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Introduction

The chief aim of this book is to help readers, Jewish and non-Jewish, to grasp more
fully ideas and terms they encounter in works on the Jewish religion; hence the
main Jewish beliefs, practices, and personalities are presented in dictionary form.
Obviously, in a work of this kind, the selection of the topics to be examined
depends on what the compiler considers to be most essential, an assessment that
will not necessarily commend itself to all readers, some of whom may object to the
inclusion of matters they consider to be of only peripheral interest and to the
omission of those they feel to be significant. For all that, it is hoped that the book
does succeed in elucidating the majority of Jewish religious concepts which the
average reader is likely to come across in his or her reading. (This expression, a
sop to political correctness, will be used only very sparingly. ‘His’, without the
addition of ‘or hers’, is used in neither an exclusive nor a patronizing attitude
towards women, but simply in order to avoid awkward circumlocution.) The -
numerous cross-references, marked by*, will be of help in pursuing particular
topics through the book. Brief bibliographies are supplied at the end of each article
except where either no special work is available on the subject in English or where
the subject is adequately covered by articles in the standard encyclopaedias and
other works of reference, a list of which is found at the end of the book. The
bibliographies appended to the articles are chiefly provided for further reading and
discussion and do not always express the same viewpoint as that presented in the
article itself. An apology is perhaps necessary for referring to my own writings in
the bibliographies and for using them as the basis for many of the articles. It
seemed pointless to refrain from using my own work where relevant but the
material in my other books has not simply been copied as it stands; it has been
revised both to fit in with the scheme of this book and to enable me to rethink my
views on occasion. Painful though it is for an author to admit his mistakes, the
Talmudic Rabbis, referred to frequently in this book, praise acknowledgement of
errors in the quest for truth.

Biblical quotations are either from the Authorized Version (AV) or from the
Jewish Publication Society of America’s translation (JPS) in modern English, The
AV is used especially for verses familiar to the English reader, for example in
Psalm go: 10: “The days of our years are threescore years and ten; and if by reason
of strength they be fourscore years’ (AV) rather than the banal: “The span of our
life is seventy years, or given the strength, eighty years’ ( JPS). But where the JPS
is more accurate, this version is quoted. Where the context requires it, for example
in Rabbinic understanding of a biblical verse, I have supplied a translation which
differs from both the AV and the JPS. Hebrew and Aramaic expressions are given
in transliteration but always translated into English. It has become conventional
among Jewish authors, when referring to dates, to avoid the terms BC and AD with



Introduction 2

their Christian connotations, and to use, instead, as is done in this book, the terms
BCE (‘Before the Common Era’) and ck (‘the Common Era’).

The book covers only the religious aspects of Judaism; the cultural aspects are
considered only in their relation to the religious, although the two are really so
interlinked that any attempt to separate them too categorically will certainly result
in distortion. Each article in the book can stand as a unit on its own for purposes
of reference or simply for browsing, but to tie everything together a brief account
must now be given of the Jewish religion and the manner in which it is followed
today.

The Jewish Religion

The Jewish religion or Judaism, as it has been called from Hellenistic times, differs
from its ‘daughter religions’, Christianity and Islam, in that it is centred on a
people, the Jews, of whom, at the end of the twentieth century, there are around
twelve million (no exact figures are available),. residing mainly in the USA and
Canada, the State of Israel, the former Soviet Union, South Africa, Australia and
New Zealand, Great Britain and Ireland, France, and other European countries.
The three basic concepts in Judaism, as formulated by the later Jewish mystics,
are: God, the Torah, and Israel. Israel in this context refers to the Jewish people,
known as the children of Israel, after the name given to the patriarch Jacob, as told
in the biblical book of Genesis. (The name Israel for the State of Israel has,
of course, a different connotation and was coined only when the State was
established.) The Torah (‘Teaching’) is conceived of as God’s revelation to the
people of Israel. The name Torah applied in the first instance to the laws and
teachings given to Moses on Mount Sinai but also embraces all the subsequent
teachings of Judaism in which the original Torah receives its application. The
latter is known as the Oral Torah because it originated in the laws and teachings
believed to have been imparted to Moses ‘verbally’ and then elaborated on by the
Jewish sages; the Talmudic literature is the great depository of the Oral Torah.
Like the Talmudic sages, post-Talmudic authorities developed the teachings
further, each in accordance with his own temperament and social background,
while preserving the essential unity of the whole. The Torah, in its wider meaning,
thus embraces the whole of authentic Jewish doctrine, both that which is seen as
implied in the Pentateuch, the five books of Moses, and that which was added
throughout the ages by way of commentary, elaboration, and application of the
original doctrines. The Torah, for all the reverence in which it is treated, is never
an object of worship in Judaism, but it is through the Torah that God conveys His
will to the Jewish people, and through them to the whole of mankind. This, at any
rate, is the traditional picture according to which human beings are passive
recipients of the divine will as conveyed in the Torah, even though they do have
a role to play in interpreting the Torah. Modern scholarship, biblical and post-
biblical, has, however, succeeded in demonstrating, to the satisfaction of many
contemporary Jews, that the static, traditional account has to yield to the notion of
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historical development, that the Torah did not simply drop down from heaven but
is the result of the divine-human encounter through the ages. Yet modernists
among Jews, though they accept that the traditional picture requires a considerable
degree of revision in the light of critical research, still largely maintain that the
tradition retains its force, since in its essentials the truth by which Jews are
expected to live remains unaffected. Whether, for example, monotheism erupted
spontaneously in ancient Israel, or whether, as many scholars have argued, a
gradual development can be discerned from polytheism through henotheism to
pure monotheism, does not obscure the fact that monotheism did eventually
emerge as the fundamental idea upon which Judaism rests.

The same applies to the two other concepts, Jewish peoplehood in its special
providential role, and the Torah as the revelation of God’s will. It is certain that
long before the Christian era these major themes had assumed a definite form
which they have retained ever since. Judaism affirms that God, the Creator of the
world and all that is in it, has chosen the Jewish people to live according to His will
as revealed through the Torah and eventually to lead all men to His service.

Judaism and Modernity

There is much truth in the observation by the pioneering historian, Leopold Zunz,
that the Jewish Middle Ages lasted until the end of the eighteenth century, in that
the currents of thought and life which followed the Renaissance and shattered the
medieval picture largely passed by the Jews. Confined in the ghetto, European
Jewry, constituting by far the largest segment of Jewry at the time, cultivated its
own traditional way of life until the Western world and its culture was opened to
Jews after the French Revolution and the subsequent Jewish Emancipation. Yet
already in the second half of the eighteenth century, the Haskalah (‘Enlighten-
ment’) movement had as its aim certainly not the disavowal of traditional Judaism
but the encouragement of the new science and learning among the Jews, of an
openness to Western ideas and norms that might result in a rationalist approach to
the tradition, and a general widening of Jewish horizons. The Haskalah did not
necessarily imply that Jewish observance should be abandoned. Many of its
adherents, the Maskilim, were totally observant in their private lives. Nevertheless,
the traditionalists were bitterly opposed to the Haskalah, fighting it with every
means at their disposal. And the Maskilim were not content with the introduction
of the new learning into the Jewish schools. The traditional method of Torah
study, with its complete emphasis on the Talmud and the Codes of Jewish law
and without any systematic approach to education, also came under attack. The
Maskilim urged a return to the study of the Bible in its plain meaning,
unencumbered, as they saw the ideal, by the older type of Rabbinic exegesis.
The Haskalah paved the way for the emergence of the Reform movement in
early nineteenth-century Germany, a movement that posed the severest threat to
the traditional way of Jewish life. It was in Germany, in the first instance, that the
Jew who had recently emerged from the ghetto to take his place in Western society
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experienced the tension between the traditional way of life and the allure of the
new ways. Some of the more intellectual and wealthy Jews were so enamoured of
German culture that they cast off entirely what they considered to be the fetters of
tradition, to become completely assimilated even to the extent of converting to
Christianity. Early Reform in Germany was not a negative movement. On the
contrary, it had the positive aim of stemming the tide of apostasy, declaring that
Judaism still had the power of its truth to hold its adherents, if only some of the
Jewish institutions were recast and the religion reformed so as to make less marked
the differences between the Jew and his Gentile neighbours.

At first, the Reformers introduced comparatively minor changes in the liturgy.
They removed some of the less inspiring prayers from the Prayer Book;
introduced some new hymns in German; brought in an organ accompaniment to
the prayers; and inculcated a greater sense of decorum in the Western style.
Sermons in the vernacular were also introduced. The most far-reaching of the
early reforms was the abolition of prayers for the restoration of the sacrificial
system and for the return of the Jews to their ancient homeland, thus involving a
complete reinterpretation of the Messianic hope. The supernatural elements in
Messianism were disregarded, as. were the more pronounced particularistic ele-
ments in the traditional faith. The Messianic vision, to which they were faithful,
meant for the Reformers the emergence of a better world in which liberal ideals
would triumph. The prophetic theme that Israel would become a light to the
nations was understood by the Reformers not to refer to a Jewish people in the
Holy Land, spreading from there the truth about God and His relationship to
man, but rather to the mission of Israel among the nations of Western Europe
who had themselves been influenced, through Christianity, by the Jewish values
of peace, justice, and freedom. The Reformers understood Judaism as ‘ethical
monotheism’, with its institutions not as divine laws but as human means of
furthering this ideal until it became the religion of all mankind. From this view-
point there followed the idea that the dietary laws, for example, had played an
important role in assuring Jewish survival in the past but could now be a hindrance -
in that they frustrated social relations between Jews and Gentiles.

The polemics between the Orthodox, as the traditionalists came to be called,
and the Reformers were fierce. The Orthodox treated Reform as rank heresy, as no
more than a religion of convenience which, if followed, would lead Jews altogether
out of Judaism. The Reformers retorted that, on the contrary, the danger to Jewish
survival was occasioned by the Orthodox who, through their obscurantism, failed
to see that the new challenges facing Judaism had to be faced consciously in the
present as Judaism had faced, albeit unconsciously, similar challenges in the past.
From Germany the Reform movement spread, becoming particularly active in the
New World, where the most influential American Jews, led by German Reform
Rabbis, adopted Reform wholeheartedly. Since World War II, however, in many
Reform circles, a greater awareness of traditional values has become evident. Some
Reform Rabbis have argued for a greater appreciation of the legal side of Judaism,
the Halakhah, which, they maintain, possesses its own wisdom and insights.
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The reaction to Reform by the Orthodox took two different forms. In the first,
the Orthodox denied that the West had anything of real value to teach the Jews.
Only in external matters of little ultimate consequence was the Jew obliged to
conform to Western mores. Spiritual needs could be catered for entirely ad-
equately by the rich tradition Jews had inherited. The Hasidic movement, which
arose in Eastern Europe in the eighteenth century, went its own way, in any event,
concerned solely with the joy of drawing nearer to God. The Mitnaggedim, the
traditionalist opponents of Hasidism, also pursued their own path, establishing
Yeshivot, schools of Talmudic learning, into which were introduced the ideals of
the highly individualistic, moralistic Musar movement with its stress on self-
improvement as the goal of Jewish life.

A different response to Reform was that of neo~Orthodoxy, founded by Samson
Raphael Hirsch of Frankfurt (1808—88). Hirsch advocated total loyalty to the
Torah in its traditional formulation, but recognized that the Jew can gain much
from an appreciation of the values of Western civilization. For neo-Orthodoxy
there was no need for the believing Jew either to opt out of Western culture, as the
other traditionalists adve :ated, or to surrender any of the practices of the Torah,
which, for neo-Orthodoxy, are divinely ordained and hence immutable. The neo-
Orthodox were to be found occupying positions in the highest echelons of Western
society—as university professors, physicians, bankers, artists, writers, musicians,
scientists, and businessmen, no different in dress and in many of their ideas from
their Gentile friends and neighbours yet staunchly and proudly adhering to the
Orthodox way of life in all its details.

The emergence of Nazism in Germany and the Holocaust which followed led
many of the erstwhile followers of Hirsch to become thoroughly disillusioned with
the master’s high regard for German culture. A significant number began to argue
that Hirsch did not advocate neo-Orthodoxy as in any way an ideal but only as
a means of halting the drift towards assimilation and Reform, in which, they
claimed, it was in any event unsuccessful. Consequently, many of them preferred
to embrace Hasidism or to enter the Yeshivah world with its basic indifference to
the modern world and its values. The movement known as Modern Orthodoxy,
however, in the USA, has an ideal not very different from that of Hirsch’s neo-
Orthodoxy.

A third religious movement, Conservative Judaism~—particularly strong in the
USA but with adherents in other parts of the world (in Israel and in England this
form is known as the Masorti (‘Traditional’) movement)—seeks a balance between
Orthodoxy and Reform, taking issue with Orthodoxy in its theory and with
Reform in its practice. Conservative Judaism affirms the validity of the traditional
observances, accepting the authority of the Halakhah, yet more open to change
than Orthodoxy. Conservative Judaism maintains that historical investigation has
exposed the inadequacies of Orthodox theory. The Torah, on this view, has now
to be seen not as a single entity revealed by God at one time in its entirety, but as
the product of the historical experiences of the Jewish people over the ages in their
long quest for God. In the Conservative view, Jewish observances are binding on
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the Jew because they are the means by which he gives expression to his religious
life. Divine inspiration is seen in a dynamic way; a human element is always
present to understand and co-operate with the divine. On this view God did not
only give the Torah to Israel but through Israel. Accordingly, the devout Jew can
allow himself to be completely open on the question of origins; this is a matter of
scholarship, not of faith. But it is not origins which matter for religion. What
matters is the development of ideas and institutions so as to serve the Jewish quest
for God. For instance, the Conservative Jew is not disturbed at the suggestion that
the dietary laws may have had their origin in primitive taboos, nor that the
Sabbath may have originated in ancient Babylon. The fact is that the dietary laws
and the Sabbath have become powerful vehicles for Jewish survival and for the
holy living that is the aim of such survival. An offshoot of Conservative Judaism
in the USA is Reconstructionism which, as its name implies, seeks to structure
afresh Jewish life so as to embrace other aspects of Judaism as well as the religious.
In the expression of its founder, Mordecai Kaplan, Judaism is not only a religion
but a religious civilization. Reconstructionism generally has a naturalistic view of
religion itself in which God is not a Person but the ‘power that makes for
salvation’.

If, as mentioned earlier, Judaism is thought of as a triad, consisting of God,
Torah, and Israel, then it can be said that contemporary Reform places the em-
phasis on God, Orthodoxy on the Torah, and Conservative Judaism on peoplehood,
though all three movements affirm all three and it is largely a question of where the
emphasis is to be placed.

Modern Zionism, as a secular, political movement, naturally places the em-
phasis on Jewish peoplehood. The Zionist movement has definite implications for
the Jewish religion in its awareness of the tension between Judaism as a religion
and Judaism as nationalism. In the early days of the movement it was opposed by
many of the Orthodox both because of its interpretation of Judaism in nationalist
terms and because it seemed to compromise the Messianic hope, traditionally seen
as a matter of direct divine intervention rather than of human endeavour to secure
the return of the Jews to Palestine by political means. Nevertheless, the Orthodox
movement of Mizrachi believed in the possibility of a religious form of Zionism,
with its slogan: ‘The Land of Israel for the People of Israel in accordance with the
Torah of Israel”’

The Reformers were also in opposition to Zionism because this movement
seemed to be incompatible with the Reform idea of the mission of Israel among
the nations, according to which the Jews in the Diaspora were not in ‘exile’ but
fulfilling a divine purpose. On the other hand, some Reformers argued that for
Reform to be true to its nature by acknowledging change in response to changing
circumstances, ‘a revision of the mission of Israel idea was called for in which a
Jewish State would be the best means of fostering, in the language of the prophet,
the Torah that would go out from Zion and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem.
Precisely because Conservative Judaism stresses the idea of peoplehood, this
movement has never had difficulties with Zionism and embraces it without
reservation. ‘
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The depletion in the number of Jews world-wide during World War II and
the establishment of the State of Israel made many of the debates about Zion-
ism academic. Few contemporary Jews, whether Orthodox or Reform, see the
emergence of the State of Israel in anything other than the most positive terms.
Jewish thinkers are far from unanimous, however, on whether the establishment,
after two thousand years, of a Jewish State demands a rethinking of the role of
peoplehood in Judaism. Perhaps the dominant tendency is to see the State of Israel
as a centre for Jews and Judaism without rejecting the role Diaspora Jews have to
play both in supporting Israel and in their understanding and furtherance of Juda-
ism in the world at large. From time to time the spectre of dual loyalties raises its
head, but here, too, it has become generally accepted that Jews, as citizens of their
own countries, can help and support the State of Israel without having their loyal-
ties impugned, since even if there are dual loyalties they are not conflicting ones.

Jews are also divided into the two groups of Sephardim (whose ancestors came
from Spain and the oriental lands) and Ashkenazim (Jews whose ancestors came
from Germany and Poland). But the differences between the two groups are in no
way doctrinal; they are based chiefly on different customs and authorities followed
in the two centres in former times. There are very few instances of Ashkenazi
Jews crossing the divide to become, as it were, honorary Sephardim. But many
Sephardi Jews have studied in the Lithuanian-type Ashkenazi Yeshivot and, while
not forsaking their own customs, have adopted many of the Ashkenazi ways,
studying the Torah in Yiddish, for example. Sephardim are not known for
becoming Hasidim but there is no doubt that some have been influenced by
Hasidic teachings and treat the Hasidic books as sacred literature. A few practising
Kabbalists are still to be found, especially among the Sephardim. The theoretical
study of the Kabbalah, however, is engaged in by both Sephardi and Ashkenazi
Jews. It is doubtful, though, whether one can speak of actual circles of Kabbalists
on the contemporary scene on the lines of those that existed in the past. A fairly
recent phenomenon is the emergence of the Baaley Teshuvah (‘Returners’), young
men and women of non-Orthodox background who have resolved to adopt the
strictly Orthodox way of life. Special Yeshivot exist for these ‘Returners’ and a
good deal of literature has been produced to cater to their special needs. Naturally,
there are to be found on the contemporary Jewish scene secularist Jews who are
indifferent to the question of religious belief. Yet there are only a few professed
atheists among Jews and here and there are to be found advocates of a secular form
of Judaism in which some of the observances are kept not for the religious beliefs
they were intended to foster but as beautiful ceremonies which link the unbeliever
to his people. Finally, it should be noted that a Jewish feminist movement has
come to the fore, demanding a rethinking of some hitherto male-dominated
attitudes.

