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It goes without saying that it is that common vision 
af Torah which we call "Centrist Orthodoxy" that unites us 
here today. But we ought to bear in mind what Carl Becker, 
the great American historian, once said: "It is important, 
every $0 often, to look at the things that go without 
saying to be sure that they are still going: « { would add 
the need for intellectual vigilance to this reminder far 
practical caution by paraphrasin his stl lai "Tt is 
important, every so often, to look at what we are saying 
about the things that go without saying to make sure we 
know what we are talking about." 

In Nile ae an some of the foundations of our 
Weltanschauung, I do not _ presume to be imparting new 
information. the task I have set for myself is to 
summarize and clarify, rather than to innovate. Dr. 
Johnson ance said that it is important not only to 
instruct people but also to remind them. I shall take his 
sage advice for this discourse. 

We seam to be sufferin fram ao terminological 
identity crisis. We now call ourselves "Centrist 
Orthodoxy." There was a time, not too long ago, when we 
referred to ourselves as "Modern Orthodox." @thers tell us 
that we should call ourselves simply "Orthodox," without 
any qualifiers, and leave it to the other Orthodox Slates ote 
to canjure up adjectives for themselves. I agree with the 
last view in principle, but shall defer to the advocates 
of "Centrist Orthodoxy" for two reasans: First, it is the 
term that today has greatest curency, and second, it is a 
waste of intellectual effort and precious time to argue 
about titles when there are s0 many truly significant 
issues that clamor for our attention. In no way should the 
cheice of one adjective over the other be invested with 
any substantive significance or assumed to be a "signal" 
of ideological position. 

We are what we are, and we should neither brag nor be 
Py oh etic about it. These days, we do more of the latter 
than the former, and I find that reprehensible. Let us be 
apen and forthright about our convictions: They are 
n77mNs? and not Tayo. We must not be intimidated by 
those who question our legitimacy for whatever reason. 
Nevertheless -~- or maybe because of our ideological 
self-confidence -- we must be ready to canfront, firmly 
but respectfully, any challenges to our position. 

It is in this spirit that I mention an argument that 
is often offered o refute our Centrist outlook: that, 
after all, we have introduced "changes," and that such 
changes bespeak our lack of fealty fo torah and Halakhah. 
We are taunted by the old aphorism, AIINN yn WOR WN, 
that rag b Acta new , any change, constitutes an offense 
against Torah. (It 1s interesting how a homiletical W114 
YURI) by the immortal 4510 Onn has been adopted as an 
Article of Faith. I wonder how many good Jews really 
believe that ait is an ancient warning against any new 
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ideas and not a halakhic proscription of certain types of 
grain at certain times of the year...) 

Have we really introduced "changes?" Yes and No. No, 
not a single fundamental of Judaism has been disturbed by 
us. We adhere to the same D°*7pP°D), we are loyal to the same 
Torah, we strive for the same ADIN Tin’? and nNiznn monw 
that our parents and grandparents before us cherished 
throughout the generations, from Sinai onward. 

But ta we have introduced innovations, certainly 
relative to the East Eurapean model which is our cherished 
touchstone, our intellectual and spiritual origin, and the 
source Of Our Nostalgia. We are Orthodox Jews, most of us 
of East European descent, who have, however, undergone the 
modern experience ~~ and survived it; who refuse to accept 
modernity uncritically, but coh ina $0 refuse to reject it 
uneritically; who have lived through the most fateful 
period of the history of our people and want to derive 
some invaluable lessons from this experience, truths that 
may have been latent heretofore. In this sense, we have 
indeed changed from the idealized, romanticized, and in 
many ways real picture of the shtetl, whether of 
"Lomdisch" Lithuania or the Hasidic courts. 

Do these changes delegitimize us as Orthodox Jews, as 
followers of Halakhah, as VIN *3a? My answer is a full 
and unequivocal No. 

My grandfather, Rabbi Yehoshua Baumol, ?"31, made the 
following insightful comment about the verse T7N PTR wo7nI 
1777 DN? RIRINA DW, that when Father Abraham returned from 
the war victorious, Malkizedek King af Shalem offered him 
bread and wine: Why bread and wine’ Surely there are other 
see pina Ail an the menu of a weary army returning from 

a e. 

