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Judaic Studies is dedicated to the serious study of Jewish
history, literature, and thought as they relate to traditional
Judaism. It seeks to encourage the study and stimulate the
discussion of the full spectrum of Jewish teaching, whether
from the biblical, talmudic, medieval, or modern periods. Its
only a prioricommitment is to a teaching aptly expressed by
the rabbis of yore: nnx n72pn 5w wmnin,
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1. Introduction

The distinguished eighteenth century rabbi, talmudist, and
kabbalist, R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz (1690-1764), is remem-
bered mostly for his seminal contribution to rabbinic litera-
ture, and rightly so. *n%51°n73 (on AYT 77 (P AOW), DOPIN DX
(on VEWM JWIN PV INYW). 1R *12 (on Maimonides’ Code), ny>
w217 (a collection of sermons). and PN PR (on the MILDN)
are, perhaps, his most famous works. There were many others.
A comprehensive bibliography (published in 1964) lists 119
separate entries — representing some 35 different titles — of
published editions of books by R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz.! Onc
suspects that it the list were compiled todav, the number of
entries and titles would, at the verv least, be doubled. Other
writings of R. Jonathan, whether talmudic or kabbalistic, are
still in manuscript form, awaiting publication.?

I'Naftali Ben-Menahem, ed., in317% n92in :°0x1°92°20 Yyon, Jerusa-
lem, 1964, pp. 13-24.

2 Virtuallv all the major librarics of Judaica contain manuscripts of
talmudic lecture notes recorded by R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz™ disci-
ples. A n2°w> wXA for some 50 years, and a popular one at that, he
probably taught thousands of students, almost all of whom took
notes. Cf. R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz, iy nmY, Altona, 17565, pp. 13b
and 50b. Much of the material remains unpublished. despite the
occasional excerpts that have appcared in Torah periodicals, such as
1 and 7w 073, Kabbalistic manuscripts by R. Jonathan Eibe-
schuctz, fewer in number, can be found — among other libraries — at

3
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Such a rich and variegated literary legacy presupposes a
lifetime devoted entirely to study. One imagines a pious rec-
luse, surrounded by books, who did nothing but study and
write. In the case of R. Jonathan, nothing could be further
from the truth. Bold and imaginative, R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz
was not one to shy away from the exigencies of real life. In
Prague, he confronted missionaries and priests and was In-
volved in Jewish-Christian disputes.? In Vienna, he cultivated
relationships with courtiers and Royal officials — in order to
advance the cause of the Jewish community.? Personal ac-
quaintances included the Sabbatian rogue, Nehemia Hiyya
Hayon (d. circa 1730);° the controversial kabbalist, R. Moshe
Hayim Luzzatto (d. 1'746);° and the founder of the Haskalah,
Moses Mendelssohn (d. 1786).7 Precisely because he was
perspicacious, witty, and politically well-connected, he made
friends — and enemies — easily. His charismatic personality
attracted admirers and disciples, even as his every success
became a target for his enemies, often fueled by misdirected

the Bodleian Library in Oxford and at the Institute of Oriental
Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg.

3See, e.g., Gershom Scholem, “0*"oni D02 D°RNAVA 2¥ MY T
n7on aRma,” 1 9(1944), pp- 34-35. On R. Jonathan and the Jesuit
Father Francisco Haselbauer, see David Leib Zinz, e nnTa,
Piotrkow, 1930, vol. 1, pp. 12-13. One missionary had the following
to sav about R. Jonathan: "This Jonathan is the only real scholar in
Prague; he poses difficult questions. The Fathers sometimes need to
engage in 2 to 3 days of research in order to provide him with an
answer’ (Scholem, p. 34, n. 42).

17inz, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

>They met in Hamburg in 1713. See Zinz, op. cit., p. 11.

6 Thev met in Prague in 1736. See R. Jacob Emden, nxin mm? n71w,
Altona, 1756, p. 40b. Cf. Meir Benayahu, “>"m»1 @ Tann,” nMnod
5(1961), p. 320.