The above is no more than a brief sketch of what is happening in the Jewish
religious world, Each of the themes mentioned in it receives closer attention in
the book itself. There may be some small degree of repetition here, but this
introduction has been necessary so that the reader will be able to see both the wood
and the trees.
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The Question of Objectivity

Works on religion are of two kinds: those which advocate that a particular religion
or religious outlook be followed, and academic treatises, such as the encyclopaedias
of religion, the authors of which need not be followers at all of the religion they
describe. This book belongs in neither category or, possibly, in both. I have tried
to be objective, referring to all the points of view among Jews on matters that are
the subject of controversy. At the same time, I owe it to the reader to state from
the outset that I am committed to a particular view of the Jewish religion and
cannot pretend to be entirely dispassionate in surveying religious attitudes
different from my own. For what it is worth and to declare my bias, I share the
view described above as Conservative/Masorti, namely, that in which the human
element discernible in the revelation of the Torah cannot be ignored, although this
does not affect loyalty to Jewish practices and observances. Some German Jews,
as in the Breslau School, used to refer to such an attitude as Orthopraxy, that is,
Orthodox in practice but non-fundamentalist in theory. Nevertheless I have
striven for objectivity while fully aware, (and the reader should be aware) that my
bias may intrude on occasion. In this sense the writing of the book has involved a
kind of balancing-act between what I hope is scholarly objectivity and personal
commitment. In the saying attributed either to the Hasidic master, Nahman of
Bratslav, or to one of teachers belonging to the Musar school: “The world is a
narrow bridge and the main thing is to cross it without any fear at all.’ I have
approached the compiling of the book with a strong degree of trepidation. The
crossing of this particular narrow bridge has not been made without fear but I have
tried to cross it notwithstanding; whether or not I have done so successfully is for
the reader to decide.
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Aaron Brother of Moses; Aaron together with
his sister *Miriam, features in the Bible among
the three leaders of the Israelites from Egyptian
bondage: ‘For I brought thee up out of the land
of Egypt, and redeemed thee out of the house
of servants; and I sent before thee Moses,
Aaron, and Miriam’ (Micah 6: 4). Aaron and
his sons were consecrated to be the *priests in
the sanctuary (Leviticus g). On the basis of this
and other biblical passages, the descendants of
Aaron are held to be the priestly cast, although
there has been much discussion among modern
scholars on the actual historical development of
the Aaronic priesthood. In the Rabbinic tradi-
tion, Aaron’s role in the making of the *golden
calf is played down and he becomes the pro-
totype of the peace-loving, not to say com-
promising, leader, unlike Moses, the stern,
uncompromising lawgiver. In an ancient Rab-
binic homily it is noted that when Aaron died,
‘all the house of Israel’ mourned for him (Num-
bers zo: 29), whereas when Moses died it is said
only that the children of Israel (not a/l) wept
for him (Deuteronomy 34: 8). The advice given
to the Jewish teacher in Ethics of the Fathers
(1. 12) is: ‘Be of the disciples of Aaron, loving
peace and pursuing peace, loving all people and
bringing them near to the Torah.’

Abba Aramaic equivalent of the Hebrew Av
(‘Father’) with Imma (Hebrew Em) for
‘Mother’. There is thus no support for the view
that these are terms of endearment like ‘Daddy’
and ‘Mummy’ and that Jesus was using Abba in
this sense (Mark 14: 36). In modern Hebrew
these two are the usual forms of address to
parents. In Jewish literature Abba is sometimes
used as a title: ‘Abba Benjamin’, ‘Father
Benjamin’, and it is also found as a personal
name, Rabbi Abba. The term is also used fre-
quently as referring to God. Since the letters of
Abba are the first two letters of the alphabet, it
was the custom in medieval Germany for the

beadle, who went round the houses in the early
morning to summon people to the synagogue,
to knock on the door of the house with his stick
once, twice, and once again, as if to say: ‘Rise
up to the worship of Abba’, (the Father in
heaven). According to the Kabbalistic doctrine
of the *Sefirot, both Abba and Imma represent
processes in the divine unfolding; the former is
equivalent to the divine Wisdom, the latter to
the divine Understanding.

Abbaye and Rava Two fourth-century
Babylonian teachers whose debates in matters
of Jewish law appear frequently in the Baby-
lonian Talmud; se much so that from the
Middle Ages the term ‘the debates of Abbaye
and Rava’ was used as a synonym for Talmudic
dialectics as a whole. In the early thirteenth
century, when David *Kimhi was criticized for
neglecting his study of the Talmud in his
preoccupation with philosophy, he retorted
that he did not allow a day to pass without
engaging in ‘the debates of Abbaye and Rava’.
For Maimonides (Miskneh Torah, 4. 13) ‘the
debates of Abbaye and Rava’ represent the
study of that which is forbidden and that which
is permitted and of the other practical laws of
Judaism, which constitute the ‘bread and wine’
of the meal that is offered the student; they
are the prior but essential elements in a sound
Jewish education before the higher (for Mai-
monides) study of Jewish philosophy can be
undertaken.

Abortion There is no actual prohibition in
the Bible against aborting a foetus. In the only
biblical reference (Exodus 21: 22) it is implied
that if a man strikes a pregnant woman and
brings about the destruction of the child she
is carrying, he has to compensate her husband
financially. Nevertheless, in the unanimously
accepted Jewish consensus, abortion is a very
serious offence, though foeticide is not treated
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as homicide. Consequently, the Mishnah (Oholot
7: 6) rules that if a woman’s life is endangered
by the child she is carrying, it is permitted to
abort the foetus in order to save her life. But
once the greater part of the child has emerged
from the womb, to destroy it would be an act of
murder and it is not permitted to murder one
human being in order to save another human
being. Arguments against abortion, such as the
ensoulment of the foetus or that the foetus has
potential life or, in favour of abortion, that a
woman has a right to do what she wishes with
her own body, are not found in the classical
Jewish sources in which the question is dis-
cussed, where the basic distinction is between
the destruction of a ‘life’ (a person) and that
which is not a ‘life’. All the authorities agree
that an abortion may be carried out only for the
weightiest of reasons, though they differ on
what would be considered to be a ‘weighty’
reason. Many would permit it where when the
birth of the child might endanger the mother’s
sanity. Many would also permit it if, in the
doctor’s opinion, the child, if allowed to be
born, would be seriously deformed or an im-
becile. Some would permit it where the preg-~
nancy is the result of rape, especially the rape
of a married woman by a man other than her
husband. None permit an abortion, as a means
of *birth-control, for economic reasons, or
where the child is simply unwanted. Thus tra-
ditional Jewish attitudes to abortion are stricter
than those obtaining in many contemporary
societies but less strict than in Catholicism.
David M. Feldman; Marital Relations, Birth Con-
trol and Abortion in Jewish Law (New York, 1974).

Abraham First of the three *patriarchs of the
Jewish people, father of *Isaac and grandfather
of *Jacob. The story of Abraham is told in the
book of Genesis (11: 27-25: 18) Critical schol-
arship sees in this account a welding-together
of different traditions, and the migrations of
Abraham as a later attempt at mirroring the
journeys of the children of Israel towards the
land of Israel in order to provide a theological
scheme in which later events are anticipated
through the divine promise to Abraham and his
seed. The suggestion made by nineteenth-
century scholars that Abraham is not an histori-
cal figure at all has been abandoned by the
majority of contemporary scholars who detect
behind the stories and myths a real historical
figure living in approximately the eighteenth

century BCE. In the Jewish tradition, Abraham
is the father par excellence of the Jews and
Judaism. The numerous legends that have been
woven around Abraham’s life from the earliest
times were partly intended to depict him as
the ideal ‘Jew’. As H. L. Ginzberg has put it,
Abraham is in Judaism a figure akin to John
Bull in England or Uncle Sam in the USA. On
the basis of the verse: ‘In olden times, your
forefathers—Terah, father of Abraham and
father of Nahor—lived beyond Euphrates and
worshipped other gods’ (Joshua 24: 2), the
Rabbis depicted Abraham as the great icono-
clast, destroying his father’s idols once he had
come unaided to a belief in the true God. God’s
covenant with Abraham was given its expres-
sion in the rite of *circumcision (Genesis 17)
The circumcision rite of Jewish male children
is called ‘entry into the covenant of Abraham
our father’, and the name of the rite itself is the
berit, the ‘covenant’. But the idea of Abraham
as the ‘father’ of the Jews is not understood
only in terms of physical parenthood. Abraham
is the spiritual father of all who are converted
to Judaism. At the *conversion ceremony, the
convert is given a Hebrew name and is called a
‘child of Abraham our father’.

As with all prototypes, that of Abraham is
made to serve different, even contradictory,
ideals. On the one hand he is the probing
seeker after truth, the philosopher who calmly
discovered God by the application of his rea-
soning powers even before God addressed
him directly when he became, according to
Maimonides (Guide of the Perplexed, 2. 45), the
highest of all the prophets with the exception of
Moses. On the other hand, he represents the
lovable man (Kierkegaard’s ‘knight of faith’)
who trusts his God unquestioningly and fol-
lows Him whenever He calls. In the old Jewish
tale 2 man says that he does not want his son
necessarily to become a famous scholar or saint
but ‘a simple Jew like our father Abraham’.

Another of Abraham’s traits held up for
admiration and emulation is his *hospitality.
Abraham sits at the door of his tent ready to
welcome weary travellers and provide them
with food and drink (Genesis 18: 1-8). The
Rabbinic *Midrash imagines Abraham’s tent as
having openings on all four sides so that any-
one seeking help could enter immediately from
whichever direction he came. In Eastern Eur-
ope, a home famed for its hospitality was called
‘a house with Abraham’s doors’. To follow
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Abraham’s magnanimity and humility is the
ideal stated in Ethics of the Fathers (5. 19): ‘He
in whom are these three things is of the
disciples of Abraham our father: a good eye and
a humble spirit and a lowly soul.’ In the same
work (5. 3) Abraham is depicted as one who
does not retreat from the worship of God no
matter how severe the temptation, as when
Abraham was tempted in the incident of the
binding of Isaac, the *Akedak. ‘With ten temp-
tations was Abraham our father tempted, and
he stood steadfast in them all, to show how
great was the love of Abraham, our father.’ For
recitation during the daily morning service the
*Prayer Book contains the verses (Nehemiah g:
7-8): “Thou art the Lord the God, who didst
choose Abram, and broughtest him forth out of
Ur of the Chaldees, and gavest him the name
of Abraham: and foundest his heart faithful
before thee.’ Curiously enough, none of the
Talmudic Rabbis has the name Abraham, per-
haps because every Jew has to strive to become
an ‘Abraham’, so that this name was not con-
sidered to be suitable for a particular indi-
vidual. But from the Middle Ages onwards
Abraham became a very popular name for
Jewish boys.

Abravanel, Isaac Don Isaac Abravanel, pro-
minent statesman in Portugal and later in
Spain, Jewish philosopher, and biblical exegete,
born Lisbon, 1437, died Venice, 1508. Abravanel
objected to the attempt by thinkers such as
Maimonides to draw up lists of *principles of
the faith. These thinkers, he declares, thought
of the Torah as a science operating with certain
axioms or principles from which everything
else can be derived, whereas the God-gven
Torah is complete in itself with every detail of
its precepts a principle and none more impor-
tant or more axiomatic than the others. More
than any other Jewish biblical exegete, Abravanel
was influenced in his commentary to the Bible
by his own background and personal experi-
ences. For instance, disillusioned by the op-
pressive regime in Spain and the comparatively
free atmosphere in Venice under the doges, he
interprets the biblical statement about the king
(Deuteronomy 17: 14—20) not as advocating the
monarchy as an ideal system but as a concession
to human weakness. The passage concerning
the appointment of the king does not mean, he
argues, following a Talmudic opinion, that the
Israelites were duty-bound to have a king; only

that if they wished to have a king, his powers
must be curtailed by the regulations stated in
the passage. For the same anti-authoritarian
reason Abravanel comments that the sons of
Jacob, Moses, and David at first were simple
shepherds, an occupation that gave them the
opportunity to earn an honest living away from
the distractions of urban life. Abravanel claims
to have discovered why there is a prohibition
against ‘seething a kid in its mother’s milk’
(Exodus 23: 19; Exodus 34: 26; Deuteronomy
14: 21). He sees this prohibition as a protest
against idolatrous practices and he remarks in
passing that it is the custom in Spain and in
England ‘to this day’ for the shepherds, when
they meet together to take counsel with one
another, to eat the meat of a goat cooked in the
goat’s milk, such food being a delicacy. As an
extra precaution the Torah forbids, as the
Rabbis declare, the cooking of any meat and
milk together. In a rationalistic spirit, Abravanel
points out that not every prophecy of the
biblical *prophets came to pass and he con-
cludes that prophecy should not be understood
solely in terms of an accurate foretelling of
future events, but rather in the nature of a
divine message to contemporaries of the par-
ticular prophet. More startling is his contention
that occasionally the literary style of Jeremiah
and Ezekiel could be less than perfect without
this affecting their claim to be true prophets of
God; he is thus virtually rejecting the notion of
verbal *inspiration.

B. Netanyahu, Don Isaac Abravanel, Statesman
and Philosopher (Philadelphia, 1968).

Abudarham, David Pupil of *Jacob ben Asher,
who compiled in Seville in 1340 an influential
commentary to the *liturgy, every detail of
which he expounds on the basis of traditional
teachings but with original ideas of his own. In
this work he suggests that the reason why
*women are exempt from carrying out those
precepts that can only be carried out at a
particular time is that married women have a
prior obligation to attend to the needs of their
husbands and family and cannot be expected to
be ready to perform time-conditioned precepts.

AdamandEve The first parents of the human
race, whose story is told in the opening chap-
ters of the book of Genesis. There is no doubt
that until the nineteenth century Adam and
Eve were held to be historical figures, but with
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the discovery of the great age of the earth and
of human civilization many modern Jews have
tended either to read the story as a myth
expressing important ideas about the human
condition in non-historical form or to identify
Adam with prehistoric man in general. In the
traditional sources, too, the story of Adam and
Eve serves as a paradigm for human conduct in
general. The *Mishnah, for example (Sankedrin
4 5), suggests a number of lessons to be
derived from the fact that the whole world is
said to be descended from one man:

“Therefore but a single man was created in
the world, to teach that if anyone brings about
the death of even one person Scripture consid-
ers it as if he had brought about the destruction
of the whole world and whoever saves the life
of a single person Scripture considers it as if he
had saved the whole world. Again for the sake
of peace among human beings, that none should
say to his fellow: “My father was greater than
your father”; also that the heretics should not
say: “There are many ruling powers in heaven”.
Again to proclaim the greatness of the Holy
One, blessed be He, for man stamps many
coins with the same seal and they are all like
one another; but the King of kings, the Holy
One, blessed be He, has stamped every man
with the seal of the first man, yet not one of
them is like another. Therefore every person
must say. For my sake was the world created.’

At the *marriage ceremony, one of the bene-
dictions reads: ‘O make these loving compan-
ions greatly to rejoice, even as of old thou didst
gladden thy creature in the garden of Eden.
Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who makest bride-
groom and bride to rejoice.’

The opinion is recorded in the Talmud
(probably based on the recognition that there
are some female characteristics in every male
and male characteristics in every female) that
Adam was created as an androgenos, a creature
half male and half female and that it was a
‘side’, not a ‘rib’, that God took from Adam to
create Eve. According to an old tradition Adam
and Eve are buried in the Cave of *Machpelah.

Adam, Fall of While it is incorrect to say that
post-biblical Judaism attaches no special sig-
nificance to Adam’s fall or knows nothing of
*original sin, it is certainly true that, with the
exception of the Kabbalah, the fall does not
occupy an important place in Jewish theology.
There are many interpretations of Adam’s sin

and of the tree of knowledge from which he ate
after having been forbidden by God so to do.
Opinions range from that which understands
the knowledge of good and evil as having a
sexual connotation to that according to which
the tree was no different from any other tree
and was simply set aside as a test of obedience.
In the Talmud there is a view that it was not a
tree but wheat from which Adam and Eve ate,
since an infant only acquires the knowledge
that enables it to speak when it has begun to eat
bread. Another view in the Talmud is that it
was the vine from which Adam and Eve ate,
since so many of the troubles of the world
result from drinking wine. No apple!

According to the Kabbalah the Tree of Life
is the Tree of the *Sefirot on high and Adam’s
sin was to detach the lowest of the Sefirot
from the others, thus creating a cosmic flaw, a
disturbance of the harmony which ought to
prevail in the upper worlds (see HOLY SPARKS).
All human souls were contained as sparks in the
great souls of Adam and were involved in his
sin. Since one of these sparks now inheres in
every one of Adam’s descendants, their task is
to help restore cosmic harmony by the eleva-
tion of soul that stems from good deeds. This
constitutes the salvationary scheme leading to
the restoration of souls and of cosmic harmony
at the coming of the *Messiah.

Adam Kadmon Primordial man, a term used
in the Kabbalah to denote the stage of the
divine unfolding which provides the link be-
tween *En Sof and the *Sefirot. This stage is
conceived of in anthropomorphic terms as
cosmic ‘man’. As the Infinite emerges from Its
utter concealment It produces the entity Adam
Kadmon containing the Sefirot in potentia.
Spiritual entities, known on the analogy with
physical illumination as ‘lights’, stream forth
from various organs of Adam Kadmon’s ‘body’
to produce the vessels into which further lights
then flow so as to form the Sefirot. Behind all
this is the ancient idea that the human body is
written large in the cosmos, man being created
literally in the *image of God.

‘Adon Olam’ ‘Lord of the universe’, the title,
after the opening words, of a popular hymn of
uncertain authorship. In many liturgies this
hymn forms the beginning of the daily morning
services and the closing hymn on the Sabbath
and festival services. Because the final stanza
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reads: ‘My soul into His hand divine | Do I
commend: I will not fear, | My body with it I
resign, | I dread no evil: God is near’, this
hymn is often recited as part of the night
prayers before retiring to sleep and, where
possible, on the deathbed after the *confession.
A number of melodies with which to chant the
hymn have become universally popular among
Jews. ‘Adon Olam’ is built around the idea that
God rules before and after His creation of the
world and will reign for ever. He is, was, and
will be through all eternity. Another stanza
reads: ‘And at the end of days shall He | The
dreaded one, still reign alone, | Who was, who
is, and still will be | Unchanged upon his
glorious throne.” Since the hymn is poetry, not
a statement about *eschatology, this stanza is
not usually interpreted to mean that at ‘the end
of days’ no creatures will exist, only God alone.

