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Open Forum The Press
Torah — new light for old

SIMCHAT TORAH has come
and gone. The never-ending
cycle is renewed. And once
more the never-ending contro-
versy is renewed; between
believers and sceptics, funda-
mentalists and modernists,
literalists and rationalisers.

"The Torah is not a scientific
textbook." Agreed, but "Thou
art truth, and Thy Word is
truth." For the fundamentalist,
if the Torah says the world was
created in six days, then in six
days created it was. Six days
of 24 hours each.

He stands on firm ground, the
fundamentalist. Thus it is writ-
ten, thus it was. It is not he,
but the Orthodox rationalising
exegete, who is guilty of intel-
lectual dishonesty. Not until the
theory of evolution was felt to
pose a challenge to the biblical
account of creation was it con-
sidered necessary to interpret
"day" as meaning "aeon."

No thought seems to have
been given to the question of
reconciling such an interpreta^
tion with the chronologies iff
Genesis 5, where we are told
that Methuselah lived for 969
years. This is mind-boggling
enough; if each year is to con-
sist of 365 aeons, the mind is
shattered.

Admittedly, if we regard the
Creation storjes as allegories, as
suggested in the Hertz Penta-
teuch, one intellectual obstacle
to Orthodoxy is removed. We
can accept—at the risk of ex-
posing ourselves to the suspicion
of male chauvinism—that the
creation of the first woman from
the rib of the first man is a
"wonderfully conceived allegory
designed to set forth the moral
and social relation of the sexes
to each other, the dependence
of woman upon man . . . the
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wife's natural duty to be at
hand, ready at all times to be
a 'help' to her husband; it is
the husband's duty ever to
cherish and defend his wife, as
part of his own self."

Medical history knows no in-
stance of a woman giving birth
at the age of 90. Nevertheless,
the story of Sarah, even if we
do not accept it literally, still
has the power to move us as an
example of a happy ending on
a higher plane than the happy
endings of cheap fiction.

Even today most women find
fulfilment in motherhood. Car-
eer, husband are not enough.
The years go by, and it seems
a couple must resign themselves
to childlessness. The parents
learn not to ask questions. And
then—not at 90, but perhaps a>t
39—"He maketh the barren
woman to dwell in her house
as a joyful mother of children."

"For in six days the Lord
made heaven and earth, and on
the seventh day He rested and
was refreshed." The fundamen-
talist believes in the literal truth
of these words. Ashrei hama-
amin—happy is he who believes.

Even those of us who are
denied this happiness, however,
experience no difficulty in sus-
pending our disbelief once a
week when we make the Sab-
bath-morning kiddush. For six
days we, too, have laboured to
make our little wdrld, and we
have tried, as best we might, to
make it good. Now, on the Sab-

bath day, we have had enough.
Once a week, on Shabbat, we

rest, we "go on strike," and are
refreshed. (The Hebrew for "to
strike" is the same word, shavat,
as that used for "to rest" in the
kiddush.) This is our imitatio
Dei, which non-Orthodox, if they
are lucky enough to have a job
which permits them to be Sab-
bath-observant, can practise as
well as Orthodox.

It is in this spirit, then, as
literature rather than dogma,
that those of us who would
describe themselves as "Conser-
vative" Jews rejoice in the
Torah. We do not find every-
thing acceptable, but we do not
for that reason' want anything
"edited out." We read the curses
as well as the blessings (though
with traditional sensitivity in

'muted tones); we take in our
stride what is distasteful with
what is sublime.

For centuries we have been
reading this book which is "too
hard for the teeth of time, and
cannot perish but in the general
conflagration, when all things
shall confess their ashes." We
have been reading it uxiexpur-
gated, unedited, unaibridged; not
from print but from mamuscript,
not from paper but from parch-
ment.

That is why we rejoice on
Simchat Torah and, flinging
decorum to the winds, we dance
holding aloft the holy scrolls.
That is why we say: "Let us
rejoice and exult in this Torah,
for it gives us strength amd
light."

This column is open to the
expression of reasoned and rea-
sonable views on any matter of
Jewish interest. Readers wishing
to contribute should contact the
Features Editor by telephone or
in writing.

THE DRAFT Israel-Egypt peace
treaty, editorialised the Finan-
cial Times this week, was "an
important breakthrough." But,
the FT leader added, "the
enmity of Egypt and Israel was
not the basic issue in the Middle
East conflict: that is the displace-
ment of the Palestinian people
from their land and, in particu-
lar, the future of the Israeli-
occupied West Bank and Gaza
Strip."

To the FT's leader-writer and
to many, if not most, other
Fleet Street leader-writers, that
statement no doubt appears to
be a truism. As far as I am
concerned, it is an untruism.

I do not mean to minimise
the human and political impor-
tance of the Palestinians, but
the 30-year conflict was not
caused by their displacement—
.until it began they were not
displaced—nor was the future of
the West Bank and Gaza an
issue of any consequence until
eleven years ago. The basic issue
was the refusal of Arab States
to accept the existence of the
Jewish 'State created in 1948.
Everything else flowed from
that.