‘They met in Altona in 1761. See Ismar Elbogen, et al, eds., Moses

Mendelssohn Gesammelte Schriften Jubilaemsausgabe, Berlin, 1929, vol.
16. pp. 2-3.
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zeal and anger, and by petty jealousies. Chief Rabbi, w11, and
12°W> WKRI par excellence, R. Jonathan would spend a lifetime
defending himself against his enemies.® It comes as no sur-
prise, then, that during his lifetime, his enemies even accused
him of heresy: some suggested that he was a secret believer in
Christianity;? others that he was a closet Sabbatian.!0 Still
others — incredible as it may seem — accused him of being an
YIR7 oy, literally an ignoramus, but in context the insult was
intended to convey the message that he was a less than
learned rabbi who was prone to gross rabbinic error.ll What
follows 1s an analysis of one such episode of false accusation
against R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz.

2. The Wi

Doubtless, the biblical commandment concerning the 11
W11 — the prohibition against the consumption of the sciatic
nerve — is properly subsumed under the Mishnaic category of:

8See R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz, *n%m °n13, Altona, 1763, Introduc-
tion.

9See, e.g., R. Jacob Emden, wmw oo, Altona [despite the title
page, which reads: Amsterdam], 1758-62, pp. 18b, 19b, and 26a. Cf.
David Friderich Megerlin, Geheime Zeugnuesse vor die Wahrheit der
Christlichen Religion aus vier und zwansig neuen und seltenen Juedischen
Amuleten, Frankfurt and Leipzig, 1756.

10See, e.g., R. Moshe Hagiz’ (d. ca. 1749) letter of 1725 to R.Aryeh
Leib of Reisha, printed on the broadside ny7 jy»?, Amsterdam, 1753.
Ct. his letter of 1725 addressed to R. Michel Hasid of Berlin, in R.
Joseph Praeger, wx *Yna (ms. Michael 106 at the Bodleian Library,
Oxford University), vol. 1, fol. 62b-63a. For an account of R. Moshe
Hagiz' attitude toward R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz, see Elisheva
Carlebach, The Pursuit of Heresy, New York, 1990, pp. 177-179.

l1See, e.g., R. Jacob Emden, 7 mm® n17aw, pp. 16b and 38b.
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12,ma19m nd%m vym Xpn W ,AYYa 11900 000

Mountains suspended from a hair, for they have little
support in Scripture yet many laws.1?

The prohibition appears only once in all of Scripture, in a
narrative passage and not, as expected, in a legal one. The
terse formulation at Gen. 32:33,

I 0T TV 7707 9 DY WK AW 703 DR ORI 121998 RY 10 DY

That 1s why to this dav the Israelites do not eat the gid
ha-nasheh which is on the socket of the hip,

leaves much unsaid. Is the verse descriptive or normative:
That is, 1s the verse describing a voluntary practice or is it
legislating a prohibition?

What is the 7w 737 Does an animal have one or more
than one: Does the practice apply to domestic animals (nn2),
to non-domestic animals (N°n), or both? Does the 1w 7°3 have
to be removed from sacrificial offerings that are not eaten
Does the prohibition apply to the nwit 7°2 of a non-kosher
animal: May a Jew derive benefit from the Wi 773, i.e. mav
he sell it to a Gentiler If not for the Oral Law, we would not
know how to respond to any of these questions.!3 Indeed, one
can safelv assume that Jewish sectarians, e.g., Samaritans, the
Dead Sea sect, and Karaites also proffered responses to these

questions — responses that differed considerably from those
of rabbinic Judaism.l4

12M. Hagigah 1:8.

13In general, sec the entry “nwin 1237 in N> 7%n 2 I191%P°83R, Jerusa-
iecm, 1965, cols. 1-21.

4 Karaite dietary laws, for example, made it impossible for Kara-
ites lo patronize Rabbanite butcher shops. Similarly, Rabbanites
found it impossible to patronize Karaite butcher shops. Sec Zvi
Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium, New York, 1959, pp. 285-289.
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It is therefore not surprising that medievall® and early
modern!® rabbinic authorities were quick to ban deviant
practices by porgers (Hebrew: 0pi) and labelled them as
M 37 Db, i.e., as smacking of heresy. Apparently, there
was an inherent relationship between deviant porging and
heresy.