Adoption  Although legal adoption was recog-
nized in the ancient Near East as far back as the
Code of Hammurabi around 1700 BCE, there is
no clear evidence that this institution existed in
ancient Israelite law. Pharaoh’s daughter adopted
Moses as her son (Exodus 2: 10) but this is
stated in the context of Egyptian norms. Simi-
larly, the statement in the book of Esther (2: 7)
that Mordecai took his orphaned cousin Esther
to be his daughter may be intended to reflect
conditions in the Persian Empire. The Tal-
mudic Rabbis rely on the biblical stories of
Pharaoh’s daughter and Esther to teach that if
anyone brings up an orphan in his household,
Scripture considers it as if he had actually given
birth to the child; but nowhere in Talmudic
law is real legal adoption recognized, despite
the fact that the Romans certainly knew of it.
It may even be that the Rabbinic refusal to
introduce adoption into the legal system was a
conscious reaction to Roman law, almost as if
the Rabbis were saying that precisely because
the Romans recognized it, they must not. But
this is mere conjecture. There is nothing in
Jewish law to prevent the drawing-up of new
legislation in such matters and the Adoption of
Children law of 1960 in the State of Israel
empowers a court to grant an adoption order
for children under the age of 18. However, an
adopted child is not treated as a natural child in
every respect. If a couple adopt a boy and a girl
unrelated to one another the laws of consan-
guinity do not apply and, when they grow up,
they are free to marry, the fact that they are

brother and sister by adoption being irrelevant.
Strictly speaking, the laws of *mourning to
be observed after the death of a parent do not
apply to a child in respect of his adopted par-
ents, but if adopted children wish to observe
the mourning rites for their adopted parents
they may do so and this is in fact normal

_practice. Whether a child is a *Kohen or a
*Levite depends on the status of his natural,

not his adopted, father.

Adret, Solomon Ibn Spanish Rabbi, theolo-
gian, and Kabbalist (1235-1310), known, after
the initial letters of his Hebrew name, as
Rashba. Adret was one of the most outstanding
scholars of medieval Jewry. During the fierce
debates on the question of the study of *philo-
sophy, Adret steered a middle course, dis-
couraging this study (‘What did the Greeks
know of God?’) and yet, in a ban he pro-
nounced in Barcelona (1305), he declared it
forbidden only to those under the age of 25.
Similarly, with regard to the Kabbalah, al-
though Adret was a Kabbalist and composer of
a famous Kabbalistic prayer, he took pains to
conceal his Kabbalistic leanings as much as
possible. He is best known as a prolific writer of
*Responsa on all aspects of Jewish law. Typical
of Adret’s understanding of Judaism—tradi-
tional but not uninfluenced by philosophical
formulations—is his statement regarding in-
wardness:

“The first stage in the matter of intention, to
which every Jew attains, is that all know and
acknowledge that there is a God, blessed be He,
whose existence is necessary [not contingent).
He created the world by His will and gave the
Torah to His people Israel at Sinai, a Torah of
truth with righteous judgements and statutes.
To Him do we belong and Him we worship.
He commanded us to offer ourselves up to Him
when we call on His name Him we acknow-
ledge and to Him we do pray since everything
is from Him. His providence extends over us
all and He looks down upon our deeds to
requite us for them and grant us our recom-
pense. Every Jew should have this in mind
when he prays.’

Isidore Epstein, The ‘Responsa’ of Rabbi Solomon
ben Adreth of Barcelona (r235-1310) (London,
1925).

Afikoman This word of uncertain etymology
but of Greek origin means ‘dessert’ and is now
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used to denote the piece of unleavened bread,
*matzah, eaten at the end of the *Seder on the
first night of *Passover. It is customary not to
eat anything else after the afikoman in order for
the taste of matzak to remain in the mouth all
night. There is a folk-belief that if a piece of the
afikoman is kept in the house after Passover the
house will not be visited by burglars during the
year.

Age Respect for the aged is an important
principle in Judaism. “Thou shalt rise up before
the hoary head and honour the face of the old
man, and thou shalt fear thy God: I am the
Lord’ (Leviticus 19: 32). This is understood in
the Talmud to mean that whenever an old man
or woman passes by one should rise to one’s
feet as a token of respect. It is recorded in the
Talmud that the third-century Palestinian
teacher, Rabbi Johanan, would rise to his feet
in respect even before heathens who were old
because, he declared, they had experienced so
many trials and tribulations in their long life
and this entitled them to respect. The prophet
Isaiah, speaking of a corrupt generation, de-
scribes it (Isaiah 3: 5) as one in which: “The
child shall behave insolently against the aged,
And the base against the honourable.” Remark-
ably for the age in which he lived, the Psalmist
(Psalms go: 10) defines by implication what
constitutes old age: ‘The days of our years are
threescore years and ten, or even by reason of
strength fourscore years; yet is their pride but
travail and nothingness; for it is soon gone by
and we fly away.’ Based on this Psalm is the
statement in Ethics of the Fathers (5. 21) that
of the fourteen ages of man (not seven as in
Shakespeare): ‘6o is for to be an elder, 70 for
grey hairs, 8o for special strength.’ Since Moses
is said to have lived for 120 years (Deuter-
onomy 34: 7) it is the custom, when someone
mentions his or her age, to express the wish:
‘May you live until you are 120.’

In most Jewish communities there is a spe-
cial old-age home (moshav zekenim) in which
the old people are adequately cared for. The
thirteenth-century biblical exegete *Bahya, Ibn
Asher, commenting on the verse Exodus 20:
12): ‘Honour thy father and thy mother, that
thy days may be long upon the land which the
Lord thy God giveth thee’, remarks that it is
undoubtedly true that care of aged parents can
be a severe burden but in return the Torah
promises longevity to those who shoulder the
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burden. A Talmudic saying has it that if the
young tell you to build and the aged to destroy,
listen to the aged; for the construction of the
young is destruction, but the destruction of the
aged is construction.

Aggadah The aspect of Jewish, especially
Talmudic, literature that embraces all non-legal
topics. Aggadah treats of Jewish history, ethics,
philosophy, folklore, medicine, astronomy,
popular proverbs, pious tales, and so forth.
Aggadah is thus best defined as including any
subject of relevance to Judaism that is not
embraced by the term *Halakhah, the legal side
of Judaism. Statements in the Talmud about
*etiquette, for example, belong to Aggadah,
whereas a ruling, say, that the victim of an
assault has to be compensated in a particular
way belongs to Halakhah. In a famous essay on
the subject, H. N. Bialik described Aggadah as
the poetry of Judaism, Halakhah as the prose.
This is not to say, however, that Aggadah is
treated less seriously than Halakhah, only that
the former is less precise than the latter, as
poetry is less precise than prose. Although, as
a result of the distinction between the two, a
reluctance can be observed to base legal deci-
sions on Aggadic statements, some such rulings
did find their way into the standard Jewish
Code, the *Shulhan Arukh. Broadly speaking,
the Spanish authorities in the Middle Ages
tended to stress the distinction between Aggadah
and Halakhah, while the French and German
authorities tended to play it down, giving
almost as much weight to the Aggadah as to the
Halakhah. In later Jewish parlance Aggadah
often means a ‘legend’, as when *Herzl’ is
reported as saying of *Zionism: ‘If you wish it,
it is no Aggadah’; in other words, not a hazy
dream or a legend but sober fact capable of
realization. ’

H. N. Bialik and Y. H. Ravitzlcy, The Book of

Legends: Sefer Ha-Aggadah trans. William G.

Braude (New York, 1992).

Agnosticism A term coined by T. H. Huxley
to denote that attitude which, unlike theism
(conviction that God exists) and *atheism (con-
viction that God does not exist), maintains that
it cannot be known whether or not God exists.
Judaism, as a monotheistic religion, obviously
rejects the agnostic attitude as it does that of
atheism. This is not to say, however, that there
are no unexplored areas in matters of *belief.
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Some Jewish thinkers advocate the *via negativa
in which it is affirmed that while God exists
His true nature can never be grasped by the
human mind. In the Rabbinic literature there
are references to people weak in faith, believing
and yet not believing, but faith in this context
means trust in God rather than belief that God
exists. It is this capacity for trust in God that is
said to vacillate.

Agunah A woman bound or ‘chained’ either
to a missing husband or to one who refuses to
*divorce her. In Jewish law the State cannot
intervene to grant a couple a divorce. The only
way a married woman can become free to
remarry is by obtaining a release from her
husband by his death or by him delivering to
her, of his own free will, the *ger, the bill of
divorce. From early Rabbinic times efforts have
been made to help the agunak obtain release
from the tragic situation in which she is pre-
vented from marrying another by a husband
who is no husband. Where the husband is
missing the laws of evidence are relaxed some-
what so that his death can be presumed. Hus-
bands who disappeared in the Nazi *Holocaust
were presumed dead, after a reasonable time
had elapsed, and their wives were permitted to
remarry on the grounds that the vast majority
of Jews under Nazi rule who did not reappear
probably perished, the probability principle
being accepted in Jewish law.

Remedies are not so ready to hand for the
woman whose husband refuses to divorce her,
either out of spite or because she is unwilling or
unable to raise the sum of money he exorbi-
tantly demands before he will agree to the
delivery of the ger. *Reform Judaism, with
some exceptions, relies on the civil divorce to
terminate the marriage so that, for Reform,
there is no agunah problem. *Orthodox Judaism
often adopts other tactics to release the woman
whose husband refuses to grant her a divorce.
In the State of Israel, for example, if a husband
has been ordered by the court to grant the
divorce and refuses to do so, he may be held in
prison for contempt of court until he does the
right thing. In other countries, other means of
coercion, social pressure, for example, may be
brought to bear on the recalcitrant husband. In
some cases a way out may be found by estab-
lishing that, for various reasons, the original
marriage was invalid and, consequently, no
divorce is necessary for the woman to remarry.

*Conservative Judaism, unwilling to depart
from the tradition in such a serious matter as
marriage and divorce but wishing Jewish law to
be more flexible than it needed to be before
civil divorce was known, relies on indications in
the Talmud that in certain cases the drastic
measure of nullification of marriage is a valid
option and, after a stern warning has been given
to the husband, will obtain release for the
agunak by declaring her marriage retrospec-
tively null and void. The status of the children
of the marriage would not be affected by the
nullification of the marriage since, in Jewish
law, children born out of wedlock are not
illegitimate and suffer no disabilities. The Or-
thodox Rabbis hold, on the other hand, that,
despite Talmudic precedents, contemporary
courts do not have the power to nullify a
marriage. It should be noted that it is not only
the agunah herself who suffers. If she did
decide to ignore the law and remarry, the child
she had from the second union would be a
*mamzer.

Ahad Ha-Am ‘One of the People’, pen-name
of Asher Ginsberg (1856—1927), Hebrew essay-
ist and Zionist thinker. For Ginsberg, *Zion-
ism was important not only because it sought to
provide a physical homeland for the Jewish
people but because this homeland had the
potential of becoming a spiritual centre for
world Jewry. Ginsberg saw what he called
‘absolute spirituality’ (rubani ha-muhlat) as the
very essence of Judaism, which had always set
its face against material concepts of the divine.
The Talmud tells of the prospective proselyte
who came before *Hillel asking to be given
first a statement about the essential meaning of
the Torah ‘while standing on one leg’ (i.e. in
capsule form). Ginsberg observes that if such a
would-be proselyte had come to him his reply
would have been to quote the verse: ‘Thou
shalt not make a graven image.’ But it has to be
appreciated that ‘spiritual’ in these contexts has
an intellectual and ethical connotation rather
than a religious one. Ginsberg, though brought
up in a strictly traditional home, was a free-
thinker in religious matters, admiring Judaism
for the stress it puts on intellectual and cultural
pursuits and, especially, on a strictly ethical
approach. In an essay directed against the views
of C. G. *Montefiore, who argued for the incor-
poration into Judaism of some of the higher
(for Montefiore) ethical aspects of *Christianity,
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Ginsberg tried to show, not very successfully,
that this was not possible since, apart from the
doctrinal aspects, the Christian ethic based on
love was incompatible with the Jewish ethic
based on justice. Ginsberg’s generalization over-
looks the obvious facts that in both the Chris-
tian and the Jewish ethic the tension exists
between justice and love and that it is, in any
event, precarious to speak of specifically Jewish
*ethics, ethics being a universal concept.
Ginsberg’s personal life was of a high moral
character and, through his writings, he influ-
enced strongly ethics-orientated Jewish think-
ers such as Mordecai *Kaplan. With the
establishment of the *State of Israel, Ginsberg’s
thought became somewhat academic. If his
essays are still studied in Israel and elsewhere,
it is now far more for their fine literary style
than for the relevance of the ideas they express.

Ginsberg recognized that the ethical and
intellectual aspects of Judaism can only be
understood as part of the religious tradition.
The modern Jew cannot disown his religious
heritage. He must live with it and extrapolate
from it the values that have shaped his life. In
a famous essay on Moses, Ginsberg remarks
that he remains unmoved by scholarly attempts
at showing that Moses never existed. His Mo~
ses, the Moses of the Jewish tradition, still lives
on as the powerful advocate of righteous living.

Leon Simon, Ahad Ha am-Asher Ginzberg: A

- Biography (London, 1960).

Akedah ‘Binding of Isaac’, the account in the
book of Genesis (22: 1-19) of *Abraham, at the
command of God, taking his son, *Isaac, to be
offered as a sacrifice on Mount Moriah. Abraham
binds his son (hence ‘the Binding of Isaac’) to
the altar and is ready to perform the dreadful
deed when an angel appears to tell him to stay
his hand and to promise him that his seed will
increase. There is no reference to this episode
anywhere else in the Bible. Nor does it feature
very prominently in post-biblical Jewish litera-
ture until the third century ce. Some biblical
scholars, Jews included, have read the story as a
protest against human sacrifice, the significant
point being that the angel intervenes to prevent
the murder as an obscene act that God, unlike
the pagan deities, hates and could never really
have intended. But in traditional Jewish thought,
the Akedah is used as a paradigm for Jewish
*martyrdom; the Jewish people are ready at all
times to give up life itself for the sake of the

sanctification of the divine name (*Kiddush
Ha-Shem) On the judgement day of *Rosh Ha-
Shanah at the beginning of the year, God is
entreated to show mercy to His people in the
merit of Abraham’s willingness to sacrifice his
son. A prayer of the day reads:

‘Remember unto us, O Lord our God, the
covenant and the loving-kindness and the oath
which Thou swore unto Abraham our father on
Mount Moriah; and consider the binding with
which Abraham our father bound his son Isaac
on the altar, how he suppressed his compassion
in order to perform Thy will with a perfect
heart. So may Thy compassion overbear Thine
anger against us; in Thy great goodness may
Thy great wrath turn aside from Thy people,
Thy city, and Thine inheritance.’

“Thy city’ in the prayer is a reference to the
ancient tradition that Mount Moriah, the site
of the Akedah, is the place in Jerusalem where
the Temple was built. Thus, contrary to the
‘happy ending’ theory mentioned above, the
traditional view, whether historically accurate
or not, is close to that of Kierkegaard, who
reads the Akedah as an illustration of how far
the ‘knight of faith’ is ready to go in his ‘tele-
ological suspension of the ethical’.

The commentators find some features of the
Akedah puzzling. Why, for instance, is there no
mention of Isaac returning with his father after
the ram had been substituted for him? Abraham
is said to have returned together with the lads
who accompanied him but nothing is said of
Isaac. Abraham *Ibn Ezra records an opinion
that the angel’s call came too late and that Isaac
was, in fact, killed by Abraham. (On this
opinion, Isaac, who reappears in the later narra-
tives, was resurrected from the dead.) Ibn Ezra
rejects this as contrary to the plain meaning
of the biblical text. But Shalom Spiegel, in
a famous essay, shows that such an opinion
came to be widely held in the Middle Ages,
possibly in order to deny that the sacrifice of
Isaac was in any way less than that of Jesus; or
as a reflection of actual conditions in the Mid-
dle Ages when the martyrdom of Jewish com-
munities demanded a more tragic model than
that of a mere intended sacrifice. Nevertheless
it is constantly stressed in the literature that
God never intended that Abraham should actu-
ally sacrifice Isaac. A Talmudic comment on
Jeremiah 19: 5 states: ¢ “which I commanded
not”; this refers to the sacrifice of the son of
Mesha, the king of Moab (2 Kings 3: 27); “nor
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spake it”; this refers to the daughter of Jepthtah
(Judges 11: 31); “neither came it to My mind”;
this refers to the sacrifice of Isaac, the son of
Abraham.” *Philo goes to the opposite extreme,
defending the Akedah against the charge that it
is by no means unique since, in the history of
mankind, many people have been prepared to
lay down their lives and the lives of their
children for a cause in which they believed:
Moloch-worshippers for instance, who are
condemned by Moses, and Indian women who
gladly practise suttee. Philo replies that
Abraham’s sacrifice was unprecedented in that
he was not governed by motives of custom,
honour, or fear, but solely by his love of
God.

Another puzzling feature of the Akedak is
the opening statement that God tested Abraham,
as if the purpose were to provide God with
information about Abraham’s trust He did not
previously possess. According to Maimonides
(Guide of the Perplexed, 3. 24) the words ‘God
tested Abraham’ do not mean that God put
Abraham through a test but that He made the
example of Abraham serve as a test case of the
extreme limits of the love and fear of God.
*Nahmanides, on the other hand, states that
God did indeed know beforehand how Abraham
would behave but, from Abraham’s point of
view, "the test was real since he had to be
rewarded not only for his potential willingness
to obey the divine command but for actually
complying with it. The implications of the
Akedak are that, despite what appears to be a
contradiction, divine foreknowledge is compat-
ible with human *free will.