The idea that the era of
universal love will dawn in the
Mddle East once President Ara-
fat is installed in the Old City
would be laughable if it were
not so widely held. In fact, as
an acute article by Professor
Elie Kedourie an the Observer
pointed ou<t, there are many
factors maKing for instability in
the region^ of which the Israel-
Arab conflict is only one.

The disappearance of that
conflict, he added, would not
only not diminish regional insta-
bility, it might actually increase
it by removing the one thing on
which in the past the divided
Arabs have been able to make
common cause.

To return to the FT leader: it
counselled Israel "to make some

gesture that would enable talks
on the West Bamk to get under
way" (i.e., talks with Jordan).
The implication was that, for
the FT, Israel's autonomy plain
was not such a gesture. Whether
the writer should be credited
with ingenuousness or with
disingenuousness I really cannot
decide.

Much more sensibly, The
Times warned the Arab States
due to meet in Baghdad next
week against following "the
sarnie negative, rejectionist line
which has brought the Arabs so
many defeats in the past." The
Camp David agreements pro-
vided a reasonable basis for
negotiation, and King Hussein
should be given an "Arab man-
date" to negotiate with the
Israelis.

A more influential voice for
Baghdad-bound Arabs may be
that of Selim el-Lozi, publisher of
the Lebanese magazine, Al
Hawadess, and of its London-
based offshoot, Events. Empha-
sising, intelligently, that Camp
David marked the most impor-
tant development in the Arab
world since the Bailfour Declara-
tion, he declared: "The Middle
East today requires logic, prag-
matism and open discussion.
Otherwise those who in. the past
were unable to win at war will
also find out that they cannot
win the peace."

El-Lozi referred to the possi-
bility of joint Israeli-Egyptian
military action against Syria amd
/or Libya. Somewhat mô re
plausibly, Arnaud de Borch-
grave, in Newsweek, stated that
a secret agreement had been
reached at Camp David to ex-
pand co-operation between the
Egyptian and Israeli intelligence
services.

The Middle East is changing
before our eyes. All the huffing
and puffing in Baghdad won't
stop (that.

PHILIP KLEINMAN

Ask the Rabbi Personal Opinion
What is the Jewish belief in

afterlife and resurrection?
Has the soul a separate
existence from the body while
in limbo?

Very briefly there are two,
originally quite separate,
ideas in Jewish eschatology
which were later combined.
These are, first, the resurrec-
tion of the dead, and, secondly,
the immortality of the soul.

Strictly speaking, the doctrine
of the resurrection means that
when a man dies, he is totally
dead, soul as well as body. At
the resurrection the whole
man, body and soul, are
brought back to life.

Again, strictly speaking, the doc-
trine of the immortality of
the soul means that when the
body dies, .it dies for ever,
while the soul does not die at
all, but lives on in the place
or state known as "Heaven"
(though this term is not used
in the Jewish sources, but
rather the term "Gan Eden"
or "under the wings of the
Shechinah").

Later on, as Jewish beliefs
developed, the two doctrines
were combined, so that the
events were seen in the fol-
lowing scheme. At death, the
body dies to await its resur-
rection in the grave, but the
soul lives on in "Heaven"
until it will be restored, at
the resurrection, to the body
it had occupied.

Orthodox Judaism still main-
tains both beliefs, though
there are varying interpreta-
tions of what exactly "resur-
rection" means; some teachers,
for example, speak of a new,
very refined "body," different
from the previous body,
albeit in some way identical
with it.

Reform Judaism, on the whole,
prefers to stress the doctrine
of the immortality of the soul
and has virtually abandoned

the whole notion of the
resurrection.

The questioner asks for further
information on the subject I
would recommend "A Jewish
Theology," by Rabbi Dr Louis
Jacobs, pages 301-322, where
the subject is treated at
length.

What is the extent to which one
may trust a non-observer of
kashrut in the manufacture of
food? I ask this because the
Beth Din Kashrut Guide lists
numerous non-Jewish firms
whose products are considered
kosher.

The Talmud (Menachot 43a)
states that while if is not per-
mitted to use a tallit with
tzitzit bought from-a non-Jew
(because he may not have
bought it from a Jew,and may

.have put in the tzitzit him-
self, so that they were not
properly prepared), if the non-
Jew is a dealer in these wares,
one may rely on the fact that
he would not damage his repu-
tation and risk ruining his
business, so that he can be
relied on when he states that
the tzitzit are kosher.

This principle is accepted by the
Codes also with regard to pro-
hibited things, i.e., the non-
Jewish dealer is relied on to
state that nothing forbidden
to Jews is contained in the
food he sells (see Shulchan
Aruch, Yoreh Deah 114:5).