3. R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz: Master Porger

Aside from mastering all of the Torah, R. Jonathan
Eibeschuetz was also a master porger. When in 1750, the
protessional porger, R. David Deitsch, published his 717 72°% —
a landmark volume on the laws of deveining ("1 n12%7), with
special focus on the porging of the hind quarters — he
received a warm letter of approbation from R. Jonathan
Eibeschuetz.17 R. Jonathan wrote in part:!®

PRI TNRWY 172 %P2 A1 DANIRI °P2 *N1vaY 270 HY 0°oonh wpd
NORI D°NAVAY HY "N 07D HR D7D MY *NN2T DAY ANOW 0
11210W 32 PR %D

He requested a letter of approbation from me, for I am
expert in this profession. a master of all the [animal]
parts and their names. I read what he wrote, conversed
with him personally, and went with him to the abattoir
and saw that he was flawless.

One of the other writers of a letter of approbation to the

same volume, R. Zvi Hirsch Auerbach (d. 1788) of Worms,
writes that when he saw the letter written by 1°271 12> 2117R,”

I5Sc¢e o7 10 to b.Hullin 89b, §659, ed. Vilna, 1886, p. 8.
I6R. Jacob Reischer, 2py> maw n"w, Lvov, 1897, vol. 1, §57.
17937 m1°%, Fuerth, 1750.

I80p. cit., immediately following the Introduction.
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71NN’ /3 DOMBMT XA there was no need for further investiga-
tion and he simply followed suit with an appropriate letter of
rccommendation.

Whatever doubts anyone mav have entertained about R.
Jonathan's expertise as a porger were surely dispelled by R.
Jonathan's account of a confrontation between him and an
itinerant porger in Prague, published during R. Jonathan’s
lifetime in his *n%9 *n13 (Altona, 1763). The passage reads: 1Y

WaANWN ,TIRN? NN 70 22 19°DR INR P 700 23012 M
NI YV T D TIYY NEKRA TN RINW MR T3 HY 9D vl
TIOWR PIR 932 2W1 9937 7,700 TI0KRY T3 1ORW 7732 1°MAX)
Y MM *IDY "IDY 1PI2T VIR ARIBY RAW TV NI WOV
P IR T MW ONREM 277 DR NPT CNARR CIXY DR
7737 2an0W 203710 17 SNRITIRY NP NINN22 XD 02901 NMnnal
°3 P12 PNADY PR D7V P12 YpNWR 27V, MR 02012 AT
TP PSR NTRYW PhYT PV Ty 01m 2L,00an 1 R 0P DY DR
PR PNTRW M DR 2D PN 2Y PNOnd XY 1NINWI 102 pa NvaY

SN9IR 90D YUI0) MRy

In my day there was a porger. learned in Torah and quite
cxpert. Nonetheless, he mistakenly proclaimed that a
different sinew was the true gid ha-nasheh, and that to
this very dav we and our forefathers have erred, remov-
Ing a sinew that in fact was not the one prohibited by the
lorah! He travelled through all the German lands, cre-
ating an uproar, until he reached Prague — where he
presented his argument before me and the great talmu-
dic sages of the citv. I investigated the matter and
discovered that what he identified as the gid [ha-nasheh]
was found only in male animals, not in female animals.
I then showed him a passage from the Semag,?’ who

19°n%:1 °n13, Altona, 1763, p. 62a-b.
20R. Moses of Coucy (13th centurv), 9172 mx» 7o0.
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writes that the gid ha-nasheh needs to be removed from
male and female animals. With that, his argument was
silenced. The upshot is that with regard to deveining,
one should rely onlv on an expert who is also a God-
fearer of long standing.?! Indeed, from the day I ma-
tured intellectually and learned the laws of deveining,
becoming expert in them and in the names of all their
parts. I never relied on a porger. Rather, I ate only what

I myselt deveined and “the fruit of the labor of my hands
did I eat.”

In brief. R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz was Chief Rabbi, jwa7.
12°w° WX, and master porger.

