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'OF FAINTING MAIDENS AND WELLS'

Bible Study in the Yeshiva Curriculum:

A Halachic, Historical, and Ideological Overview
By Ya'akov Beasley

"Just as a bride is bedecked with twenty-four ornaments, so too a scholar is bedecked with (knowledge of) the twenty-four books of Bible" - Rashi, Sh'mot 31:18.

"Study of Bible is an accomplishment, yet not an accomplishment; but the study of Oral Law, there is no greater accomplishment then this." - Talmud, Baba Metzia 33a.

A. INTRODUCTION


At the end of the previous century, the Mirrer Yeshiva’s Mashgiach Ruchani brought a student to the Rosh Yeshiva for disciplining.  After hearing the charges, the Rosh Yeshiva slapped the hapless pupil in front of the student body.  He had habitually assembled other students for the purpose of studying Bible between afternoon and evening prayers
.  Although extreme, this anecdote illustrates the paradoxical relationship that exists between the Bible and those who claim to be its true practitioners.  Ask the average yeshiva student to endanger  his life to prevent a Bible’s desecration, and he would not hesitate to comply.  But if you ask him to learn it?  He’ll hem and haw, and make a vague promise to make time someday.  He definitely wouldn’t learn it in yeshiva, where Talmud studies prevails. The Netziv once said that his students “knew the Bible through the Talmud, and knew the Talmud through the Ketzot”
.  Is this ideal?  How did this situation evolve? This paper will examine the role Bible study has historically played in yeshivot, discuss the halachic issues involved, and explore contemporary insights on this topic.  Ultimately, one discovers that the debate over Bible study’s role in yeshiva curriculum revolves around an earlier, greater controversy: what role should yeshivot perform?  Only by appreciating what yeshivot have accomplished in Jewish history can one suggest reintroducing Bible study inside the yeshiva's sacred walls.

B. THE HALACHIC ISSUES

Apparantly, Bible study has a clear place in Jewish curriculum.  Pirkei Avot (5:24) explicitly states, “a five year old should study Bible, a ten year old should study Mishnah, and a fifteen year old should study Gemara.”  Variations on this statement appear throughout the Talmud and Midrashim
. Maimonides in Hilchot Talmud Torah (1:11) rules:


A person should divide his time in learning: a third for Bible, and third for the Oral Law (Mishnah), and a third for Gemara
 

The Shulchan Aruch (Y.D. 246:4) rules similarly.  However, this doesn’t validate Bible study as an independent discipline.  Most of the sources that praise Bible study do so for its utilitarian value in understanding the Oral Law.  Tractate Sofrim (16:9) states:

One who toils in Talmud will progress.  But one should not pass over Scripture and Mishnah to concentrate on the Talmud; instead, he should study Scripture and Mishnah in order to understand Talmud.
  

Maimonide's next halacha codifies this trend (1:12):


The above applies in the early stages of a person’s study.  However, when a person increases his knowledge and does not have the need to read the Written Law, or occupy himself with the Oral Law constantly, he should study the Written Law and the oral tradition at designated times.  Thus, he will not forget any aspect of the laws of the Torah.  However, he should focus his attention on the Gemara alone for his entire life, according to his desire and ability to concentrate.


Why does Maimonides shift from allotting equal time between the disciplines, to emphasizing Talmud almost exclusively? The Lechem Mishnah explains that this ruling explains the common practice of devoting the majority of one’s energies to Gemara, despite the injunction to study all three areas equally.  Similarly, R. Yosef Karo, in his glosses to the Mishneh Torah, suggests that the time was the guiding factor -- realistically, Talmud studies require more time.  Rabbeinu Tam (Tos. Kiddushin 30a) offers a different solution. The Gemara (San. 24a) describes the Babylonian Talmud as encompassing all areas of Torah. Therefore, Rabbeinu Tam suggests that a person fulfill his requirement to study Torah through Gemara studies alone. R. Moshe Isserles brings Rabbeinu Tam’s opinion in his glosses to Yoreh Deah 246:4, and one early Acharon applies this ruling to even primary age students.  Even though the Beit Chadash ruled (Y.D. 245) that “A person is obligated to [teach his son] the Written Law, including Prophets and Writings. . . Therefore, the public is not wrong to pay to teach their sons these subjects,” the Siftei Cohen responded (245:5):

“But I maintain that the practices of Israel (to teach children only Gemara) are like Torah; for have not the Tosafot written, as has the Semag. . . that we can find support for our custom in the statement that the Babylonian Talmud. . . is a mixture of Scripture, Mishnah, and Talmud, so he need not allocate a third of his time to Scripture if he studies the Talmud.”

Many of the later codifiers, opposing the Siftei Cohen, limited R. Tam’s ruling to refer only to students who had already completed Bible and Mishnah once, as the   Responsa Zera Emet (Y.D. 107) explains:


We cannot close our eyes to the order of learning specified in the Mishnah. . . and their words are divinely inspired. . . It is quite clear that we should not encourage the unfortunate modern custom of teaching small boys Talmud, for which they seek support from the mighty oak (R. Tam). . . for this (R. Tam) refers not to the proper education of children, but of adults, after they have become Torah scholars
.

The later halachic commentators offer other explanations for neglecting Bible
, despite Pirkei Avot’s explicit ruling.   R. Shneur Zalman of Liady suggested that contemporary education faced different circumstances then the Mishnaic period.  First, since financial pressures did not allow for an extended period of study, it was better for the student to learn the basic underlying principles now, and rely on him to complete the gaps in his knowledge when he gets older.  Secondly, the previous generations spoke Hebrew, and could complete a greater deal of material in a shorter period of time.  R. Yisrael Salanter
  went so far to reinterpret the Mishnah.  What Pirkei Avot called ‘Mikra’ referred to the ‘rote textual study’ of Gemara today
. 

Despite debating how far R. Tam’s ruling extended, the vast majority of halachic works emphasize the importance of Talmud study over Bible study. What created this imbalance?  Talmudic sources openly accentuate the oral tradition’s central importance in Judaism.   “The Covenant between G-d and B’nei Yisrael was not formed except over the Oral Law” (Gittin 61a).  To some, the Talmud represents the unique relationship that the Jew shares with his Maker.  R. Yitzchak from Corville wrote
:

Don’t think that the essential section of the Torah is the Written Law.  Only over the Oral Law did G-d establish his covenant with us. . . (G-d foresaw) that in the future, the Jewish people would be exiled among all the nations.  While there, the non-Jews would copy our books, and eventually wish to receive reward for the Torah that they studied.  Therefore, G-d commanded that the Oral Torah not be written down, so that He would not have to apportion reward to the idolators.

