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The History of Gentile Wisdom
According to R. Zadok ha-Kohen of
Lublin

Yaakov Elman

Yeshiva University

In the late hasidic system of R. Zadok ha-Kohen of Lublin the great
Lurianic drama of cosmic catastrophe and slow rebuilding takes on a
decided epistemologic cast. The niggogot gedoshot, the “holy sparks™ are, to
mix 2 metaphot, nuggets of true wisdom, exiled within the essential false-
hood of non-Torah wisdom. Vivified by them, however, this foreign wis-
dom takes on a life of its own and becomes the subject ot R. Zadok’s his-
totiosophy. It is that historiosophy which is the subject of the following
remarks.

R. Zadok ha-Kohen Rabinowitz (1823-1900) was born to a
rabbinjc/mitnagdic family in latvia; a prodigy, he reportedly began the
study of Talmud at age three-and-a-half, and completed it for the first time
at cight. As a young man he became a hasid, and a tollower, ot R.
Mordecai Joseph Leiner of Izbica, the “Izhbitzer,” one of whosce succes-
sots he eventually became. He was incredibly prolitic, and many of his
works, none of which was published in his lifetime, were presumably lost
in the destruction of the Lublin ghetto, though some seem to have been

" For a study of R. Mordecal Joseph’s thought. together with a short bingraphical sketch, sce
Morris. M. Faierstein, AV fs in the Fhnds of learen: The Trachings of Rabhi Jozph Leiner v Iiing, New
York: Michael Scharf Publication Trust bf Yeshiva University Press. 198D As Faierstein puts it the
scholarly literature on Izbica is minimal, twn articles by Rivka Schatr #*\utonbmiyah shel ha-Ru'ah
ve-Torat Moshe,” Molud 21 (1963). pp. 534-561 and “Sclf-Ralemptin in Hasidic Thought,” in
R.J.Z. Werblowsky and C.J. Blecker. 7ypes of Redemption. 1.ciden: 1.}, Ball, 170 pp. 200-212) and
J.G. Weiss. “A Late Jewish Utopia uf Religious Freedpm,™ in his posehumpbusly published enllee
tion, Studies in Fastern European Jewish Mysticism, OUP, D85, pp. 200-248. T'or a reprise nf the facts
of R. Zadok’s life in hagingraphic style, sbme selectinns from his works, and a biblingraphy of his
published and unpublished works, sce AY. Bromberg, b~ ddmor mi-Lublin in his scries mi-Gedoter ha-
Torab refo-Hasidnt, reprinted Jerusalem: Bet Hillel Publishing, 1952,
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saved and brought to Tel Avivy little of this latter treasure has been pub-
lished. What remains, though, runs to thousands of closely-printed pages in
a terse, elliptical style, and permits a fair reconstruction of much of his
thought, for most periods of his life, including his prehasidic, early hasidic,
and late work. The major gap in documentation seems to be for the two
decades before he become Rebbe.’

His teachings have had a great impact on a number of twentieth-century
Jewish thinkers, among them the late R. Eliyahu Dessler, R. Yitzhak
Hutner and R. Gedaliah Shorr,* but systematic research and analysis of his
thought is in its infancy.’

The strongly historiographic bent of R. Zadok’s thought has often been
remarked." The observation is true as far as it goes, but it must be empha-
sized that to R. Zadok, the only history worth tracing is that of the rise
and diffusion of knowledge.” Elsewhere 1 have delineated R. Zadok’s view
of the history of Halakhah, or, more precisely, the Oral Torah, which is a
product of the intellection of the sages of Israel, the successor to the
Written Torah ot the First Temple period.” If the dominant figure of the
First Temple period was the prophet, that of the Second was the sage. The
“mirror image” of this process also occupied R. Zadok a great deal,
though full scale treatments of it are scarce. In this paper, 1 propose to
examine his history of the rise of human knowledge (“the wisdom of the
Nations”).

* According to Prof. Y. Leiman; Prof. Simcha Fishbane has succeeded in obiaining from the
Kitov familv a xerox of part of the mamusceript of Zidgat lerZaddrg vised in preparing the “Alef” edi-
don (se¢ next note); my thanks to all concerned. Despitc various attempts, no more material has
come to hght.

" Aside from his halakhic outpat, sclection from the following works will be discussed in the
analysis that tollows: Zidgnt ba-Zaddig, Lublin: 1912, repr. Bnai Brak: Yuhadut, 1973, bwt note Zidgut
ba-Zaddig Fa-Male', Jerusalem: "\ Publishers; in addidon, we have recently been blessed with ver a
new “edition,” Bet Bl 1988, This contains notes, indices, and some additional source references by
Eliczer Melammed, though ncither it nor its predecessor conrains anyv textual changes; noteworthy is
the detailed 1able of contexts; Resise/ Laylabr, Lublin, 1903, repr. Bnai Brak: Yahadut, 1967, Malsherer
FHlaraz, Pyotrkow, 1912, repr. Boai Brak: Yahadut, 19670 Divrer Svgerim, Sefer ba-Zikbroaot, Ligguiei
Ma ‘amarim, Lublin, 1913, repr. Bnai Brak: Yahadut, 1973; Paged HAgarim, Pvotrkow, 1922, repr. Bnui
Brak: Yahadut, V3, Zagpavat Pa-Shavie, Lublin, 1926, repr. Bnai Brak: Yahadui, 1967, and now
available in an cdidon by Eliezer Melammed, Bel El, 1988; Sipar Mal akber ba-Sharet, Lublin, 1927,
repr. Bnai Brak: Yahadut, 1973; Yisrae/ Qedoshim, Lublin, 1928, repr. Bnai Brak: Yahadut, 1973; Perv
ALaddig (5 volimes), Lublin, 1907-1934, repr. Bnai Brak: Yahadut, 1972; Or Zarn'a la-Zaddig, 1.ublin,
1939, repr. Bnai Brak: Yahadut, 1973, Dorer Zeddeq, Pyotrkow, 1911, repr. Bnai Brak: Yahadui, 1973,

This Bist is not at all exhaustive, but mcrely records essential bibliographical information on the
works cited below. PFor precision, references are to the Arabic numbered page and column rather
than the more usual Hebrew mimber and obverse/reverse.

* For R Hataer, see my “History,” (sce below, n. 5) pp. 20-22. For R. Shorr, see the posthu-
mowsly published Or Gedababu: Sibot w-Ma ‘amarim al Ma'adine, Brooklyn, 1981, esp. the 1alks on
Hannaokal. For R. Dessler, sce Mikbtar me-/fivalu, vol. 3, Bnai Briuk: Committee for the Publication
of the Wntngs of F. L. Dessler, 1964, pp. 277-278. For the question of the relationship of R.
Zadok’s thought with thar of R.ALL Kook, sec 1. Hadari, "*Shenci Kohanim Gedolim” (s¢e n. 5).
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As noted, the history of human intellectual creativity was one of R.
Zadok’s abiding interests, and he discusses various aspects of it in a num-

* Rabbi Isaiah Hadan has published a mumber of articles on pxrticnlar subjects, “Rosher
Hodashim be-Mishnai R. Zadok ha-Kohen,™ Siwai 36/1-2 vl‘)(n) pp. 8499, “Punim be-Mishnato
shel R, Zadok ha-Kohen (Rabinowiiz) nu-Lublin,” S 46/6 {1960 L PP 333-309, “Shir shel Yom
be-Torat R, Zadok ha-Kohen™ Sinai 33/1-6 (1963), pp. 7591 In ul lxtitm, see lus discussion of the
possible influence of R. Zadok on R.AL Kook m his arucle “Sbene Kuh,mim Gedolim™ in Y.
Raphael, ed., ha-Reiyal: Qarets Ala‘amarim le-Mishuat Maran ba-Ro {oribam Yirhak he-Ruben Kook
gl i Melo 't Sheloshim Shawab he-Histalyuta, Jerusalem, 19606, pp. 164-165.

Bezalel Naor has examined certain aspects of R. Zadok’s thought, primarnily ax a fial to his soudies
of RA.L Kook, “Zedonor Naaseh ki-Zekhuvot be-Mishnato shel ba-Rav Kook,™ S 97 519855,
pp- 78-87, and includes sclections from his works in lus anthology Zegbrs o Praphes, New Yorh:
Orthodox Union, 1990.

Uziel Fuks, *He'arat ‘Bigortivor” be-Kitved la-Admor R. Zadok mi Iablin,™ Kasdere 15 (1999, pp.
564-374, conains a good deal of uscfal information on R. Zadok’s use of text-crincal, historico-
critical and literary methods. My thanks to Dr Dov 1 Primer for cailing this articie tormy artention,

My own work has concentraicd on R Zadok's historiosophy: see “R. Zadok Takohen of Laiblin
on Prophecy in the Halakhic Process,” in B.S. Yackson, cd. Jewish an Assvciation Mudies 12 The Tonre
Conference 1 ofume, Scholars Press, 1985, pp. 1-16, “R. Zadok Hakohen on the listory of the
Halakha,” Tradition 21/4 (1985), pp. 1-20.

Allan Brill of New York is at work at a disscrtsion examuning, the sources of R Zadok’s mystical
thought which will in addition, from all indications, contain a vahiable introduction which wisl pro-
vide, iuter alia, a chronology of R. Zadok’s works.

Finally, after the rescarch for this article was complete, 1 was apprised of 5 source and siatement
index in preparation by Rubbi AZ. Naiman of Balumore, parts of which he wyracioasly sent ne.
Subsequently, both this index and another one reached e iMarch 27, 19923, There are now two
privaicly published indexes 10 R. Zadok’s hasidic {as opposed 1o halakhic) works, Two vohnmes of 4
projected three-volume ba=Mafte ap ba-Shatenr h-Sipne R. Zaddog fa-Keber e D ardpe, by Havvim
Hirsch (Jerusalem, Shevat and 11 Adar, 5732, n. p)), have been publisbed. They cover all R Zadok's
hasidic works bt e Zaddig, which will be in the third volame. Aside from the subjeet indes, there
are two indexes of historical figures, biblical and rabbinic. The sceond volame conrains soarce
indexes.

The second work, bv Abba Zevi Naiman, alluded to above, Main wb Ketrer R Zaddoq bu-Kubwes i
Ll sz wgllh”F (Jerasalem, 3732, npd, ncludes P Luddig, as well as s source index for classic
rabbinic literature and the Zohar, but net for other kabbalistic works, Tt i less complere than the
Hirsch, and somewhar less analvtic in its sub-entries. However, in the natare of these matrers, those
interested in R. Zadok’s hasidic works will want both. To seme extent thev complement cach other,
and to some extent both must be supplemented by the rescarcher’s own assilucusiess.

A similar perspective is found in R. Havvim Vital's /iy Teyyon, Hetkhal 6, Shaar 36; see Y.
Tishby, Terar ba-Ra’ reba-Relipals li-Qubbalat - Ari, [am\xl(m Magnes, repr. 1984, pp. 121- 125
'\eedlev to sav, R. Zadok’s development is all his own.

Lt is instructive 10 compare R Havvim Vital's historiography, which concerns the ulmx\nm of
Good and Exil in different cras of world historv ithe wathering of the wiggager gedoshar, “haby
sparks™), with R. Zadok's, which is ncarly exchusively concerned with the history of Torsh and s
counterpart, gentile wisdam. In general, when he refers to the “holy sparks™ it is in connection with
stray bits of truc wisdom (and all truc wisdom has its roors in Torahy see Ligguter Mo somaring, p.
81b) among the Natons, In g sense, knowledge and falschood are his substitutes for Good and
Evil; epistemology is his theology.

Though this aspect of R. Zadok’s remterpretation seems uniqae to him, this reinterpremtion of
Kabbalistic concepts harks back to the very beginning of the basidic movement; see R. Dlior, “Ha-
Ziggah she-bein Qabbalah la-Hasidut — Rezitut u-Temurah,” Diveed ba-Congres ba-"Olamy a-7cihi'§ e
Mada'el ba-Yapadat, Jerusalem: World Union of fewish Swdies, 198811, pp. 107114

* See “R. Zadok HaKohen on the History of Halukbab™ isee n. 33 hereafter: *1liston
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ber of ditfering contexts. Nowhere does he combine these separate discus-
sions into a general theory or history of human intellectual endeavor, but a
careful examination of these separate treatments’ show that he worked
with a consistent complex of themes which varied according to the needs
of his exposition or the particulars of the historical and cultural situation.
By comparing and contrasting the emphases in these discussions, we may
reach an understanding of his general scheme. Moreover, since the princi-
ple of geh le'umat zeh" or symmetrical structure (in this case, symmetrical

development), plays such a large role in his thought on the subject, the
symmetrical development and the symbiotic relationship of “the wisdom of
the Nations,” as contrasted with the wisdom of Israel, enables us to utilize
the latter as a check ot our analysis of the former. Thus, the present paper
draws on my eatlier discussion of R. Zadok’s history of Halakhah.

Given the essential parameters of R. Zadok’s thought," it is by no
means inevitable that the Nations should be able to produce a wisdom of
their own, and so any investigation of the history and purpose of the
Nations and their wisdom must begin with its ground of existence.

Ultimate wisdom according to R. Zadok consists of the recognition that
all comes from God, and the world has no existence independent of
Him." Morcover, the world itself was created only for the sake of the
Torah. But because Israel and the Torah are muystically coexistent and
coextensive,” the world was created for Israel’s sake as well.” Aside from
the mystical consideration just raised, there are midrashic sources for both

! Primarily in Liggntei Ma wmarim and Sefer ha-Zikbronot, slightly different formulatons are to be
found in Resisei Laylab, Tagganat ha-Sharim and Yisrael Qedashin, and significant points, not duplicated
clsewhere, are made in Or Zurw'a la-Zaddiq. Zidgat ha-Zaddig and Peri Zuddig.

