising in his insistence that Jewish 
education and survival must be predicated upon a substantive ground-
ing in classical Jewish texts. He drives these points home in the first two 
essays here, which address his prescription for Jewish continuity and 
vision for the future of Jewish studies. He cautions against an unnuanced 
and uncritical embrace of modernity at the expense of the integrity and 
richness of Jewish tradition, and he stridently argues against the neglect 
of Rabbinic literature (in its widest sense) by Jewish studies scholars.

The volume closes with appreciations of the two intellectual mas-
ters who had the most formative impact upon Twersky, Prof. Harry A. 
Wolfson, and his father in law, R. Joseph B. Soloveitchik.

At his funeral in Jerusalem, Professor Twersky’s son, R. Mayer Twer-
sky, read the opening passage of an unfinished autobiography. In a few 
lines, written in elegant Hebrew, he observed with sad resignation that 
God had decreed that he be born modern. Left to his own devices, he 
mused, he would have preferred to have been born either in the genera-
tion of Maimonides, or in that of R. Israel Ba’al Shem Tov, the founder of 
Hasidut. I found these few words to be very repercussive, as they strongly 
suggest why this particular collection of apparently “academic” essays is 
of relevance to a broader religious community.

An intellectual, axiological, and emotional chasm often divides the 
world of traditional Torah study and the academic enterprise known as 
Jewish studies. Indeed, it could hardly be otherwise, when one considers 
that each has very different points of departure. Traditional Torah study 
begins with an a priori commitment to the integrity and the eternal value 
of the subject matter, even as that study is understood and experienced as 
a religio-spiritual act. In addition, the authorities of the past are revered, 
even as their specific ideas and words may be subjected to respectful (if 

26 See Jeffrey Saks, Spiritualizing Halakhic Education (Mandel Foundation, 2006).
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sharp) criticism. Academic Jewish studies, by way of contrast, are largely 
rooted in methodological skepticism and historicism (and often a mea-
sure of judgmentalism). Practitioners of Jewish studies, since the nine-
teenth century, have shown a marked tendency to assume that Judaism 
has little or no essential consistency, and they reduce it to being seen as a 
passive absorber of (or reactor to) influences and ideas that it encountered 
throughout the ages.27

Twersky’s writings challenge these trends in Jewish studies. By 
emphasizing the consistencies and continuities in Judaism, especially 
the centrality of halakha and halakhic observance for a balanced under-
standing thereof, he liberated the study of Judaism from superficial 
historicist reductionism and restored its dignity as possessing its own 
integrity and, to use a much maligned word, essence. The result was a 
more balanced approach to Jewish intellectual history by demonstrat-
ing its inner coherence, integrity, and continuity. The application of 
the “History of Ideas” method to the study of Judaism also narrowed 
the chasm and enabled traditional students to enter the field, without 
sacrificing their religious or academic integrity. In both senses, there is 
something Maimonidean in the way he sought to bridge these intellec-
tual worlds.28

By concentrating on the inter-dependence of halakha and spirituality, 
Twersky also contributed to Orthodox Jewish life and observance. By 
emphasizing the centrality and autonomy of halakha, and the existen-
tial need to vivify its fulfillment with God-awareness and meaning, he 
demonstrated the dangers of imbalance in either direction. By mapping 
that interaction throughout the ages, he expanded the frontiers of Torah 
study and Judaic studies to include past writers who could contribute 
new insights to deepen the interior spiritual aspect of halakhic obser-
vance.29 The cultivation of the soul’s yearning for God, and the many 
paths marked out toward Him over the generations, is a decidedly Besh-
tian turn.30

27 One should note, also, the marked disinclination on the part of academic histo-
rians to attribute religious motives, considerations, or commitments to the objects 
of their researches. 

28 This is not to say that there are no tensions between traditional learning and 
Twersky’s approach. Nor do I mean to imply that philosophy and Wissenschaft pose 
the same challenge, or interact similarly, with Judaism. 

29 This is exemplified in the recent volume Torah of the Mind, Torah of the Heart: 
Divrei Torah of the Talner Rebbe, ed. D. Shapiro (Urim Publications, 2020).

30 He was wont to say: “There is nothing new in Hasidus. Everything is new in 
Hasidus.”
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Ke-Ma’ayan ha-Mitgaber affords the reader the all too rare opportu-
nity to benefit from the wisdom of one of the giants of Jewish scholarship 
of the past generation, secure in the knowledge that he is also engaging 
in a novel form of Talmud Torah.

Rabbi Dr. Jeffrey R. Woolf teaches in the Talmud Department at Bar-Ilan 
University, and received his Ph.D. from Harvard University under the direction 
of Prof. Yitzhak Twersky.

Book Review

139