Clearly, these are symbols. Indeed, bread and wine 
aften have transcultural significance; they are important 
anthropologically in most ancient cultures. What do they 
mean in the context of this biblical narrative? 

Ferhaps this: Abraham had achieved wide recognition 
as a oman of God -~- a man of wisdom, peacefulness, 
a He was the prince of spirituality, the "knight 
of faith" as Fierkegaard was to call him. Yet suddenly he 
seems to have changed! His kinsman is in trouble, and = at 
once Abraham the scholar and saint and =a girds his 
loins, takes up arms, rushes into battle -- and behold, he 
is Abraham the soldier, fighter, and military hero. His 
ancient allies and adversaries alike no doubt thought: His 
previous reputation was all wrong. He is not really 
ore ae superior to us; indeed, he is one of us! No wonder 
that the Fing of Sodom greets him n1Wn PnyaA, in the valley 
of Shaveh, which is not only the name of a Place but also 
Means Nalike," "similar." "You are just like us -- and we 
are as good as you," the Fing of Sodom means to tell 
Abraham, 

Tt is for this reason that Malkizedek, far wiser than 
the others, offers Abraham bread and wine. The symbolism 
here has halakhic referents. ping oles to the Talmud (‘on 
J} DIAN TR*D PIB . NII), a change in the form of any = food 
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For us, the study of worldly wisdom is not a 
concession to economic necessity. It is de LAG» not de 
facta. I have never understood how e excuse a 
ermitting "college" for the sake of "0399" or earning a 
ivelihood can be advocated by religiously serious people. 

If all secular learning is regarded as dangerous 
spiritually and forbidden halakhically, what right does 
one have to tolerate it at all? Why not restrict careers 
for Orthodox Jews to the trades and small businesses? Is 
the difference in wages between a computer programmer — and 
a shoe salesman large enough to dismiss the "halakhic" 
prohibition of the academic training necessary for the 
former? The Hasidic communities and°part of the Mitnagdic 
yeshiva world, which indeed proscribe any and all contact 
with secular academic learning, have at least the virtue 
of consistency. One cannot say the same for the more 
moderate or modernist factions of the "yeshiva world" 
which condone "college" for purposes of earning a 
livelihood (while insisting upon rather arbitrary and even 
bizarre distinctions amongst various courses and 
disciplines) at the same time that they criticize, usually 
intemperately, the Centrist Orthodox for their open 
attitude towards the world of TN. 

For us, the study of worldly wisdom enhances Torah. 
It reveals not a oe of the value of Torah in. the 
hierarchy of values, but a symbiotic or synergistic view. 

Critics of the DTN ADIN school have argued that our 
view is premised on a flawed appreciation of Torah, 
namely, that we do not subscribe to the wholeness and 
self-sufficiency of Torah. DTN) ADIN implies, thay aver, 
that Torah is not complete, that it is lacking; else, why 
the need for secular learning? 

This critique is usually based upon the Mishnah in 
niarx that "AA RVIDT AA yan AA Jan" -- delve into Torah 
intensively, and ou will discover that it contains 
everything. Hence he Tannaim believed that Torah is the 
repository of all wisdam, and therefore independent stud 
of other systems of thought and culture is a denial o 
this authoritative comprehensiveness of Torah. 

Truth to tell, this is indeed the interpretation of 
this articular 730n by the Gaon of Vilna in his 
Commentary: The Torah contains, in hidden as well as 
revealed form, the totality of knowledge. But does this 
really imply that there is no independent role for DTN or 
MHI: 