“ Taken from Koh 7:14; sce Zobar I, p. 47b. The principle of symmetry is used in many differ-
ent contexts in kabbalistic thought, most cspecially in tracing the structure of realms of puritv and
impurity; see Y. Tishby, Torat ha-Ru', pp. 62--64. For a more proximate source for R. Zadok, see
Maharal, Gergrot ba-Shem, ch. 4, ed. London, pp. 28-29.

" See immediately below.

" Sec, among many other examples, Liggutes Ma ‘amarin, p. 83. A number of other sources will be
quoted below in the course of discussion.

" “God, Torah and lIsrael are one” is the way this is usually expressed; see Zorwp 111, 73a for part
af this equation, and se¢ Y. Tishby, ““Qudsha’ Berikh Hu', Oraita ve-Yisrael Kula’ Had Hu' —
Meqor ha-Imrah be-I'erush ‘ldra® Rabba"" le-Ramhal” Kiryar Sefer 50 (1935), pp. 480492 and
“Hashlamot le-Ma amari ‘al Meqor Imrah ‘Qudsha”™ Berikh Hu', Oraita ve-Yisrael Had Hu', /bid,
668674

" Thus, when 2 nation is bereft of its nugget of true wisdom., it may continue to exist by virtue
of the continued benetfit Israel derives from its activities; see Tugganat ha-Shavin, p. 68a, and see nn.
76 and 81.

[EOI SeT——— e — ]
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concepts: Creation as contingent on Torah and Creation as contingent on
Israel.”

The Nations, on the other hand, are part and parcel of the world and
thus have no independent existence of their own.” Alicnated from Truth
and Torah, their existence is dependent on Isracl no less than it is on the
holy sparks which are exiled among them. Thev are by their very nature
essentially incapable of apprehending the Truth, which is the contingent
nature of existence. Since for R. Zadok truth and existence are inextricably
intertwined, this inability renders the Nations’ existence in an absolute
sense not only precarious, but untenable, and in the world to come, they
will cease to exist as such.”

In the light of the foregoing, it is by no means inevitable that there
should be any wisdom at all among the Nations. Midrashically, however,
there is good warrant for the existence of such wisdom.

If someone says to vou that there is wisdom among the gentiles, believe hims that is what s written,
“] will destrov wise men from Edom and understanding from the mount of Esau™ 1Obad 8! [imphy-
ing that there is wisdom and understanding there]. (I someone says to vou] that there is Torah
among the gentiles, don’t believe him, as is wrtten, “her king and nobles are among the Nations
{where] there is no Torah” (Lam 2: 13)."

This is R. Zadok’s essential prooftext, and it constitutes the warrant tor
his inclusion of gentile wisdom within his system. It ensures the existence
of a body of valid gentile wisdom," which is associated with and implicit
in Torah. However, given the contingent nature of the Nations’ existence,
their essential inability to comprehend and hold to the monistic truth of
the contingent existence of the world and of themselves, valid gentile wis-
dom and its progenitors exist at cross purposes. This tension is resolved
by the mechanism of Israel’s exile, which operates as a medium of transfer
of valid gentile wisdom to Israel and thus its (rejincorporation into
Torah." Those parts of gentile wisdom, as absorbed and transmuted into
Torah by the sages of Israel, will continue to exist. But the Nations them-

" Gen R 1:4. Though a number of other memmt regarding those values or humans for whose
sake the world was created are brought togcether here (Mosces, the taking of hallub. ma'userat,
fhikkyring, it is these two—Torah and Isracl — which R. Zadok, clearly under Zoharic influence, cites
over and over. Note that in Ligguter Ma amarim, p. 101b the reference is to Yalqut Shim'oni Genesis
r 2.

" This doctrine is found in the Zohar as well, and may be scen in a sense as a corollary of the
Gen R 1:4; if “the world and all it contains™ was created for the sake of Israel, the Nations too fall
into that category, and have no independent existence of their own; Zohar 11, 122b makes this con-
nection explicit.

" Except as proselytes, whose nature and status was of great concern to R. Zadok, and “the
pious of the Nadons of the world;” see Liggutes Ma wmarior, p. 101a.

" Lam R 2:13; see Liggute/ Ma amarim, p. 150b.

" For an insight into just how far this validity extends, sce section VIL
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selves will not, with the exception of proselytes and “the pious among the
Nations.” !

Given all the difficulties, one may well ask how the gentiles became the
proud possessors™ of nuggets of true knowledge. Though R. Zadok
nowhere says so explicitly,” to my knowledge, its origin is nonetheless
clear. Its origin is from God, as it must be, and its “exile” among the
Nations is part of the process of sherirat ha-kelim. The function of Israel’s
exile is thus merely R. Zadok’s restatement of the general kabbalistic view
that exile serves as a vehicle for collecting the scattered “holy sparks” from
their “‘exile” among the Ae/ipot. Thus, while in an ultimate sense the
Nations’ existence s contingent on Torah, their “toot” is in the Aeipot™
With this background in mind, we may proceed to trace the history of
gentile wisdom.

II

In Liggutes Ma'amarim at least, R. Zadok attempted to adapt the biblical
and rabbinic schematic of the Four Monarchies (Babvlon, Persia, Greece,
and Rome) which have dominated Israel in exilic times, and use it as the
basis of his epistemological history of humanity. In the end, however, as
his later works (Yisrae/ Qedoshim, the notes of his table talks in Peri Zaddig,
see below) attest, the basic antinomy of written/oral Torah, or
prophecy/intellect, shaped his history even more decisively. His attempt to
integrate this insight within the Four Monarchic schemec seems to have
proved aborttive. In the end, the Four Monarchies are distinguished less by
their relationship to wisdom as to their moral qualities, while R. Zadok’s
epistemological history of the human race essentially divides into two peri-
ods: the pre-Hellenic era of prophecy and magic, and the post-Hellenic era
of the human intellect and Oral Torah. In this scheme, Rome is aligned
with Greece, Babylon with Egypt, and Persia and Media play minor roles.
Indeed, in one rtalk,” he explicitly replaces the Four Monarchy scheme
mooted in Pesikta de-Rav Kzahana Eikhah (end), with one which contains

* Resisei Laylali, p. 128a; sce Liggutel Ma amarin, p. 207a.

* Sce section VIIIL

* The phrase “proud possessors™ is especially apt in the case of Greece and Greek wisdom; see
Pert Zaddig 1, p. 13%a-b, and scc below. R

” Though he approaches such a statement it Tagganat ha-Shatin, pp. 67b—68a.

* Which kelipot are involved will be discussed below.

* Peri Zaddig, V, n. 14, pp. 15b-17a; the most relevant portions for our point are pp. 15b—16a.

* On ls. 1:24; ed. Buber, p. 123b = ed. Mandelbaum, p. 262,

The Midrash is described en passant as ha-nidpas me-hadash, which must refer to Buber's edition of
1868; sce Bernard Mandelbaum, Pevksa de-Rar Kabana ‘al pi ketar yad Oxford, New York: Jewish
Theological Seminary, 1962, pp. 7-8 [Hebrew numbering] of the Introduction.
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Egvpt, the prototypical land of cxile,” Babvion, Greece and Rome, with
the first two representing magic and sorcery, and the third Hellenistic wis-
dom. Intetestingly, Babylon secems to occupy a “swing position,” as the
counterpart of the Holy Land and a place suitable for Torah.

In part this dual role for Babvlon is due to the attractiveness of the ant-
mony of prophecy/intellect to R. Zadok. In addition, the difficulties he
had in working with the exact rabbinic (and other) sources on the Four
Monarchies may have led him to abandon the scheme and downplay this
factor. For example, while Babvlonia may be said to have excelled in the
occult arts, this is even truer of Egvpt, which was not one of the Four. On
the other hand, Persia, which was one of them, was not known as a repre-
sentative of gentile wisdom in anv of the sources available to R. Zadok.
Thus, while the beginnings of a more detailed epistemological historiogra-
phy are sketched in, with each of the monarchies representing a certain
typology of moral and intellectual qualities, R. Zadok’s intcliectual and spir-
itual history consists of two eras: pre-Hellenic and post-Hellenic.

Freed from the constraints of the Four Monarchies, his historv includes
the Generation of the Dispersion (dor la-patagah), the Generation of the
Flood,™ and the Egvpt of the bondage for the pre-Sinaitic period, with
Moses-Balaam and Solomon-Qucen of Sheba for the post-Sinaitic/ pre-exil-
ic periods. Note that though there are four periods (taking the Generation
of the Flood and the Dispersion as essendally Babvlontan) of particular
interest to R. Zadok in the pre-exilic period, which might have been scen
as corresponding to the Four Monarchies cras, he never seems to have
incorporated these eight into one comprehensive scheme. And this despite
the crucial change which the Sinaitic revelation made in the nature of gen-
tile wisdom itself (see n. 83).

Tt is primarily in a work of his middle vears, Liggutei Ma amarim” that R.
Zadok considers the relation of each of the Four Monarchics to wisdom.™
In discussing the trait which the Midrash ascribes to Isau-T'dom-Rome,

7 Based on Lev R. 1355 (ed. Margulics, p. 283), which interprets the Migsaim as meginm, “perse-
cutes.” Relevant also Is Egqvpt's position as the first of Isracl's exiles.

* See Ligqutel Ma amarim, p. 107a=b, 1120, 116b, and Pori Zaddiq V {Qeduchar Shabhaf], pp.
56b-57a, I [Genesis), pp. 26b-27a.

* Written sometime after Tagqanar ha-Sharin (in his mid-thirtics) and Yimu/ Cedaibim (mid-forties
or later). All dates in this study, relative or absolute, have been confirmed in several long, enlighten-
ing conversations with Alan Brill, the most recent October 12, 1991: Brill takes up the question of
dating in his (forthcoming) dissertation, and I tender him my thanks for his help.

M Liggutei Ma amarim, p. 179a; see below.
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that of “peshitat telafayin?” (“stretching out the[ir] hooves”)" R. Zadok con-
trasts the wisdoms of (in his order) Edom, Egypt, Babylon (from Nimrod
to Nebuchadnezzar and finally to the time of R. Ashi), Persia and Greece.
Each one of these is taken as the exemplar of the wisdom of the Nations
for its time and clime; indeed, it is for this reason that they were given
power over Israel™

Leviticus Rabba 13:5 identifies each of the Four Monarchies with one of
the four impure creatures which are accorded separate mention in Lev 11:
the camel, rabbit, hare and pig represent Babylon, Persia, Greece and
Rome, respectively. The distinction which the Midrash draws between the
first three Monatchies, on the one hand, and Rome on the other is vari-
ously interpreted by R. Zadok in his discussion of these matters.”

In Liggutei Ma ‘amarim, the difference between the first three and the last
(and to some extent Greece as well) inheres in their hypocrisy, their pre-
tense of ruling in the name of morality, while their real aims are to satisfy
their own appetites, as the pig, which possesses one of the characteristics
of a pure species (i.e., cloven hooves) but lacks the other (it is not a rumi-
nant), lies down in such a way as to show its hooves and thus pretend to a
purity it does not possess; the other specles are ruminants, and thus show
their unclean characteristic to the world. In contrast, the earlier kingdoms
— but for Greece in part, which is allied with Rome (see n. 65) — do not
pretend to this morality. In support, R. Zadok sometimes cites A.Z. 3b,
which also attributes a similar hypocrisy to Rome.

In Yisrael Cedoshim, a late work, however, all four monarchies are
charged with hypocrisy; the difference between Rome and the others is
only that while the first three attempt to disguise their attachment to “evil
desires” — wealth (Babylon) gluttony, lust (Persia), honor and domination
(Greece), Rome is taxed with the cold-blooded desite for murder rather
than the more innocuous human appetites of the others. Rome disguises
this predominant drive by pretending an interest in lust.

" The phrase is taken from the (pejorative) description of a pig's habit of showing its hooves,
which are cloven, so as to give onlookers the impression that it is fit to eat according to biblical law
(Lev 11); the phrase comes from Lev R 13:5; it is thus a metaphor for hypyocris_v. So too
Esau/Fdom, who the Rabbis consider Rome's progenitor (sce nm. 65, 171), successfully represented
himself to Isaac as a pious individual, and this is taken as a characteristic of Rome; see A.Z. 3b. R.
Zadok himsclf cites Lev R 13: 5 and Gen R 64 as his examples of the syndrome. A more detailed
discussion of this matter is to be found in Yisrae/ Qedashin, p- 114a, ‘

* I hope to discuss R. Zadok’s understanding of the purpose of Israel’s exile on another occa-
sion, D.v. Suffice it to say that Israel was exiled to centers of gentile wisdom either to gather the
scattered “holy sparks™ which it contains (in Lurianic terminology), or to prove that Israel's wisdom
constitutes true knowledge (in Izbica terms). 1 owe the realization of the separateness of these two
strands in R. Zadok’s writings, at least at the level of formulation, to conversations with Alan Brill.

v Sce Liggutel Ma amarim, p. 177a-b and 178b— 179h, and csp. Yisrael Qedorbime, p. 114a-b.
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In his earlier analyses in Ligquter Ma amarim, as R. Zadok develops the
theme of gentle wisdom in relation to Lidom, Fgypt, Babvlon and Grecece,
his discussion of Persia is sharply curtailed. This would scem to be due in
part to his lack of sources, but also, as he asserts still carlier in Resise/
Laylah, the Persians are the “antithesis of wisdom.™* Proof of that is that
Ahasuerus is the only monarch known as “a foolish king” in the Midrash.™
The Persians’ essential characteristic is an egregious appetite for the plea-
sures of the table and the bed, as noted above.™ The best he can do is to
suppose (mistama’)” that each was the exemplar of gentile wisdom for its
time, since Israel was delivered into their power. In related discussions,
including two in the same work, no mention is made of this aspect of their
culture.®

Instead, in one place R. Zadok suggests that Ahasueres, rather than
becoming Mordecai’s counterpart in wisdom, gains ¢normous wealth from
the divine effulgence which fuels the growth of the Oral Torah in Israel
In mundane matters this effulgence accrucs to the Nations in the form of
wealth — but not wisdom.™ By contrast, in his later Yisrae/ Qedoshim, the
theme of wealth is dropped in connection with Persia and only “evil
desires,” namely lust and gluttony, remain. As noted above, wealth is now
assigned to Babylonia rather than to Persia, and in place of the idolatry of
Babylon."

