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—— for future Tish B'tav sermon 

Suffering has no answer, only questions. Everything depends, 
as the neo-hentiane s said, onthe way, phrase the question. The 
challenge, to God pfs suffering |must be properly wielded. 

It is an old Jewish tradition, that the question must be turned 
back on ourselves: A Jip A ida ‘JOAI « Guilt that is not 
pathological but induces ear regeneration. But -- so much? The 
Holocaust too? The attitude can be overdone. 

There al : cata attitude: ( the challenge is flung God, 
as it were: id Sr, Rabbis on N'| say: 

ASW 927 eT SS as {> (in, An insult, a scandal and 
blasphemy -- hue was all r dene for a Moses, or an Abraham or a 
Berditchever -- or the victims of the Holocaust themselves. But the 
problem is that all the by-standers, and those who were born after thx 
Holocaust, also ask such questions. There is an element of self- 
righteousness about the person who, living in an economy of affluence, 
and never pious, asks, how can I believe in God after Auschwitz? 
There is something simply phony about the attitude. I remain un- 
impressed by the obese, cigar-chumping philosopher who excuses all 
his failings by blaming God for suffering of the Holocaust. Too much 
of what is written in our contemporary literature, and that passes on 
the lectuse podium, is no more than preposterous posturing. 

What then? They must be both simultaneously! Midrash ( 

Sew ntelyeel DRA \ (ere J pd sAle 

G me alc le AA ot}. iin ie fered nost at 

‘ " Neat wh VIA! > aval Seon, sti ah 

Raba ) 

So, one question without the other is invalid. To challenge 
and blame only man and the victim is insensitive; only God is -- 
arrogant and silly. 

When we combine both questions, as Moses did, then werare asking 
the great question from the point of proper balance. 
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