Others suggest that the Talmud assumed a commanding role because it deals with the daily laws more relevant to the Jew.  Mitzvot can not be learned directly from the Bible, independent of the Oral tradition.  Rav Hai Gaon writes that “. . . correction of the body is accomplished through Mishnah and Talmud study”
.  The Sefer Hasidim rules that honor and precedence is given to the Talmud scholar, since “they study in order to perform the commandments.”
  Most rule only Talmudic study defines a rebbe/talmid relationship
. R. Shlomo ben Mordechai from Merezich, a 16th. century student of R. Shlomo Luria, expressed most chauvinistically these sentiments:


The true future salvation from Gog and Magog will only come about through the merit of Talmud study, for Talmud study leads to saintliness and purity. . . while Bible study does not even produce righteousness . . . Even a little Talmud study creates more fear of Heaven then much Bible study. . . I swear by my life, they (Bible scholars) do not even know how to put tefillin on correctly.  I remember an elderly man, an accomplished Bible scholar, who would bless during the day upon eating matzo!
  

This emphasis on Talmud studies, both as a practical source of halacha and a symbolic source of Jewish uniqueness, nearly extinguished Bible studies from the yeshiva.

Because of this imbalance, other sources were  interpreted to explicitly warn against Bible study.  Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrkanus warned his students, “hold back your children from ‘higayon’” (B’rachot 28b).  Rashi explains ‘higayon’ to mean ‘excessive Bible study that attracts one too much’

. This identification of ‘higayon’ with Bible study dates back to the Gaonim.  Sefer Yuchsin wrote (quoting R. Zemach ben Platoi Gaon)
,  “Hold back your children from ‘higayon’ – from studying Bible, for it leads to heresies.”  The fear that Bible studies could lead to heresy already existed in Tannaitic times.  Mishnah Yadayim 3:5 and Megilla 7a discuss the debates that raged on the inclusion of Shir haShirim and Kohelet in the canon, for fear of heretical misinterpretation. Shabbat 13b discusses a Tanna who spent three years trying to resolve the rampant internal and external contradictions contained in the book of Ezekiel.  A Gaonic responsa recommends “holding them (the students) back from studying the sins of the forefathers until they mature and are capable of understanding.”
  The common denominator between the explanations is the fear that the student will stumble into doctrinal errors
.  Rashi explained the danger differently; due to its attractiveness (simplicity?), Bible study distracts a person from serious Gemara study.  The Mishnah states (TB Shabbat 115a) that “We do not read from the Writings, since it leads to the nullification of the Beit Midrash”.  Rashi, quoting his teacher R. Yitzchak haLevi, explains:


... since Bible study is more attractive to people, and Shabbat was utilized to give sermons (halachic guidance and explanations) to the people. . . it is better for them to hear (the sermons) then to read from the Writings.

Rabbi Shimon haMeili from Narvonne used Rashi’s approach to explain the common deviation from the explicit requirement to study Bible:


Rashi explains ‘higayon’ as Bible studies.  Even though Kiddushin 29b states that a person should divide his time into three equal parts, this means that a person should invest no more then a third of his energy on Bible study, and come to neglect the study of Mishnah and Talmud
.

How could Rashi, of all commentators, counsel against Bible study?  His grandson the Rashbam explained that Rashi was faithful to the historical trends regarding Bible study:


Those who love the Torah should be enlightened and understand that our Rabbis taught that the text does not depart from its simple meaning (TB Shabbat 63a). . . (Since) the essential sections of Torah are the allusions and explanations that teach us the Aggadot and halachot, according to the (differing) methods of exegesis, therefore the earlier commentators. . . did not involve themselves in the in-depth study of the text’s simple meaning, as they said, “Hold your children back from ‘higayon’”, and similarly, "Study of Bible is an accomplishment, yet not an accomplishment; but the study of Oral Law, there is no greater accomplishment then this". . . (still), the text doesn’t depart from its simple meaning.  My grandfather (Rashi) wrote an explanation to the simple meaning of the Bible.  I argued with him many times (about the study of the text’s simple meaning), and he admitted that if he had the time, he would write new explanations, based on the text’s constantly emerging new meanings
.  


To justify his own involvement in the study of the text’s simple meaning, the Rashbam has to concede the Oral Law’s primacy.   

The Rashbam’s apology for studying the text’s simple meaning is unique to Ashkenaz.  Neither Ibn Ezra nor Ramban felt the need to apologize for their efforts in understanding p’shat.  Not surprisingly,  only Ashkenazic commentators explained R. Eliezer’s intention as restricting Bible study.  Only in Askenaz could Bible study possibly threaten the Talmud’s hegemony.  Notably, no Sefardic Rishon suggests this approach. Instead, under the shadow of the conflicts regarding Maimonides’ Guide to the Perplexed, the word ‘higayon’ was invariably understood to mean philosophy
.


Summarizing the halachic sources, we find that despite the Rambam’s explicit ruling to include Bible studies in the curriculum, most halachic sources deal with justifying its absence.  They did this by either reinterpreting Rabbi Chanina’s dictum, emphasizing the Talmud’s centrality and importance, or alluding to fears that accenting Bible study would somehow endanger Judaism.  The extent to which these sources were descriptive, past-facto rationalizations and not primo facie rulings will be the theme of the next section.

C. THE HISTORICAL EVIDENCE

Contrary to popular mythology, today’s virtually omnipresent "Talmud-exclusive" curriculum was not the historically predominant model, neither did it originate in nineteenth century Lithuania. From the time of the First Temple onwards, Bible study historically played a much larger role
.  What were the historical factors that caused the People of the Book to abandon it? 

In the Babylonian yeshivot, Bible study had a respected place, even though Talmud study was the central focus
. Despite this, we occasionally find, Amoraim who were unfamiliar with Biblical verses
.  The Machzor Vitri justifies this deficiency
:


Since poverty and want spread (to the scholars), forcing them to support themselves, they could not afford to devote a third of their time to Bible study.  They had to rely on the statement that the study of Talmud encompasses all disciplines.

However, regular Bible instruction continued into the ninth century, until the schism with the Karaites.  For the first time, outside conflicts led to Bible study’s being diminished.  The fear of potential heresies affected major curricular changes in the yeshivot. With the Karaites trumpeting their ‘unadulterated’ Bible, unencumbered by Rabbinic commentaries and traditions, the Gaonic yeshivot reduced their emphasis on Bible study.  Bible teachers were warned not to teach the text’s simple meaning.  Student questioning became something to fear, not encourage.  Later sources even warn against Bible teachers as a “source of apostasy”
.   The original mainstay of yeshiva curriculum became a source of fear and apprehension.