There are Midrashic statements that *Sarah
died of a broken heart when she learned that
Abraham had taken her son to be sacrificed.
Since Sarah gave birth to Isaac at the age of go
(Genesis 17: 17) and she died at the age of 127
(Genesis 23: 1) Isaac must have been, on this
view, 37 years of age at the time of the Akedah.
(Tbn Ezra rejects this opinion too as contrary to
the plain meaning of the biblical text in which
Isaac is depicted as a pliant and docile little
boy.) This leads the Talmud to ask why Isaac
submitted to what virtually amounted to an act
of suicide. The legal conclusion the Talmud
draws from the episode is that when a true
prophet of God, like Abraham, speaks in God’s
name, he is to be obeyed even if the act he
commands would otherwise be the most serious
crime.

That Abraham went to the Akedsk in ‘fear
and trembling’ (the title of Kierkegaard’s work
on the subject) is expressed in the Talmudic
legend that as Abraham went on his way he was
met by *Satan, who tried to stop him by
arguing that God had promised him that his
future and the future of all his teachings about
the One God would depend on Isaac and now
he was about to frustrate that promise.

Louis Jacobs;, ‘The Problem of the Akedah
in Jewish Thought’, in Raobert L. Perkins (ed.),
Kierkegaard’s Fear and Trembling: Critical Ap-

prassals. (University, Ala. 1981), 1—9.

Shalom Sprefel; The Last Trial (New York 1969).

Akiba, Rabbi Foremost teacher of the Torah
who lived in the second half of the first century
and the first half of the second century ce. As
is the case with so many of the *Tannaim and
Amoraim, it is has proved difficult for histori-
ans to disentangle the facts of Akiba’s life from
the pious legends with which it is surrounded.
The statement, for example, that Akiba was an
ignoramus (*am ha-aretz) untl, at the age of
40, he was encouraged by his wife to study the
Torah for forty years, after which he taught for
forty years, is obviously far too neat to be
anything but legendary, and was presumably
intended to place Akiba among the great teach-
ers who wore the mantle of Moses who lived
to be 120. The same applies to the dialogues
Akiba is supposed to have engaged in with
Turnus Rufus, the Roman Governor of Pales-
tine, though these might reflect early Rabbinic
associations with the Gentile authorities and
the kind of queries Roman nobles might have
addressed to the Rabbis. Turnus Rufus is sup-
posed to have asked Akiba why, if God loves
the poor, He does not make them rich and why,
if God wants man to be circumcised, He
created him with a foreskin. Akiba replies that
God allows the poor to remain in a state of
poverty in order to provide the rich with the
capacity to acquire merit by helping the poor,
and He creates man with a foreskin in order for
Jews to acquire merit by observing the rite of
*circumcision. In similar vein, when Turnus
Rufus asks Akiba which is greater, the work of
God or the work of man, Akiba replies that the
work of man is greater in that God provides the
wheat but it is man who has to do the sowing,
harvesting, and baking before bread can satisfy
the human need for food. The line running
through such stories is that of human co-
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operation with the divine; it is a rejection,
fathered on Akiba, of the philosophy of *quiet-
ism. Akiba studied under Rabbi *Eliezer and
Rabbi *Joshua and among his foremost disci-
ples were Rabbi *Judah, Rabbi *Meir and
Rabbi *Simeon. Akiba is also acknowledged as
an early compiler of teachings later used by
Rabbi *Judah the Prince in his compilation of
the Mishnah. There is no doubt a kernel of
truth in the accounts of Akiba acknowledging
*Bar Kochba as the Messiah and of him con-
tinuing to teach the Torah when it had been
proscribed by the Roman authorities, for which
he suffered a martyr’s death, his soul expiring
while he joyfully recited the *Shema. In mat-
ters of *Halakhah, too, it is difficult to know for
certain how much is Akiba’s own and how
much has simply been attributed to him as a
pioneering teacher. There was an important
difference, it is reported, on the question of
*hermeneutics, between the school of Akiba
and the school of Akiba’s contemporary, Rabbi
*Ishmael. The latter taught that even in the
legal portions of the Pentateuch some words
have no legal significance but are simply stylis-
tic—The Torah speaks in the language of
men.” But the school of Akiba held that there
are no superfluous words in the legal passages,
every word being intended to convey some
additional rule. Words like ‘also’ are intended
to include some addition to the law not stated
explicitly in the text and words like ‘however’
are intended to exclude laws that it might
otherwise have been imagined are embraced by
the implications of the text.

Akiba is quoted as saying that ‘Love thy
neighbour as thyself’ is a great principle of
the Torah. A saying attributed to him in a
more universalistic vein is: ‘Beloved is man
because he has been created in the image of
God.’ Akiba is also depicted as belonging to the
mystical tradition in ancient Israel. Of the four
sages who entered the *Pardes (‘Paradise’)
Akiba alone is said to have emerged unscathed
by the tremendous experience. Akiba is held to
be of the utmost significance in laying the
foundations of Rabbinic Judaism after the
destruction of the *Temple. He is the exem-
plar of complete devotion to the study, prac-
tice, and teaching of the Torah. He is described
in the Talmud as ‘one of the fathers of the
world’.

Louis Finkelstein, Aktva: Scholar, Saint and Mar-

tyr (New York, 1962).

Albo, Joseph Spanish philosopher (fifteenth
century), author of Sefer Ha-Ikkarim (Book of
the Principles), an eclectic work based on the
ideas of earlier teachers such as his own men-
tor, Hasdai *Crescas, but important as the last
great system of medieval Jewish philosophy. In
this work, part *theology, part *apologetics,
Albo sets out the principles of the Jewish
religion by which Judaism differs from other
religions, especially Christianity.

In the course of his analysis Albo observes
that, in a religion, only that without which the
religion would lose its distinctiveness can be
considered to be a principle. Contrary to
Maimonides, who states that there are thirteen
principles of faith in Judaism, Albo holds that
Judaism has only three principles. These are:
belief in the existence of God; belief that the
Torah is from Heaven (i.e. belief in *revelation,
that Judaism is a revealed religion); belief in
*reward and punishment. There are other be-
liefs to which the Jew is obliged to give his
assent, belief in the coming of the *Messiah for
example, but, since Judaism can be conceived
of without it, this belief cannot be said to be a
principle of the faith. One who denies belief in
the coming of the Messiah, though he is in
grievous error, cannot be read out of Judaism as
Maimonides declares. (The apologetic note
is here clearly sounded: Judaism, unlike Chris-
tianity does not stand or fall on belief in the
Messiah.) Moreover, according to Albo, a per-
son can only be termed an unbeliever if he
wilfully rejects a principle which he knows to
be laid down by the Torah. It is the act of
rebellion against the clear doctrine of the Torah
that constitutes unbelief.

‘But one who upholds the Torah of Moses
and believes in its principles, yet when he
undertakes to investigate these matters with his
reason and when he scrutinizes the texts, is
misled by his speculation and interprets a given
principle otherwise than it is taken to mean at
first glance; or denies the principle because he
thinks that it does not represent a sound theory
which the Torah obliges us to believe; or erro-
neously denies that a given belief is a funda-
mental principle, which, however, he believes
as he believes the other *dogmas of the Torah
which are not fundamental principles; or enter-
tains a certain notion in relation to one of the
miracles of the Torah because he thinks that he
is not thereby denying any of the doctrines
which it is obligatory upon us to believe by the
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authority of the Torah—a person of this sort is
not an unbeliever. He is classed among the
sages and pious men of Israel, though he holds
erroneous theories. His sin is due to error and
requires atonement.’

It is hardly possible for a Jewish thinker to
go further than this in tolerance of freedom of
thought. Although Albo’s unbeliever of the
class he describes is in error, he is like any other
person who sins in error and can still be
counted among the ‘sages and pious men of
Israel’.

Albo, in fact, extends his three basic princi-
ples to others derived from them, so that
including the three he first mentions there are
in all eleven basic principles. These are: the
existence of God; the unity of God; His in-
corporeality; His independence of time; His
perfection; prophecy; the authenticity of
God’s messenger, the prophet; revelation;
God’s knowledge; providence; and reward and
punishment.

Although only these are principles, accord-
ing to Albo’s definition, there are six further
dogmas the wilful rejection of which, with full
knowledge that it is a dogma of Judaism,
renders a person a heretic who has no share
in the *World to Come. These are: belief in
creatio ex mthilo; the superiority of Moses’
prophecy; the immutability of the Torah; that
human perfection can be attained by fulfilling
even a single one of the commandments of the
Torah; the resurrection of the dead; the coming
of the Messiah. Although this might be seen as
Albo taking back with one hand what he has
given with the other, it has to be realized that
Albo, as he remarks, is thinking only of a wilful
rejection of a belief which a person knows to be
taught by the Torah. For all that, Albo’s
distinction between a principle and that which
is not a principle remains purely in the realm of
semantics, without any practical consequences.

In the uncensored version of his work, Albo
refers to a discussion he had had with a
Christian scholar who maintained that Christi-
anity is superior to Judaism with regard to the
duties a2 man owes to God, the duties a man
owes to his fellows, and the duties a man owes
to himself. Albo seeks to demonstrate that the
opposite is true, that Judaism is superior in all
three categories. In the process, Albo accepts
that there is a third category, that of duties a
man has to himself| a category not found in any
of the earlier Jewish sources in which *precepts

are divided solely into the two categories of
‘between man and God’ and ‘between man and
his fellow’.
Joseph Albo, Sefer Ha-*Ikkarim Book of Princi-
ples, trans. and ed. Isaac Husik (Philadelphia,
1946).

Alfasi,Isaac  Alfasi (1013-1103) lived for most
of his life in Fez in Morocco (hence the name
Alfasi; ‘from Fez’ or the Rif, ‘Rabbi Yitzhak
Fest’) and was the author of one of the great
*Codes of Law, the Sefer Ha-Halakhot (The
Book of the Laws). By the time of Alfasi the
Babylonian Talmud had become the supreme
source of Jewish Law, but the Talmud is not a
Code; rather, it is a corpus of the discussions by
the Rabbis on numerous questions, most of
them of law. Alfasi’s method was to give the
basic debates in matters of law in the original
form in which they appear in the Talmud but
omitting all the elaborate discussions, stating
simply, in his own words, at the end of each
passage: ‘This is the law’. Alfasi’s Code had an
influence on all subsequent Codes such as that
of Maimonides. Alfasi’s work is often called:
‘the Talmud in miniature’.

Allegory The method of scriptural interpre-
tation in which persons and events mentioned
in the Bible are understood not in a literal sense
but as referring to stages in the religious life of
the Jews. *Philo, the greatest of the allegorists,
understands, for example, the command to
Abraham to obey Sarah and send away his
handmaiden Hagar (Genesis 21: 10) to mean
that in order to achieve perfection a man has to
obey the voice of reason and banish the pas-
sions that control his life. In the fourteenth
century, Solomon Ibn *Adret took strong issue
with the allegorists of his day who were so
enamoured of their interpretations that they
were indifferent to the question of whether
biblical figures such as *Abraham and *Sarah
ever really existed. The best-known interpreta-
tion of Scripture in this vein by the ancient
Rabbis is that of the *Song of Songs, under-
stood not as a simple love poem about a youth
and a maiden but as a dialogue between God,
the Lover, and Israel, His beloved.

Alphabet, Hebrew The Hebrew alphabet has
twenty-two letters, five of which have a slightly
different form when they occur at the end of a
word to close the word. The letters are:
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alef K = 1 ayin ¥y = 70
bet A = 2 py B = 8o
gimel A = 3 tzade X = go
dalet 7 = 4 kof P = 100
hey T = 5 resh N = 200
vav 1 = 6 shin W = 300
zayin 1 = 7 tav n = 400
het n = 38

tet U = ¢ The five final letters are:
yod T = 10 kaf 1

kaf A = 20 mem 0

lamed 5 = 30 mun ]

mem n = 40 pey B

nun J = 50 tzade Y

samekh © = 6o

These letters are all consonants, to which
the vowels have to be added in order to form
words. In the *Sefer Torah, for instance, only
the consonants are written, the reader supply-
ing the vowels. The vowels and the signs by
which they are recorded are:

patah (-) = a as in hat.

segol (") = e as in let.

hirek () = 1as in lit.

kibbutz (») = u as in bull.

kametz, short (T) = o as in top.

kametz, long (T) = a as in yard (sign the same
for both short and long).

tzere (..) = e as in they.

shurek (1) = long u as in flute.

holem (1) = long o as in role.

Each of the twenty-two letters also repre-
sents a number, hence the method of interpre-
tation known as *gematria in which one word
can be made to represent a different word
because they have the same numerical value.
The letters: alef to yod represent the numbers 1

to 10. The numbers 11 to gg are represented by,

yod and alef = 11; yod and bet = 12, and so on
up to tzade and tet = gg. The letter kof = 100;
resh = 200; shin = 300; tav = 400. The numbers
from 401 to 999 are represented by adding the
desired letters. Thousands are represented by
the letters alef and so forth, with a stroke over
them before the other numbers. Thus the year
5,755 is represented as: hey (stroke), tav, shin,
nun, hey.

In the Midrashic literature comments on the
letters of the alphabet abound. The Torah
begins with the letter bet (Genesis 1: 1, ‘In the
beginning’, Hebrew bereshit) because this letter
is the first of the word berakhah, meaning

‘blessing’. The letter bet () is closed on three
sides and only open to the left (Hebrew is read
from right to left) to denote that speculation is
futile on ‘what is above and what is below, what
is before and what is behind’, that is, specula-
tion on the mysteries which it is beyond the
mind of man to grasp. The opening of the bet
represents the future, indicating that man should
move onwards. The letter 4ey (57) is open at the
bottom to denote that freedom of choice is
given by God and none is coerced into accept-
ing the way of the Torah. The opening of the
hey at the bottom hints at the possibility of a

‘man leaving the Jewish way, since there is an

opening for him so to do. But if| later on, he
repents, his repentance is accepted and he can
re-enter, as is indicated by the small opening at
the top of the key. Similarly, there are many
interpretations of those letters traditionally writ-
ten larger than the others in the Sefer Torah
and those written smaller than the others. The
simplest way of understanding the large letters
is that this is for emphasis (much as we under-
line words or letters) and as for the small
letters, S. D. *Luzzatto has noted that these are
usually found where the same letter is repeated.
According to Luzzatto’s plausible theory the
scribe may have written only one letter where
two were required and when he came to putitin
the line, the space was such that he had to write
it small. This has never prevented commenta-
tors reading ideas into the large and small letters.
In the *Kabbalah the letters of the alphabet
are not mere conventions but represent on
earth those spiritual entities on high by means
of which God created the world. For the
Kabbalists God really did ‘say’ ‘Let there be
light’ (Genesis 1: 3) in the sense that He com-
bined those entities represented by the letters
alef, vav, resh to form the word or (‘light’), the
spiritual entity that is both the cause on high of
physical light and the form this entity assumes
as it descends into the material universe. In
practical Kabbalah the adept is able to repeat
the divine creative activity by combining the
letters of the alphabet to bring new creatures
into being, even to create a *golem, a human-
like creature with. great physical power of its
own; but this practice is frowned upon for all
but the greatest of saints and is said to be
fraught with danger, both spiritual and physical.
A. E. Cowley (revised), Gesenivs’ Hebrew Gram-
mar as Edited and Enlarged by the Late E. Kautzch
(Oxford, 1949), i. 24—98.
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Amalek The name of a tribe that attacked the
Israelites in the wilderness (Exodus 17: 8-16;
Deuteronomy 25: 17-19), whose memory was
to be ‘blotted out’. In the later Jewish tradition
the actual identity of this tribe is unknown but
Amalek becomes the symbol of wanton cruelty
and murderous intent. The Jewish moralists
speak of the need to eradicate the Amalek
residing in the human heart—that is, aggressive
tendencies in general.

Amen The liturgical response now used not
only in Judaism but also in *Christianity and
*Islam. The word has the same Hebrew root as
emunah (‘“faith’) and is also connected with the
word emet meaning *truth’. The idea ex-
pressed is of firm trust, acceptance, and reli-
ability. Amen is found in a variety of contexts
in the Bible (Numbers 5: 22; Deuteronomy 27:
15; 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26; I
Kings 1: 36; Isaiah 65: 16; Jeremiah 11: 5; 28: 6;
1 Chronicles 16: 36; Nehemiah 5: 13; 8: 6;
Psalms 41: 14; 72: 19; 89: 52; 106: 48). Louis
Ginzberg has translated Amen as ‘So be it’ or
‘So shall it be’ and has described it as ‘perhaps
the most widely known word in human speech’.
A late second-century teacher in the Talmud
takes the initial letters of Amen to represent e/
melekh neeman, ‘God, Faithful King’. A later
Jewish commentator to the *Prayer Book inter-
prets homiletically the initial letters as: ans
moser nafshi, ‘1 offer up myself as a sacrifice’. A
Rabbinic saying has it that one who responds
Amen to a benediction is greater than the one
who recites the benediction. The reason given
for this statement by the medieval ‘sages of
England’ is that the one who responds with
Amen also hears the benediction itself and,
since ‘to hear is akin to pronouncing’, he has to
his credit both the Amen and the benediction.
It may also be that the statement is intended to
express the thought that it is more praise-
worthy, because more difficult, to give assent
to a truth first seen by others than to be a
pioneer in discovering the truth for oneself.
On the other hand, it is said that Amen should
not be recited in a louder voice than that of the
one who recites the benediction, perhaps be-
cause this would imply a ‘holier than thou’
attitude.

A saying attributed to the second-century
teacher Rabbi *Meir has it that a child merits
the *World to Come from the day it first says
Amen. Another Rabbinic saying is that all the

gates of heaven open to one who recites Amen
with all his strength, explained by the great
French commentator *Rashi as meaning with
all his powers of concentration. The rules in the
Codes regarding the response Amen are that it
must not be ‘orphaned’ from the *benediction
to which it is the response by coming too soon
or too late; it should not be slurred but per-
fectly distinct; and it should only be recited
after a benediction pronounced by someone
else, not after one’s own benediction. When
said in response to a prayer of petition the
intention should be: ‘May it be Thy will that
this purpose be realized.” Among Jews Amen is
never used at the beginning of a sentence as it
is in the Gospels (Matthew 5: 18, 26; 6: 2; Luke
4: 24; John 1: 51).

David *Abudarham, in his commentary to
the Prayer Book, compares the response of
Amen to the validation of a bond by a court of
law. Without such validation the bond may be a
forgery or otherwise incapable of performing its
proper function.