Not at all. First, the Gaon himself is quoted by one 
of his students, R. Baruch of Shklov, as saying that 
ignorance of other forms of wisdam results n a 
hundredfold ignorance of Torah: QW? WOMW AN AD 
NIWA NHS NIT ARVH WW? VT AT NHiv? Nanom wWRwWn Nay T4 
DIT IP AR 07 ATP) “TT? N°* THA NDT awaana ae, 

to"pn, ann. The last clause itself belies the view that all 
wisdom, including worldly wisdom, is contained within the 
Torah. While it is true that the Gaon was extremely adept 
at demonstrating, through various complex and arcane 
means, that the many aspects of Torah interpenetrate each 
ather soa that, for instance, elements of the Oral Torah 
are discoverable in the text of Scripture, still we may 
not be correct in assuming that his interpretation of the 
Mishnah in NAR is anything more than that. In all 
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probability it does not represent the essence of his 
encampassing view on the nature of Torah. Moreover, even 
if ane i= insists upon ascribing to the Gaon such a radical 
view of Torah based upon this comment, he clearly does 
maintain that the secular disciplines are necessary to 
unlock the vault of Torah in order to reveal the profane 
wisdom that lies latent within it. 

Secand, we find instances where the Sages clearly 
delineate Torah from Wisdom, “AND. Thus, in Mid. Ekhah, 2, 
we read: ”ATIN w eee JTRWRN D742 NHS Ww DTR T? WWR* DR 
J INRN VR DV -— Af you are told that the Gentiles 
possess wisdom, believe it; that lat possess Torah, do 
not believe it. What we have here is no a confrontation 
between sacred and secular wisdom, but an expression of 
their complementarity: Each is valuable, eac has its 
particular sphere. "Torah" is our particularist corpus of 
sacred wisdom, confined to the people of Israel, while 
"Wisdom" iss the universal heritage of all mankind in which 
Jews share equally even thoug it is not their own 
exclusive preserve. 

ii Anke the debate on the meaning of the Gaon’s 
words eee ene tes his is not the only authoritative 
interpretation of he passage in the Mishnah. Meiri sees 
this passage as teaching that any. problem within Torah 
itself is solvable without having recourse to sources 
outside of Torah. Torah, thus, is self-sufficient as 
sacred oetce oe it makes no claims on being the sole 
repository of all wisdom, divine and human. This much more 
modest exegesis is certainly more palatable for us, living 
in an age of the explosion of knowledge and the incredible 
adavances of science and technology. The view some ascribe 
to the Gaon, that there is no autonomous wisdam other than 
Torah, because it is all contained in Torah, would leave 
us profoundly perplexed. No amount af intellectual 
legerdemain or midrashic pyrotechnics can convince us that 
the Torah, somehow, posseses within itself the secrets of 
quantum mechanics and the synthesis of DNA and the 
mathematics that underlie the prediction of macroeconomic 
fluctuations and... and... Qo such problems arise if we 
adapt the simpler explanation of Meiri. 

For those of us in the Centrist camp, DTNI ATIN does 
not kmply the coequality of the two poles. Torah remains 
the unchallenged and preeeminent center of our lives, our 
community, our value system. But centrality is not the 
same as exclusivity. It does not imply the rejection of 
all other forms or sources of knowledge, such that 
non-sacred learning constitutes a transgression. It does 
not yield the astounding canclusion that ignorance of 
Wisdom becomes a virtue. IT cannot reconcile myself, or m 
reading of the whole Torah tradition, with the idea tha 
ignorance ~~ any ignorance ~~ may be raised to the level 
Q an transcendental good and ai source of ideological 
pride. 

Time-does not permit a more extensive pte Adel based 
upon appropriate sources, of the relationship between 
Torah and Madda within the context of Torah Umadda. But 
this one “note should be added: Granting that Wisdom has 
autonomous rights, it does not remain outside the purview 
of Torah as a world-view, even though it may not be 
absorbed in Torah as a corpus of texts or ady of 
knowledge. Ultimately, as Rav Fook taught, both the sacred 
and the profane are profoundly interrelated; the WwTip 



newtTpn is the source of both 71M T1077 WTIPA T1902. The 
Author of the Book of Exodus, the repository of the 
beginnings of the halakhic portions af the Torah, is the 
self-same Author of the Book of Genesis, the teachings 
about God as the universal Creator , and hence the subject 
matter of all the mnon-halakhic disciplines. Truly, VI7R 
DT NPR WAT WAV! (This may provide an alternative 
answer to the famous question by Rashi, at the beginnin 
of mwara, as to oie | the Torah begins with the story o 
the genesis of the world rather than with the first I3xn 
as recorded in ninw,.) 