Despite the Karaites, Bible study continued to hold a respected position in Jewish communities under Moslem rule.  Interestingly, the Sefardic yeshiva program in the Middle Ages quite often contained secular studies as well.  R. Yosef ibn Casbi counselled his son not to neglect his daily study of Bible, and further reminded him to study “astronomy, mathematics, and philosophy”
.  Although this openness to secular studies was not universal in the Sefardic world, the importance of Bible study remained constant.  Ramban, Ibn Ezra, and later S’forno, all engaged in encompassing literary studies of the text.  Several Sefardic Rishonim lambasted their Ashkenazi counterparts for their relative ignorance of the Bible
, while others, more forgiving, rationalized their cousins deficiencies to the ‘decreasing strengths  of the generations’’
. Bible study remained prevalent in Sefardic yeshivot between the 15th. and 18th. centuries.  A letter from 16th. century Italy demonstrates that the yeshiva curriculum was not only not Talmud-centric, but was also graded according to the individual abilities of the student.  Bible study formed a respected part of the program, which included halacha, Mishnah, and penmanship (useful for making a living)
.  Sefardic yeshivot in Israel, although not open to secular studies, typically devoted large amounts of time to Bible study
. 


The assumption that Ashkenazic  yeshivot neglected Bible studies is misleading, at least until the twelfth century.   In North France and Germany before the Crusades, Bible stood in the center of the curriculum. Rabbeinu Gershom
 mentions tutors paid for the specific purpose of teaching all of the Bible to private students.  Writings from pre-Crusade Askenaz quoted Biblical verses extensively, and sometimes even drew halachic conclusions directly from the verses
. Without extensive knowledge in Bible, writing piyutim, an integral part of pre-Crusade Ashkenaz, becomes impossible. Rashi mentions lessons taught him by his Bible teachers
, and many of the Ba’alei Tosafot were not only fluent in Bible, but taught it in yeshiva, and even wrote several commentaries
. With the large number of extant commentaries on Biblical verses, we can demonstrate the prominent role that Biblical studies enjoyed in pre-Crusade Ashkenaz.

The Crusades, and the resulting displacements and upheavals, became the turning point for how Ashkenaz scholars approached Bible.  Faced with the near destruction of their academies, and the Church’s focused attacks on the Talmud, the Ba’alei Tosafot had to preserve their nearly obliterated Talmudic traditions
.  They accomplished that goal by introducing a new methodology to Talmudic studies.  This methodology consisted of two basic elements: comparing a Talmudic passage to any other relevant Talmudic or rabbinic passage, emphasizing the resolution of any contradiction that exist, and close, critical reading of the passage. The formal aspects of this methodology developed around the year 1100. For the first time, Talmud study becomes all encompassing. Despite the preoccupation with philosophy that gripped the rest of the Jewish world, no works of machshava were produced in Ashkenaz for almost two centuries. Bible study as a separate discipline also suffered.  Methodological approaches found in Spain, including the study of grammar, p’shat, and literary tools, disappear.  Even those Bible commentaries produced used the dialectic reasoning found in the commentaries to the Talmud.  The higher academies new focus influenced the primary school system, reducing Bible study even further. The study of Biblical fundamentals shrunk so much that the twelfth century traveller R. Petachya of Regensburg wrote in amazement of Sefardic Jewry who had “no one among them who was ignorant of the twenty-four books of Scripture.  The cantor does not need to read for them; they all are capable of reading every section by themselves.”
  Eventually, Yehuda ben Rabbeinu Asher, living in 14th. century Spain, told his children, “Do not ignore learning Bible, both grammar and explanations.  Since in my youth (in Ashkenaz) I neglected this study, for they are not accustomed to study Bible in Askenaz, I could not teach here.
”  Indirect evidence for this sorry state came from a polemic written by Pope Gregory IX.  As an addendum to an order to confiscate and burn Talmudic manuscripts, he mentioned that the Jews in his realm avoid Bible study, for fear that “it would attract them to that strange law (Christianity).”
 Eventually, at the end of the fourteenth century, the Sefardic authority R. Yitzchak Doran insinuates that the tragedies of the Crusades befell the Ashkenazic communities for “deserting Rashi’s path, and abandoning the Bible to shame and solitude”
.  


Despite their criticisms of Ashkenazic curriculum, even Sefardic commentators acknowledged the importance of the Tosafot’s accomplishments.  R. Yitzchak bar Sheshet wrote that “’from France will Torah come forth; and the word of Hashem from Ashkenaz’ – we drink from their waters, for they explained the hidden, and without them, the Talmud would be a sealed tome.”
  Apparently, when preservation of the Talmud and halachic system were at stake, the community’s heads preferred practical Talmudic knowledge at the expense of Bible scholarship.   This rationale was offered by the 17th. century Italian, R. Yehudah Ashael Matov
:  

There is room to find justification for the Ashkenazic community and their leaders, why a people so wise and penetrating are pathetically ignorant of Bible, grammar. . . their limitations are their perfections, for they were able to engage in in-depth study (Gemara) in the time that they could have utilized for Bible.

Accordlingly, the Talmud-centric curriculum of Middle Age Ashkenaz did not reflect an ideal situation, but was the necessary reaction to the turbulent circumstances that surrounded them. 

The yeshivot’s new focus on the community’s intellectual elites did not go unchallenged.  The German Pietists unleashed a series of criticisms on their society, including on the educational institutions in general, and the lack of Bible study in particular. Their critique dealt with three issues.  Ignoring Bible was foolhardy, for Bible had a necessary utilitarian role in understanding the Oral Law.   A vast storehouse of ethical and moral lessons lay unmined for the people, and finally, the concentration of educational resources on a select few ran the risk of alienating the larger population.  The German Pietists were the first to write of the new phenomenon of a rabbi who was “an expert in the Talmud and an ignoramus in the Bible”
.  Ultimately, any deficiency in Bible knowledge caused an even greater deficiency in Talmudic knowledge.  R. Elazar Rokeach’s scathing remarks in his commentary to Tehillim (19:8) illustrate this
:  

“A penetrating scholar (navon ha-maskil), must be familiar with the Bible for several reasons.  Numerous commandments are derived from, or explained in the Prophets.  Secondly, knowledge of Scripture allows the scholar to unlock “the secret of Hebrew language. . . which in turn will yield the essence of life and the secret of Torah.”  If a scholar does not have at least a passing familiarity with Scripture; for it does not, he will not know where verses are cited in the Talmud and whether the Talmud is interpreting them simply or midrashically.  Is the verse being used as the law’s source, or simply a secondary verification.” 