Some of the later Rabbis discuss whether
Amen should be said to a benediction heard
over the radio. The ruling is that there is no
need for the one who recites Amen to be in the
same room as the one who recites the benedic-
tion. Nor is it necessary for the one who recites
Amen actually to hear the benediction. It is
sufficient if he knows that the benediction has
been recited. In a humorous Talmudic passage
it is told that a synagogue in Alexandria was so
huge that at the end of each benediction by the
prayer leader a flag had to be waved so that
those at a distance would know when to say
Amen.

Joshua Alter Wildman, And Let Us Say Amen,
trans. Charles Wengrov (Jerusalem and New
York, 1979).

AmHa-Aretz  An ignoramus, in contradistinc-
tion to the *7Talmid Hakham, the scholar. The
term, meaning literally ‘the people of the land’,
is found in the Bible (e.g. in Genesis 23: 12—
13), perhaps referring to the governing body
of the people, the Parliament. In post-biblical
times the ‘people of the land’ were the farmers
and agricultural labourers and later still the
terms was applied to the individual in the sense
of the ignorant man, by much the same process
as in the development of the English words
‘peasant’ and ‘commoner’. In the first century
CE, the am ha-aretz was suspected of laxity with
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regard to tithing and ritual purity so that
produce purchased from him required to be
tithed and his garments were held to be ritually
impure. In the Rabbinic period, the am ha-
aretz came to mean the man who had little or
no learning. It has to be appreciated that the
Talmud was compiled by scholars, so that the
picture conveyed in it is biased against those
hostile to learning. This explains, if it does not
justify, such Talmudic hyperboles as these
stating that it is permitted to kill an am ha-aretz
even on *Yom Kippur that falls on the Sab-
bath, and that whoever marries off his daughter
to an am ha-aretz, it is as if he had tied her up
to be devoured by a lion.

The post-Talmudic teachers known as the
*Geonim were embarrassed by these extreme
statements. It is on record that in Geonic times
a young scholar, on the basis of the Talmudic
statements, argued that it is permitted to steal
from an am ha-aretz; whereupon his teacher
declared that in that case, on his own showing,
it was permitted to steal from him, since by his
perverse misunderstanding of the Talmudic
ethic he had demonstrated that he was himself
an am ha-aretz, Other attempts were made
throughout the ages to treat all Jews, whether
learned or ignorant, as equals. The German
authority Rabbi Jair Hayyim Bacharach (1638—
1702) remarks that the Talmudic references are
not to be applied to contemporary ignoramuses,
so that no one now takes any notice of the
Talmudic disapproval of the marriage of
the daughter of an am ha-aretz to a scholar.
The Hasidic master and Halakhic authority
Rabbi Jekutiel Judah Teitelbaum (1808—82)
goes so far as to say that ‘nowadays’ every-
one has at least sufficient learning to enable
him to avoid being stigmatized as an am ha-
aretz.

For all that, in everyday Jewish parlance
the name am ha-aretz is used as an epithet of
scorn by learned Jews, often by scholars against
other scholars with whom they happen to dis-
agree, rather like the term ‘Philistine’ in Eng-
lish.

Amos The first of the literary prophets who
lived, according to the biblical book which
bears his name, during the reigns of King
Uzziah in Judah and Jeroboam in Israel, in the
Northern Kingdom, in the eighth century BCE.
Amos came from the village of Tekoa in the
Southern Kingdom of Judah and he is de-
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scribed (Amos 7: 14) as ‘a herdman and a
dresser of sycamore trees’, which probably
means that he was a kind of gentleman farmer.
Because of his occupation, Amos uses in his
prophetic utterances similes taken from agri-
cultural and farming life. Students of the pro-
phetic books have seen this phenomenon of a
prophet expressing himself in language drawn
from his own personal status and type of life as
showing that however *prophecy is to be un-
derstood, it does not mean that in his experi-
ence of the divine and the inspiration to which
it gives rise, the personality of the prophet is
taken over or obliterated. When Amos says
(Amos 7: 14): ‘I was no prophet, neither was I
a prophet’s son’, he is not declaring that his
father was not a prophet but that he had never
belonged among the ‘sons of the prophets’, the
guild of prophetic disciples. Like other proph-
ets, Amos claims to have been called by God to
prophesy without having either prepared him-
self for the experience or even desired it. Amos,
though living in Judah, came to the Northern
Kingdom to prophesy against the house of
Jeroboam, whereupon Amaziah, priest of Beth-
el, said to him: ‘O thou seer, go, flee thee away
into the land of Judah, and there eat bread, and
prophesy there’ (Amos 7: 12), as if to say: ‘If
you must earn your living by foretelling calam-
ities, do it in your own community and leave
us alone’—an ancient version of ‘Over here we
keep religion out of politics’.

Amos is seen more than any other as the
prophet who places the emphasis on justice and
fearlessly attacks the powerful, when they are
guilty of injustice, even at risk to his own
safety. “Thus saith the Lord: For three trans-
gressions of Israel, Yea for four, I will not
reverse it: Because they sell the righteous for
silver, And the needy for a pair of shoes.’
Because the book of Amos is full of prophecies
of catastrophe, many modern scholars see the
final verses (Amos ¢: 13-15), in which great
material prosperity is promised, as a later addi-
tion for the purpose of providing a happy
ending. But the majority of Jewish commenta-
tors see no reason why the prophet should not
end on an optimistic note, assuring the people
that if they will repent God will look favourably
on them. Amos’s attitude towards his people is
certainly not that they have been rejected by
God. On the contrary they are God’s *Chosen
People and precisely because of this have
a greater degree of responsibility for their
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conduct: ‘You only have I known of all the’

families of the earth; Therefore I will visit upon
you all-your iniquities’ (Amos 3: 2). This has
been called the greatest ‘therefore’ in all human
history.

A Rabbinic legend, based on a possible
meaning of his name as ‘the one with a burden’,
has it that Amos had a speech handicap. Al-
though he stuttered and was taunted as a
stutterer, he felt compelled to speak out against
injustice. This legend may have originated in
an attempt to compare Amos with Moses, who
had a similar defect (Exodus 4: 10).

S. M. Lehrman, ‘Amos’, in A. Cohen (ed.), The
Twelve Prophets (London, 1970), 81-124.

Amulet Heb. kamea, a magical charm to pro-
tect from harm the one who possesses it or
wears it. Despite the strong biblical opposition
to magic and *divination, white magic in the
form of the amulet was tolerated by the Tal-
mudic Rabbis, who allowed a tried amulet (one
written by an expert in the art, which had
worked successfully on three different occa-
sions) to be carried even on the Sabbath when
carrying objects in the public domain is nor-
mally forbidden. Even the rationalist thinker
Maimonides records this rule in his Code;
although he scorns any belief in the amulet’s
efficacy and holds that it is only permitted
because of the psychological relief it offers to
the disturbed mind. Even Rabbis were not
entirely free from superstition (see MAGIC AND
SUPERSTITION) and many not only tolerated the
use of amulets but actually wrote them them-
selves. The belief in amulets persisted widely
among Jews until, along with similar supersti-
tious practices, it was attacked by the *Haskalah
and *Reform movements in the eighteenth
century. To this day the belief is still held in
some circles, where amulets are worn as a
protection against the *evil eye and are hung
around the room of a woman in childbirth
to protect her against the machinations of
*Lilith.

The inscriptions on amulets in ancient times
would appear to have been various scriptural
passages that spoke of healing or protection. In
the practical *Kabbalah, various combinations
of divine names are used for the writing of
amulets on parchment. Contrary to Maimonides
and some of the *Geonim, who were strongly
opposed to the writing of amulets, the notable
Halakhic authority Solomon Ibn *Adret could

say that the amulet works according to special
properties with which *nature is endowed by
the Creator. For Ibn Adret the cures and
protection from harm afforded by amulets are
governed by natural, though incomprehensible,
law. If the Greek-influenced philosophers had
never actually observed a magnet, says Ibn
Adret, they would have scorned any belief that
an object can attract to it other objects without
any direct contact with them. In other words, if
the empirical test is applied, amulets work, or
so it was believed in the Middle Ages, and that
gives us the right to resort to them.

Angels Supernatural beings who perform vari-
ous functions at God’s behest. The Hebrew
word malakh comes from a root meaning ‘to
send’ and is used both in the ordinary sense of
a messenger and in the sense of an angel ‘sent’
by God. (The English word ‘angel’ is derived
from the Greek angelos with the same meaning
of messenger.) In Genesis 32: 2 *Jacob meets
the angels of God (malakhey elohim) but in
verse 4 he sends messengers (malakhim) to is
brother Esau, though in a Midrashic fancy it is
the angels mentioned in verse 2 that Jacob
sends to Esau.

References to angels are found throughout
the Bible but with the exception of Gabriel
(Daniel 8: 16; ¢: 21) and Michael (Daniel 10:
13; 12: 1) in the late book of Daniel, the angels
in the Bible have no name. When Manoah asks
the angel to tell him his name, the angel replies
that it is secret (Judges 13: 17-18). The inter-
esting observation is found in the Talmud that,
in fact the names of the angels came into the
possession of the Jews from Babylon. The word
el appended to an angel’s name means God;
thus Gabriel (from gevurah, ‘power’) means
‘power from God’. In the later Jewish tradition
the angel Michael is the angel of mercy; Gabriel
the angel of justice; Raphael the angel of
healing; and Uriel the angel of illumination. In
the prayer before going to sleep the words
occur: ‘In the name of the Lord, the God of
Israel, may Michael be at my right hand;
Gabriel at my left; Uriel before me; Raphael
behind me; and the *Shekhinah of God be
above my head.” As in the Bible, there are
numerous references to angels in the Rabbinic
literature. But there is not a single reference to
angels in the Mishnah, although it is hard to
tell whether this silence is simply because the
Mishnah had no cause to refer to angels or
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whether, as some scholars think, the editor of

the Mishnah wishes to discourage belief in -

angels. Angels are never the objects of worship.
This is severely condemned by the Rabbis as
idolatry. The Palestinian Talmud remarks that
there is no need for Jews to pray to God
through the mediation of the angels, but in the
Babylonian Talmud it is implied that one of the
angelic functions is to bring the prayers of
Israel to the throne of God. Some later Rabbis
disapproved of the few passages in the liturgy
in which angels are invoked, but others de-
fended these prayers on the grounds that the
angels are only entreated to be the messengers
of Israel as they are the messengers of God. A
device found in a number of Talmudic passages
is to place apparent moral objections to God’s
conduct of the world into the mouths of the
ministering angels, as if to say that these
objections seem to be weighty and have spir-
itual force, although, eventually, God provides
the answer. Good men are said to be higher in
rank than the angels. The angels are not al-
lowed to sing their praises of God on high until
Israel has done so on earth.

The medieval thinkers, though believing in
the existence of angels as found in the Bible and
the Rabbinic literature, tend to interpret the
whole subject of angelology in a highly spiritual
and more or less rationalistic manner. Accord-
ing to Maimonides, angels are creatures pos-
sessing form without matter. They are pure
spirits differentiated from one another not by
any bodily distinctions but solely by spiritual
form and purpose. For Maimonides, the angels
are only seen in the Bible as creatures of fire
and in human form with wings as a feature of
the prophetic vision. Wherever it is said in the
Bible that angels appear to men in human
guise, the meaning is that they so appear in a
dream, which leads Maimonides, to the con-
sternation of *Nahmanides and others, to ex-
plain away some biblical passages as relating
not actual events but dreams. Jacob did not
really wrestle with the angel (Genesis 32: 25—
30), but only dreamed that he did so. Other
commentators take the biblical passages liter-
ally, accepting that the angels actually become
men when they appear on earth. The Zohar
adopts a compromise position. For the Zohar
the angels are pure spirits and in their natural
form they cannot appear in the natural world,
for the world could not contain them if they
did. They are obliged to assume the garments,

as the Zohar puts it, of this world. The Kabbalah
as a whole is full of references to angels and in
the practical Kabbalah names of angels are used
in *amulets. Interestingly, Maimonides (Guide
of the Perplexed, 1. 49) quotes a Midrashic
comment on the words (Genesis 3: 24): ‘the
flaming sword that turns every way’ which
suggests that this refers to the angels who
change constantly, sometimes appearing as men,
at other times as women.

In one passage in the Talmud it is said that
angels accompany a man wherever he goes
except when he goes to relieve himself. Before
a man enters the privy he should address a
special apology to the angels for his having to
take leave of them.

Among many modern Jews, belief in the
existence of angels is very peripheral. Even
when those parts of the liturgy referring to
angels are still maintained, they are understood
more as sublime poetry than as theological
statements. However, there are comparatively
few outright denials of the actual existence of
angels and some Jews, even today, look upon
belief in angels as an important part of the
religious life.

Louis Jacobs, A Fewish Theology (New York,

1973), 107-113.

Anger Most of the rules and regulations of
Judaism have to do with actions rather than
with character traits. Emotional states cannot
be made subject to categorical injunctions. The
standard Code of Jewish law, the Shulhan Arukh,
offers no guidance on when and why not it is
permissible to fly into a rage. There are many
expressions, however, in the non-legal sources—
the moralistic literature, for example—where it
stated again and again that anger is an ugly
emotion and has to be avoided; but the appeal
here is to character-cultivation and it is ac-
knowledged that individual temperament is
involved. Some persons have a calm, easy-
going disposition and for them it is easy to
avoid flying into a rage. Others are more readily
prone to anger and for them the struggle
against their natural disposition. is more severe.
Hence the statement in Ethics of the Fathers
(5. 14): “There are four kinds of tempers: he
whom it is easy to provoke to anger but easy to
pacify, his loss disappears in his gain; he whom
it is hard to provoke to anger but hard to
pacify, his gain disappears in his loss; he whom
it is hard to provoke to anger and easy to pacify
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is a saintly man; he whom it is easy to provoke
to anger and hard to pacify is wicked.’

Anger is disapproved of because it betokens
loss of self~control and a failure to acknowledge
God’s providential care. A Talmudic saying has
it that a man who breaks things when he loses
his temper is like an idolater. Another saying is
that a person’s true character can be discerned
through his anger (kzaso), his cup (koso), and
his pocket (kis0). This punning formulation is
intended to convey the thought that the inner
man is revealed when external restraints are
removed; when he loses his temper, when he is
drunk, and when he fails to put his hand into
his pocket to relieve the sufferings of the needy;
by the same token, when a man exercises a
measure of self~control even when in a rage and
even when in his cups and gives gencrously to
charity, his benevolent inner self is exposed.
Nevertheless, the Talmud states that it is per-
mitted for parents and teachers to pretend to be
angry in order to express their displeasure at
the misconduct of their children and pupils.

Those who are quick tempered, say the
Rabbis, have nothing to show for it except the
temper itself, and the life of such persons is not
worth living because they rarely experience the
calmness of spirit that alone can promote a
serene and happy life.

Animals, Attitudesto  There is no single theo-
logical view in Judaism on the purpose of the
animal creation. *Saadiah Gaon, discussing why
God created animals, gives three possible rea-
sons. The first is that God simply willed it so
and it is not for man to try to fathom the divine
will. Secondly, it may be that God created the
wondrous animal kingdom in all its variety so
that His wisdom could be revealed to man.
Thirdly, it may be that animals have been
created for man’s benefit. Maimonides (Gusde
of the Perplexed, 3. 13), on the other hand, does
not consider the question of why God created
animals a significant one, since we must even-
tually fall back on the idea that it is God’s will,
as it is with everything else in creation.
Maimonides refuses to interpret the creation
narrative in Genesis (Genesis 1: 26-8) as
implying that animals, sun, moon, and stars
were created solely for man. True, argues
Maimonides, the Genesis account states that
man can rule over the animals but this in no
way implies that God created them for this
specific purpose. Maimonides (Guide of the

Perplexed, 3. 17) also ridicules the notion that
animals will be recompensed in the Hereafter
for the sufferings they have to undergo on
earth. This view is held by Saadiah but Mai-
monides believes it to be foreign to Judaism.
The Rabbinic literature was not composed by
systematic theologians like Saadiah and Mai-
monides. In this literature there are teachings
about animals which do seem to imply that
everything in creation, including animals, exists
for the sake of human brings. In Midrashic
comment on the creation narrative in Genesis,
an analogy is made between God’s creation of
animals, birds, and fishes and a king who has a
tower stocked with all good things. If the king
receives no guests, what pleasure does he derive
from so stocking it? Human beings are God’s
guests and the animals are ‘stocked’ for his
benefit. In even more startling form, the Tal-
mud observes that nothing in creation is use-
less: the snail can be used as a cure for a scab,
the fly as a cure for the sting of a wasp, and so
on. We are not told what use the snail itself has
in being used as a cure for a scab but then, as
has been said, the Rabbis were not systematic
theologians exploring fully the reasons for *crea-
tion, and are best understood as religious poets
trying to give human beings a sense of impor-
tance because the whole creation revolves around
them.

The ancient compilation known as Perek
Shirah (Chapter of Song), is based on the idea
that each species of animal sings its own par-
ticular hymn to the Creator. Appropriate scrip-
tural verses are listed for each of God’s creatures
who ‘sing’ His praises by their very being. For
instance, the song of the birds is: ‘Even the
sparrow hath found a house, and the swallow a
nest for herself, where she may lay her young’
(Psalms 84: 4). *Dogs sing: ‘O come, let us bow
down and bend the knee; let us kneel before the
Lord our Maker!’ (Psalms g5: 6). Another
theological problem in connection with ani-
mals, discussed particularly by Judah Halevi, is
that of animal suffering: why Nature is ‘red in
tooth and claw’. Although this is part of the
more general question of *suffering, of why
God tolerates evil in His creation, the problem
is especially acute with regard to animals who
have no moral sense that might be refined and
developed through suffering. Halevi admits
that it is hard to explain why animals should
have to find their food by preying on one
another. But in the very act of the spider
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spinning its web to catch the fly there is to be
seen the wondrous wisdom of the Creator and
faith must then sustain us in the belief that, in
a way beyond our grasp, this same wisdom is
benevolent and in the divine plan all is well and
truly put.

Louis Jacobs, A Jewish Theology (New York,

1973), 107-9.