*" Resisel Laylah, p. 130b.

" Esther R. 4: 12; see bMeg 12a.

" See Yiwael Qedoshinr, pp. 114b—115a. The two are related; see Zidgar ha-fladdig, p. 136b, where
R. Zadok cites bHul 4b (“There is no seduction without cating and drinking.”™y Along the same lines
he interprets the Talmud's praisc of the Persians for their modesty in coition (Ber Sa) as mrended
merely to spur their lust. In the same context he reports (1 heard™ — in lzbica) the identification
of Persia with miserliness {gam/ ‘apin), which explains the consequent mability ‘ton the part of the

Jews of Elam) to propogate Torah knowledge (see Sanh 24aj,

" Ligguter Ma amarim, p. 179b. Mistama * consistentlv: marhs assumptions made without the sup-
port of R. Zadok’s sources; see n. 80.

» See Ligguter Ma ‘amarim, pp. 161b, 1672, 177~ 179b, and Yoran Qedathim, pp. 113, 114115

" See Mabiheret Harug, pp. 1791800, Ligqutei Ma amarim, p. 1672, Thongh Ahasuerus was King
Solomon’s counterpart in respect of honor and wealth, he possessed no wisdom but was a “foolish
king” (Mabsheret Hurng. p. 18k} and “had no relationship to wisdom™ though he prided himsclf on
being wise and discerning (ibid, p. 180b). This is in contrast to R. Zadok’s emphasis on the connee-
tdon between wisdom and the other three Monarchies, and his frequent admission that a wise man
among the Nations is also called a sage; see section 1.

It is noteworthy that here, in contrast to the case of Balaam, where R Zadok was willing o cre
ate “external books” without a source (see n. 80 below), he vields somewhat on a perfect svimmetry.
The reason is clear: in the case of Balaam, there are no sonrees, cther jewish or sccular: in the
cases of Persia and Ahasucrsus, enough counterindications exist in rabbinic literature, alony with a
silence in secular sources regarding Persian wisdom, to preclude such a strategy. Tlie best he can do
is to identify Persia with Elam, and then Elam with the Jews of fdam, in accord with Sanh 24a; sec
n. 36. Thus, R. Zadok does an “end run™ around his sources, and locates wisdom with Haman and
Amalek and (ultimately) Fdom rather than Persia.

* Yisrael Qedoshim. p. 1142, as opposed to the idolatry of carlier works.
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On the individual level, R. Zadok counterposes Haman to Mordecai and
the Men of the Great Assembly.” This theme appears as cartly as his dis-
cussions in Resisei Laylah,” and his attempt to work Ahasuerus into the
scheme in Ligguter Ma amarim, but the latter more or less disappears in
Yisrael (Jedoshim. Instead, Haman becomes not only the exemplar of gentile
wisdom, but also of unclean desires. ( )

However, the chronological confluity of Persia/Haman, Mordecai/Men
of the Great Assembly, and the establishment of the Oral Torah, seems to
have provided the background for at least one late attempt on R. Zadok’s
part to associate Persia and wisdom.

In one of his Purim talks, R. Zadok notes that the book of Esther
makes a point of the transference of Haman’s estate (“house”) to Esther
(Fjsther 8:1, 7)." He suggests that the importance of this act parallels that
of the despoilation of the Egyptians at the Exodus (Exodus 12: 36), which
he.inte{'prets as a transference of holy sparks to Written Torah as a prepa-
ration for the Sinaitic revelation.*

Babvlonia plays an important role in R. Zadok’s historiography because
it is the site of both the founding and completion of the Oral Torah as
crystallized in the Bavli (see below). Thus, R. Zadok emphasizes that the
beginning of the era of Torah" corresponds to the time of the dor ha-pala-
gab of Babylon in Genesis 11 or the Generation of the Flood.* Because of
this its importance as a source of gentile wisdom as represented by astrolo-
gy and occult knowledge is eclipsed; Egypt becomes for R. Zadok the
exemplar par excellence of these sciences.” The importance of the Oral
Torah to R. Zadok’s history makes Babylon's identity as a potential venue
for the flowering of Torah more important than the role it played in bibli-

' Since Haman is “the Agagite.”” and thus descended from Amalek and wtimartelv Esau. one con-
sequence of this displacement is that it serves to maintain the Four Monarchv scheme, since Esau is
1dcnt111cd as Rome in Rabbinic literature. However. as noted above, the Four Monarchic scheme
was displaced by a two-cra one, and R. Zadok does not develop the potentialities of the former.

¥ Sce cg p. 10

U Pert Laddig 11 (Purim n, 2)0 p. 190b.

" See below, p. 160.

" Interms of the division of the six thonsand vears of the world’s existence into eras of confu-
ston (/ohn), Torah and messianic times: se¢ Sanh 97a.

U“ See Lopar WL 216b, Peri Zuddig 1, pp. 56b—537a |Qeduchat Shalibad], TV p. 43 see also Liggupei
Maamarm. pp. 107h and especially 112a 4 : arc Pery Zadd) 7a an
o i P pecially a and 116b. and compare Per Zaddig 1, pp. 26b-27a and

" Sec ‘Pm' Zaddig 11, p. 24b. which has both Lgypt and Babylon as places of sorcery, with
l?ab_\‘lzm in particular the place of “magicians (farzaniimt), interpreters of dreams and announcers of
futire tidings.” It should be remembered that the terminology need not be R. Zadok's, since he did
not record this table talk, Sce O Zuwrw'w la-daddig, pp. 19b-20a, where Egypt again plavs the major
role as regards sorcery. h ) ' 7
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cal and rabbinic sources as a source of occult knowledge.” Tt should be
emphasized, however, that this is a matter of degree; R, Zadok does asso-
ciate Babylon with sorcery, but its stronger association is with Torah.

As in the case of Persia,” R. Zadok’s conception of the exact roles
played by Babylon in his epistemological history of humanity scem to have
changed over time. Indeed, it may be said that the history becomes less
epistemological and more moral and spiritual.”™ Moreover, R. Zadok’s
desériptjon of Babylon became less restricted; Babvlon becomes the place
of Torah in all eras; consequently, its role as onc of the Four Monarchies
becomes less and less significant. Babylon is the place which from the
dawn of history was destined to be a placc of Torah and giving of the
Torah, whether i potentia or in actn.

Thus, in Qedushat Shabbat,” Nimrod, Abraham’s opponent and counter-
part, who is nevertheless influenced by the light the patriarch brings to the
world, is credited with the idea of building the city of Babylon and the
tower of Babel as the unholy counterpart of Jerusalem and its temple /-
sad ba-sifra apara dugmat Yerushalayim u-1 eit ha-Migdashy. Here Abraham’s
counterpart is Nimrod, and the Generation of the Dispersion plays the
role of Babylon as avatar of the Generation of the Wilderness.
Significantly, the Sinaitic revelation could have taken place at that time;
moreover, the settlers themselves were drawn to Babvlon because they
sensed that was the proper place for the Oral Torah.

In Liggutei Ma amarin/> R. Zadok brackets the Generation of the Flood
with the dor ha-palagah not only as counterparts of the Tabernacle and
Temple, respectively, but as avatars ot the Sinaitic revelation, Written and
Oral, to both: the Generation of the Tlood was ottered the Written Torah,
while the Generation of the Dispersion was offered the Oral Torah.

In Peri Zaddig, however, the Generation of the Dispersion falls out of
his scheme; instead, the Generation of the Flood is offered first the
Written Torah and by implication the Oral one). and, upon its refusal, is
offered the Oral Torah directly. This omission may be due to the change

* The Talmud's assignment {in Qid 491) ol nine kab’s-worth of sorceny (ke ehsing o Bavpt font
of the ten which “descended™ to the world), while attributing pride and poverty rand poverty of
Tarah) — but not sorcery — to Babvlon mav have inthienced R Zadid's downgrading of Babylor
in this regard. However, this source is clearly alluded to in /s Zoddeg, po 195D, thongh the printec
editions do not have the reference. This poverty of Torah, despite 1ts mle as 2 souree Torah
manifests ftselt in the acerbity of Talnudic debate there as contrasted with that in the land of lsracl
For R. Zadok, as for the Bavli itsclf. there was no trac poverty of Toeah in Babvlon,

" See my discussion above of the exact roles of Babvlonia and Persia amonyg the Fon
Monarchies.

* Alan Brill will take up this theme in his dissertation.

* Composed approximately at the time of Liaggnat fa-Sarn, in R. Zadok's and-chirties or later.

* Composed in the period between Tugqamit Ja-Shayin and Yiseaed (Jeduitini.
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of venue, if it is not the result of the auditor/transcriber’s error: R.
Zaddok has become rebbe and now addresses an audience of his hasidim
for whom he simplifies his scheme. The nature of Babylon as a place o%
Torah from primeval times remains unchanged, however.

This characteristic continues throughout history until its culmination in
the redaction of the Babylonian Talmud, which, as I noted elsewhere, rep-
resents the essence of the application of human intellect to Torah — ““He
sat me down in darkness’ — this refers to the Talmud of Babvlon.”*
Thus, for example, Fzekiel marches into Babylonian exile without élespair,
because he senses that Babylon has the potential to be a place of Torah.

When [thc' Israclites] went into exile in bitter spirits, Fzekiel went with joy because he felt the
greater holiness which the Holy One, blessed be He, would bestow on Israel in Babvlon.™

From here on of course R. Zadok’s sources provided him with a contin-
uous history ot Oral Torah in Babyvlon, from the removal of the “crafts-
men and smiths™ — sages of the Oral Torah™ — from Jerusalem, to the
work of the Men of the Great Assembly in establishing the Oral Torah on
a firm basis,” to the role of the Babylonian, Hillel, in renewing it in Eretz
Israel,” and to the climax of its redaction — Babvlonia.” The role of the
Babylonian venue for these activities cannot be dis}egarded. Babylon is the
antithesis (“the back™) of Jerusalem as the Tower of Babel was the
antithesis of the Temple;”" Jericho has a connection with Babylon in that
both are referred to as “city of palms.”* Abraham came from Babylon
and it was to their ancient homeland that the Israelites were first exiled.” ’

On the Israelite side, the eatliest of these relationships may be dated, as
noted above, to the patriarch Abraham’s time, counterp;)sing him to
Nimrod: the second may be located in Egypt, specifically the ;Egvpt of

' Lam 3:6, Sanh 24a; see “History,” pp. 11-12.
Pert (add{q V.‘ Sukk(‘)t, n. 18 p. 123b. It is a place of Torah for the reason gven above, but

alsp becanse zekiel received his Vision of the Divine Chariot there, ’

" H Kings 24:14.

‘/ Seder 'Olam Rabbah, ch. 25, Tanhuma Noah 3; see “History, pp. 16-18

¥ Sec “Mistory,” pp. 12-18, a .

* Sec Tagganat ha-Sharin, p. 23a-b, based in part on bSuk 2Ua.

" Resisei Laylab, p. 165a.

* abora im.

" Peri Zaddig | |Qedushat Shaphat], pp. 56b— 57a, Ligquter Ma amarim, p. 112a,

“ Dover Zeddek, p. 145b and Peri Zaddig V., p. 257a; my thank i 7 i
atten s Caadig N, p. 257a; my thanks to Rabbi Abba Zvi Naiman for the

" \»Pss 87b, cited in Peri Zaddig 1 [Qedushat Shabbad], p. 56b.
“ R. éadnjk explicitly distinguishes between the sojourn in Egypt and the subjugation of Israel
under the Four Monarchies; the former was “enslavement” as 6pp()scd to “exile.” Nonetheless

since M;dm doces not appear as an active component of the four, Egypt is often mentioned in this
connection, as the passages examined below will show, i ‘
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the Israelite enslavement and Exodus, the third to the time of Solomon,
who was, according to Rashi (sec below), an ancestor of Nebuchadnezzar
through the Queen of Sheba, and the fourth, which became a byword for
secular knowledge par excellence, is associated with Aristotle. The latter is
termed “Greek wisdom,” and is associated with FEdom-Rome.”

Thus, each surge of general human creativity corresponds to a similar
one in Jewish history. Each era had its exemplars of insight and erudition.
This did not occur by happenstance, but is a product of the operation of
one of the basic principles by which universal balance, that of seh f'umar
eh, parallel or symmetrical structurc. If the world is divided between Israel
and the Nations, there will be an exact,” though usually antithetical, sym-
metry in the historical enfolding of their fates. It Jacob is granted the
greater portion in the World to Come, Esau must get his in this world.

This symmetry is not always antithetical, and is not limited to matters of
chronology. As regards the subject of our concern, cach historical era has
its own characteristic method of acquiring knowledge, and that method is
shared by both Torah and secular knowledge. This is most clearly evidence
in the last two eras, which represent an intersection of the principle of
symmetry with another important antinomy: the antithesis between prophe-
cy and the more labored, more uncertain acquisition of knowledge, primar-
ily by means of the human intellect.” The other cras are less developed,
and seem to have no distinctive epistemologies of their own, though R.
Zadok regularly refers to Abraham’s intuitive knowledge (“ha-kelavot
yo’azot”)." Egyptian wisdom is characterized not by its epistemology as by
its thrust: it is devoted to magic and sorcery. If the quintessential represen-
tative of Torah is the sage, of Greek wisdom the philosopher, that of
Egyptian wisdom 1s clearly the sorcerer, the partum. There is nonetheless
validity in this, according to R. Zadok, and the Nations’ wisdom includes

** Sce Liggutei Ma amarim, p. 179-b where R Zadok states this explicitly: “aithabbern Yoran re-
Eidom yabad?* his source may be Lev R 13:5 ({ed. Margulies, p. 283), which sces Greece as Rome’s
precursor in maritime commeree, architecture and language. Sce scction V) for the historical and
theological implications of this identification.