Secondly, neglecting Bible studies causes a lessening of moral and pietistic values.  The German Pietists mined the Biblical text extensively for its ethical lessons
.    Even from the beginning stages of the educational process, the study of text and reading was to be used to awaken reverence and awe in even the youngest child.  “When (the teacher) teaches Bible, he must make the student grasp religious issues such as respect for the Torah and awareness that G-d is the source of all substenance.  When the child grows older, he should be taught about Divine reward and punishment.
” 

Most importantly, they vigorously argued on moral and practical grounds, against a curriculum that catered to the intellectual needs of a small minority, while it ignored and alienated the rest of the population.   This attack was congruent with their attack on the prevalent class system in Ashkenaz, where the scholars were the aristocracy.  The Pietists’ sensitivity to the manifestations of the social inequality that surrounded them was reflected in their critique of the Ba’alei Tosafot’s Talmud-centric curriculum.  The dialetic methodology encouraged feelings of competitiveness and haughtiness among the students.   As part of the Pietists’ utopian vision for Ashkenazic society,  they attempted to create an educational system that addressed the needs of the entire community.  They even formulated practical suggestions regarding student/teacher ratios, pedagogical insights, and how to protect the needs of the poorest students in the system
.    As a cornerstone of their program of educational reforms, they suggested an overhaul of yeshiva curriculum.   Instead of Talmudic dialectics, they emphasized practical halacha and Bible studies.  They claimed that it was both improper and immoral to force a student incapable of mastering the Talmudic dialectics to remain in that discipline.  Not every student would become a scholar, and the Talmud was not to be every student’s aspiration.  Instead, the Bible was the common ground where scholar and laymen could meet
.  Sefer Hasidim explained Proverbs’ dictum “Educate the youth according to his way” as follows:

If he excels in Bible and not in Talmud, don’t force his to study Talmud.  If he understands Talmud, don’t pressure him to study Bible.  [Primarily] – educate him in what he knows.


In summary, despite the shift to a Talmud-centric curriculum, Bible study did not disappear entirely from Ashkenaz.  Any perusal of the Ba’alei Tosafot’s letters reveals their deep familiarity with the text, and several wrote commentaries on Scripture.  However, Rabbeinu Tam’s decree best illustrates Bible’s subordinate place in Middle Age Ashkenaz
:

Every person must involve himself in study.  If he is incapable of Talmud study, then he should study Bible or Midrash.

The expulsion in 1492 of Sefardic Jewry from Spain, and the eastward movement of Ashkenazic Jewry to Poland, Austria-Hungary, Bohemia, saw a new lessening of Bible study, this time in the face of ‘pilpul’.  Originated by R. Yehoshua Falk, students eagerly adopted this new methodology of making arbitrary distinctions and dialectic categories in Talmudic studies.  Unlike the Ba’alei Tosafot’s methodology, this pilpul involved a system of linguistic inferences, and convoluted, flimsy reasoning
.  Although it centered in Poland, this phenomenon occurred in both Sefardic and Ashkenazic communities. Again, the shift to Talmud led to a weakening of Bible study in the yeshivot.  However, this shift was unsanctioned by the authorities.  The unbridled reliance on this methodology, especially by students who did not have the proper grounding in the fundamentals, provoked an angry response from Jewish leaders.  R. Shlomo Luria cited a diatribe of R. Moses Take against those “whose study was centered around unrestrained pilpul”
.  The Terumot haDeshen is quoted as saying that the blessing over Torah is not said over pilpul, while the Maharal wrote “It is man’s nature to desire these things, just as he prefers games and silliness.  Better that he should engage in a trade that requires skill, like carpentry, then  study in this manner and claim his purpose is to analyze Torah.”
 

In this milieu, the Maharal stood first and foremost in the battle to restore Bible study to its previous grandeur.  He identified three major areas of weakness: mechanical knowledge of the Biblical text, cantillation notes and grammatical rules, and in-depth knowledge of the subject matter and the commentaries
. He criticizes the curriculum on two grounds; students are incapable of grasping Talmudic logic at tender ages, and the deletion of Bible and Mishnah from the curriculum meant that Talmudic texts were being approached without the requisite background:


First, one should acquire [knowledge of] Scripture, which is the root and the beginning.  Afterwards, the Mishnah, for the Written Torah, by itself, is like the root of a tree and cannot reach the goal, which is to convey the quality and substance of the mitzvot. . . but in this generation, this arrangement has been uprooted to the greatest degree possible.  When a child reaches eight or nine, he starts with the Talmud.  Does he really have the mental capacity for it?  Surely, no one can retain what is beyond his intellectual capacity.

The Rishonim, Tannaim, Amoraim, Gaonim, and Acharonim all learned in a set order – first Bible, then Mishnah, then Talmud.  But this generation begins with Talmud.  They educate youngsters in Talmud at age six or seven, and only at the end do they advance them to Mishnah.  Now, one has nothing left – no Talmud, no halacha
.
 


Significantly, the Maharal lauds Bible study not only for its utilitarian value in understanding the Oral Law, but as having independent worth as well.  This trend continues in the Renaissance years.  R. Avraham Horowitz wrote:


Certainly, study of the Bible is a primary and basic requirement for any aspiring ben Torah.  Furthermore, how can we justify ourselves before G-d if we reject His pride, the Holy Torah, which issued first from His mouth?


In my opinion, this obligation is also included in the verse “and you shall heed his voice”, which our Sages interpreted as the voice of the Prophets. . . it makes no difference if the Prophets are alive and we heed their voice or whether it is only their words which are alive and present. . . If you do not learn them, know them, and become well-versed in them, how can you heed their voice and fulfill them?  Even for one whose entire occupation is Torah study – no study in the world is comparable to that of the Bible.

  
Despite their best efforts, Bible study remained neglected among Ashkenazic Jewry.  R. Yosef Haan, of 17th. century Frankfurt writes of rabbis “who have never seen Scripture before in their lives.”
  For yeshiva students, only Talmud and halacha were the financial passport to making a living as a rabbi or judge.  The possibility of being rejected for a good, financially comfortable match alone turned many students away from Bible studies. R. Yosef Stathaugen (d. 1715) wrote that students would not study Bible for fear that people would say, “a student who studied in such a prestigious institution spends his time studying Bible?”
  R. Yosef Teomim (d. 1792), in his introduction to his magnum opus Pri Megadim, wrote to the students who stated that “it was a disgrace and an embarrassment to learn Torah, Rashi, and a chapter of Nach.”



Among the reasons for neglecting the Maharal’s call by Ashkenazic Jewry were their perpetual battles with heretics.  Like the Karaites and the medieval Christians, Shabbatai Tzvi relied heavily on Biblical verses as proofs for his ideology
.  In response, the Rabbis banned Bible study.  This cycle, where fear of heresy led to the Bible’s neglect,  repeated itself in the eighteenth conflict with the Hasidim
, and in the nineteenth century, when Biblical criticism and the Enlightenment appeared
.  R. Yechezkel Landau of Prague straddled all these eras. His community contained smoldering remnants of Shabbatean followers, small groups of Hasidic adherents
,  as well as the kernels of the Enlightenment. His unique position allows us to see how Bible study became a  casualty in the multi-fronted battle he waged. His introduction to his novellae on Talmud, the Tz’lach, begins with a full fledged attack on unrestricted Bible study:


It appears to me, since the heretics also study Bible for their own purposes (i.e. – language), if your son studies Bible without supervision, he may have a teacher who is one of ‘them’, and he will follow after their empty beliefs.  This is true even more so in our time, when the German translation (by Moses Mendelsohnn) is so prevalent. . . therefore, R. Eliezer warned us (TB Brachot 28b) to stay away from Bible, and seat our children at the knees of scholars, who will teach them Mishnah and Gemara as well.  May Hashem help us!