The second important principle that distinguishes 
Centrist Orthodoxy is that of moderation. Of course, this 
should by no Means be considered ai "change" or 
"“innavation"; moderation is, if anything, more mainstream 
than extremism. But in today’s environment, true 
moderation appears as an abberatian ary worse, a 
manifestation of spinelessness, a lack of commitment. And 
that is precisely what moderation is not. It is the result 
neither of uile nor af indifference nor of prudence; it 
is a matter of sacred principle. Moderation must not be 
understood as the mindless application of an arithmetic 
average or mean to any and all problems. It is the 
expression Of an ernest, sober, and intelligent assessment 
of each situation, bearing in mind two things: the need to 
consider the realities of any particular situation as well 
as general abstract theories or principles; and the 
awareness of the complexities of life, the "stubborn and 
irreducible" facts of existence, as William James called 
them, which refuse to yield to simplistic or single-minded 
sQlutions. Moderation issues from a broad D710 napwn or 
world view rather than from tunnel vision. 

Tt was, as is well known, Maimonides who established 
moderation as a 3 a rhe of Judaism when he elaborated 
his doctrine of "the middle way" a) eMNe3gI327 AN AW 
NMeypandn) as the Judaized version oa the Aristotelian 
Golden Mean in his NiVT nistn as well as in his earlier 
HPI AaAnwW. The mean is, for Rambam, the a way and the 
way of the virtuous (DAIWA FAT AWWA pM. The mean is 
na absolute; Maimonides records two standard exceptions 
and describes certain general situations where the mean 
does not apply. This alone demonstrates that the principle 
of moderation is not, as I previously mentioned, a 
"mindless application of arithmetic averages" toa his 
philosaphy of character. 

Of course, Maimonides is speaking primarily of moral 
dispositions and individual personality, not of political 
or social conduct. Yet, there is good reason to assume 
that the broad outlines of his doctrine of moderation 
apply as well to the social and political spheres. First, 
there is no rima facie reason to assume that because 
Maimonides ial stot RE 1S principle by references toa 
personal or characterological dispositions, that this 
concept does not apety to collectivities, such as the 
olis or society or the nation, mutatis mutandis. Second, 
is own historical record reveals a balanced approach toa 

communal problems which, while often heroic, is not all 
extremist. Special mention might be made af his 
conciliatory attitude towards ‘the KFaraites despite his 
judgment as to their halakhic status. But this is a 
subject which will take us far afield and must be left for 
another time. 



Third, Maimonides refers to a specific verse which, 
upon further Ug tee haa rt reveals significant insights. 
He identifies the Middle Way with the ‘A J.T, the "way of 
the Lord," citing Genesis 16:19 -- 13> WR JUN? WNT? +9 
YOON APTS NIOvV? “A FAT WNW) I ITR NA NR V79a NR. The 
Middle Way is the Divine Way, the Way of the Lord, and the 
assurance of a just and moral world ("to do righteousness 
and justice"). It is the essential legac that one 
generation must aspire to bequeathe to the next: "that he 
may command his children and his household after him that 
they may keep the way of the Lord..." 

Now consider the context of this verse, which 
Maimonides Sees as the source of the teaching of 
moderation. It appears just after the very beginning of 
the stor of the evil of Sodom and Gomorrah. Verses 164, 
17, and 18, just preceding the passages we have cited, 
tell ar the angels ooking upon Sedom as Abraham 
accompanies them onto their way. "And the Lord said: Shall 
[I hide from Abraham that which I am doing Cko Sodomi, 
seeing that Abraham shall surely become a great and might 
nation, and all the nations shall be blessed in him? For 
have known him (ar, preferably: I love him) to the end 
that he may command his children and his household after 
him that they may a the way of the Lord ..." God wants 
Abraham to exercise his quality of moderation, the Way of 
the Lord, on the Lord Himself as it were, praying for the 
Lard to moderate the exteme decree of destruction against 
Sodom and Gomorrah. And he almost succeeds: What fo6llows 
is the immortal passage of the Lord informing Abraham of 
His intention to utterly destroy the two cities of 
wickedness, and Abraham pleading for their survival if 
they contain at least ten innocent people. 