It is true that there is much
discussion among the later
authorities as to when tin's
applies and when not7 but the
brief answer to your query is
that the Beth Din relies on this
principle.

However, where knowledge of the
laws is required to determine
whether or not the product
contains, anything that is for-
bidden, the Beth Din requires
a supervisor to be present
when the food is being manu-
factured.

HAROLD FISCH, Professor of
English at Bar-Ilan University,
Ramat Gan, may yet do for
Bar-Ilan what others have done
for Oxford, and make it the
home of lost causes. He is one
of the gurus of the Greater
Israel Movement and has pro-
duced a book, "The Zionist
Revolution," to elaborate his
case, which, while it will con-
vince no rational human being, is
argued with a coherence and clar-
ity uncommon among fanatics.

I am not, however, so much
concerned in this instance with
the professor's main theme as
with one of his propositions. He
believes that even those diaspora
Jews who think of jthemselves
as avid Zionists shrugged off
their concern for the Jewish
State after 1948:' "To be a
Zionist after that date meant no
more than to be a friend and
supporter of Israel." To illus-
trate his point he uses the case
of Barnett Janner.

Before 1948, he writes, "there
was no stronger critic of the
Government than [the then] Mr
Barnett Janner.... Mr Janner
lost no opportunity to voice his
solidarity with the Yishuv in
Palestine and his abhorrence of
Mr Bevin's policies." By 1956,
however, he notes "a dramatic
change." In October of that year
Israel marched into Sinai, and a
few days later came the Anglo-
French landings at Sue .̂ The
Labour opposition, led by Hugh
Gaitskell, thought the Govern-
ment guilty of criminal folly
and tabled a vote of censure in
which Janner (who was by then
president of both of the Zionist
Federation and the Board of
Deputies), "along with all other
Jewish Labour MPs, many of
them declared Zionists," voted
against the Government.

Could they—or, indeed, should
they—have done anything else?
Israel, after months of harass-
ment by Egyptian fedayeen, may

have been right to invade
Egypt—which does not, how-
ever, mean that Britain and
France were right—and what
Dr Fisch seems to forget is that
Janner and his colleagues were
British MPs, in a British House
of Commons debating Britain's
involvement in what was already
then seen to be an expensive
fiasco.

The Suez affair may, or may
not, have been good for Israel,
but it was manifestly bad for
Britain (we are in some ways
still paying for the consequences
of it) and if Janner had failed
to see it in that light he would
have had no right to be a
member of the Labour Party or,
dare I say, of the House of
Commons. What happened since
1948 was not a change of out-
look on the part of Jewish
leaders like Janner, but a
change of circumstances. One
did not have to be a particularly
ardent Zionist to oppose Bevin,
and it was no betrayal of
Zionism to support Gaitskell.

I have dwelt on the matter at
length because, although Pro-
fessor Fisch is from Leeds and
has not lived in Israel all that
long, his attitude is fairly typical
of many Israelis. They believe
that if any diaspora Jew—
especially if ne calls himself a
Zionist—has any influence at
all, it is there to be exercised
primarily on behalf of Israel
and that purely local considera-
tions "should rarely, if ever (Dr
Fisch would probably say
never), be allowed to stand in
the way of Israel's interests. I
believe it is in Israel's interests
to have a thriving diaspora, but
it will not thrive for long if its
leading figures should lose any
sense of duty or obligation to
their place of domicile.

THE UNITED NATIONS has
made a film starring Yasir
Arafat. I understand that it has

Arabs in flowing robes and an
Eastern setting, but it is devoid
of what they used to call "all
the romance of the Orient." It
is, in fact, a film on what the UN
calls "Palestinian Rights." The
result is no love story, but, if
anything, a hate story.

Mr Genichi Akatani, the UN
Under - Secretary - General in
charge of the enterprise, wrote
to Israel for "assistance and
facilities" to make the film,
which suggests that whatever
the deficiencies of the UN,
chutzpa is not one of them.

ONE APPROACHES any article
or utterance of Presiding Rabbi
Dr Schonfeld with a certain
amount of tolerance because
one is always mindful of his
record of achievement and
because he is patently incapable
of expressing himself without
causing a certain amount- of
confusion or outrage. But there
is one statement in his' "JC"
article last week which even he
should not be allowed to get
away with, and that is his claim
that "if there are any United
Synagogue-Mizrachi types be-
coming ehrliche yidden, it is
only through the medium of
our shuls- and our schools"
(which is to say, schools and
shuls under the jurisdiction of
the Union of Orthodox Hebrew
Congregations.)

Now, an ehrliche yid does not
mean an Orthodox, or ultra-
Orthodox Jew, but someone
honest and upright, a person of
probity. I feel tempted to pre-
sent Rabbi Schonf eld with a roll
of honour of ehrliche yidden
from his and some other stables
who are, or who have, or who.
but for the grace of God, would
be serving prison sentences.
There does come a point for
some when they are so intent
on devotion to God as to lose all
sense of responsibility to man.
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