Interestingly, despite his position as the chief rabbi of Prague, R. Landau’s words were heeded not by his Western European brethern, but by the communities in Poland, Lithunia, and Russia.  If Bible studies appeared in 19th. century Lithuanian yeshivot, it was only in the guise of the weekly pares with Rashi
.  Perhaps the only yeshiva that encouraged some form of Bible study was Volozhin, first under R. Chayim of Volozhin, and then under the Netziv
.  Both taught daily classes in Parshat haShavua.  The Netziv states in his introduction to Ha’Emek haDavar that the work grew out of daily classes he delivered in yeshiva.  Excluding Volozhin under the Netziv, only one other Lithuanian yeshiva  attempted to include Bible study as a regular part of its program.   This was Rav A. I. Kook’s yeshiva in Jerusalem.  Rav Kook, attempting to make the curriculum appropriate for the special challenges facing the new settlement in Israel, wanted to include Bible, Aggadata, and Machshava in its program
.  His ambitious makeover of yeshiva curriculum quickly came under heavy fire, including from R. Yitzchak Aizik haLevi, the author of Dorot Rishonim.  He stated that “the spiritual components of the Torah are not like the Torah (read – Talmud) itself. . . even the revealed Aggadot and Midrashim have no place in the yeshiva.  Any person can involve himself in these subjects if he so desired, but their place is not in a yeshiva.”
   R. Chayim Ozer Grodzinski summarized the prevailing “yeshivish” attitude about Bible study when he said, “Only insignificant people study Bible – not yeshiva bachurs.”


The situation improves when we examine the Western European yeshivot.  R. Sheftel Horowitz, the son of the Sh’nei Luchot haBrit, described passing through the Amsterdam community, who had organized the school’s curriculum strictly according to Pirkei Avot’s schedule
.  The Chacham Tzvi similarly reorganized the curriculum in his city’s yeshivot, to prevent the emergence of rabbis “who had never seen Bible before”
. Knowledge of Bible was a prerequisite for anyone wishing to gain admission to the Pressburg yeshiva under R. Moshe Sofer’s (the Hatam Sofer) tutelage.  Once inside, the student studied the weekly portion regularly, and the Hatam Sofer constantly gave classes in the Ramban’s commentary to the Torah. In Hocht, R. Tzvi Yosef Dushinski taught Prophets and Writings daily, before his Talmud class, a practice he continued when he moved to Jerusalem
.  Bible study’s status improved even more in Germany. Many commentaries on Bible came from Frankfurt
, and R. Hirsch’s emphatic demand to return to the curriculum outlined in the Mishnah influenced the nature and structure of that school:


This way is in accord with nature. . . “at age five, Scripture” – that is, start to read Scripture, equipped with knowledge of the language and subject matter. . . Why did they abandon this path?  Why did they pervert it?  By misunderstanding one dictum of the Sages, they caused many people to stray (from Torah). . .”
 


Reviewing yeshivot’s curriculum through Jewish history reveals that Bible studies run the gamut from being highly exalted to being totally ignored.  Curriculum that nearly completely neglect Bible are limited to the yeshivot of Middle Age Ashkenaz, and the Eastern European yeshivot of the nineteenth century.  Factors that influenced Bible’s appearance in the curriculum include how open that society was to the outside, secular world; the presence of religious threats to the community that also utilized the Bible; and whether education was viewed as the prerogative of an elite few or as a mass enterprise.

D. CONTEMPORARY ISSUES


More students today study Bible, yet reactions are mixed.  For some rabbis, Bible provides a welcome distraction for the large amount of students who are dissatisfied with Talmudic study.  Other rabbis express concern with this development.  They worry about introducing a new subject into yeshiva curriculum; especially one whose methodology remains undeveloped.  Still others see it as fulfilling the unique spiritual needs living in the Land of Israel imposes.  Rav A. I. Kook explained
:


“In that day, the fair virgins shall faint from thirst...” (Amos 8:13). “Reliance on bread – this is halachic study. Reliance on water – this is the study of Aggadata” (Hagiga 14).  The young generation does not faint from hunger.  It is the lack of water that stunts the growth of their emotions and intellect.  This need can not be filled unless the scholars open up the sealed wells of Bible, Midrash, and Aggadata.

In Rav Kook’s footsteps, Rav Yuval Sharlo thinks that this nascent revival is connected to the return to Israel.  It is no coincidence that the revival of Bible studies and machshava is occurring specifically in the hesder yeshivot.  Only those yeshivot that acknowledge the unique role of our generation are equiped to engage in serious Bible study.    The diaspora was limited to Talmudic studies alone (see TB B’rachot 7a).  A book whose main theme was the behavior of a people on its land could not address the needs of a dispersed people scattered around the world. Instead of decrying the Talmud’s abandonment, we should be rejoicing in our new broadened horizons. The contemporary questions facing Jewry, particularly those in the political and communal sphere, Rav Sharlo describes as a ‘met mitzvah’.  These questions lay fallow for two thousand years
.   He even ascribes many of the problems ‘charedi’ society presently faces (not to mention the floundering religious Zionist movement) to a lack of intimate knowledge of Bible’s value system. Though intriguing, his ideas imply far more then he may realize.  Even if desirable, how does one come to halachic conclusions from Bible study? Can the Bible become a source of values in Judaism without the oral tradition?  Are the Bible’s values as monolithic and uniform as he would have us believe?   

Paradoxically, it is the historical neglect of Bible that leads to many fears regarding its nascent revival today.  Talmudic methodology already exists.  Certain questions are de rigeur; others are unacceptable within a Beit Midrash.  No similar guidelines exist for Bible.  In this vacuum, a variety of approaches are emerging, some threatening to traditionalists.  Rabbi Y. Emmanuel decried the trend for some students to approach Bible ‘pseudo-scientifically’
.  Students, possibly unconsciously influenced by the Higher Criticism prevalent in the universities, attempt to bring that methodology into the yeshivot. Studying Talmud, students spend hours trying to understand ‘a shverr Rashi’.  Studying Torah, they dismiss him as another anthology of Midrashim.


Circumventing this problem, R. Yisrael Rosen proposes that we study Bible in yeshiva the same manner we study Talmud
. If studying Gemara entails Rashi, Rambam, and Tosafot, then studying Bible means doing so armed with midrashim and Chazal.  R. Y. Cooperman argued that only after studying the midrashim in depth could one return to study the ‘p’shat’ of the verse
. R. Rosen nominates R. Yehoshua Bachrach as the pioneer in this methodology. His works effortlessly weave the midrashim tradition into the plain meaning of the text.  R. Rosen acknowledges that this methodology may not succeed with the Bible’s poetic sections.  Despite this, this style of learning is more appropriate for yeshiva curriculum then either ‘pseudo-scientific’ studies or the superficial Biblical overviews so common in yeshivot.