Animals, Cruelty to While Judaism does not
advocate *vegetarianism and permits the killing
of animals for human use, causing unnecessary
pain to animals is strictly forbidden, whether
by biblical *law, according to some teachers in
the Talmud, or by Rabbinic law, according to
others. The Talmud urges a man to feed the
animals in his care before he himself sits down
to eat. Some teachers explain the existence of
the law of *skehitah, the killing of animals in a
special way on the grounds that this method
causes the least pain to the animal. The biblical
injunctions against taking the young from the
nest before sending away the mother bird
(Deuteronomy 22: 6—7) and against slaughter-
ing an animal and its young on the same day
(Leviticus 22: 28) have been similarly explained.
This would certainly seem to be the reason for
the prohibition against muzzling an ox when it
treads the corn (Deuteronomy 25: 4). While
*hunting animals for food is permitted, many
authorities frown on hunting for sport.

The book of *Jonah concludes with the
words ‘and also much cattle’ (Jonah 4: 11). God
wishes to spare not only the human inhabitants
of Nineveh but the beasts as well. In a remark-
able passage in the Talmud it is related that
Rabbi *Judah the Prince ordered a calf being
led to the slaughter: ‘Go, for this thou wast
created.” He was afflicted with sufferings and
these only left him when he prevented his
maidservant from destroying some weasels, say-
ing: ‘His tender mercies are over all his works’
(Psalms 145: ¢9). The point of the story is that
while it is permitted to kill animals for food, it
is a callous attitude to be unaware of the
suffering to the animals that this entails.

It cannot be denied that the fine line between
the necessary use of animals and the avoidance
of unnecessary cruelty is not always drawn
successfully. Is it permitted, for instance, to
wear fur coats? Is battery farming permitted?
Is it permitted to train animals to perform in
the circus or to keep them in a zoo? Is vivisec-
tion of animals permitted in order to obtain

information of benefit to humanity? The ten-
dency is to leave a good deal of freedom to
individuals to make up their minds, always
being aware that wanton cruelty to animals is
forbidden. Very revealing is the ruling by
Rabbi Moses *Isserles in his gloss to the
Shulhan Arukh (Even Ha-Ezer, 5. 14): ‘Wher-
ever it is for the purpose of healing or for some
other purpose there is no prohibition against
cruelty to animals. It is consequently permitted
to pluck feathers from living geese [for quills]
and there is no objection to it on the grounds of
cruelty to animals. Nevertheless, the [Jewish]
world avoids this because it is cruel.’ Isserles
nevertheless implies that whatever the law says,
Jewish communities have not tolerated prac-
tices they perceive intuitively to be contrary to
the spirit of Judaism.

Louis Jacobs, ‘Animals’, in his What Does Judaism

Say About . . .2 (Jerusalem, 1973), 24-9.

Annihilation, of Selfhood The mystical state
in which the ego, confronted by the divine,
especially in prayer, loses its separate identity;
Heb. bittul ha-yesk. The doctrine of self-annihi-
lation is prominent in *Hasidism in general but
is stressed particularly in the *Habad group. In
cultivation of this attitude some Hasidim would
try never to use the ‘I’ pronoun in conversation.
Bittul ha-yesh has strong affinities with the unio
mystica in general mystical theology and it is
therefore incorrect to say, as some scholars do,
that in Judaism the gulf between God and
human beings is so vast that no version of the
religion teaches the possibility of the soul of the
mystic being absorbed in the divine.

Antediluvians The men before the *Flood
who lived to fabulous ages (Genesis 5). Accord-
ing to Maimonides, it was only particular indi-
viduals who lived to these great ages but
*Nahmanides considers this view to be unten-
able; all men of those generations lived to a
great age and it was only the deterioration of
the atmosphere after the Flood that brought
about a gradual shortening of human life. Some
students of the Bible have suggested that the
numbers of ‘years’ are really those of ‘months’
but the Hebrew word skanak used here always
means a ‘year’ in the Bible and a different word
is used for ‘month’. The Jewish Bible scholar
U. Cassuto has noted that in many ancient
Near Eastern cultures there are tales of great
men who lived for a very long time and
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eventually became gods. On this view the
significant expression in the biblical use of the
ancient myths is ‘and he died’. None of them,
not even *Methuselah who lived for g6g years,
were in any way divine; none of them reached
the thousand years that is said by the Psalmist
(Psalms go: 4) to be like a day in the eyes of
God. Ethics of the Fathers (5. 2) notes that
there are ten generations of the antediluvians
from *Adam to *Noah and this is said to teach
that God was patient with all these generations
even though they provoked Him; He did not
bring the waters of the Flood upon them until
their sins had reached the point where they
could no longer be overlooked.

U. Cassuto, 4 Commentary on the Book of Genesis,

i. From Adam to Noah, trans. 1. Abrahams

(Jerusclem, 1959), 249~72.

Anti-Semitism Hatred of Jews or unreason-
able prejudice against them; a term coined in
1875 but with the reality behind it going back
virtually to the beginnings of Judaism itself and
culminating in the Nazi persecution of the Jews
and the *Holocaust in which six million Jews
perished. Anti-Semitism has assumed various
forms. Greek and Latin authors ridiculed the
Jewish religion and the Jews who adhered to it
either because the Jews were ‘atheists’ in refus-
ing to acknowledge the Greek and Roman
deities, or because they thought of themselves
as superior. One example of an ancient diatribe
of this nature is the accusation that the Israel-
ites were driven out of Egypt because they were
a nation of lepers. Another is that the Jews keep
the Sabbath because they are too lazy to work.
Christian anti-Semitism, often, it has to be
said, denounced by Christian authorities, was
based on the Church seeing itself as the new
Israel, with the consequent role for the Jews
as a people rejected by God. The charge of
deicide was often levelled against the Jews for
killing Jesus. Jews were accused of desecrating
the host and, in the *blood libel, of using
Christian blood in the baking of *matzah, or of
poisoning the wells and thus wilfully causing
the death of Christians. In the political versions
of anti-Semitism, Jews were accused of organ-
izing a conspiracy to take over the world. Some
anti-Semites pointed to the alleged undue in-
fluence of Jews in the commercial life of West-
ern nations; others saw them as communists
bent on the destruction of capitalist society.
The list is unending and the outrageous and

contradictory accusations are seen by most
unbiased observers as based on sheer prejudice.
The cause of anti-Semitism is a question
much discussed in modern times. If the phe-
nomenon is due to prejudice, how does the
prejudice arise? Opinions have varied from
simple dislike of the unfamiliar to the objection
to Jews foisting their religious values on the
non-Jewish world with a resulting conflict of
conscience for the betrayal of these values. It
would be too much to say that anti-Semitism
has disappeared in civilized society today but,
once its horrific consequences in the Holocaust
have been perceived, very few decent men and
women view it as anything but an aberration.
Jews have naturally co-operated with non-Jews
in fighting anti-Semitism but Jewish teachers
have urged that the fear of anti-Semitism
should not be allowed to dominate Jewish life.
Jews, they advocate, should be far more con-
cerned with furthering positive Jewish values
than with seeking to present Judaism negatively
in terms of anti-anti-Semitism. Nor should
everyone who dislikes Jews be dubbed an anti-
Semite. Simple prejudice, unfortunate though
it is, hardly constitutes a philosophy of Jew-
hatred and is, of course, directed against other
minorities or people seen as foreigners. An
ironic feature of this whole sorry affair is the
existence of self-hating Jews who come peril-
ously close to admitting that the anti-Semite
is sometimes right. It is only a generalization,
but it has been said that while the anti-Semite
hates the Jewish people as a whole but likes
individual Jews (‘Some of my best friends are
Jews’), there are Jews who love the Jewish
people as a whole but cannot stand the sight of
their Jewish neighbours.
Léon Polialcov, The History of Anti-Semitism,
vols. i-iii (London, 1974—5); vol. iv (The Littman
Library of Jewish Civilization; Oxford, 1985).

Apoecrypha The books produced by Jewish
writers during the period of the Second *Tem-~
ple but not included in the Bible as part of
sacred Scripture, as they are in Catholicism but
not in the Protestant Church. The statement in
the Mishnah (Sanhedrin 10: 1) that one who
reads ‘external books’ has no share in the
*World to Come probably refers to the books
of the Apocrypha and ‘reading’ means reading
them in public as a liturgical act, which might
make them appear to enjoy the sacred status of
the biblical books. Jewish scholars today have
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relied on the Apocrypha to uncover details of
Jewish life in the Second Temple period and
for comparative purposes. The books of the
Apocrypha are: the first book of Esdras; the
second book of Esdras; Tobit; Judith; the rest
of the chapters of the book of Esther; the
Wisdom of Solomon; Ben Sira (Ecclesiasticus);
Baruch; a letter of Jeremiah; the Song of the
Three; Daniel and Susanna; Daniel, Bel, and
the Snake; The Prayer of Manasseh; the first
book of the Maccabees; the second book of the
Maccabees. None of these books is quoted in
the Talmud or the Midrash with the exception
of *Ben Sira, from which there are occasional
quotations with approval. Other works from
more or less the same period are embraced by
the term Pseudepigrapha, a name given to them
because they are attributed to early saints.
These, like the Apocrypha, were unknown in
Jewish literature until the Renaissance period.
Apart from the circles of historians and objec-
tive scholars, all these works are largely ignored
entirely by Jews today. By the same consensus
by which they were excluded from the Bible
they have been made to seem, if not heretical,
not quite right in Jewish eyes so that rarely, if
ever, will one find quotations from them in,
say, books of devotion.

Apologetics, Jewish The systematic defence
of the Jewish religion against its detractors
from within and without. Numerous examples
of apologetics are found in the Rabbinic litera-
ture in which the Jewish sages frequently en-
gage in controversy with heretics or with pagan
philosophers and rulers. The dialogues be-
tween Rabbi *Akiba and Turnus Rufus, the
Roman Governor of Palestine, are examples of
keen apologetics advanced by the former, or,
more correctly, put into his mouth by later
editors. Turnus Rufus asks Rabbi Akiba, for
instance, why if his God loves the poor, He
does not make them rich, and Akiba gives the
typically Jewish reply that if there were no
poor, how could the rich gain the merit af-
forded by alms-giving? The Rabbis often use
the ministering *angels as an apologetic device.
The angels are made to ask God why He shows
favour to Israel and why He allows Rabbi
Akiba, who had devoted himself to the study
and teaching of the Torah, to be tortured to
death by the Romans. Usually God is made to
give an explanation but in the instance of Rabbi
Akiba, all that God says is: ‘Be silent. This is

how it has entered My thought.’ In the history
of Jewish apologetics, both these types of re-
sponse are prominent: those matters capable of
a reasonable explanation are elaborated on,
while there is always an acknowledgement that
some matters are beyond human comprehen-
sion and must be left to faith. Many of the
apologetics in the Rabbinic literature have the
aim of expounding biblical texts in such a way
that, contrary to what appears to be the surface
meaning, they do not conflict with standard
Jewish teachings; note the use of the plural
form, for example, in the creation narrative
(Genesis 1: 26): ‘Let us make man’, which is
explained as meaning that God took counsel
with the angels in order to teach human beings
not to be hesitant in seeking advice, even from
inferiors.

In the Middle Ages many works of apologetics
were directed against the claims of *Christian-
ity and *Islam that Judaism had once been a
true religion but had now been superseded.
The Kuzari of Rabbi *Judah Halevi, the subti-
tle of which is ‘A Defence of the Despised
Faitl’, is of this nature. The Guide of the
Perplexed by *Maimonides consists of a sus-
tained apologetic to meet the objections of
Greek *philosophy. In this work, Maimonides
seeks to give a rational explanation of the
*dietary laws and other precepts of the Torah.
which appear to be opaque to human reason. In
modern times *Orthodox Judaism has pro-
duced a number of apologetic works to meet
the attacks of *Reform.

Apologetics only flies in the teeth of scholar-
ship when it twists or obscures the facts in
order to present the Jewish tradition in the
most favourable light. Many scholars today
are, however, somewhat suspicious of apologetics
and, even when they themselves are committed
Jews, refuse to engage in it for fear of compro-
mising their scholarly objectivity. Yet, when
the inevitable bias of apologetics is taken into
account the discipline is not without value in
preventing a distorted picture of Judaism from
being uncritically accepted.

Aramaic A sister language of Hebrew (from
Aram, the ancient name of the country now
Syria). The Bible contains some portions in
Aramaic. The language of scholarship in *Pal-
estine in the Mishnaic period was Hebrew and
the Mishnah itself is in Hebrew, but the the
language of the common people was Aramaic.
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In the post-Mishnaic period (from the begin-
ning of the third century cg) the scholars used
both Hebrew and Aramaic in their debates and
discussions so that both the Palestinian *Tal-
mud and the Babylonian Talmud are in Ara-
maic (the former in the Western dialect of
Aramaic, the latter in the Eastern dialect) with
a strong mixture of Hebrew, especially for legal
maxims and similar formulations. As an impor-
tant legal document, the *ketubah is in Ara-
maic, the language the people knew and
understood. To the present day, in *Orthodox
Judaism, the original Aramaic form is retained
in the ketubah.

The language of official *prayer has always
been Hebrew. Only a very few items in the
*liturgy are in Aramaic—the *Kaddish, the
*Kol Nidre formula recited on *Yom Kippur,
and a few, much later, liturgical hymns. The
language of the *Zohar is an artificial Aramaic,
evidently composed by *Moses de Leon by
drawing on elements-in the Talmud and the
*Targum, the Aramaic paraphrase of the Bible.
In Talmudic times, during the reading of the
*Torah, a verse-by-verse translation was given
in Aramaic for the benefit of those unable to
understand the original Hebrew. Under the
influence of the Talmud, many Aramaic words
and expressions found their way into spoken
and written Hebrew.

Architecture From the earliest times Jews
were influenced by the various architectural
styles used by the surrounding peoples, so that
no specifically Jewish architectural style ever
developed. But Jewish teaching has always been
in favour of sound building techniques for
aesthetic reasons and for reasons of safety and
security. An oft-quoted Midrashic comment
(Genesis Rabbah 1: 1) on creation compares the
Torah to the architect’s blue-print. Before God
created the world, He ‘looked into the Torah’
like an architect who consults his plans before
he begins to build. The idea here is that the
world was created to be in harmony with the
teachings of the Torah, but such a simile could
not have been used unless the skill of the
architect was admired. Incidentally, it can be
seen from this passage that in ancient times the
roles of architect and builder were combined in
the same person. The fact that, in the Talmud,
scholars are compared to builders also implies
that a high value was placed on construction
techniques. The Talmudic tractate Eruvin,

which treats of the *eruv, has much to say
about the construction of houses, courtyards,
and other enclosures and, from the Middle
Ages, editions of this tractate have many dia-
grams to illustrate the nature of these construc-
tions. In the Talmudic tractate Bava Batra
there are many laws about the care household-
ers have to take, when building or making
additions to their houses, in order not to
obstruct neighbouring residences. They must
not, for instance, block the view from neigh-
bouring houses, a Talmudic version of the
English law of ‘ancient lights’.

Even with regard to the construction of a
*synagogue there is nothing like official regula-
tions. Often synagogues in Islamic lands were
built in a similar style to mosques and in,
Christian lands, synagogues were frequently
built on the pattern of churches, though not,
of course, with any cruciform pattern. Many
synagogues in the nineteenth century were
built in a mixture of Gothic and oriental styles;
the latter apparently because this was felt ap-
propriate for a religion which came originally
from the East. In modern times there has been
considerable experimentation in synagogue
building, though some feel that the newly built
synagogues have occasionally substituted the
novel for the numinous.

It remains true that considerable licence is
given to the architect when building a syna-
gogue. There is a relevant Responsum on the
question by Rabbi Ezekiel *Landau of Prague.
The old synagogue in Trieste was destroyed
by fire and a magnificent new synagogue was
erected in 1787. Before the actual building, a
scholar in Trieste noticed that the plans called
for an octagonal building and he turned to
Rabbi Landau to enquire whether it was per-
mitted for a synagogue to have this unusual
shape. Rabbi Landau’s reply is found in his
*Responsa collection entitled Noda Biyhudah
(Second Series, Orah Hayyim, no. 18). Rabbi
Landau says that there is no ruling in either the
Talmud or the *Codes about the shape and
form a synagogue ought to have. There is
nothing sacred about the conventional oblong
shape of a synagogue and it is permitted to have
an octagonal-shaped synagogue or, for that
matter, any shape 2 congregation wishes. Suspi-
cious of innovations in the traditional pattern of
Jewish life and disliking the kind of ostentation
that might upset the non-Jewish authorities,
Rabbi Landau adds, however, a cautionary note:
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‘All that I have said is in accordance with the
strict letter of the law. But I wonder why they
should want to do this. I thought to myself,
it may be they had seen something like it in
palaces of princes or some other houses they
wished to copy. But the truth is that it is not
proper for us in our exile to copy princes and to
be envious of them. If this was the reason, I
recite for them the verse [Hosea 8: 14]: “For
Israel has forgotten his Maker, and built pal-
aces”. It is better, therefore, not to change any
of the old customs, especially in this genera-
tion. But if their reason was that there would be
more room if the synagogue were to be built
according to these specifications, there is not
the slightest fear of there being any wrong in
it

Few communities took Rabbi Landau’s ad-
vice on the question of ostentatious synagogue
buildings, possibly because conditions had
changed, but his general ruling that there is no
official law as to how a synagogue should be
built was followed to allow a rich variety of
architectural styles.

Aristotle Renowned fourth-century BCE Greek
philosopher. Astonishingly, there is no refer-
ence in the Talmudic literature to Aristotle or
to any other famed Greek thinker even though
the Palestinian Rabbis, at least, appear to have
had some familiarity with Greek thought (see
HELLENISM). It is possible that Aristotle and the
others were not mentioned by name intention-
ally in order to avoid too much contact and
concern with Greek opinions. In the Middle
Ages, when Greek thought in its Arabic garb
had penetrated the circles of the Jewish philo-
sophers, Aristotle is quoted and his opinions
discussed. Maimonides goes so far as to write
that with regard to mundane topics Aristotle’s
views are superior to the opinions on such
topics of the prophet Ezekiel, in other words it
is not the task of a prophet, but of a philoso-
pher and scientist, to explore and explain the
natural world; the prophet’s task is to bring
God to the world. Maimonides’ Guéde of the
Perplexed is largely devoted to an attempt at
reconciliation between Aristotelian thought and
the teachings of the Torah. Maimonides does
not follow Aristotle blindly, however, and adopts
the traditional Jewish view on such matters as
*creation rather than the Aristotelian view that
matter is eternal with God. Other medieval
Jewish philosophers such as *Crescas were far
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more critical of Aristotelianism. Unwilling to
grant Greek thought originality over Jewish
thought, later Jewish legend makes Aristotle a
member of the party that is supposed to have
visited Jerusalem with Alexander the Great,
where the philosopher met with Jewish sages
whose pupil he became. Thus there is no
conflict between Greek philosophy and Judaism
because Greek philosophy is really nothing but
Jewish philosophy. Jewish thinkers who op-
posed the whole philosophical enterprise scorned
the notion that Aristotle had anything to teach
the Jews, although even in these circles there is
a kind of grudging admiration for the attain-
ments of the Greek thinker.