*“ R. Zadok occasionally emphasizes this by adding the adjective mekburvan ot mammash to his dis-
cussion of these matters; see the passage cuted below from Or Zam'a la-Zaddig and n. 35 The
importance of this principle in determining the contours of R. Zadok's overall scheme can scarcely
be overestimated.

" See “History,” pp. 11-15. This antinomy was a staple of some medieval Jewish philosophers;
see for example Yehudah ha-Levi's Angars 1: 67, 1V: 15, V2 22,

® Peri Zaddig 11, Va-eyra n. 3, p. 19a-b: see too ibid., 1, Bereshit n. 1, pp. 1b-2a, 1l Pesah nn.
30-31, p. 65, TV, Rosh Hodesh Tammuz, n. 1, p. 115h. Abraham’s counterpart (by the principle ot
zeh fo'umat gh) is not clear. Flis nemesis is clearly Nimrod, who accarding to the Midrash, “knew his
Creator.”
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matters of ethical conduct as well.*” Indeed, Abraham is supposed to have
gained insight from Egyptian wisdom.™

The prophecy which accompanies the “convenant between the pieces”
(berit bein ha-betarim) states that “after [their enslavement, the Israelites] will
go out with great wealth” (Gen 15: 14); this R. Zadok interprets as refer-
ring not to gold and silver, but to “whatever holiness they will extract
from there, for Egypt was the place of the Torah’s exile, for this-worldly
[wisdom] was then resident in Egypt, and Israel extracted the holy sparks
from it as a preparation for the Sinaitic revelation.”” This interpretation is
derived from an exegesis of Exod. 12:36, which describes the fulfillment of

the prophecy. The Israelites are described as having “stripped (1ayenagzeln)
the Egyptians.””

A persistent theme in R. Zadok’s work, based on sources both rabbinic™
and kabbalistic,”" is that one purpose of exile is to redeem the holy sparks
that are to be found in gentile wisdom.”

Many dirr Tarah are created (mithaddeshim) in various ways {(fe-‘ofaniny shonimd) by means of being
wtermingled (477 arut) among the Nations, and in this way comes the absorption of the sparks from
them .. . "

This is because

it is known that the Torah of this world is apprehended through the Tree of Knowledge of Good
and Exil (in the Ziggunim [567]). Manv words of Torah were handed over to outside forces, and
fthese] must be taken back from them, just as there are wn the Wrtten Torah many sections
fascribed] to the Nations — words of Laban, Esau, Pharoal, and others, the section of Balaam and
Balak, and so on. These are words of Torah that were handed over to wherever thev were handed
(le-magom she-nimsern) aficr Adam’s sin, and even though they were reincorporated within the Written
Torah at the Sinaitic revelation, when the Torah was given in its tull dimensions . . . |, nevertheless,
as concerns the unfolding of the Oral Torah, more still needs to be extracted from these outside
forces, that is, [these parts of Torah] were given over as a result of the sins of each Jew . ..

* This 1s stated explicitly in Liggutei Ma amarim, p. 124a, but it underlies his discussion in
Tagganat ha-Sharin, p. 68.

“ Zidgat ha-daddig n. 249, p. 129. This theme recurs in respect to Solomon as well: see below.
The theme appears already in the Zohar, sce Elliot Wolfson, “Left Contained in the Right: A Study
in Zoharic Hermencutics,” /8" Review 11 (19806), pp. 27-52, csp. 33-40. See also idem., “Light
Through Darkness: The Ideal of Human Perfection in the Zohar,” ATR 81 (1988), pp. 73-95.

! Perd Zaddig TIT (Pesah n. 39), pp. 71b—72a, Peri Zaddig TY (Purim n. 2), p. 190b.

= R. ZadoK’s source appears to be R. Junathan Eibeschuetz’ dbarar Yebonatan, Warsaw, 5735,
repr. Brooklyn, NY, 1974, Lekh Lekha, p. 6a.

" Sce bPes 87b, where the purpose of Israel’s exile is to gather proselvtes.

“ As noted above (n. 70), it appears in the Zohar; also, see £y Hayyim 7:49. On the relations
between purity and impurity in the system of Lutianic Kabbalah, see Y. Tishby, Torat ha-Ra’, pp.
7900,

* See for example his remarks in Pert Zaddiy 1, Havyei Sarah n. 5, p. 63b, 111, Pesal n. 32, p. 66b;
Tagqganat ha-Shavin, pp. 68-69, and scc below.

“ Tagqanat ha-Sharin, p. 69b.
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[Now,] the Written Torah constitutes God’s thought regarding Creation — for this reason i
[functions as] the model {(defis) of Ma'asch Bereshit, as we fund in Genesis Rabbah 1. .. The

Nations too are part of Creation and thev contain letters of Torah as well trom which issues the
spark which gives them life, for without it they would have no realsty at all”

R. Zadok goes on to explain that while there is wisdom among the gen-
tiles, Torah can be created only by Jews, and so no one should think that
the secrets of the Torah can be identified with Greek wisdom, as
Maimonides did. The Torah in the holv sparks which are to be found
among the Nations must be extracted and converted to Torah by Jews.™

II1

Both the early Babylonian and Egyvptian eras arc pre-dinaitic. The piving of
the Torah at Sinai ushers in a2 new era in many ways. It represents an over-
whelmingly significant surge in the sine curve of human access to knowl-
edge. The era of prophecy begins and immediately reaches its culmination
with the prophecy of Moses; equal to him, as the Midrash emphasizes, was
the Aramean seer Balaam.”

Tagqanat ha-Shavin, p. 68a; scc Ligauier M amarim, pp. 7981 Sifer ha-Zikbrmone:, Pp. 3839,
Zidgat ba-Zaddig, pp. 129b—130a, and sce seetion 1. On the Torah of the Tree of Knowledge, as sct
tovth in the Tiggunei Zobar and Ravah Mebwmna, see Y. Tishby, Michnat hoa-Zabar 11, pp. ART=301, P
Lachower and Y. Tishbvy, Alichwat ja-Zotar 1, Jerusalem: Maosad Bialik, 1971, pp. 222

Elsewhere R. Zadok specifies in greater detail the process by wlhiel: the statements of hiblical fig-
ures from among the Nations become words of Toraly. In Liggictee Mo amarim, 2. 1302, he sug-
gests that such a process requires that these figures utier their werds wath full concentration amnd
belief — even when they contain heresy, as m Pharaols challenge 1 Mases, “Who is God that 1
should heed Him™ (Exod. 5: ).

" S0 toon Liggutei Ma amarim, P 1504

23

Another issue should be mentoned here. Since the esistence of the Natons depends on their
possession of holy sparks of wisdom, how could Lynptian culture continue to survive after the
Israclites had “stripped” its nuggets of tnue wisdom from the Lgptiansy Ro Zadok's answer is that
n truth, since all the Nations™ “roots™ are in evil, their existence is dependent on Lsracl and 1he
benefit which Isracl derives from themy as proot he points to the famous aggadah regarding Roman
building activities in A.Z. 2b. On Judgement Dav the Romans will claim that alt their puhlic activi-
ties were undertaken with the intent of allowing Tsracl to live in peace and pursue its Torah studics.
According to R. Zadok, this claim is not hypocritical, but represents their aliimate realization that
this indeed was the case; see 7aggarat ha-Sharin, p. 68a.

Elsewhere, he suggests another reason. Egypt’s continued existence, as well as that of other
nations, is also guaranteed by those souls which will ultimately hecame prosclvtes, a process that
will continue until that tinal “claritication™ (herms) or tigqun at the eschaton fsee figqgiter Ma amaring,
p. 118a-b).

For the continued existence of gentile wicdom afrer Sioni s 0 83

“ Num R 14 20; in Liggutei Ma amarim, p. 1095, R. Zadok refers to Tanma deBe livahu R oech
28), where Balaam’s partial superiority over Moses 1s mooted.
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Israel receives the Torah through Moses, and the Nations receive “exter-
nal™ or “apocryphal books” of wisdom through his equal in prophecy,
but opposite in quality, Balaam. Moreover, Israel itself is now restricted in
that its exclusive focus and primary means of acquiring knowledge must be
through Torah. However, for reasons I have examined elsewhere, God’s
original intention, which was that the human intellect should provide the
mode of acquisition with Torah as its focus, did not materialize, on the
whole, and prophecy became dominant.

Since Moses represents the totality of Israel’s souls,” and thus its wis-
dom, so too Balaam, by the operation of the principle of symmetrical
development, represents the “root” of all gentle (“external”) wisdom. The
counterpart to the Torah, which is coextensive with Isracl’s knowledge, are
the “outside” or “apocryphal books,” which contain “the wisdom of the
Nations.” The logic of symmetrical structure requires this, though there is
no authoritative source for such an hypothesis.

Despite his prophetic gifts, however, Balaam’s insight into the world’s
workings 7 practical terms is no better than that of the Nations as a whole.™
That is, though he could in truth claim for himself the titde of “the one
who knows God’s intentions,” such knowledge was external;™ thus, despite
knowing that God wished to bless Israel, he still attempted to curse them.
In this respect he is no different from Amalek, the counterpart and enemy
of the Sinaitic Israel; Amalek and the Nations as a whole have no true
understanding of the universe and God’s role in it.

w

“External™ refers to the “outer™ or lowest part of a matter: as it happens, the phrase sefarior
hitgoniyim is taken from mSanh 10: 1, where it refers to apocryphal books. Such is the power of the
principle of symmctry that R. Zadok asserts this with no midrashic, talmudic, kabbalistic, secular or
logical proof.

On rate occasions R. Zadok will look to experience for proofi sce Sefer pa-Zikhmnot, pp. 50-51, or
even general historical works (dirrei mesapperei qadmoniyod) as in Or Zari'u la-Zaddig, p. 19b. Otherwise,
his most frequent argument, when faced with a lack of talmudic, midrashic or kabbalistic sources, is
an argument from probability, usually prefixed with the expression mistama . 1 hope to deal with this
matter on another occasion, Dy,

As noted, such is the power of the principle of symmetry that R. Zadok asserts Balaam's origina-
tion vt these books with no midrashic, talmudic, kabbalistic, secalar or logical proofl In Or Zaru'a
Ja-Zaddig, an carly work, he adduces a different “chain of tradition™ of gentile wisdom; see below.

* “History,” pp. 9-10.

© R Zadok interprets Ar 17a, “the leader [of the generation] corresponds [in his personal quali-
tics] to {those of] his generation™ as implying this.
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Thus, the Sinaitic revelation did not cftect the Nations’ mode of agquisi—
tion of knowledge, though it did provide them with an accum_ulﬂuon Qf
knowledge in the form of “outside books.” However, given the tact that in
the end, Israel’s mode of acquisition of knowledge remained that of
prophecy rather than human intellection,™ this is not surprising; indeed, the
principle of symmetry requires it.

Thus the next great expansion of human knowledge takes place under
Solomon, whom Scripture terms “the wiscst of all men.”™ Again, the pr%n-
ciple of symmetrical devclopment requires a gentile counterpart tor
Solomon, and R. Zadok can do no better than propose the Queen of
Sheba, who “presumably (mistama’y was exemplary in fher knowledge of]

* R. Zadok distinguishes between gentile wisdom per se and the holy sparks it may contain.

In Tugganat ha-Sharin R. Zadok identifies the Nations with the W ritten Torah. inasimuch as 1l
words of gentiles are contained therein, and Tanhumab Noab refers to the translation of the Toral
as a way for the gentles to clum, as the Church did, that they are the trae Isracl. This is dl hecause
“they have some connection (shayyakburt to the Written Torah™ (p. 68D}, though. as he notes, this
was true fwfore Sinai. This connection was broken with the Sinaitic revelanon, and now their word:
cannot be converted into “words of Torah,™ as thev were before Sinai. Towever, the Nations have
no conncction with the Oral Torah, cither, and ¢heir wisdom cannot be converted into Torah in wn
direct fashion. The busis of their existence inheres primarily in their vscfullness, unacknowledged ar
it is, to Israel (Tagganar pa-Shavin, p. 68a). With but one exeeprion (sce belowy, R Zadok consistently
denies the possibility of gentile connection with the Oral Torah: see Yiouwe/ edochim, p. 433, Resice,
Luylah, pp. 36b, 83a, 161b, Poged *Agartm, pp. 15a, 19a, 53D, Lagauter Ma amarim, p. 1300,

The one cxception is Esau. In Resiar [avlah, p. 1294 he sugpests that Faar's wisdom can be asso-
ciated (again he uses the word shaypakhusy with the hiddenness wnd ancertainny of the more human
Oral Torah. The rewson for this mav be found « page cather, where Ro Zadok emphasizes the
descent of R. Akiva, one of the founders of 1the Oral Torah, from B 11 is this conneerion whicl
distinguishes Edomite wisdom.

In this light, the comparison of gentle wisdom to Oral Torah 1 Ligqutci M ‘amarim, p. 83a, goes
no farther than a similarity (dugmat) restricted to one point: both issue from the hearts ot men, but
gentile wisdom is essentiadly fulse.

In all of this R. Zadok distinguishes benween gentile wisdom as fornaal, instinutionalized learning
and those sparks of true wisdom that may be found amony the gentles. It may be for this reasor
that he so often emphasizes the role of close proximity and/or sexaal contact with gentles as the
medium of transmission; sce Tugqanat ha-Shavin, pp. 57w, 38a, 48a-D, 63b-64a, Lidger Si-Zadedg, pp
137a~183a. The role of physical contact is to be found wmong gentiles as well; sce his comments
regarding the transferral Hf authority from a king to his courtiers hecause of their closeness (mrgorar
i) to him,

“ Dirre Soferim, p. 12b.