Although many people would crown Nechama Leibowitz, not Yehoshua Bachrach, as the founder of the new methodology of Bible studies, R. Rosen’s makes two points that deserve analysis. Every discipline has a methodology, and that contains boundaries.  The “red-lines” for Bible study still need to be developed.  Secondly, Bible studies occasionally suffer from superficialities.  Maimonides ruled that a person “should focus his attention on the Gemara alone for his entire life, according to his desire and ability to concentrate”.  Yeshiva is meant to stimulate, to challenge. Studies that demanded only shallow involvement were correctly deleted from the curriculum. Bible studies will remain sidelined without a ‘b’iyun’ methodology.  Once this methodology is developed, however, then Bible studies could conceivably demand a more prominent role.  This distinction can be found in Maimonides' wording.  When he demanded that a person “focus his attention on the Gemara alone”, this has to be understood based on how Rambam defined Gemara.  We assumed that Gemara meant the specific text of the Oral Law.  Maimonides understood Gemara differently.  “To understand and conceptualize the derivation of a concept from its roots, inferring one concept from another, comparing concepts, understanding the principles of exegesis; this is called Gemara.
”  Once we define Gemara as the application of higher thinking level skills necessary for in-depth understanding, then this applies to all areas of Torah study. Accordingly, Aviva Zornberg stands equal to Chayim Brisker.  Both demand deep reasoning and contemplation.  

Is R. Rosen’s comparison between Bible and Talmud legitimate?  On first glance, the equivalency appears desirable.  If the two texts are parallel, then I can draw from one methodology and apply it to the other.  However, the comparison is faulty. Talmud studies are static; Bible studies are dynamic.  The Talmud is a legal text.  Legal texts must draw on case precedent and accepted parameters of interpretation.  The Bible is a literary document.  Its strength comes from its ability to adapt itself to changing circumstances.  The prophet’s reproof of ancient temple cults must be just as religiously relevant  for the contemporary reader.  “The prophecy that was needed for generations was written down.”  Therefore, Biblical interpretation developed beyond the midrashic period.  Every generation had to create interpretations of the text to preserve its relevance.  As Rashi acknowledged, the text has “constantly renewing and emerging meanings”
.  The Rishonim used all textual study, literary criticism, grammatical insights, distinguished between ‘p‘shat’ and ‘d’rash, even though Chazal did not use these ideas methodologically.  As the science of literary criticism develops, our knowledge and appreciation of the Bible increases
.


R. Rafael Posen’s desire to see Bible studies given more prominence in the yeshiva curriculum stems from a different consideration.   Yeshiva study in Israel was the property of a select few thirty years ago.  Not surprising, the quality of students was greater then, in his eyes.  Today, many students abound in the yeshivot who feel uninspired, if not completely frustrated by their studies.  He provides anecdotal evidence to the “Gemara crisis”
, and, warns of a backlash if the yeshivot do not confront this crisis directly.  Already, youth wave their hands dismissively at the yeshiva as if to say, “How could it help me?  All they do is study page after page of Gemara.” Echoing the German Pietists, R. Posen suggests that renewed emphasis on Bible study provides the cure to the dilemma.  Bible study could link the student to the underlying values of the Gemara.  It could provide him with a relevant framework to understand his environment, and could ultimately serve as a bridge to non-religious Jewry
, who still see the Bible as part of a common spiritual heritage
.  

E. THE YESHIVA'S ROLE IN JEWISH SOCIETY


Most of the difficulties raised above center around one underlying question: why yeshivot today?  Universal education was always a Jewish ideal
.  The purpose of that education changed with the circumstances of each time.  Yeshivot in Babylon had two tiers; a lower level one for the masses
, and the higher level for the elites.  Whereas the lower level concentrated on practical halacha, the higher level studied the intricacies of Talmudic give-and-take.  The tension between the two goals – of universal education against developing the scholars and leaders of the community, fueled most of the struggles over designing the yeshiva curriculum.  Yeshivot in early Ashkenaz were decidedly elitist.  As discussed, they served two necessary functions: the education and production of rabbinical leaders, and the preservation of the Talmudic traditions.  This goal could not have been accomplished without a curriculum that was nearly exclusively based on intense Talmudic study.  The criticisms of the German Pietists were a populist attempt to remove the focus of yeshiva studies from the elite to the masses.  The similar struggles waged by the Maharal during the Renaissance period against the standard yeshiva curriculum, and to a lesser degree the Hasidic movement in the eighteenth century,  fall along the same fault lines.  Most people who approached Talmudic studies failed miserably. They lacked the necessary grounding in Bible and Mishnah to properly engage in the dialectic pilpul, and often began Talmud studies at too early an age to comprehend the Talmud’s abstract logic.  Only the exceptional continued their studies beyond their bar mitzvah.  Unlike Western Europe, higher education was not an option for the masses in Eastern Europe.  Despite today’s mythology, the yeshiva population at the beginning of the Second World War comprised of only 3000 students out of a population of 8 to 10 million. Given that yeshiva’s now serve a new, populist role, then a reconsideration of  other curricular alternatives may be required.


R. Elihayu Dessler, in a revealing essay, dealt with the same issue in 1951.  Teachers at the Gateshead Yeshiva had asked him for his approval to open a seminary/university program.  After explaining his fear that the opening of a seminary for males in proximity to the Yeshiva would distract the students there from their studies, R. Dessler candidly analyzed the positive and negative aspects of the different yeshiva curriculums:

The underlying issue was the difference between two approaches to education, the "Frankfurt" (Western European) approach, and the "yeshivish" approach.

        The Frankfurt approach permitted secular studies and concentrated on other areas of Judaic studies.  The price that they paid was that they reduced their chances of producing "gedolei Torah".  Even from those who studied Torah in Poland and Lithuania and came to study in Frankfurt for their academic degree, only a limited few became "gedolim".  However, they greatly gained since they had very few of their students fail.  Even though some may have had questions about faith because of the conflicts between science and Torah, almost all of the students who studied under this approach remained observant of mitzvot, and more then several were very meticulous in their behavior.

        The "yeshiva" approach had one solitary purpose.  Yeshivot were geared towards developing "gedolei Yisrael".  For this reason, other studies were forbidden.  Without total concentration on Talmudic studies, students could not become "gedolim".  Do not think, G-d forbid, that they (the originators of this approach) did not know the steep price that they paid for this.  They were very aware that many of their students could not meet such extreme requirements.  [They knew] that many of them would leave the ways of Torah and 'Yirat Shamayim'.  But this was the price that they paid in order to produce "gedolim".  Of course, they made every effort to minimize the damage to those students, but not at the expense of others [who could still become 'gedolim'.  I personally underwent these considerations when I threw students out of the yeshiva.  I understand that they relied on the saying "A thousand students come in to study; and only one leaves capable of teaching others.  The Holy One, Blessed be He said, ' This one I prefer.'"  Similarly, the Rambam stated that he was willing to suffer one thousand fools as long as "one wise person would benefit from him."