Surely, the ‘MN J.T refers to more than ersonal 
temperance alone; the doctrine of moderation, which the 
term implies according to Maimonides, is set in the 
context of Abraham's” office of a blessing to all the 
peoples of the earth, and to his heroic defense of Sodom 
and Gomorrah -~ symbols of the very antithesis of all 
Abraham stands for. mare political or communal example 
of naderatian and temperance, of tolerance and 
sensitivity, is hard to come a Yet for Maimonides, this 
is the Way of the Lord. he Way of the Lord speaks, 
therefore, not only of personal attributes but of the 
widest and broadest scopes of human endeavor as well. 

Our times are marked by a painful absence of 
moderation. Extremism is rampant, especially in Our 
religious life. Of course, there are reasons ~~ unhappily, 
too often they are ver good reasons -~ far the new 
expressions of zealotry. There is 50 very much in 
contemporary life that is reprehensible and ugly, that it 
is hard toa fault those who reject all “of it with 
uncoanceal ed and indiscriminate contempt. Moreover , 
extremism is psychologically mare satisfying and 
intellectually easier to Randle. It requires fewer fine 
distinctions, it imposes mo burden of selection and 
evaluation, and substitutes passion for pa a a Ay Yet one 
must always bear in mind what Murray Nicholas Butler once 
said: The extremes are more logical and more consistent -- 
but they are absurd. 

It ais this moral recoil from absurdit and the 
penchant for intellectual short-cuts, as wel as the 
positive Jewish teaching of moderation as the ‘nN J.T, that 



must inform our public policy in Jewish matters today. The 
Way of the Lord that was imparted to Abraham at the eve of 
the great cataclysm of antiquity must remain the guiding 
principle for ews of our era who have emerged trom an 
incomparably greater and mor e evil catastrophe. 
Moderation, in our times, requires courage and the 
Willingness to risk not only criticism but abuse. 

Test the accuracy of this statement by an exercise of 
the imagination. Speculate on what the reactions would be 
to Abraham if he were to be alive today, in the 1980's, 
pleading for Sodom and Gomorrah. Flacards would no doubt 
rise on every wall of Jerusalem: "NAT 7D Dinw mMiw..." the 
scandal of a purportedly Orthodox leader ay to speak 
aut on behalf of the wicked evildoers and de Zing the 
opinions of all the n°717T2 of our times! mer gency 
meetings of the Executive Committee of a rabbinic 
organization in New York would be convened, resulting ina 
statement to the press that what could one expect of a man 
who had stooped to a dialogue with the King of Sodom 
himself. Rumors would fly that the dialogue was occasioned 
by self-interest -- the concern for his nephew Lot. 
Anerican-born Neturei Karta demonstrators in Israel would 
parade their signs before the foreign ress and TV 
cameras: "WASTE SODOM...NUKE GOMORRAH"... "ABRAHAM DOESN’ T 
SPEAK FOR RELIGIOUS JEWRY." Halakhic periodicals would 
carry editorials granting that Abraham was indeed a T*n?N 
pon, but he has violated the principle of D°ndsan nana by 
ignoring the weight of rabbinic opinion that Sodom = and 
Gomorrah, like Amalek, must be exterminated. Indeed, what 
can one expect other than pernicious results from one whoa 
is well known to have flirted with Zianism...? And beyond 
words and demonstrations, Abraham would be hysically 
threatened by the Kahane strongmen, shaking their fists 
and shouting accusations of treason at him. And so on and 
$0 on. 

I cannot leave the subject of moderation without at 
least some reference to a matter which never fails to 
irritate me, and that is: bad manners. Same may dismiss 
this concern as mere etiquette and unworthy of serious 
consideration. But I beg to differ. The chronic nastiness 
that characterizes so much of our internal polemics in 
Jewish life is more than esthetically repugnant; it is 
both the cause and effect of extremism, insensitivity, and 
intolerance in Our ranks. We savage each other 
mercilessly, thinking we are  scorin points with “our 
side" -- whichever side that is -- and are unaware that we 
are winning naught but scorn from the "outside world." Qur 
debates are measured in decibels, or numbers of media 
outlets reached, rather by ideas pore and the 
cogency of our arguments. True, when one takes things 
seriously it is difficult to observe all the canons of 
oes tolerance comes easier ta men of convenience 
han to men of conviction. But there is world of 

difference between a crie de coeur that occasionall 
issues from genuine outrage and the hoarse cry Q 
coarseness for its own sake that infects our public 
discourse like a foul plague. 