¥ Sec Dirrel Soferim, p. 12b. Al his knowledye was from the lips outward, and once he uttere
[his words of wisdom, i.e., the blessings| aguinst his will, nothing was left with hiny”

™ This is discussed in detail in “History,” pp. 9-13.

T KD 5 10-14. Naturally, this implics a corresponding flowening of Oral Torah, at least withir
the lmits of an essentially prophetic era. As to the former, sce Rewsei 1arhih, p. 127h; for the latter
see Dover Zeddek, p. 1722, 105b: Solomon wished to harness his unconscious drives to 1he SeIvice of
Torah as well, and, according to 166b, succeeded in doing so.

The image of Solomon as a proto-hasidic suddiq who attempted to ruase this world to the level of
holiness of the upper worlds apparently fascinuted R. Zadok; see his long anulvsis of this imostly)
failed attempt in Dorer Ziddek, pp. 109-112, 165-174.
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wisdom (mnfleger be-hokhmah) among the Nations, viz., those outer sciences
(hokbmoat hizoniyer).”™ His proof is indirect; since she came to test
Solomon’s wisdom, she herself must have been in a position to judge.
Note that he has no source for this supposition but the operation of the
great principle which drives human development.”

In any case, the meeting of Solomon and the Queen of Sheba represent-
ed the acme of the lattet’s interest in “foreign women,” which R. Zadok
equates, utilizing Maimonides’ well-known metaphor, with “foreign wis-

dom.”

This is why King Solomon, may he res1 in peace, sinned with forcign women, who are called *“har-

lots,” for he occupicd himsclt with the wisdom of all the sons of the East and the Egyptians as
welly for this reason he saffered midah ke-negged midub, Jas our Sages) noted” that he [ultimately]”

engendered Nebuchadnezzar — {the one] who destroved the Holv Temple — by her.”

Thus, by his interest in foreign wisdom, Solomon was the ultimate cause
of the destruction of the Temple he himself had built — rather than, as R.
Zadok adds — bringing the Davidic messiah (or perhaps playing that role
himself!)” and thus ensuring that his Temple would stand forever.

He once again caused confusion™ between external wisdom — which represents the generality of
the souls of the Nations who are as apes to men as compared to the souls of lsrael” — he con-
fused them™ with the wisdom of lsracl. Since it is said of him that “he was wiser than {all the sons
of the Fasi], cte.”™ {Thus,] presumably (mistuma’y™ he had somie connection with them, for one can-
not justly compare two 1lungs that have no connection with each other.

This connection prevented the completion of the matter of the messiali, shich had been intended
fto take place upon completion of the Temple], whose desired purpose was to clanifv perfectly
God's sovereignty over the world.™

™ Ligguter Ma anrarim, p. 83a, sce Dorer Zeddek, p- 1{Ma~b where R. Zadok traces the bizarre spiri-
tal triangle of the Queen of Sheba, Balaam and Solomon. Since Balaam is Moses’ counterpart, it is
little wonder that Solomon is compared to Moses: sce R.H. 21b and Mabsherer Flarug, p. 23a.

" Elsewhere (1iggutei Ma umarim, p. 109, see below), R, Zadok speaks of Hiram of Tvre as
Solomon’s counterpart in wisdom, but this point is not developed. It is the Queen of Sheba who
plays an active role in R. Zadok’s historiograph.

The Quecn of Sheba is a distinct exception to R. Zadok’s view of women as inherendy incapable
of assimilating ‘wisdom’ (as opposed to ‘understanding’), and it may be that he could not consider
her Solomon’s counterpart. Counterpart or not, she was certainly a collaborator.

" Here he refers to Rashi on 1 Kg 1: 10 and Shelsh, Asarah Ma amarot, but, though Solomon 1s
referred to several times in the latter, and the Queen of Sheba at least once (Mn'arhar Shelishi u-
Revili, ed. Jerusalem, 3735, 36a), | have been unable to locate the latter reference. Apparently, the
editor confused the dsaruls Ma'umarot of R. Azarah de Fano with that of the Shelah; the correct
reference is in de Fano, Pan V, chapters 23-24; myv thanks to Allan Brill for this suggestion.

" Explanatory matter has been placed between brackets.

= Ligguted Ma amarim, p. 83a; sec Dorer Zeddeq, p. 105a-b. Ulumately, however, Nebuchadnezzar
will be shown 10 be shorn of evil, sec Dorver ZLeddeq, p. 173a~b. ’

“ See ibid., p. $2b.

" hebesir fearber. " Confusion™ has overtones of illegitimate mixing as well, a kind of spiritual mis-
cegenation; as we shall sce, spiritual and biological miscegenation are combined in R. Zadok’s
thought.

e e
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The essential difference between the wisdom of Israel and the Nations
inheres in Israel’s recognition of God's sovercignty over the universe,”
while the Nations believe in the rule of Nature, a naturc independent of
‘God."" By attempting to combine the two, Solomon undermined the pur-
pose of the Temple, which was to usher in the messianic age, when the sin
of Adam would be rectified. From a kabbalistic perspective, Adam’s sin
was that of illegitimate mixing of good and cvil; the purposc of Torah and
mitzvot is to separate them.

It was for this reason, according to R. Zadok, that the Sages considered
placing Solomon in the company of those kings who have no portion in
the World to Come." And it is for this reason that Balaam cventually took
his place in the roster of those who have no share in the world to come.
Nevertheless, R. Zadok, in a remarkable passage in Zidgat ha-Zaddig,””
suggests that to some extent the de\'élopmcnt of Torah Shebe’al Peh in
Solomon’s ime was aided by gentile wisdom, “on temporary loan to the
Israelites in order thereby to set Divine Wisdom in their hearts.”
Ultimately, it was returned to them, and Isracl has no further need of it

“ It is important to note that though one of his sources, 1abad’s 7ione, siresses that the Natons
originate in vne of 1he three totally evil #efjpor and are ‘oredis ‘wodieh L Cidolaors™ (see gt ba-
Qodesh 25, p. 278), R. Zadok assigns them to kelipas agals (Znkjur oo Lodidig, o 2450 p. 12423, and
stresses that they are not truly idolators, but merely hold to the eustoms of their ancestors {mikhy
arotelem hi-ydehens, Hul 13b, sec Poged *Lgarome, p. 51h, quoted below, seetion 1V Ilsewhere howev-
er, R. Zadok assigns Persia (in Zidgat ba-Zaddiy, p. 15021, sau/dom/ Amalek and Greeee fsee /o7
Zaddig 1, p. 13%a~by, and Midian (Tugganat hu-Starin, p. 401 1o other ;

This is not the only issue on which R. Zadok takes issue with the 7o

fibad.

wsee Taqaanat ba-Sioriv, p.
135a-b, where he rejects the latter's extrenie position regarding noaurnal cmissions,

“ le., he confused and mixed the Nations, who cmbody their own wisdom, witly the physical
and spiritual body of lsracl, by taking forcign women and studsing forcion wisdom. R 7Zadok often
points to this pair of ¢vil inchnations to wlich humans arc heir. The nne s lust for physical plea-

sure {yigru’ de-arayet), and the other is the desire for idolatry el 5 see Sthat

Mol akbei bo-Sharet, p. 752, and “Histors,” p. 15, Ty is the desire for idolatry which affeets man’s spir-
itual faculties.
1 Ki 5 11-14,
" See n, V8.
" Ligqateir Ma amarim, p. 83b.
™ Or perhaps even more, their ultimate recognition that “all 18 Gods™ see Serr ha-Zikhronat, p.

58a. Even though many jews never reach tlus realization. they have the peleriui 10 do so, something

which is closed to gentiles; sce Mendel Petkarz, *ha-Negudah ha-Penmit” “ezel Admoret Gur ve-
Aleksandr ke-Babuah le-Kosher Histaglutam I-Tmwrar ha-'lem,”™ in Y. Dan and Y. Hacker,
Melgurim ba-Kahbatah, be-I'ifosafivo Yeludit ure-Safint ha-Musar rebe- Laent Mugashim fe-Y eiloyale Tishlee -
Melo 't o Shirim re-Hamesl Shanim, Jerusalent: Magnes, 1986, pp. 617=601, as well as the correspond-
ing chapter in his Hasidut Polin: Megamot Ra'wyonivor hein Shetes bo-Milbanod sri-Cozernt | a Sk aSha " ab
(‘ha-Sho '), Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 1990, pp. 122-15¢.

" Tt must be stressed that this wisdom is not alwavs iucllectval or conscious, bot 1s part of 1he
essence of thelr being. A Jew, no matter how far he stravs, can e recalled 10 this understanding: a
gentile, unless his soul was at Sinai and he ultimately converts to Judasm, lacks vhe capability of
accepting this truth.

" Sanh 104b.

™ Pp. 129b-130a.
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In this analysis, the exact nature of “external wisdom” is undefined,
beyond the general statement that “external wisdom is the exact contrary™™
of [Israel’s wisdom in that] it is the knowledge of creation in Nature
(hokbmat ha-beri‘ah ba-feva), as though it was stamped so without the atten-
tion of a Supernal Overseer.” The sources and methods of such a “sci-
ence” remain unspecified. However, R. Zadok does take on this question
in other places, and provides an answer which not only conforms with the
principle of symmetrical development, but also, as he explicidy affirms,
conforms with the historical accounts of gentile historians."®

v

R. Zadok takes up this theme in connection with his discussion of the rise
of Greck wisdom, specifically in regard to the work of Aristotle.

It is 2 matter of amazement™ that Aristotle, the chief of the gentile sages in regard to “external wis-
dom™" — which is invalid (puszd and Jonly valid] as perfuniers and butchers for the true wisdom
— also lived in the time of Simon the Righteous, [who], as is known, was the first"™ of the sages of
truth, the sages of the Mishnah and the Oral Torah. For God made each parallel to the other (3¢
Fumat sehy. But all the sages of the Nations hefore him, oll their wisdom was in magic [italics mine}, as [our
Sages] cxplain, that [thesc arts] weaken the Heavenly Court.™ The Greek sages began to establish
(feyassedy the knowledge of Nature and to contemplate the nature of each thing, but they ascribed all
to natural processes. The wisdom of the sages of Israel, however, is to recognize with true wisdom
that God orders (maubig) Creation and governs the angels who are the spiritual powers of nature."

In a parallel passage in Poged ‘Agarim (see below) R. Zadok connects this
with the birth of heresy and Epicurianism and the cessation of prophecy
— and also the major development of Oral Torah. Moreover, along with
the end of the inclination to idolatry among Jews with the work of the
Men of the Great Assembly came the end of true idolatry among the
Nations. In any case, the systematic and logical investigation of nature and
natural processes begins with Aristotle. In its insistence on the autonomy
of nature, Greck wisdom is one with its predecessors. In its methods it
breaks new ground.

" bepekh el mammash, note once again that the rwo wisdoms are counferparts, symmetrical but

opposed.

" See below, p. 174

" Note that in 2 parallel passage in Poged Agarim, p. 51a, he does not consider this “a matter of
amazement.” It may be that the latter was composcd after Sipat Mal ‘akbei ha-Sharet. This symnietrical
development is also mentioned in Liggutei Ma amarim, pp. 150b—151a, and Pery Zaddig 1, p: 140a.

" The parallel passage in Poged Agarim has: “the chief of the sages of Greece.”

" As the last of the Men of the Great Assembly (Avot 1: 2), he was the first of the Tannaim.

" Hul 7b.

" Sibat Mal‘aklei ba-Sharet, p. T7a.

O
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This is not fortuitous. R. Zadok emphasizes (“matter of amazement’)
the contemporaneity of Simon the Righteous and Aristotle. Greek wisdom
and the wisdom of the Oral Torah, both of which are in large measure
products of the human intellect, begin at the same time, and develop svm-
mettically. In the wake of the “slaughter of the inclination to idolatry,”""
and the consequent victory of the Sages’ intellectual understanding of the
role of God in governing the universe (as opposed to that of the Prophets,
which was by means of prophetic inspiration), and in concert with the
Greek sages’ understanding of natural law, both idolatry and magic,
declined. In the past, magic and sorcerv had predominated in Babylon,
which worshiped the forces of Nature as gods; it is for this reason that the
names of the angels have their origin there.'” But there is a decisive
change in the relation of the Nations to idolatry with the slaughter of that
inclination by the Men of the Great Assembly.

When the Men of the Great Assembly did away with the inclination to idolatry, the attraction of
idolatry among the Nations also ceascd: thus, it is stated i} lul 13b) thar gentles outside of the land
of Israel are not [true} idolators, but merely uphold the customs of their ancestors.”™ . . . This
occurred at the time of the cessation of prophecy in Isracl, jwhen] this power fof attraction to idol-
atry] ceased among the gendles. {What remains] is their rootedness in physical desires Jand plea-
sures] and their connection (dibbag) tor idolatry |is merely an excuse to mndulge mn them]. ™

This point is made perhaps even more torcetully in Resisei Laylah.

God's governance of all the worlds and c¢ven the Nations development follows |the principle of]
seh fe'wmat geh, according to the regime of Torah in Isracl. The proliferation of magicians and sorcer-
ers among them was at a time of Divine revelation and propheev in Tsracl. and when these] were
removed and the era of] the Oral Torab began, Greek wisdom, which is buman wisdom li.c, a
product of human intellect, as opposed to magic and sorcery.| began,

R. Zadok makes the connection even clearer in his reference to Greece in
Peri Zaddig. Tt is significant thar it was the flowering of the Oral Torah,
which in R. Zadok’s thought consdtutes a watershed in Jewish history, that
fueled this great surge of gentile creativity as well.

" Yom 69b, see Livrei Soferim, p. 41h.

" Sibat Mal ‘aklici ha-Sharet, pp. 75-77.

" Here follows a discussion of the difference berween gentiles laving in the land of Isracl an
those outside. Those in the Land cannot be upholding their idolatrous ancestral customs, accordin
to R. Zadok, since their ancestors would have had to accept the seven Noabide commandments i
order to be permitted to reside there; thus, the idolators in 1be 1and mav have borrowed such cus
toms from their brothers overseas.