Rabbi Dessler concludes that since the presence of a seminary would distract the students from Gateshead Yeshiva from potentially becoming "gedolim", the price was not worth paying.  Notably, he does not reject the underlying validity of the Frankfurt approach.  We can only speculate to what extent the destruction of European Jewry, with all its scholars, influenced his thinking.  Was his response a continuation of R. Yochanan ben Zakkai’s classic call, “Give me Yavneh and its sages!”  In times of destruction, we first save the select few.  Afterwards, they can rebuild what was lost.  It is hard to we anticipate if he would give a similar answer today. As yeshiva education becomes a “mass” product, we may be forced to reconsider “the Frankfurt” model, with its open and varied curriculum.   

F. CONCLUSION

The changing role of yeshiva from elitist training school to mass education, the growing spiritual dissatisfaction with the "Talmud-exlusive" curriculum, and the existence of historical precedence for alternative curricular models, requires starting a process of inquiry and examination in creating a new educational model for at least some segments of our population. Insightful and meaningful Bible study may provide necessary spiritual inspiration and rejuvenation for the Torah community, and possibly preserve a vital bridge for dialogue with non-religious Jewry.  Yeshiva curriculum has faced criticism before
.  Without this legitimate process of constant reevaluation, today's yeshivot would be bereft of "mussar study" or "machshava discussions"
.   Our students deserve that we likewise engage in this process.   They are yearning for spiritual inspiration, thirsting for relevance and meaning in their studies.  The time has come that the wells of Bible study be opened to them.  “Let all those who are thirsty, come and drink.”

PERSONAL REFLECTIONS


Completing this paper, I can not help but marvel how a research  assignment became a labour of love.   My personal connection to Tanach study has influences and affected a lot of my career decisions.  It was specifically the Bible teachers, not Gemara, who served as my role models in Yeshiva University.  I began as a full time teacher in Tanach, not Gemara.  Interestingly, it was during the early stages of researching the paper that I began re-evaluating my own values.  Feeling that I had reached a dead end as to finding primary sources that dealt with the topic, I tried to re-formulate the question.  Instead of attempting to convince everyone why Tanach should play a more prominent role in yeshiva curriculum, I found myself asking, “why is it that Tanach was reduced to a lesser role?  Was it a conscious decision, that reflected a preference for Talmud in Judaism’s value system, or the combination of outside historical factors.  My conclusion, Jewishly enough, is both.  Tanach deserves more respect in yeshiva, and the risks of ignoring it are detailed in my paper.  However, I realized that personally, I have to spend more time in front of a blatt Gemara than is my wont.  Once having reframed the issues, and asking myself better questions, it seemed that I was able to find sources much easier.  I came across two articles by R. Mordechai Breuer that deal with different aspects of this issues, and he is extensively quoted in the paper.  Fortunately, I came across in HaTzofeh’s archives a long series of editorials that deal with personal reflections of several leading rabbis about this issue.  I am fortunate to have had R. Menachem Leibtag as a mentor; his instinctive ability to isolate ideas and ask piercing questions, along with his editorial comments, improved my own thinking process and (hopefully) the paper immensely.  My students at Yeshivat Sha’arei Mevasseret Zion invested much time in discussing these ideas with me, and their editorial abilities helped me formulate them much clearer than I could have ever done alone.  Special thanks go to Baruch Speiser, Alex Radundsky, and Zev Ackerman in this regard.  

� Mordechai Breuer, "The Study of Tanach in the Yeshiva Curriculum", Studies Presented to Moshe Arend, p. 229.  I received similar oral testimony from R. Hillel Horovitz, who stated that his great-grandfather once caught his grandfather studying a Tanach at home the way it was done in yeshiva – under the table.  The great-grandfather slapped the grandfather and emphatically declared that no one, in his house, was allowed to study any books under the table, especially not a Tanach.


�   Ibid, p. 230.


�   Sotah 44a, Sanhedrin 24a.


�  Quoting R. Yosi bar Hanina, Kiddushin 30a.


�   Further sources that emphasize Bible study for its utilitarian purpose of understanding the Oral Law include BT Sotah 44a, commenting on Prov. 24:27.   


�   See also R. Avraham Horowitz, glosses on Yesh Nochlin, appended to Shelah; R. Ya’akov Emden, beg. of Migdal Oz; The Will of R. Ya’akov of Lissa; and R. S. R. Hirsch in Horev, p. 551. 


�   Shulchan Aruch haRav, Hilchot Talmud Torah, 1:6.


�   Or Yisrael, letter 18.


�   Accordingly, reading the works and codes of the Rishonim fulfills the study of Mishnah, while Gemara meant study the Acharonim.


�   Sefer Mitzvot Katan 105.


�   Responsa of the Rivash, no. 45.


�   Sefer Hasidim, no. 603.


�   Breuer, p. 231.  Only the Radbav (2:755) rules that a teacher who taught Bible can also be considered as a ‘rebbe muvhak’.


�   Mizbeach haZahav, p. 12a.


�   Whether the word ‘higayon’ means in-depth or superficial study is unclear.  See M. Breuer, “Hold Back Your Children From ‘Higayon’”, p. 246-268, 255-256.  


�  Rashi’s second explanation of ‘higayon’ is ‘childish’ speech.  How the ‘Bible Commentator par excellence’ could write this will be discussed later in the paper.  The Aruch (s.v. mefatrin) also explains ‘higayon’ as Bible study.  However, this identification is by no means universal.  Rav Hai Gaon understood ‘higayon’ to mean the study of logic and grammar (Otzar haGeonim, B’rachot, p. 39), as did Ibn Ezra and J. Ibn Tibbon.  Sh’muel ibn Tibbon translated it as the study of other languages (S. Ibn Tibbon, 5726, p. 43-44).  See also footnotes 17-22 in Breuer, “Hold Back Your Children from ‘Higayon’.


�  Breuer, M.  “Hold Back Your Children From ‘Higayon’”, p. 242, quoting Sefer Yuchsin, p. 124.


�  Teshuvat haGeonim, # 302.


�   See also R. Bachaye, Hovot haLevavot, Sha’ar haElohim, ch. 4. 


�   See also Rashi’s explanation to Yoma 18b, explaining how the Kohen Gadol was kept awake through the reading of exciting Biblical passages. 


�   Sefer haMeorot, (1924, New York), p. 94.


�  Rashbam’s commentary to Breishit 37:2


�  Breuer, p. 252.


� Biblical  texts allude to wide-scale knowledge of the text (Divrei haYamim 2 17:9).


�   Breuer, M., p. 248.  See footnotes 23, 24.


�   Baba Batra 113a, Tos. s.v. Tarvaihu nami.


�   Machzor Vitri, p. 26.


�   Breuer, ibid.


�   Breuer, “The Bible in Yeshiva Curriculum”, p. 224.