Let others do as they wish. We of aur camp, must 
know and do better. If our encounter with our dissentin 
fellow Jews of any persuasion is to be conducted out oa 
love and concern rather than enmity and contempt, then 
maderation must mark the form and style as well as 
substance of our position. 



On the verse WA) TRU WPTARD JOVANI PITA VAP TWHRI 
mona ("IT will make of thee a great nation and I will bless 
thee and If will make thy name great and be thou a 
blessing" -~ Gen.12:2), Rashi comments that the three 
first verbs refer to the first of the blessings of the 
Amidah. The first teaches us to say DNIAN APIA, the God 
of Abraham," and the second and third to say PRMR* PR; 
appr  -pr?rRi, "the God of Isaac... of Jacob"). Thus, he 
critical verbs in our verse refer not only blessings in 
the general sense but also in the restricted liturgical 
sense, the nid072 in the ANWY AInw. But what of the fourth 
verb in this verse? After all, there are only three 
forefathers? The fourth stands for the conclusion of the 
blessing, and implies an assurance by God to Abraham that 
oo. oN?) yonnin ya, the favored position of the seal or 
conclusion of the blessing will be reserved for Abaraham, 
and mot Isaac or Jacob; thus, we recite jan ‘NO ANR JI 
DAIAR and not PN? pan or apy. , 

Now this is an astounding interpretation. Tt puts 
Abraham -~ gentle, sensitive, generous Abraham ~~ in the 
role of one who begrudges honor toa his own san and 
randson. Clearly, this is unacceptable. What then does 
his mean? A Hasidic reply, variously attributed to 

R.Mendel Kotzker and to R. Meir’l Premishlaner, declares 
the hamily to refer not to the historical personalities of 
the three forefathers, but rather to the ideas and values 
they symbolize in the Midrashic and Kabbalistic 
literature. Abraham represents TUN, kindness or love, 
Isaac NTIAY, the service of God or prayer, and Jacob 111n, 
Torah. What the poseeue in Rashi implies, therefore, is 
that although all three elements are important -- the 
Sages in vot aver that. the world exists on these three 
pillars -- Ehat of ton is most important; it is the seal 
or climax of the three values. 

Now, while this interpretation solves the problem of 
not making Abraham look bad, it does leave us with a 
serious ideological question: Do we have the right to 
refer one of the three over the other two? Indeed, Rk. 
ayyim Volozhiner does just that, favoring Torah as the 

preeminent virtue. Nevertheless, the passage in Avat would 
re to imply the coequality of the three pillars of the 
world. 

Hence, I recammend the following ‘variation on the 
Hasidic response: Jj 7nnit Ja or the apparent preference for 
JON refers not to the quality of love or el ae | per se 
but rather to the manner in which each of the three 15 
expressed. That is, while the three are of equal value, 
each of them must be expressed through Tom! There is 
prayer or NTIAD that is performed gracelessly, and there 
is the kind that has its innate charm and Ton. Indeed, Ton 
itself -- generosity and love -- can be implemented 
thoughtless y and crudely (the giving of charity provides 
enough unfortunate examples), and it can be done in a 
manner of TOM, with tenderness and understanding. The same 
holds for Torah. Torah can be taught without TOM -- with 
lack of sensitivity or concern for who is being taught or 
responded to, in a manner that can only make people resent 
it as crue anc despise it as unfeeling. (This is an 
alternative answer to the question of the Talmud W* %5) 
TOM VM AAWWM AIIN; the response of DTV AWA is Rw AIIN 
Anw?. Ungracious teaching of Torah is another form of 
Torah without Tor.) And there is Tom nin, Torah that is 
presented with love and respect and warmth and 
graciousness. 



art of our affirmation of That is our task as p 
moderation as a guiding able bit aba of Centrist Orthodoxy. 
Our halakhic decisions, whether favorable or unfavorable 
to the questioner, whether strict or liberal, must never 
be hrased in a manner designed to repel people and cause 
Torah to be lowered in their esteem. bel at ak hal that 
often happens -- even in our own circles, especia ly when 
we try to outdo others in manifestations of our piety. 