It should be noted that in Zanye 11: 25 (p. 278) the Nations are spectfically termed idolators { s
edes “utodalr gurab); see n. 94.

" Poged “Agarim, p. 51b.

" Resisei Laylab, p. 161b.
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The essential flowering of the Oral Torah was in the days of Hashmonaim [in accordance with] the
principle of symmcetry (zeh &umat 3eby. alongside the growth of words of Torah came a growth of
Greek wisdom, which is the contrary of the wisdom of the Oral Tarah, [in the time] of Aristotle,
the head of the sages of the Greeks. Because of their wisdom they became arrogant and ridiculed

carlicr faiths ( ‘emunor godemof) — even idolatry and magic. Indeed, they wished to nullify the Holy
Torah and words of propheey, saving that if there was any realitv to propheey in this world — that
God, may He be hlessed, speaks with mortals — they too would have achieved [this state]. Since

thev could nor apprehend words of Torah with their knowledge thev would not believe in words of
Torah, saving that there is no wisdom in the world but what they apprehend.™

Thus, just as the inauguration of the era of Oral Torah marked the end of
prophecy, so too did the growth of Greek wisdom mark the end of true
idolatry and magical practices."

Finally, in his commentary to the beginning of Exodus, he traces the
relations between the pre-Hellenic wisdom traditions of the ancients.

. As 1y known from the reports of the chraniclers of antiquities (mesapperei gadmaniyaf), the
beginning bf wisdoms was in Egypt |[devised by} the ancient Iigyptians sages, and after that (at the
time of the Babylonian exile and somewhat carlier) in the land of the Chaldeans and from there to
Greeee (in the davs of Simon the Righteous and the Oral Torah. . . ). And in that nation in which
wisdom increased is where wisdnm spread — the increase of wisdom that God, may He be blessed,
created and gave to man. However, these [wisdoms] turned [into a stumbling block] ™ because of
their evil nature.

[Nevertheless,] they beeame grear sages in wordly sciences, and also in knowledge of magic. For
the nature of wisdom among 1the Nations corresponds to that whieh God, may He be blessed. gives
at a certain time (he-e? hu-go ) to influence this world, |in particular] the Jews, [who] apprehend
these matters in their true light, This is known as “Toralh® . . ..

According to the plethora of the light of wisdom which issues from God, may He be blessed, a1
that time and in that generation (Gl in careful measure, as is known), so too is that matter of wis-
dom among the Nations at that time, and so 100 the words of Tarah which conme from the sages
of Tsracl at that time — all |corresponds] exactly.

That is the reason ihat wisdom changed from [the time of] the Egyptians to [that of] Greece,
corresponding 10 the change from Written Torah™ to [the logic of} Oral Torah, for [these] wisdoms
correspond exacily.

[Furthermore,] these sciences have changed among the Nations from the time of the sages of the
Talmud to our [own] time, and so in every generation these matters are profound and complex
(armkbim), |and] this is not the place {to go into detail].

A\

Enough has been said to indicate that the Nations’ concern with Nature is

* Peri Zaddig 1, p. 140a.
©See also Liggatei Ma amarion, p. 1792,
 Literally, “to evil” (b-ra'a).

“ And therefore prophecy; see abave and see “History,” p. 13
O Zarc'a Ja-Zaddig, pp. 19b-20a. Despite his final diselaimer, I have not found in R. Zadok’s
published writings a more detailed general summary of the history of gentile wisdom which sets out
the development more clearly,
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not illegitimate in and of itself; indeed, the essence of Torzh learning is
concern with these matters as well (see below). The difference is one of
motive and method. The motive should be to examine God’s governance
of the universe and the dependence of nature on His will. The method —
for Isracl - — is kabbalistic; for the Nations, philosuphical.

Ma’aseh Berceshit is the recognition of haw ali creatures are God's creation, tor His praise u]/’///m/‘?
— that is implicit in Prov 25:2 “[For the honor of the Lord, investigate the matter],” 1t is a mitvah
[incumbent] on everyone (‘af kol ehad) to investigare 1his and to consider these marters as far as he
is able (aclebitbonnen “ad megom she-yado mage @i, || ke the mitzvah of “Ask™ which no longer
applies to everyone, but rather as laid down - 1h. . one does not expoind Ma'aseh Bereshit to r{\’<;,

|referring] to public discussion . . . which can lead 10 heresv. [Nevertheless ) this consideration 1s a

great need as regards Torah, which is in general concerned with this attainment.™

Gentle wisdom also has a certain degree of truth value. All true wordly
wisdom has its origin in Written Torah, and it is for that rcason that the
Talmud in various places™ secks the Scriptural origin for particular folk
savings. “All human wisdom, as long as it is true, is hinted in the Torah,
though in hidden form.”"

Greek wisdom as a product of the human intellect shares a number of

characteristics with the Oral Torah. As products of human intellection.
they are both subject to doubt and revision. However, since God has not
abandoned the process of revelation in Israel, but merely transferred it
from prophet to sage, while continuing to guide the thought processes of
the sage, the Oral Torah will ultimately prove truc. Purely human
approaches to the understanding of the universe have no such guarantee
or guarantor, and may be subject to total error. As R. Zadok remarks
regarding Aristotelian notions of science (physics and metaphysics), in criti-
cizing Maimonides for enshrining them in Hilkhot Yesodei ha-Torah, “for
they are not matters that are necessary for most believers in the Torah
and all the more so since many of his words are not true, according to the
opinion of their sages todav.”"* Nevertheless, he does accord them a cer
tain validity; in a late statement, he apparently noted that “in Greek wis
dom there is vet a slight spark of goodness (wiggog muat meha-tor), suct
that the Rambam and others of the sages of Isracl |could] extract [trw

< Sec Deut 4 32, which R. Zadok takes 10 refer 10 the study of Ma asely Bereshit see e /i
Zikbrouot, p. 58a.

“* mHag 2:1.

< Sefer ha-Zikbrowot, pp. 38b—59a.

2 See, aside from the afarementioned Tan Ya, see bBava Qammia 923-934, or 1he se of thes
savings in Ber 31a, Shab 145h, lirub 3a, etc.

= Liggutei Ma amarim, p- 81b (top); see n. 83 however.

= Sefer ha-Zikhrouot, p. 58b.
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knowledge].”'* This is part of a process that will reach its culmination in
messianic times.

Gentile wisdom has no reality but in this world (and from which Israel absorbs the good which is
relevant to Torah wisdom), [vet] there will come a day, as Scripture states, 1 will destroy wisdom
from Lidom” [Obad 8], and therefore [gentile wisdom] has no [ultimate] relevance to the true Torah
which cxists forever . . . The outer wisdoms will develop untl the absorption of the good [by
Isracl} is completed, and then all their wisdom will be cease to exist.'®

Nevertheless, gentile' wisdom receives its impetus from the Torah as
well. R. Zadok’s use of the term “wisdom of the Nations” is both broader
and narrower than we might expect. It is narrower in that R. Zadok never
loses sight of the moral dimension of the most abstruse of sciences; all
knowledge is for one purpose only: to increase one’s recognition that the
entire universe and all that occurs therein stems from God’s activity. It is
in this sense that gentile wisdom is “external” (firzomsy); it separates the

Creator from His creation and assigns an independent existence to
Nature."”’

It is also broader in that it contains not only science, but all conscious

phenomena, including purely cultural ones. In a remarkable passage, R.

Zadok explains just how far the influence of Israel’s innovations in Torah
extends:

All types of wisdom which the sages of the Nations innovate proceeds from the wisdom of Israel
(hokbhmar Yisrael). When one of Israel gains a new insight in knowledge of Torah (bokhmat ha-Torah),
which is the wisdom of God, this knowledge spreads throughout all the worlds, [including] the
material world as well. In [it] some matter of worldly knowledge, corresponding [to the original
insight} into God’s Torah and into His service, may He be blessed, is innovated, and the sages of
the Nations of that generation are able to absorb it and to produce an innovation, which the
onlooker perceives as their own.

I heard™ that the statement [of our Sages] (in Yeb 63b), may their memory be blessed, is in
agreement with my words: 'kven a ship going trom Gallia to Spain is blessed only by [the merit of]
Isracl’ So too a certain holy man once stated that the various changes of style in clothing which are
introduced day by day are produced by some Torah insight regarding the service of God of a
Jewish soul. This matter is clear to me.'"

= Peri Zaddig N, p. 10a.

¥ Resisei Laylab, p. 128a.

* See Ligguier Ma anarim, p. 79a, 150b, 179b, for example. The theme recurs over and over in all
his discussions of gentile wisdom.

" shama’'ti, Le., in lzbica; this is R. Zadok’s term for traditions he received from: his master. In his
later writings he uses the term gibbalti, 1 received.”

U Lagguiei Ma amarim, p. 191a.
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This is as it should be. If the question of how a Jew should dress is a mat-
ter of the Torah’s concern, so too should gentile dress be a matter ot gen-
tile wisdom, and since all wisdom comes from God, mediated through the
Torah which is exclusively'” Israel’s — the Oral Torah — innovations in
one lead to innovations in the other — geb le'umat seh.

VI

I began this survey with the observation that the Lurianic idea of sparks ot
holiness or light from the original Breaking of the Vessels is interpreted by
R. Zadok as the exile of fragments of true wisdom among the Nations.
These essential truths serve to vivify gentile wisdom, but as shards of
Truth their proper place is the Torah, the repository of all that is true.
Thus, at various times in history, these true insights have served to fructifv
the development of Torah as well. At an elementary level, R. Zadok points
out that the Written Torah itself contains many statements made bv gen-
tiles which have been transmuted into Torah. The sancuty ot Torah suf-
fices to transform even Pharach’s challenge *Who is God that 1 should be
mindful of him?”""" into Torah. And parashat Bilaaw — the prophecy of an
anti-Israelite prophet for the Nations — is certainly worthy of note in this
connection.

Beyond that, however, there is a reciprocal relationship between Ora
Torah and gentile wisdom, and the Nations contributed, ar crucial stages
to the development of the Oral Torah. In a remarkable passage in Zidga
ha-Zaddig,™* R. Zadok suggests that the development of the Oral Torah ir
Solomon’s time was aided by gentile wisdom, “on temporary loan to the
Israelites in order thereby to set Divine Wisdom in their hearts.
Ultimately, however, he notes that this wisdom was returned to the gen
tiles, and Jews have no further neced of it.'™

This process of “borrowing” from gentile wisdom had earlie:
antecedents; in one of his talks on Pesah, R. Zadok explains that the
prophecy that “after that they will go out with great wealth” (Gen 15: 14
in the “covenant between the picces” (berit bein ha-betarim) refers not tc

" See Ligguter Ma amarim, p. 150b.

" Exod. 5: 2; see Tagganat ha-Shavin, p. 08a.

™ Pp. 129b-130a.

" This may account for the continued existence of Hegypt even after it had been emptied of it
holy sparks at the Exodus. However, the appearance of the term “rwyenagzel® (Exod. 120 36y it
regard to Egypt would make that transaction unique in biblical times. Sce Norman Lamm's recentl
published Torah Umadda: The Foncounter of Religions Learming and Worldly Knawledge i the Jenish Tradition
pp. 155-159.
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gold and silver, but to “whatever holiness they will extract from there, for
Egypt was the place of the Torah’s exile, for this-worldly [wisdom] was
then resident in Egvpt, and Israel extracted the holy sparks from it as a
preparation for the Sinaitic revelation.”™ And cven earlier, in the time of
the Patriarchs, Abraham in Egypt also benefited from Egyptian wisdom.™
This process is not of only historical interest. As noted above, a persis-
tent theme in R. Zadok’s work, based on both rabbinic and kabbalistic

sources is that one purpose of exile is to redeecm the holy sparks that are
to be found in gentile wisdom.'™

.« It scems to me that the roor of all the soals of the Istaelites are included within the compila-
tion ot the Mishnah, and so too are included in it all the words of Torah which will be absorbed
(reggquleznry by means of the exiles among the Nations of the World. In this way the Ingathering of
the Exiles [will be effected], for all the exiles t the four corners of the earth were for this purpose
(zorek by [of re-absorbing the lost sparks]. For through sin were many holy spatks absorbed (wigletn) -
= by the domination of one man by another fur an evil end (sheditar “adam - "adam re-safo le-ra”y —
[which will be rectified] when “he disgorges what he has swallowed™™ at the lngatheﬁng of the
Exiles. Then *'all the peoples will be barnings of lime™ ™ and “will seize the corner of a Jew's gar-
ment,”" and will beconie unwilling converts (gerimr gerroim), and explained in [vatious] verses and the
words of our Sages — for the holy spark draws with it all their vitality, as [occurred] at the death of
the tirsthorn in Egypt by means of the revelation of God's Presence. And manv words of Torah are
created (withaddeshiny in various wavs (le- ojauim donimy by means of [our] be-ing intermingled (lu-
kit @ity among the Nations, and in this way comes the absorption of the sparks from them. . . .

He goes on to explain that while there is wisdom among the gentiles,
Torah can be created only by Jews, and so no one should think that the
secrets of the Torah can be identified with Greek wisdom, as Maimonides
did. The Torah in the holy sparks which are to be found among the
Nations must be extracted and converted to Torah by Jews."

More than that, however, this temporary loan, while repaid, will ulti-
mately be taken up again. R. Zadok points out, as noted above, that all

Y Perr Laddig 11, Purim n. 2, p. 190b, lII:‘ Pesah n. 39, pp. “1b=72a.

" Lidgal ba-Zaddig 0. 249, p. 129. This interpretation of Abrahan's descent o Egvpt is also in
part adumbrated in the Zohar; see Wolfson, “lefr Contained in the Right,” p. 34 and n. 35,

" See above, pp. 25-26.