Ark, Biblical The chest containing the two
*tablets of stone on which the ¥*Decalogue was
inscribed. The account is given in the book of
Exodus (25: 10—22) of Moses being commanded
by Ged to instruct the people to make an Ark
(aron) into which the ‘testimony’ (understood
as the two tablets on the basis of other passages
in the Bible) was placed. The Ark was a chest
of acacia wood overlaid inside and outside with
pure gold, its length 21/2 cubits, its width 11/
2 cubits, and its height a 11/2 cubits. On top of
the Ark there was a cover of pure gold to which
were affixed two golden figures with outstretched
wings, the *cherubim. Four golden rings were
attached to the Ark into which two staves of
acacia wood were placed so that the Ark could
be carried from place to place. Many modern
biblical scholars, while not denying the essen-
tial historicity of this account, believe that
many of the details belong to a later elabora-
tion. For instance, it has been estimated that,
according to the details given, the ark would
have weighted about 10 tons—a load too heavy
to carry.

The numinous power of the holy Ark was
such, it is related in the second book of Samuel
(ch. 6), that when Uzzah saw that it was
slipping from the cart in which it was being
brought, and he stretched out his hand to
steady it, he was stricken dead.

In Solomon’s *Temple the Ark was placed in
a special shrine (the ‘holy of holies’) but the
cherubim figures were no longer attached to it,
being placed on the floor of the shrine (2 Kings
6 and 8: 6). Some time during the First Temple
period, the Ark is said mysteriously to have
disappeared and there was no Ark in the holy of
holies in the Second Temple.
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Art

In the Talmudic/Midrashic literature symbo-
lic meanings are read into the Ark, representing
the students of the Torah. The measure-
ments of the Ark are all in half-cubits because
the work of the student of the Torah is never
finished. There is always more for him to
study. The Ark was gold within and without
and so, too, must the scholar be sincere; his out-
ward appearance of piety and learning should
not contradict what he really thinks within and
he should never be a hypocrite. The staves of
the Ark represent the patrons of learning who,
though not necessarily learned themselves, have
an important role to play in the preservation of
the Torah when they shoulder the burden of
the Torah by supporting needy scholars. Those
who carried the Ark were not required to exert
themselves too much since as soon as they put
their shoulders to the staves of the Ark, the Ark
carried them aloft: ‘the Torah carries those who
carry it’.

Nahum M. Sarna, Exploring Exodus (New York,
1986), 20g—13.

Ark, Noah's See FLOOD.

Ark, Synagogue Following the pattern of the
biblical *Ark, every *synagogue has an Ark
containing the Scrolls of the Torah (*Sefer
Torah). In Talmudic times the Ark was a
portable chest, like the biblical Ark, and was
also used as a stand upon which the Scroll was
placed for the reading of the *Torah. In post-
Talmudic times down to the present day, the
Ark is a built-in cupboard at the eastern wall
of the synagogue, covered by a curtain.
(*Sephardim usually have the curtain inside the
Ark, *Ashkenazim outside.) Scriptural verses
concerning the biblical Ark are chanted when
the Scrolls are taken from the Ark for the
reading and when they are returned to the Ark.
At the opening of the Ark to take out the
Scroll, the verses chanted are: ‘And it came to
pass, when the Ark set forward, that Moses
said, Rise up, O Lord, and thine enemies shall
be scattered, and they that hate Thee shall flee
before Thee’ (Numbers 10: 35-6). At the
return of the Scroll the verse is chanted: ‘And
when it rested, he said, Return, O Lord, unto
the tens of thousands of the families of Israel’
(Numbers 10: 36).

Arrogance A sense of brazen superiority or
sheer effrontery; Heb. azur. In Ethics of the

Fathers (5. 20) it is said: ‘The arrogant [az
panim, lit. “brazen faced”] is destined for
Gehinna but the shamefaced is destined for
Gan Eden’ (see HEAVEN AND HELL). Arrogance is
a more pejorative term than *chutzpah for
which there is occasionally a kind of grudging
admiration; as in English, cheek is a less objec-
tionable expression than arrogance. In the con-
fession of sin recited on *Yom Kippur there
occurs the phrase: ‘For the sin we have com-
mitted by arrogance’ (azut metzah, lit. ‘brazen
forehead’). In a curious Talmudic passage
(Betzah 25b) it is said that the people of Israel
are more arrogant than any other people and, it
is implied, they would be insufferable if the
Torah had not been given to them so that their
arrogance is controlled and disciplined. In the
same passage it is stated that three are exces-
sively arrogant: the dog among animals, the
cock among birds, and Israel among the na-
tions. Behind such sayings is presumably the
idea that Jews would not have survived were it
not for their stern refusal to knuckle under, but
that the emotion itself is unworthy and, if
unbridled, can be destructive.

Art It has been said that while the Greeks
taught the holiness of beauty, the Hebrews
taught the beauty of holiness. This is an unfor-
tunate generalization, although it is true to say
that the ancient Hebrews did see holiness as
beautiful. It would be way off the mark to say,
however, that Jews have been indifferent to the
creation of beautiful things. A typical Talmudic
saying, albeit slightly male chauvinistic, is:
“Three things broaden a man’s mind: a beauti-
ful wife, a beautiful home, and beautiful furni-
ture.” The ancient Hebrews had a keen
appreciation of beauty as can be observed in
the account in the book of Exodus (ch. 25 to the
end of the book) describing the erection of the
*Tabernacle containing so many things of great
beauty. The sacred garments for the *priests
were to be made ‘for splendour and for beauty’
(Exodus 28: 2). According to the ancient Rab-
bis, special attention has to be given not only to
carrying out the *precepts but also to their
adornment. A *Sefer Torah, Scroll of the
Torah, for instance, has to be written by a
skilful scribe so that the writing is clear and
pleasant to the eye. It has to be covered with a
finely embroidered mantle and have attached
to it the silver ornaments of bells, breast-
plate, crown, and pointer. Artists provided
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illustrations for the *Passover *Haggadah and
craftsmen fashioned exquisitely wrought cases
for the *mezuzah, plates for use at the Passover
*Seder, candelabra for the festival of *Hanukkah
and other such ritual objects, many of which
are now prized collector’s items.

With regard to pictorial representation there
is an erroneous but widespread notion that
Judaism is opposed to portrait-painting and
sculpture. This notion is supposedly based on
passages in the Pentateuch. The two passages
quoted in this connection are the second com-
mandment (Exodus 20: 4): ‘Thou shalt not
make unto thee a graven image, nor any man-
ner of likeness, of anything that is in heaven
above, or that is in the earth beneath, or that is
in the water under the earth’; and Deuter-
onomy 4: 16-19, which forbids the making of
any graven image: ‘Lest ye deal corruptly, and
make you a graven image, even the form of any
figure, the likeness of male and female, the
likeness of any beast that is on - the earth,
the likeness of any winged fowl that flies in the
heaven, the likeness of anything that creepeth
on the ground, the likeness of any fish that is in
the water under the earth.’

In fact, as the context shows in both pas-
sages, the prohibition is against fashioning these
likenesses for the purpose of worshipping them.
It is true that some Jews have understood the
prohibition as directed against any plastic rep-
resentation even when it is not for the purpose
of worship, just as Islam is very strict in this
matter. But Jewish *law is actually far more
lenient, as we shall see.

The main Talmudic passage on which the
law is based is in tractate Rosh Ha-Shanah
(24b). Rabban *Gamaliel is said to have had a
tablet on which were engraved the various
phases of the moon for the purpose of instruct-
ing witnesses who had come to him to testify
that they had seen the new moon. The Talmud
discusses how such a thing can have been
permitted since there seems to be a biblical
prohibition, and makes the distinction between
fashioning images for the purpose of worship
and fashioning them for other harmless pur-
poses as in the case of Rabban Gamaliel.
However, while the full prohibition is not
incurred where the purpose is other than wor-
ship, the Talmud states that there are lesser
prohibitions in certain circumstances—where,
for instance, there is a full three-dimensional
representation of the complete human form.
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Nevertheless, the passage continues, the Rab-
bis in the Babylonian town of Nehardea had
no hesitation in praying in a synagogue which
contained a statue, although it was not fash-
ioned by a Jew. The statue might have been
erected in honour of the Gentile ruler of the
town. This precedent was never followed any~
where else and it is nowadays quite unthinkable
for Jews to have statues in a synagogue. The
reason given for prohibiting a three-dimen-
sional representation of the human form is that,
since man is created in God’s image, to repre-
sent the full human figure comes close to an
attempt at representing the divine. Whatever
images of God human beings have in the mind,
they are only imaginary and must not be given
the kind of fixed permanence they would have
if they were to be fashioned as statues.

On the basis of the above, the ruling in the
standard Code of Jewish law, the Shulhan
Arukh (Yoreh Deah, 141. 4—7) is clear: ‘It is
permitted to paint, draw, or weave in a tapestry
the figures of creatures and even the figures of
human beings but not to make statues of the
complete human form.” An incomplete human
figure is allowed—the head on its own, for
instance, or the torso on its own. Henry Moore’s
work would be allowed on this definition and
practically all modern art and sculpture. This
is not to say that the Shulkan Arukh is always
followed in this matter. Some Jewish author-
ities are more puritanical, forbidding any re-
presentation even in the form of a painted
portrait and there are some, fewer still, who
frown even on *photography where the subject
is a human being. But the majority of Jews see
no need to prohibit art forms except for the
three-dimensional representation of the com-
plete human figure.

Artificial Insemination The question of
whether Judaism permits artificial insemination
has been much discussed in the *Responsa of
twentieth-century Rabbis. There are two kinds
of artificial insemination: (#) where the semen
is the husband’s, AIH; () where the semen is
from a donor other than the husband, AID.
AIH is generally allowed. The objection that
AIH involves the husband in an act of *mastur-
bation in order for the semen to be produced is
generally disregarded, since no ‘waste of seed’
is involved, the ‘seed’ being used to make the
wife fertile. With the sole exception of the great
Orthodox authority Rabbi Moshe *Feinstein,
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Orthodox Rabbis frown on AID on two grounds.
First, there is the legal objection that the donor
may have donated his semen to more than one
woman, which might result in ‘a brother marry-
ing his sister’; that is, the donor is the natural
father of all the children born as a result, and
the children are brothers and sisters in Jewish
law. In addition to the possibility of incest,
there is the moral objection that for a married
woman to become impregnated by a man other
than her husband, while it is not, in the absence
of actual intercourse, technically an adulter-
ous act, does none the less constitute what is
termed ‘mechanical adultery’ and is hence for-
bidden on moral grounds. Many *Reform Rab-
bis adopt a more lenient stance and permit
AID, especially where the woman is single,
though here the question of allowing a child to
be brought up without ever knowing the iden-
tity of his natural father is not easily dismissed.

Asceticism Self-denial for a religious pur-
pose; Heb. perishut, “separation’ from worldly
things. As in other religions there are ascetic
trends in Judaism. At the end of tractate
Kiddushin in the Palestinian Talmud, the saying
is found that a man will be obliged to render
account before his Maker in the Hereafter for
every legitimate pleasure he denied himself.
But it is absurd to quote this stray saying, as is
often done, to show that Judaism is opposed
to any kind of asceticism. As we might have
expected, the Talmud contains statements both
in favour of asceticism and against the ten-
dency. There is, for instance, a debate among
the Talmudic teachers on whether one who
fasts is a sinner or a holy man. The debate
depends on how the biblical institution of the
*Nazirite is understood. One teacher holds that
the Nazirite is a holy man, and this teacher
argues that if the Nazirite, who only tock a vow
to abstain from drinking wine, is a holy man,
then the one who fasts and denies himself all
food and drink is & forziori a holy man. The
other teacher holds that the Nazirite should
be seen as a sinner in that he rejects God’s gift
of wine, and this teacher holds that one who
denies himself all food and drink is an even
greater sinner. The truth is that a good deal
depends on individual temperament and the
social conditions of the time. Teachers living in
a dissolute age will try to redress the balance by
advocating the ascetic ideal. (It has been said
that Rabbis always appear to live in dissolute

ages!) And religious people who feel themselves
tempted to overindulgence will naturally be
moved to compensate for it by a regimen of
abstinence. Judaism is no stranger to these
conflicting tendencies and it is ridiculous to
draw any neat distinctions between the so-
called sane attitude of Judaism and the unbal-
anced hatred of the body supposedly prevalent
in other religions such as Christianity.

In the Middle Ages, Maimonides’ advocacy
of the golden mean—a man should avoid ex-
tremes; he should not be a glutton and wear
ostentatious clothes nor should he starve him-
self and dress in rags—was offset by the teach-
ings of the German saints (see SAINTS OF
GERMANY) who went so far as to mortify the
flesh by such practices as rolling naked in the
snow in winter and allowing themselves to be
stung by bees in summer after smearing their
naked bodies with honey in order to invite the
attention of the bees. The contention of the
historian F. Baer that the German saints were
influenced by Christian monasticism cannot
be dismissed, but this only goes to show how
precarious it is to speak of a normative Judaism
expressing itself in monolithic terms through-
out its history. If the Germans were influenced
by Christian trends in their society, Maimonides
was influenced by the Greek ideal of a harmo-
nious life which had come to him from his
Islamic background.

The student of the Torah in Rabbinic times
was especially encouraged to lead a life of self-
denial in the pursuit of his aim. The advice to
the student given in Ethics of the Fathers (6. 4)
is: “This is the way of the Torah. You must eat
bread with salt and drink water by measure,
and you must sleep on the ground and live a life
of pain while you toil in the Torah.” A similar
saying in a late Midrash has it that the student,
instead of praying that the words of the Torah
should enter his innards, should pray that food
and drink should not enter his innards.

If, in spite of what has been said above, one
can speak of the ‘normative’ Jewish attitude in
this matter, an approximation of this was best
expressed by the eighteenth-century mystic
and moralist Moses Hayyim *Luzzatto in his
The Path of the Upright, a manual for progress
in the spiritual life. In this work Luzzatto
devotes a whole section to the theme of absti-
nence and writes (ch. g):

‘You may accept as a true principle that a
man should abstain from worldly things which
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are not absolutely necessary. But if, for what-
ever reason, something is physically indispen-
sable, he who abstains from it is a sinner. To
this there is no exception but how each particu-
lar thing is to be regarded must be left to each
person’s discretion. “A man shall be praised
according to his understanding” [Proverbs 12:
18]. It is impossible to set down a rule for all
the possible instances, because these are innu-
merable, and the human mind, not being able
to grasp all of them at the same time, must deal
with each case as it presents itself.’

Because *Hasidism believes that to engage in
worldly matters in a spirit of sanctity is an act
of worship in which the *holy sparks inherent
in the material universe are reclaimed for the
sacred, the Hasidic masters are, on the whole,
opposed to asceticism. A grandson of the *Baal
Shem Tov, the founder of the Hasidic move-
ment, is reported to have said that the Baal
Shem Tov introduced a new mystical way, in
which mortification of the flesh is negated and
in which the three essentials are: the love of
God, the love of the Jewish people, and the love
of the Torah. Yet, ascetic practices are certainly
not unknown even in Hasidism. R. ‘Arele’
*Roth used to wear sackcloth under his shirt
and whip himself regularly with a small strap,
though never to the extent of endangering his
health. One of the Hasidic masters of *Belz
defended his extremely ascetic life by declaring
that one who serves God while eating only does
so during the act of eating, but one who serves
God by fasting does so all the time.

In modern versions of Judaism, whether
*Orthodox, *Reform, or *Conservative, there
has developed a tendency to view any but the
mildest forms of asceticism as bordering on the
morbid and masochistic and to see as ‘healthier’
the more balanced life of religion.

Ashkenazim Jews whose ancestors lived in
the Middle Ages in Germany and the sur-
rounding countries, as distinct from those with
a Spanish or oriental ancestry, the *Sephardim.
The name Ashkenaz in the Bible (Genesis 10:
3) was identified in the Middle Ages with
Germany, hence Ashkenazim, ‘Germans’. There
are no doctrinal divisions between Ashkenazim
and Sephardim but each community preserves
its own traditions. There are differences be-
tween the two communities in matters of *cus-
toms and, in some instances, of law. These
differences are due either to different traditions

or to the different legal authorities that are
followed. To give one example among many,
Ashkenazim do not eat rice on *Passover while
Sephardim do, a divergence arising out of the
fact that medieval Ashkenazi authorities placed
a ban on rice for Passover use because it might
resemble leaven, forbidden on Passover. *Alfasi
and Maimonides are the main authorities fol-
lowed by the Sephardim, while the Code of
Jacob ben *Asher is the main authority for the
Ashkenazim. The Shulhan Arukh of Joseph
*Karo records the Sephardi practices, the glosses
of Moses *Isserles the Ashkenazi practices.

In matters of *liturgy, there are Ashkenazi
prayer books and Sephardi prayer books, essen-
tially the same so far as the prayers themselves
are concerned but differing in some of the
wordings and the arrangement. There are also
differences in the pronunciation of *Hebrew.
Since the Sephardim were already in Palestine
at the time of the rise of Zionism, their pronun-
ciation was followed by the creators of modern
Hebrew and is still followed in the State of
Israel. There is still a close rivalry between the
two communities, though nowadays it rarely
goes so far as to object to intermarriage between
one community and the other. Attempts have
been made in recent years to bring about a
closer relationship between the two commun-
ities even while each remains loyal to its own
traditions.

Ashmedai King of the *demons, as this
strange figure is described in the Talmud,
where he is provided with a consort, Igrat,
‘queen of the demons’. Ashmedai, in Jewish
folklore, is not identified with the Devil or
*Satan but is rather like Shakespeare’s Puck, a
mischievous prankster but not evil. In a famous
legend, Ashmedai succeeds by his *magic in
banishing King *Solomon from his palace and
taking his place disguised as Solomon on the
royal throne until the wise king, after much
effort, is able to prove to the elders that he and
not the demonic usurper is the real Solomon.