The third principle of Centrist Orthodoxy is the 
centrality of the people of Israel. ?890° nine and the 
high significance it attains in our lives is the onhy 
value hat can in any way challenge the preeminence oa 
Torah and its corollary, n11nmn nana. 

The tension between these two values, Torah = and 
Israel, has lain dormant for centuries. Thus, in the High 
Middle Ages we find divergent approaches by R. Saadia Gaon 
and by R. Yehuda Halevi. The former asserts the undisputed 
primacy of Torah: It is that which fashioned Israel and 
which remains, therefore, axiologically central. 1°28 
Mn 771091 APR AHIR 13NnnIR, Saadia avers: “our people is 
a people only by virtue of the Torah." Halevi maintains 
the reverse position: "If not for the Children of Israel, 
there would be no Torah in the world" (Kuzari 2:54). 
Israel precedes Torah both chronologica y and 
axiologically. Hints of the one position or the other may 
be found scattered through the literature, both before and 
after Saadia and Halevi. Perhaps the most explicit is that 
of "1N72R %AT RIN" which tells of an encounter between a 
scholar and an incompletely educated Jew. The scholar 
records the following conversation: D°727T 730 ,7217 2:77 NR 
72°R PAR ,7RIW71 ADIN 4N71TI NANN JANIN 79N1 ,A2272 77 Ww 
D*7nIRW QTR 732 2W FIV 4,17 wNINA .oTIPp jon nT °R oT 
7N7N (749R) PAN , IIIT NWR 799P “A ANRIW , 797 AMITP AIIN 
nN°waR "N77 7RIW? ITP AnRaw = Cp nTIPI D*OITp VAI? INIVR 
WNRIANn. The sage’s interlocutor wishes to know which of 
his two loves, Torah or Israel, takes recedence. His 
response is that most people think that Torah precedes 
Israel, but that is not so: The love of Israe takes 
precedence over Torah ,W"R WARN “XIN AI *7R W710) 
(71 ‘np ,1"09 CT" 79). 

Now, these two opposing viewpoints lived pesrariiays 
Side by side for centuries, their conflict latent -—- 
until our own a ts when, as a result of the trauma of the 
Holocaust = and he reduction of Orthodoxy to a decided 
minority, the problem assumes large, poignant, and 
ossibly tragic eof a Ng The confrontation between the 
wo, if allowed to get out of hand, can have the most 

cataclysmic effects on the future of the House of Israel 
as well as the State of Israel. History calls upon us to 
abandon tired formulas and ossified cliches and make a 
deliberate, conscious effort to develop policies which, 
even if choices between the two must be made, will lead us 
to embrace both and retain the maximum of each. We shall 
have to undertake a difficult analytic calculus: Which of 
the two leads to the other and which does not lead ta the 
other? -- and give Hr romodd to the preference’ which 
inexorably moves us on to the next love, so that in the 
end we ose neither. Ultimately, there can be no Torah 
without Israel and no Israel without Torah. &n*797181 V7aDWW 
Rin TT. 

If indeed such a calculus has to be undertaken, then 
Orthodox Jews will have to rethink their policy.



Heretofore, the attitude most prevalent has been that 
Torah takes precedence -- witness the readiness of our 
fellow Orthodox Jews to turn exclusivist, to the extent 
that psychologically, though certainly mot halakhically, 
man af our’ people no longer regard non-Orthodox Jews as 

art of ‘7R1W° 77D. But this choice of ATIINN NAN over NanR 
N1W* is a dead end: Such a decision is a final one, for 

it cuts off the rest of ‘7R87W > DD permanently. Such Nnanr 
AWN does not lead to PRI NaANks most certainly not. 