�   See Ibn Ezra’s Poems, Kahana ed., p. 26; Yesod Mora, p. 11b-12a; and the commentary of Y. Abrabanel to Pirkei Avot, who chides the Ashkenazic teachers for thinking that “At age five, Bible” meant that Bible instruction stopped at age five.  The Ma’aseh Efod’s outburst that neglect of Bible study led to the Crusades is the logical culmination of the above.


�   See also R. Meir haLevi Abulafia, Toldot Adam veHava, 2:1; and R. Chayim ben Betzalel (1515-1588), the Maharal’s brother, blamed “the long and bitter exile” for the conscious decision to emphasize Talmudic studies.  With the Talmud, at least wisdom and ‘fear of G-d’ would be preserved.


�   M. Breuer,  p. 223.


�   ibid.


�   Teshuvot Ragmah, Eidelberg ed., p. 26.


�   E. Kanarfogel, Jewish Education and Society in the High Middle Ages, p. 89.


�   Rashi’s comm. to Pes. 111a.


�   For example, Rashbam, Bechor Shor, and Yosef Kara.  See Breuer, p. 251, Kanarfogel, p. 82-85.


�   This interpretation is based on E. Urbach, quoted by Kanarfogel, p. 74.  Others interpretation for the emergence of the new methodology include the theory that it is a conscious return to the style of critical dialectic found  between Abaye and Rava, and others allude to a similar development among Christian scholarship, although Urbach explicitly shies away from the comparison. Still others suggest that this methodology due to the increasingly elitist nature of the yeshivot, a criticism we will soon discuss in detail.   For a complete overview of this topic, see Kanarfogel, ch. 5.  


�   Breuer, p. 226.


�   Beit Talmud, sec. IV, p. 344.  It is unclear how the constant polemics with the Christians affected the amount of Bible study in Ashkenaz.  On one hand, some sources indicate a reduction; yet logic would suggest that without substantial study, they would be no way to prevail in these debates.    


�   Breuer, “Higayon”, p. 250.  Kanarfogel takes issue with Breuer whether the difference between Ashkenaz and Spain was a complete lack of Bible studies, or simply that Ashkenaz had not developed the methodologies for approaching a Biblical text.  See Kanarfogel, p. 133.


�   Ma’aseh Efod, Vienna 1865, p. 41.


�   Responsa of the Rivash, 376.


�   Breuer, “Bible in Yeshiva Curriculum,” p. 232.


�   Sefer Hasidim, #820.


�   Kanarfogel, p. 88.


�   Ibid.  R. Kanarfogel proposes that the Ibn Ezra’s Yesod Mora is the source for the Rokeach’s remarks.  In Yesod Mora, the Ibn Ezra does a typological survey of the different intellectual approaches Jewish scholars can choose from.  He argues that a balance must be maintained, and that scholars who thinks that exclusivity, whether through Bible studies or Talmud studies, can lead to the “highest spiritual truths”, mislead themselves.  On the other hand, see Avoda Zara 19b, the commentary of the Rashash to Baba Batra 8a, and the Or Sameach’s commentray to Hilchot Talmud Torah, that argue for a personalized form of spiritual specialization regarding Torah study.`


�   Kanarfogel, p. 190, note 21.


�   Sefer Hasidim, #752, #820.


�   Kanarfogel, p. 87.  See page 188, footnotes 6, 7 for an expanded treatment of this issue.


�   Ibid., p. 90.


�   Sefer Hasidim, #308.


�   Found at the end of Shut Maharam mi-Rotenburg.


�   Unfortunately, neither R. Y. Pollack nor his disciple R. Shalom Shachna published any of their discourses, so we have a dearth of original examples to clearly define this system.  Most of what we can surmise is due to the vociferous opposition that arose, and the descriptions found therein.  


�   Introduction to Yam Shel Shlomo.
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�   Breuer, p. 234.  For a full development of how Bible study fit into the educational reforms proposed by the Enlightment, see Yisrael Brand’s article “The Conflict Over Teaching Bible in Recent Generations:, Chemda’at, 5757.


�   The Noda BiYehuda’s antagonistic feelings towards the nascent Hasidic movement have been well documented.  See B. Epstein in Makor Baruch, who describes how the third Lubavitch Rebbe, the Tzemach Tzedek, denigrated the Noda Yehuda’s scholarship in front of Y. M. Epstein, the Aruch haShulchan, as a continuation of this conflict 100 years later.


�   R. R. B. Posen, in his article “Tanach, Yeshivot, and the Dialogue With Non-religous Jewry”, HaTzofeh, 21 Tishrei, 5758, argues that the entire Lithuanian yeshiva curriculum was also reactionary.  The changes made by R. Chayim of Volozhin and others were a reflection of their desire to counteract the effects of the Enlightment.


�  Breuer, p. 229.


�   Tal haRa’ayah, p. 180-1.  Apiryon, 5684, p. 162.


�   The Letters of Rav Yitzchak Izik haLevi, Jerusalem, 1972.  P. 150.


�    Responsa AchiEver, 3:81.


�   Vavay haAmudim, appended to the SheLaH, Amud haTorah 5.


�   R. Ya’akov Emden, Introduction to the Siddur.


�   Breuer, p. 230.


�   Including Hirsch, Hoffman, and Breuer.


�   Horev, #551.


�   R. A. I. Kook, Ikvei haTzon, p. 144.


�   Y. Sharlo, “Tanach’s Place in Talmud Torah”, HaTzofeh, 14.3.97.


�   Y. Emannuel, “To Learn Tanach?  Yes, But. . .”, HaTzofeh, 3 Elul, 5757.


�   Y. Rosen, “Learn Tanach Like Torah SheBeAl Peh”, HaTzofeh, 27 Tammuz, 5757.


�   Y. Rosenson, “Yesh Av LaMikra”, HaTzofeh, 19 Av, 5757.


�   Hilchot Talmud Torah 1:11. 


�   Rashbam, Br. 37:2, quoted above.


�   See M. Tropper, “Towards a Methodology of Teaching Tanach in Yeshivot”, HaTzofeh. Elul 17, 5757. 


�   Witness the discussion and acknowledgement of this phenomenon that transpired between R. Lichtenstein and Brovender regarding the prevalent dissatisfaction with Gemara study at the ATID parlor meeting, April, 1999. 


�   This point needs to be addressed and studied further.


�   Posen, ibid.


�   Eg. The Talmud heaped lavish praise upon Yehoshua ben Gamla for ensuring universal access to education in the Second Temple period. (B.B. 21a).


�   The weekly d’rashot for halachic instruction, and bi-annual yarchei kalla.


�  E. Dessler, Michtav MiEliyahu, vol. 3, p. 355-358.  It should be noted that the quote from the Rambam refers to philosophy, not Bible study.   The R. Meir Simcha of D’vinsk suggests a similar distinction in his commentary to Maimonide’s Hilchot Talmud Torah.


� The Maharal's previous remarks possibly only the sharpest, most pointed on the issue.


� This is not to say that R. Yisrael Salanter and R. A.I. Kook did not face vociferous opposition to their reforms. 