* Jer 510 440 RL Zadok ases the same expression in his discussion of the absorption of proselvtes
in Ligqutei Ma amarim, p. 118a=b. Note that the absorptian of these proselytes is for R. Menahem
Nahum (sce n. 142} one of the conditions upon which the Nations' continaed existence depends.
This theme is at best muted in R, Zadok’s works, where it is primarily the benefit of gentle activi-
ties to lsrael which allows them to rerain rheir vitalitv. R. Zadok's emphasis on bitkdushei Tarah as the
means for absorbing the holv sparks (while denving both gentiles and proselvfcs a real connection
to the Oral Torah, see Maksheret Farrg, p. 1006a), as contrasted to R. Menahem Wahum's more per-
son-to-person approach, which allows for the very presence of God among the Nations, something
R. Zadok denies altogether in the Maksheres Haruy passage just mentioned. 1 hope to discuss this
matter more fully elsehwere, D.v.

wls 33120
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Zech 8: 23, with the inadvertent substitution of re-yy ‘hazw for re-hebesigie.
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true wortldly wisdom has its origin in Written Torzh, and it is for that rea-
son that the Talmud in various places'™ seeks the Scriptural origin for par-
ticular folk sayings. “All human wisdom, as long as it is true, is hinted in
the Torah, though in hidden form.”* The job of accessing it to Torah,
however, is specifically the job of jakbmei Yimel, and by that R Zadok
means “true falwidel hakhamim"

1 turn now to the question of the content of this human wisdom, and
its place in the scheme of Torah learning. In a sense. we have already
defined it as being true wisdom of whatever tvpe. Truth in this context
refers to the ultimate aim of all knowledge, and that is knowledge of God
and His ways of governing the universe. As we know, and as R. Zadok
mentions innumerable times, Abraham learned to recognize God's gover-
nance through contemplation of this worldly phenomena.'”

“ Taggauat ha-Sharin, p. (69b. 1t is interesting 1o contrast this theme as handled i R Menahem
Nahum of Tchernobil's Afror Fouayim (Jerasalem, 3746, based on the tirst el Slavita, 1798, p. 35
= Brooklyn, 5744 (based on an edition of 3043 [1823]% p. Sob.

It is known that through the sin of Adam and his generation, that after hin tlwe holy sparks and
souls fell among the peoples: through those holy sparks the Nations carrv on [their activiges| twitia-
hagimy, and their vitality (bayutan} is by means ot this, for all vitaline i from supernal holiness .. .
In trath, this is the sectet of the exile of the Shekhinah, and from this comes the souls of the pros-
elytes from the gentiles who convert, for whoever has a soal from [thiy] holiress wiil convert on his
own (megayyer ¢f “agmo), and therefore Isracl was scattered among the gentles in order o calt or:
clarifv, /erarer) the sparks from them through knowledge and the Torah which was given o Isracl,
that they shall believe through this fhu-ef thar Flis kingdam rales all ¢Ps 103: 192 Throagh lsrael's
commerce with them (tusequt Yisrael “iptabens lie-niasia s siattar: and the ralks one has with them
(reha-ditibirim she-medabberim imahensy in which the holy sparks are clothed, e draws them near 1o
their root as long as he believes in this and draws them near to lum thar thev shoald be incladed in
him [= in his soul?], and draws himself up with them. [€ M coarse) one requires knowledge and a
pure and true service {‘wradal famah ra-"amiiti 11 as to this thar the Messiah hoks forward, that we
will cull (or: clarify, serarer) the sparks, and then will be process of chriticanion be completed ..

Note that R. Menahem Nahum sces the process taking place with a context of evervday relations
between Jews and gendles, while R. Zadok srres
Zadok writes (Tuggauut ha-Sharin, p. 68ay,

ses its Torah aspeet. As noted above . 1061, R

Many words of Torah were handed over to outside forces, and [these] mast be taken back fron
them, just as there are in the Written Torah many sections [ascribed] to the Nations — words o
Laban, Esau, Pharoah, and others, the section of Bilaam and Balak, and so on. These are words o
Torah that were handed over to wherever they were handed after Adam’s sin, and even thoagh they
were reincorporated within the Written Torah at the Sinaitic revelation, when the Torah was giver
in its full dimensions . . ., nevertheless, as concerns the enfolding of the Oral Torah more sl
needs to be extracted from these oatside forces, that is, these parts of Torah] were given over as .
result of the sins of each Jew . . .

' Does this reflect a basic ambivilence in regard 1o these matters? See nn. 40, 151

“* See n. 83.

 Liggutei Ma ‘amarim, p. 81b (top).

" Zidgat ha-Zaddig n. 249, p. 129b-130a.

" Peri Zaddiq 1, Bereshit n. 13 see n. 3 tor move references.
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This applies on the individual and collective level. As to the latter, the
very function of our exiles are to enable us to absorb (figlof) that lasting
wisdom (“the sparks of holiness, viz., the Oral Torah”) of our gentile
neighbors which is helpful for Torah — thus, “true.”™® On the individual
level, R. Zadok often refers to R. Simhah Bunim of Przysucha’s explana-
tdon of the Divine Name Sh-D-Y -— He declared that the world He creat-
ed is sufficient to recognize His Presence.” The world testifies to its
Creator, the book of creation can be understood not only through the
Torah, which is its official commentary, but by our own experiences, so
long as they are related to that recognition of God’s providence, just as
Abraham did.

This is illustrated with an explanation of Rabbi’s advice that “whoever
sees a woman suspected of adultery (sofah) in her degradation will separate
himself (by means of a Nazirite vow) from wine.”™ Why should a
bystander take this prohibition upon himself? After all, he is not involved
with a married woman. The answer R. Zadok gives, quoting R. Simhah
Bunim, is simple: because the bystander happened to be there, and was
shown sotab be-qilgulah, this must hold a particular lesson for him — other-
wise circumstances would not have been arranged for him to witness the
woman’s degradation. Our everyday experience holds lessons in Torah for
all of us, and these lessons become part of Torah. To the extent that that
experience involves gentiles,”™ they too contribute to this process.

8!

In other discussions of the subject R. Zadok isolates other characteristics

' See Peri Zaddig 1, p. 63b; see too Resises Laylak, p. 128a; see n. 21,

" A similar theme is sounded at the beginning of Qul Simbah, but not with the exegesis of the
name Sh-D-Y which R. Zadok quotes; sec however R. Simhah Bunim of Przysucha, Qo/ Simbab ha-
Shalem repi-Metnggan, Jerusalem, 5746, Hayvei Sarah, pp- 7 and 27, respectively. , ’

“ hSot 2a.

" But not gentile wisdom, against whose study R. Zadok repeatedly warns; see Sefer ba-Zikhronot,
passim, and n. 83. A particular telling comment appears in Dorer Zt’t{t{ﬁq,‘ p. 166b: »
:‘~\s is known, all those who occupy themselves with natural sciences are absolute heretics, for it is
impossible [to study these disciplines) unless one denies lraq sheyikhpor] the true sciences [fokhmor
ha-‘emet, viz., Kabbalah| of God, may He be blessed, and to believe that the world follows its own
course {‘olam ke-minkago noheg, sce A.Z. 55a} according to Nature and the laws of this world
impossible for the heart to contain both together and to mediate between them; for th
those who read “outside” books have no portion in the world to come.

,and it is
is reason,

However, R. Zadok’s views on this matter were apparently ambivalent, for elsewhere he writes:
..»\ Jewish soul who sins in this is called only “one who reads apocryphal books,” for [their] origin is
in Tmth — the Torah of tnith, which is the origin of all Jewish souls, and the error he makes is

g:ly by happenstance, and [the sin] cleaves to him only in small measure (Liggutei Ma amarim p
a). ' o

|
%
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of gentile wisdom without specifying which nation exemplifies them most
closely. We may thus assume that these characteristics cither serve as the
common denominator of all torms of gentile wisdom, or that thev refer
particularly to the highest form of such wisdom, that of Greece and
Rome.”™ The most important of these is connected with the immoral sepa-
ration of science from ethics, and the separation of both from God. This
has epistemological implications. Because all knowledge has its origin in
God, the ultimate unity, true knowledge is monistic. lsrael has this under-
standing as the ground of its being, even though it lacks intellectual under-
standing of it; the Nations have no unde,standing of it at all.”*

[Despite the halakhic strictures regarding the minutac of copyving the Written Torah,| the Torah was
written clearly in seventy languages,™ for inasmuch as it |is permitted to be written] it is accessible
to all humanity,” and there is wisdom among the Nations to apprehend the reeognition of God|'s
existence], as all the ancient philosophers of Greece and Arabia did of their own cogitations.
Nevertheless, their hearts were not changed a wit by this knowledge, and the Holv One, blessed be
He, did not dwell in their hearts at all. {1t is only] in the hearts of Isracl, to whom the Oral Torah 1s
handed over."™

This accessibility of true knowledge to the Nations extends still further.

Maimonides’ [equadon of] the Wotk of Creation and the Vision of the Chariot |with Anstotelian
sciences] is firmly established,” and the objection which is recorded in Sepr dragar ha-Qmtech, ™ and
others, is not valid. [That is, it Maimonides™ identification is tnie], then the sages of the Nations,
such as Aristotle and his like, were as conversant with the Work of Creation and the Vision of the
Chariot as the prophets of Isracl. It is |thus] tnie that there is [true] wisdom ameng the Nations,
but it is not felt in the heatt and is not |accepted as] Toralt to direet [theit] hearts,

The Work of Creation and the Vision of the Charot, the sectets of the activities of created
beings [as set forth] in all sorts of theorctical sciences (it penlod ha-nivra jo bbbl winer ok bmnt
bmmundiyahy of the Jews are exactly (bu” agmm stan) those divine, natiral, and theoretical sciences of
the Nations. . . .

* He makes this clear in his reference to Greeee in Ligguied Ma amatrom, p. 1794 1t is significant
that it was the flowering of the Oral Torah, which in R, Zadok™s thought constinites a watershed in
Jewish history, fueled this great surge of gentile creatviey as well.

"~ See Peikaz, n. 98.

* bSot 36a.

© Sce ibid., p. 113a~b: “Wisdom which is revealed in written form may be explained well even
to the Nations, for they too know this . . . Onlv the understanding of the heart is impossible to
reveal altogether in written form; only in speech mayv it be unveiled, and even that is hmited. for it
is not perc-ei\'cd in speech as in the heart, where it has an effeet, as it is said, “words which issie
from the heart penetrate the heart.”

0 Lagaqutet Ma ‘aparim, p. 105a.

" R. Zadok seems explicitly to deny such an cquation in S ba-zZikbrouns, p. 538h, bur this may
refer to the details of such sciences, rather than the cquation itself. Sull, it is clear that he was ot
two minds in the matter, as witness his denial (in Darre Zeddey, p. 106b¢ that stndy ot natural sci-
ence can be carried out withoit heresy and assimilation to gentile mores. Alan Brill has suggestec
that one wav of resolving these contradictions is to see cach as approptiate to the level of the indi
vidual, a matter which will be taken up in his torthcoming dissertation (conversation, Aug 28, 1991).

% IV:1; see Roland Goetschel, Mar thn Cablbmy: T Discowrs de o Kublale 1:spagunte, Louvain
Peeters, 1981, pp. 59—-065.
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As I heard,”™ the elders of the school of Athens of the Greck sages, who were close to his time
and were [therefore] symmetrically related (zeh /e'nmar ze/) [to him], knew all the wisdom of R.
Simon b. Yohai in Sefer ba-Zobar, and the ten sephirot themselves, which were known to logicians as
the ten sayings," except that they clothed them in a different, ‘cxternal’ metaphor, and [their discus-
sions] do not constitute words af Tarah.

So too King Hiram of Tvte knew all the wisdom of King Solomon, for he was his counterpart
(3eh le'wmat z2h), and Balaam knew all the wisdom of our reacher Moses, [at least] externally. . . ™

R. Zadok goes still further, though by now it should occasion no sur-
prise that R. Zadok expresses similar opinions on the accessibility of cur-
rent kabbalistic literature to gentiles.

Sefer Yegirub and other kabbalistic works have been translated into foreign languages, and though
{the Natians] can understand whar is written, the difference between Israel {and the Nations inheres
in the fact that the world was created for Istacl™ and Israel was thus created] by thought which
camprehends absolute unity [and] which [in tuen] does not tecognize any division. This matter is
the knowledge recotded in Sefer Yegiruh, and is impossible for the Nations [to comprehend it], fot
theit life-force does not otiginate in the thought of God, may He be blessed, fand therefore thev]
are unable to comprehend absolute unity. Thas, they do not [truly] comprehend this] written ver-
sion of Sefer Yegiruh,™ which [alludes] to the knowledge |inhetent] in thought; rather, they consider it
nansensical and anwotthy of serious consideratian (dizres battalaly 1-devarim shel mak be-khaklhy.™

This inability, which is inherent in their very being, is thus connected
with their refusal to recognize God’s hand in all things and their (erro-
neous) comprehension of nature as a thing apart from God, and their sep-
aration of the ethical from science, or, as we might say, their counterpos-
ing of science and religion. ’

Practical consequences flow from this inability. The Talmud records the
creation of a go/err and a calf by use of Sefer Yegirah;'* R. Zadok asserts that
gentile sages will never be able to accomplish similar feats. Thus, while
Israel creates by means of thought, kabbalistically, the Nations must resort

" Technical term fotr something learned at Izbica.

™ The svntax is 2 bit awkwatd hete, and pethaps requites a slight emendatian. The text reads fu-
yud sefirot bem wlgman hayn ha-yedicim le-ha alei bigayen, the translation assumes a slight emendatinn of
hayse to she-hayn. This connection is made by some miedieval Jewish philosophers; sce for example, Y.
Albo, Sefor ha- Tagarim, X1: 2; sce Goetschel, Merr jbn Gabbay, pp. 142-144. Higayor here would then
refet, as it daes in the halakhic literature of the Sephardic Rishonim, to philosophy (see M. Breuer,
“Minc’u Bencikhem min ha-Higavon,” in Y.I). Gilat and . Stern, eds., Mikhtam lo-David: Sefor
Zikbron ha-Rar Darid Ochs, Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan, 1977, pp. 242-264). ’

' Liggutei Mo amarim, p. 10092,

" The doctrine is based on a statement in Gen R 1: 4, but R. Zadak gives it a kabbalistic twist;
sec ibid. pp. 1132 and 114a, and sec n. &3

" \s opposed to the thought which stands behind it.