The alternative, the precedence given to 7R7W°* hank over 
WANA NAN, is more reasonable, for although we ia? 4 rue 
the outrageous violations of Torah and Halakha and heir 
legitimation by non-Orthodox groups, a more open and 
tolerant attitude to our deviationist brethren may somehow 
lead to their rethinking their positions and returning to 
identification with Torah and its values; 7a87W7> NANR may 
well lead to ANINN naner. A posture of rejection, certainl 
one of triumphalist arrogance, will most certainly no 
prove attractive and fruitful. 

Moreover, if there ever was a time that a hard choice 
had to be made to reject Jews, this is not the time to doa 
SO. In this post-Holocaust age, when we lost fully one 
third of our people, and when the combination of negative 
demography and rampant assimilation and out-marriage 
threaten our viabilty as a paces we must seek to hald on 
to Jews and not repel them . RW" NANR has so often been 
used as a slogan ~~ and a political one, at that -- that 
it dulls the senses and evokes no reaction. Yet, like 
cliches, slogans cantain nuggets of truth and wisdam, and 
we ignore them at our own peril. 

Included ain the rubric of the centrality of the 
el Seg of Israel as a fundamental distinguishing tenet of 
entrist Orthodoxy is the high significance of the State 

“of Israel. If I fail to @laborate on this principle it is 
not because of its lack of importance but, on the 
contrary, because it is self-evident. Whether or not we 
attribute Messianic dimensions to the State of Israel, and 
I personally do not subscribe to or recite the prayer of 
VANVIAA TM AR Newar, its value to us and all of Jewish 
history is beyond dispute. Our 7R1W"* NaANN clearly embraces 
PRI. Navn, without which the fate of 7RIWW* OY would have 
been tragically sealed. 

Such, ain be Ln are some of the major premises of 
h Centrist Orthodoxy. ey are not all, of course, but they 

are important and consequential. i¢ they appear to 
represent changes in emphasis from the East European 
paradigm, so be it. Abraham had to leave his wrTn nea and 
go to owaroo-- an many fronts, military and ideological. 
ut, like the bread and wine that Malkizedek offered toa 

Abraham, his perceived changes were to the good. They nat 
only did not detract from his ae een hey enhanced 
it. They represented ‘7717770 .anw'ek. The same may be 
said, I submit, for the different emphases in contemporary 
Centrist Orthodoxy. They are additional steps on the way 
toa non?v, wholeness. 

The path we have chosen for ourselves is not an eas 
One. It requires of us ta exercise our Tora 
Sis elt global at almost every step, facing new challenges 
wit the courage of constant renewal. tt means we must 
always assess each new situation as it arises and often 
perform delicate balancing acts as the tension between 
opposing goods confronts us. But we know that, with 



confidence in our ultimate convictiions, we shall prevail. 
For our ultimate faith and our greatest love is --‘A nana, 
the love of God. The great Hasidic thinker, RK. Zadok 
Hakohen, taught us in his (T" Rp “70) "RITA Np" that 
there are hree primarily loves -~- of God and Torah and 
Israel. The latter two he calls "revealed" loves, and the 
leve of God -- the "concealed" love, for even if the 
religious dimension seems absent, as long as there is 
enuine love of Torah or love of Israel, we may be sure 
chat it is empowered and energized by the love of God, but 
that the latter is concealed, and often buried in the 
unconscious. It is this ANN above all that is the source 
of our loves, our commitments, our confidence. 

Rav Kook ?" RT used to tell of his school days as a 
youngster in White Russia. The winters were fierce, the 
SnNOWS massive, the roads impenetrable. He and the others 
lived on a hill, and the school was at the bottom of that 
hall. He and =his classmates would usually fail to 
negotiate the difficult downward trek, and appear in 
school bruised and tattered. At the same time, their 
teacher would arrive spotless, safe, and clean. When asked 
by his charges how he managed this feat, he replied: There 
is a stake fastened into the hill, and another here at 
school, and a Aue cannects them. Hold onto this 
life-line, and you will be safe: VTIIAVAINR TR JVH TR 
}WIIR YW) PVN wwwor?a , 72 71R. 