As If The philosophical theory of Hans
Vaihinger (1852-1933) according to which ideas,
the truth of which cannot be determined, can
still be of value when treated as if they are true.
The nearest approach to this theory in the
Jewish tradition is the ancient Rabbinic attempt
to heighten certain concepts by treating these as
if they represented concepts of greater signifi-
cance. Examples of this Rabbinic s if” are: one
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who unfairly takes away another’s livelihood,
it is as if he had taken his wife from him; one
who puts his neighbour to shame in public, it is
as if he had shed his blood; if three people eat
at a table and speak words of Torah, it is as if
they had eaten at God’s table; whoever saves
the life of a single human being, it is as if he
had saved alive the whole world; whoever
brings up an orphan in his household, it is as
if he had given birth to the child. In the last
instance, the Rabbis may have intended to
compensate for the fact that there is no legal
*adoption in the Jewish legal system. Later
teachers, however, warned against taking the
Rabbinic ‘as if” too literally because to do so
might have the opposite to the desired effect.
Instead of treating the lower concept as having
a higher significance, the result might be to
treat the higher concept as less significant than
it really is because of its comparison with the
lower concept. The Jewish moralists, on the
other hand, often invent “as ifs’ of their own for
leading a good life. '

Astrology The belief that human destiny is
determined or at least affected by, the stars and
planets in the ascendancy when a person is
born. The ancient Egyptian and Babylonian
astronomers studied the movements of the
heavenly bodies and as a result the astrologers
claimed to be able to predict the fate of human
beings born under this or that star. The prophet
Jeremiah inveighs against the people of Israel
resorting to the astrologers: ‘Thus saith the
Lord: Learn not the way of the nations, And be
not dismayed at the signs of heaven; For the
nations are dismayed of them’ (Jeremiah 10: 2).
In the book of Isaiah the prophet declares:
“Thou art wearied in the multitude of thy
counsels; Let now the astrologers, the star-
gazers, the monthly prognosticators, stand up
and save thee from the things that shall come
upon thee’ (Isaiah 47: 13). Yet neither in these
two passages nor in any other biblical passage is
there an explicit prohibition against consulting
astrologers and there is certainly no denial that
astrology actually works. Before the rise of
modern science, astrology was itself believed to
be an exact science. It was accepted as true by
the Talmudic Rabbis, for example, who de-
bated only whether the Jewish people are im-
mune, in miraculous fashion, to the influence of
the stars: “There is no mazal [“planet” and its
influence] for Israel.’ Even the medieval Jewish

philosophers were not inhibited by their ration-
alistic approach from believing in the power of
the stars. Maimonides was an exception, but he
rejected astrology on theological grounds, that
such belief was contrary to the doctrines of
divine *providence and human *free will. When
Maimonides was asked in a letter how he could
deny the truth of astrology since the Talmudic
Rabbis held to this belief, he replied that man
was created with eyes in the front of his head,
not the back! Maimonides does refer to the
*zodiac but only in the astronomical, not the
astrological, sense. In addition, Maimonides
holds that the biblical objections to *magic and
*divination extend to astrology. He is followed
in this by the Shulhan Arukh (Yoreh Deah, 179.
1) where the ruling is given: ‘One must not
enquire of the astrologers and not consult lots.’
But *Isserles, gloss to this (179. 2) quotes
*Nahmanides to the effect that while one must
not consult the astrologers but rely on God
without being concerned about what the future
will bring, nevertheless, if a man knows some
undertaking to be contrary to his mazal, his fate
as determined by the stars, he should take the
necessary precautions and should not rely on a
miracle to save him. It follows that there has
been in the past a somewhat ambivalent atti-
tude towards astrology, only Maimonides de-
claring it to be complete nonsense. The other
authorities advise strongly against actually con-
sulting the astrologers but believe, none the
less, that the forecasting of horoscopes can
be accurate if carried out by an expert. The
majority of Jews today are not much affected by
astrological beliefs one way or the other,
although in Yiddish parlance the expression
*mazal tov for ‘good luck’ is still used, more as
a convention than as a matter of belief. Simi-
larly, the Yiddish term for an unfortunate, like
the English ‘one on whom the stars do not
shine’, is shlimazal, ‘one without mazal’. That
it is all not taken very seriously can be seen
from the old Yiddish humorous definition of
the shismiel (‘the clumsy’) and the sklimazal. The
former is the man who spills the cup of tea, the
latter the man who gets it on his trousers.

Atheism The attitude that affirms there is no
God. Until the Middle Ages, when the philoso-
phers, Jewish, Christian, and Muslim, who in
response to atheistic attacks sought to prove
by rational argument the existence of God,
theoretical atheism was unknown. When the
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Psalmist (Psalms 14: 1) castigates the fool for
saying in his heart there is no God, he is
thinking of practical atheism: that, so far as
human conduct is concerned, God does not
matter, that God is unconcerned about whether
or not human beings practice justice and right-
eousness. When St Anselm of Canterbury
(1033-1109), presenting his famous ontological
argument for the existence of God, quotes this
Psalm against his ‘fool’ and understands the
fool to be saying that God does not exist, his
understanding of the Psalm is consequently
anachronistic, as the verse goes on to say: ‘“They
have dealt corruptly, they have done abomina-
bly; there is none that doeth good.” The ‘fool’
in the Psalm is guilty of moral, not intellectual,
turpitude. Similarly, such ancient Rabbinic ref-
erences to one who ‘denies the basic principle’
or one who says that ‘there is neither judge nor
judgement’, mean not that these do not believe
in the existence of God but rather that they
deny that God is at all concerned with how
human beings behave. They deny divine *provi-
dence and that God is a ‘judge’. In the Middle
Ages, however, it is clear that the atheistic
philosophy in its more extreme form was held
by some Jews and it was to counter their
arguments that the philosophers sought to prove
the existence of God. After Kant’s demonstra-
tion that the existence of God can only be
determined by the practical reason, not by the
theoretical, atheism as a philosophy became
popular in some circles and has persisted in
modern times. It goes without saying that
Judaism, which stands or falls on the belief in
the existence of God, is totally incompatible
with atheism, though Jewish *secularism does
try to preserve Jewish *values and even some
Jewish rituals together with an atheistic atti-
tude. In a Jewish tale, a man refuses to come to
the synagogue for the afternoon prayer so as to
make up the quorum required, on the grounds
that he is an atheist. The president of the
synagogue wryly remarks: ‘And if he is an
atheist does that mean that he must not recite
the afternoon prayer?’

The word *epikoros, from the Greek, origi-
nally had a number of meanings denoting a
denial of one or other aspect of the Jewish
religion, but nowadays the term is often used to
denote the out-and-out atheist.

Authority That by which the beliefs and prac-
tices of Judaism are sanctioned. To quote first

the biblical text on which the question of
authority in Judaism is based:

‘If there arise a matter too hard for thee in
judgement, between blood and blood, between
plea and plea, and between stroke and stroke,
even matters of controversy within thy gates;
then shalt thou arise, and get thee up unto the
place which the Lord thy God shall choose,
And thou shalt come unto the place which the
Lord thy God shall choose, And thou shalt
come unto the priests the Levites, and unto the
judge that shall be in those days; and thou shalt
inquire; and they shall declare unto thee the
sentence of judgement. And thou shalt do
according to the tenor of the sentence, which
they shall declare unto thee from that place
which the Lord thy God shall choose; and thou
shalt observe to do all that they shall teach thee.
According to the law which they shall teach
thee, and according to the judgement they shall
tell thee, thou shalt do; thou shalt not turn
aside from the sentence which they shall tell
thee, to the right hand, nor to the left.’ (Deu-
teronomy 17: 8-11.)

In the context the passage refers to cases in
law, disputes between two parties, with which,
because of their difficulty and complexity, the
local judges cannot cope and on which they
require guidance from a higher authority. The
case must be brought to a supreme court (later
identified with the *Sanhedrin) composed of
the *priests, the custodians of the Torah, which
sat in the place chosen by God (identified with
Jerusalem).

In traditional Jewish thought, the passage is
extended so as to confer authority on the sages
of Israel (especially the Talmudic *Rabbis)
whose interpretation of the Torah is the only
authentic interpretation of the text, from which
no faithful Jew may depart ‘to the right hand,
nor to the left’, understood in the Midrash as
meaning: ‘even if they seem to be telling you
that your right hand is your left, or your left
hand your right’. The ultimate authority is,
then, the God-given Torah as interpreted by
the Talmudic Rabbis, so that the Talmud, as -
the sole authentic interpreter of the biblical
text, became, in one sense, more authoritative
than the bare text itself.

Many medieval Jewish thinkers, especially
after the rise of the *Karaites, lumped together
everything in the Talmud as the opinion of the
sages in Israel, treating the Talmudic Rabbis as
infallible, spiritual supermen whose teachings
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must be obeyed as if they were the very word of
God. Maimonides, on the other hand, locates
the authority of the Talmudic Rabbis not in
their supposed gift of inspiration but in the
fact that the Jewish people had taken it upon
themselves to accept the teachings of the Tal-
mud. On this view, the ultimate authority is the
tradition of the Jewish community as a whole,
the consensus of Jews throughout the ages by
which the Talmud itself enjoys authority.

With regard to *belief the matter is more
complicated. There are *dogmas in Judaism
but the position is very different from, say, that
in Christianity, since there has never emerged
in Judaism an authoritative body to define the
beliefs a Jew is expected to hold. Furthermore,
belief cannot be coerced and in matters of
doubt the believer has no course but to work
it out for himself. This is why *Bahya, Ibn
Pakudah, in his work with the, in this connec-
tion, revealing title Duties of the Hearr, noted
that the Deuteronomic passage speaks only of
problems in law, not of problems in theology.
For Bahya as well the Talmudic is authoritative
in all matters, including matters of belief, but
each person must try to arrive at the truth by
himself, guided, naturally, by the wisdom con-
tained in the Talmud.

While the Talmud constitutes the final Court
of Appeal in Jewish *law, later Rabbis were
obliged to deal in their *Responsa with new
questions where the Talmudic rulings are
opaque and with matters on which the Tal-
mudic Rabbis engage in debate. Various *Codes
of law were compiled, the one enjoying the
greatest authority in *Orthodoxy from the date
of its compilation in the sixteenth century
down to the present day being the *Shulhan
Arukh. *Reform Judaism in the early nine-
teenth century rejected the authority of the
Talmud, but, especially after the *Holocaust in
the twentieth century, came to pay greater heed
to Talmudic teachings and to Rabbinic law, at
least where these are not seen as contrary to the
modern spirit.

For the Kabbalists a different type of author-
ity emerged, that of the new revelations of
religious truths conveyed by the great mystical
teachers and believed by the Kabbalists to
contain the inner meaning of the Torah. For
the Kabbalists, the Zohar took its place beside
the Bible and the Talmud as an infallible,
sacred text of supreme importance. The follow-
ers of *Isaac Luria, the Ari, from the sixteenth

century onwards, saw the teachings of this
master as secrets communicated to him from on
high which were therefore to be followed as the
word of God. There was even produced a
Shulhan Arukh of the Ari in which were set
forth the special practices and rituals based on
Kabbalistic teachings. The problem that arose
was what the devout Kabbalist was to do when
rules based on Kabbalistic ideas were in conflict
with those in the Talmud and the Codes. The
later codifiers generally laid down the rule that
where the Talmud and Codes are in conflict
with the Kabbalah, the Kabbalah should not be
followed. But where a Kabbalistic rule is not
found at all in the Talmud or the Codes, that
rule should be followed. The Kabbalists them~
selves naturally followed the Kabbalah as their
ultimate authority whether or not its rules were
in conformity with the Talmud; although the
great Talmudist and - Kabbalist, *Elijah, Gaon
of Vilna, is reported to have said that it was
impossible for the Talmud and the Kabbalah to
be in conflict and if they appeared to be, it was
because one or the other had been misunder-
stood.

In *Hasidism yet another type of authority
emerged, that of the *Rebbe, the particular

* master to which the Hasid owed his allegiance.

The source of this new kind of authority lies
not only in the charismatic quality of the leader
but also in local Hasidic *custom.

Autopsies The dissection of corpses in order
to discover the cause of death. Whether autop-
sies are allowed in Judaism has been much
discussed in recent years. There are two possible
objections to autopsies according to *QOrtho-
doxy (*Reform Judaism is usually more per-
missive): 1. It is forbidden to mutilate a corpse.
2. It is forbidden to enjoy any benefit from a
corpse. But against these objections is the
principle that the saving of *life overrides most
prohibitions of the Torah, so that logically
autopsies should be allowed since they help to
increase medical knowledge of benefit to man-
kind in the saving of many persons who would
otherwise die. But the famous eighteenth-
century Halakhic authority, Rabbi Ezekiel
*Landau, in a Responsum on the subject at a
time when the dissection of corpses was an
innovation, ruled that an autopsy is only per-
mitted where a sufferer from the same disease
which caused the death of the person on whom
the autopsy is performed is still alive and where
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there is, consequently, an immediate saving of
life. Some more recent authorities have ad-
vanced the argument that, nowadays, with
greater means of communicating the results of
medical research, sick persons who will benefit
directly are always present. Yet, so far, this
argument has not been accepted in Ortho-
dox circles who still frown very severely on
autopsies.

Av, Ninth of The ninth day of the month of
Av (tisha be-av), the fast day commemorating
the destruction of the *Temple and other
calamities in Jewish history. Tisha Be-Av is
treated with greater severity than the minor
*fast days in that it begins at sunset of the
previous night and on it are forbidden not only
eating and drinking but also marital relations,
bathing, and the wearing of leather shoes. The
book of *Lamentations is chanted in the *syna-
gogue in a mournful tune. Since the study of
the Torah is thought of as the greatest joy, it is
forbidden to study the Torah except for the
book of *Job and Talmudic and Midrashic
passages which deal with the destruction of the
Temple. Special dirges, kinnot, composed in
former times in mourning for tragic events, are
chanted. The *tefillin, a sign of Israel’s glory,
are not put on until the afternoon. The Torah
*reading in the morning is from the book of
Deuteronomy (4: 25—40) and the *Haftarah
from the book of Jeremiah (8: 13—9: 21), both
dealing with warnings of disaster. *Reform
Judaism in the last century abolished this fast
on the grounds that to mourn for the destruc-
tion of the Temple, thus implying that it will
one day be rebuilt, runs counter to the Reform
interpretation of the doctrine of the Messiah in
terms of progress as was evident at the time in
Western society. *Orthodoxy sees the day as
one of hope of restoration and redemption from
exile. The ancient legend has it that the *Mes-
siah was born on Tisha Be-Av. Many contem-
porary Reform Jews do keep the fast in
commemoration of the greatest tragedy that
befell the Jewish people in all history, the
*Holocaust.

Voices have been raised, even in the Ortho-
dox camp, to the effect that following the
establishment of the State of Israel there is no
longer any need to fast on Tisha Be-Av and
given the repopulation of its cities it is unfit-
ting, and might even seem ungrateful, to pray
for the rebuilding of Jerusalem. These voices

are now mute but many Jews have altered the
phrase in the special Tisha Be-Av prayer, ‘the
city that is desolate’ to read ‘the city that was
desolate’. Tokens of mourning are out of place
on the Sabbath, so if the Ninth of Av falls on
Sabbath, the fast is postponed for a day, taking
place from sunset on Saturday night to night-
fall on Sunday night.

‘Avinu Malkenu’ ‘Our Father our King’, a
prayer attributed in the Talmud to Rabbi
*Akiba and recited during the penitential sea-
son from *Rosh Ha-Shanah to *Yom Kippur
and on fast days. God is referred to as both
the stern King and the loving Father and is
entreated to show mercy to His people.

Azazel The place, according to the Jewish
tradition, to which the scapegoat was taken on
*Yom Kippur in Temple times. The relevant
biblical passage reads: ‘And Aaron shall cast
lots upon the two goats; one for the Lord, and
the other lot for Azazel. And Aaron shall
present the goat upon which the lot fell for the
Lord, and offer it as a sin-offering. But the
goat, on which fell the lot for Azazel, shall be
set alive before the Lord, to make atonement
over it, to send it away for Azazel into the
wilderness’ (Leviticus 16: 8—10). All the com-
mentators are puzzled by this rite and the
actual meaning of Azazel is very uncertain but,
according to the Mishnah (Yoma 6: 2—6), the
goat was taken to a rock, Azazel, from which it
was pushed to be killed and thus atone for the
sins of the people. Abraham *Ibn Ezra and
*Nahmanides in the Middle Ages connected
Azazel with the worship of *demons, as a kind
of protest against such worship. Among popu-
‘ar insults, ‘Go to hell’ is rendered as lekh le-
azazel and, with more fancy than accuracy, the
guides in modern Israel take unsuspecting tour-
ists on a visit to hell, that is, to the supposed
rock of Azazel. In some ancient legends Azazel
is connected with one of the fallen angels in the
book of Genesis (6: 1—4). These and similar
fanciful ideas remain purely in the realm of
speculation and have no relevance to Jewish
theology of any variety.

Azikri, Eleazar Safed Kabbalist (1533-1600),
author of Sefer Haredim (The Book of the God-
Searers), in which the *precepts are given an
original classification corresponding to the
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various organs and limbs of the body with
which they are carried out. In his introduction
to the book, Azikri draws up seventeen neces-
sary conditions for a precept to be performed in
the ideal manner; among them that it should be
carried out with proper intention to do God’s
will; that it should not be half done or in a half-
hearted manner but with joy in the service of
God; that it should be carried out by the
worshipper himself and not delegated to others;
and that, wherever possible, it should be car-
ried out in the company of other worshippers.
Azikri’s poem of mystical yearning, Yedid

Nefesh, is very popular and has been incorpor-
ated into many prayer books.

Azulai, Hayyim Yosef David Jerusalem Kab-
balist, bibliographer, Talmudist, and traveller
(1724-1806), especially known for his Shem
Ha-Gedolim, a bibliographical and biographical
lexicon of Rabbinic authors and their works.
His travel diary is also well known. Azulai
(called, after the initial letters of his name,
Hida) has good claim to the title of first modern
Jewish bibliographer, even though he often has
an uncritical approach to his sources.