' ihid., p. 113a,

" Sanh G3b. On the creation af o golerm see G. Scholem, “The Idea of the Golem,” in idem,, On
the Kabbalah and s Symbolism) N.Y .. Schocken, 1965, pp- 158-204, and see the more recent treatment

in M. Idel, Golew: fenish Magical vind Mystical traditions On the Artificial  Anthropoid, Albany: SUNY Press,
1990, '
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to technology to accomplish these ends. But since the world was created
by means of thought, Israel’s creations, expressed as fiddushei Torah, inno-
vations in Torah, are the fuel which drives the engine of technological and
cultural progress.

In the end, therefore, to the extent that their creations mirror their
inability truly to comprehend the world, which stems from the verv ground
of their being, they too — but for those who do reach this level of under-
standing (see following) — will pass away.

These [Nations] do not know or tecognize thy theit very being Gwyvatam ro-siatam; is from Gid.,

may He be blessed, and sn [in retuen] measute (mided kesegeed midain Te does not bestow [blessing]

i Tl f, “ o I
upan them [ditectly]." Their life-fatee, strength and wisdoar 1 teemed “external.” from lthe merelyv
outward,"” and not from an inwatdness which [reflects] the Wil of Gad. »

Since in R. Zadok’s system, epistemology and ontology are closely related,
if not coterminus, a serious flaw in epistemology can imperil the existence
of those who have that flaw. We shall now bricflv examine the conse-
quences to gentiles of this flaw in gentile wisdom.

VIII

The failure of the gendles to acknowledge God's hand in all things is not a
moral failing as much as an ontological one, one which originates with
their creation (see above). Such ontological distinctions lead to moral fail-
ings, however, which in turn imperil their existence in messianic times and
their place in the World to Come.

In the light of all the foregoing, the translation of the Pentateuch into
Greek assumes particular importance. Symmetrical development does not
at all imply peaceful coexistence; indeed, the rivalry between Israel and the
Nations is all the greater because the latter refuse to acknowledge that all
is from God. Thus, the midrashic response to the Christian claim of being
the “true Israel” was to assert that access to Written Torah was not suffi-
clent to achieve credibility as “God’s children,™

God’s response to the gentile claim of being the true Israel, is, in rab-
binic sources, the counterclaim that the truc Israel is the one which has
the key to a true understanding of Torah, God’s mvstery, and this is the

e

" As explained above, God’s blessings proceed theough Iseacl and its Torah insights.
" Recall that Balaam’s wisdom was metely from the lips ontward.”

" Ibid., p. 83.

" See yPeah 2: 1 (13a), Exad R 47: 1, Tanh Ki Tissa; this tesponse was latet adapted to the
Muslim challenge that the Jews had falsified the Torah, see Num R 14: 10,
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Oral Torah. The strategy is thus to shift the ground of debate from
Written to Oral Torah. Thus, according to R. Zadok, the translation of the
Torah into Greek, which opened the way for such a claim to be made, is
properly coordinated with the real development of Oral Torah. We now
may understand why it is so important for him to identify Rome with
Greece. Rome represents the Christian church, while Greece represents
gentile wisdom and the translation of the Torah into Greek. In R. Zadok’s
thought, the two are conflated.™ His comment regarding Edomite wisdom
as cénsisting primarily of matters of ethics and practice™ (wimusim u-
ma asizd) must also be seen in this context; “Edomite” here clearly refers to
the Christian church.’™

Thus, the nexus between gentile wisdom and gentile religious claims lies
at the heart of the matter, as it must for R. Zadok. The Christian claim is
another manifestation of this “world of falsehood,” as is gentle wisdom at
its root, namely, in its refusal to acknowledge the divine origin of all wis-
dom.

And so too:

[Since} gentile wisdom has no reality bat in this world (and which Isracl absorbs from them the
good which is relevant to Torah wisdom), there will come a day, as Scripture states, [when] “I shall
destroy wisdom from Hdom™ (Obad 8], and therefore {gentile wisdom] has no [ultimate] relevance
to the troe Torah which exists forever . . . The external sciences (bokhmor lirzoniyoty will develop

untl the absorption of the good by Tsracl] is completed, and then all their wisdom will cease to
exist.'

As suggested above (see nn. 78 and 83), gentile wisdom and gentiles
must be distinguished.

“ My dear friend Rabbi Jav Miller has observed in conversation that this blurring of the distinc-
tion between Greece and Rome is already implicit in the midrashic sources noted above.

In vne place (Pgged ‘“Aqarimn, p. 19a), R. Zadok cmphasizes that possession of Oral Torah is the
primary distinction between Israel and the Nations. The importance of this statement lies in its gen-
cral character. The caistence of an Oral ‘Turah is not merely a stratagem on God’s part to cnsure
Isracl’s legitimacy (“Who are My sons?”), as the midrash has it, bat relates to the essential character
of each party to the lawsuit. The Oral Torah is quintessentially Israel’s.

" Whether wa‘asim refers to “[religious) actions,” as a fulfilment of ethical imperatives (nimusin),
or whether it refers to practical affairs, as might be attributed to the Romans, the essential identifi-
cation with Rome and the Catholic church is clear. On this typology, sece S. Krauss, “Die
Hebraeischen Bennenungen der Modernen Voelker, in Jewish Studies in Memory of George A Kobut,
N.Y.: Alexander Kohut Memorial Foundation, 1935, pp. 379412, esp. pp. 380383 and p. 383 n.
13,

Y7 Sec secton TV above.

" Resiset Laylah, p. 128a; see [igqutei Ma amarim, p. 207a.
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[The order and characteristics of] all the Nations were set out from the Six Davs of Creation,
{including] the Four Monarchies' ' . . . for in cvery one of them there is a root of good fwhich
opens their way] to the World to Come — these are the picas of the Nations . .

R. Zadok makes it clear, however, that this reters only to the pious
among the Nations, who may make their way to the future world. The
Nations themselves, whose hold on existence is through Isracl'™ will at
best see the messianic age, but given the contingent nature of their exis-
tence, will, but for the pious and prosclytes'™ among them, pass away at
the final #ggun."™ Uldmately, then, the fate of the Nations and their wis-
dom is alike: whatever is good in either will be absorbed by Isracl; the rest
will cease to exist.

Nevertheless, though in Zagganat ha-Sharin™ he denied non-Jews any
relationship to Torah, Oral or Written, in Perd Zuddik,'™ which represents
the latest stratum of his teaching, and the public part, he reverses himself.
In discussing the famous Zoharic passage which asserts allegorical and
mystical levels to the Pentateuchal narratives,”™ R. Zadok enumerates three
levels of Biblical interpretation: that of the “bodv,” that of the “soul,” and
that of the inner soul, the “soul of the soul.” The last he identifies with
the secrets of the Torah which will be revealed in Messianic times,”™ but
which now are available to kabbalists. The second are garden varietv

secrets of the Torah. Of the first, however, the “body” of Torah, he
writes:

The matter is as follows. There are substantive arcas of Torah (wafei Tarah, hit,, “hodies of Torab™,
which comprise the halakhot which fgaide us] in our behavior, and this is “the bodv.” Regarding
this [the Zohar] states: “this body is clothed in garments which are the narratives lut the Torah}”
etc.”™ For even narratives contain substantive matters of Torah {gnter Torab) — teachings of the wavs

™ Which, it must be remembered, determine not onhe the coarse of Jewish history, but the
advance of human knowledge. » ‘

" Liggutel Ma amarin, p. 101a. In future times the pious among the gentiles will be Isracl's ser-
vants (Is 61: 5), since they have not reached the fall recognition of God's place in the world and
become proselvtes; sce ibid., p. 200b, Rewsel Laylak, p. 621, Qredustai Shadiat, p. 01b.

" See, for example, Maluberet [ larusy, p. 87b, 99b, Paged *Aganm, p. 4b, Rediwi [ aylak, p. 62,

" Excluding thosc of the messianic or pre-messianic age, when their motives for co
be suspect; see Mahsherer Harw, 882, based in part on A, Z. 3b.

" Mabsherer Haruz, p. 88a, Ligqutei Ma amarin, p. 207a; see also Lidgat ha-daddiq, p. 124; sce
Zobar 1, 181b, 11, 10a, 17a, 141a, 111, 72b.

" Pp. 67b—68a; see n. 43.

IV, p. 89b; see immediately below,

0 Zohar 1: 163a; see L Tishby, Mishuat ha-Zehar, vol. 2, pp. 363-373

‘ 1 5, esp. 338, and the literature
cited therein, most notably G. Scholem, “The Meaning of the Torah in Jewish Mysticism,” in On the
Kalitialah aud Its Symbolism, pp. 32-86.

" On this subject see Y. Licbes, “ha-Mashi'ah shel ha-Zohar: b-Dnmito ha Meshihit shel R,
Shim’on Bar Yohav,” in ha-Ra'ayor ha-Meshafii be-Yioraed, Jerusalem: !
1982, pp. §7--236.

"I 152a.

nversien will

Nativmal Academy of Sciences,



186 Yaakov Elman

of the world (Jmmndim halikbot ‘olam) ™ as is stated in Sanhedrin (99a) {regarding the verse] “Lotan’s
sister was Timna,”™ [which the Rabbis interpret as meaning that] Timna was a princess [who did
not feel worthy of marrying into Abraham's familv and thus became a concubine of Esau’s son
Eliphaz).” [From this union issued] Amalek,™ who persecuted Israel. Why? Because {the Patriachs]
did not wish to keep her away. We thus learn that the Patsiarchs were not required to keep her
away |even though] Amalek issued from her, Moreover, we learn {from this} that her intentions
were not for the sake of Heaven — [when she said] “Better that 1 be a maidservant to this nation
[than a princess in my father’s house],” for if they had been truly [be omeq) for the sake of Heaven,
the evil] Amalek would not have descended from her. This then is a teaching [derived] even from
these narratives, and this is called gufer Torad. This the Nations are not desiied (lo nishlalu) for the pions of
the Nations of the Warld are included within the  category? of the piows of the Nations when they filfill the seven
Noahide commandments as o command of God, may He be blessed® {italics mine — YE}™

He makes this stll more explicit in his discussion of what is permitted
to a prospective proselyte.

It is altogether permissible {apir dumi)y to lay the Written Torah before them [even though} thev
will not understand it Jaccording to} its proper interpretation |through| the Oral Torah. They will
merehy see what is wrirten, and this is not forhidden even when they are gentiles.™™

Indeed, it is one of the Messiah’s functions to teach them Torah in times
to come.™

When we compare these statements in his later works to the absolute
denial of any “relevance” (shayyakbuf) of the Nations to even the Written
Torah, we must posit either a change in opinion between R. Zadok’s mid-
dle works (7Tagqanat ha-Sharin) and those of his latest ones (Yisrae/ Qedoshim
and Peri Zaddig"), ot a lapsus calami in Tagganat ha-Shavin, p. 68a. Final reso-
lution of this question awaits a more careful study of the relationship of
Peri Zaddig and other late works to R. Zadok’s eatlier ones, a study which
cannot be attempted here, though preliminary work indicates that, in gen-
eral, R. Zadok was remarkably consistent through his long life.
Nevertheless, the ditfering opinions he expressed in this regard may once
again mirror his own ambivalent feelings toward “outside wisdoms;” see
the texts quoted in n. 151.

Thus, while the principle of symmetry ensures that gentile wisdom and

" Again, as noted several Gmes above, the wavs of the Torah determine the “natural” order of
the world. Thus, Aalakhor and halikhar are intimately related.

" Gen. 360 12,

™ Ihid.

" Based on Maimonides’ Mishneh Torah, Hilkhot Melakhim 8: 11,

" Peri Zaddik 1N, p. 89b (Behaalotekha, n. 10).

" Yisrael Qedoshin, p. 44a.

" Tugqanat ha-Shavin, p. 41b. This is presumably a prelude to possible conversion; see p. 62.
It must alwavs be remembered that most of Pes Zaddig was recorded by others from his table

talks. However, the discussion in Yiowe/ Qedoshim confirms the assertion in Peri Zaddiq Bebaalotekha
cited above.
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Torah wisdom will flourish simultancously, gentile wisdom actually had its
heyday before the Sinaitic revelation, that is, before the Torah superseded all
previous wisdoms. With the Torah’s final victorv and completion in mes-
sianic times,"™ there will be no room for independent secular sciences; all
knowledge will be subsumed under Torah. Indced. the Oral Torah itself
will now be intimately connected, and immediately derived, from the
Written One."” Prophecy and intellect will at long last be reconciled.'
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" R Zadok nsually identifies this age with the messianic one; see next note. owever., since the
coming af the Messiah is not identical with the tinal Redemption, which completes the abolitian ot
evil and reign of holiness, it is not clear whether valid gentile wisdom will be subsumed entirely into
Torah with the messianic advent or later. R, Zadok CNVISIEes A 1w stige process s § i the
Nations (Tugqganat ba-Sharin, p. 106a). In messianic times there will be many proschvtes, and those
gentites who do not proscivtize will serve lsrael (aiting Zech, 8 23 see Shab 32be with the tinal
Redemption, evil will cease to exist, and with it — the Nattons. Whether there is a svmmetricdl
complement to this process in the ingathering of the sparks is not clear.

" See for example Ligguei Ma umarim, p. "7, Peri Zaddig \ p. Ol

" On the ultimate resatution of “these and those are the words of the Living God,”™ as a result
of humankind’s intellectual limitations, sce / dwr Leddiy, pp. 148-150.