4. R. Jacob Emden’s Perspective

The distinguished Gaon, R. Jacob Emden (d. 1776). R.
Jonathan’s bitter adversary. readily admitted that R. Jonathan
was a master porger. But what everyone else saw as virtue, was
viewed by R. Jacob Emden as vice. In his 2py»a m7y op=
(.\\ltona, 1755-6), after 1ssuing a call for the expulsion of R.
Jonathan Eibeschuetz and his followers from the Jewish com-
munity. R. Jacob Emden writes:?2

W2 NN I ,0NPNY Dwon e IRCLAM IRLAY NIV
NX” TWX TV D2°IRIY NI 1301 0OWY MR I B THRY DPNNR
0NN 220 RY» DA% AYWW 197 WA YHWIN IRINT DYY ,0ORD
(127 DRI DPNNRAW) "WIR 123 W 125102 ’PNT XTI 0Ywank

2I1See Neh. 7:2 and Rashi’s comment ad loc.
2220y°2 M7V o, Altona, 1755-56, p. 48b.
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WNW PRI N7 PRV IVINW 3 23,073 Y'wne praw wyn md
AWRW °D% 771 LW JIT 0D 2V MYLYw ARM) 24973 nenh m
S71IRW 7 °DY 11702 W 373 YITY,ApY° T PR WD X2 920w
VI T°3 TAD 270) 25,030 o1 170W 7310 0N DIRAW IO 170w
N3 07K 272 199X X2 57 21052 1731 ,79°9R2 270 0K 1D 7Y D
7°3 1P92IX PR 27032 PPYNR PRW M 93 ,X°9N RN2 KIT 2R YWD
2712 919X 0°X11D 1PNAW MR 26,3773 NI 270 IMINWIY W
2°XTN O ABN ((M¥H? 072 2WN1 7277X ,1703 DA D2 NN RO
" DoW 1YL ARIN MDY AN YW OpTID 1990 DYwI YW onnw)
71°7 27,01Y52 DIRD DYYIT 12 DI 17W D2 IR W1 DYLI N2 PIRW

NR DWW 02377 DWW WD 712),0°0% X2 INRY

This 1s particularly necessarv because they sinned, and
caused others to’sin and stumble. This 1s especially the
case regarding the hind quarters, which he [R. Jonathan]
informed them that he had deveined. He sent them
portions of it which he fed them with until it came out
of their nostrils. According to what has been seen and
heard, the meat he sends them i1s full of fat. Doubtless,
he intended to cause them to stumble by having them
consume the fat of the gid ha-nasheh (whose blood ves-
sels nourish the hind quarters) just as Shabbetai Zevi
did, may his name and memory be blotted out as well.23
For great rabbinic scholars have testified concerning
him [Shabbetai Zevi], that he considered this a great
rectification.?? (It would seem that his reason for this
practice 1s consistent with his overall view. For he be-
lieves that the Mcssiah has come and the [wrenched

230n Shabbetai Zevi’s ritual consumption of the forbidden fats,
see (Gershom S. Scholem, Sabbatai Sevi, Princeton, 1973, pp. 242-243,
387, and 459.

21See, ¢.g.. the rabbinic testimony recorded in R. Joseph Praeger,
op. cit. [above, note 10], vol. 1, fol. 29a-32a.
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socket of the] thigh of Jacob has been rectified. Also well
known is the passage in the Zohar relating to the talmu-
dic saying that human beings have 365 veins which
parallel the 365 days of the year.?> The gid ha-nasheh
parallels Tish'ah be-Av, which 1s why one is forbidden to
eat on Tish'ah be-Av. This 1s alluded to in Scripture by
the verse: The Children of Israel do not eat ‘et [DX], ‘et [DR]
being the abbreviation of Tish‘ah Av. The one is depend-
ent upon the other. When one is not permitted to eat on
Tish'ah be-Av, one may not eat the gid ha-nasheh. When
1t is permissible to eat on Tish'ah be-Av. it 1s also permis-
sible to eat the gid ha-nasheh.?® Since the flagrant viola-
tors have ruled that it 1s permissible to eat on Tish'ah
be-Av, it follows that it 1s also permissible to eat the gid
ha-nasheh — indeed, they consider it obligatory!) Regard-
ing these wicked ones who cast off the yoke of the Torah
and the commandments, mav their spirits be extin-
guished and may their souls pine away. It is public
knowledge, regarding anyone who ate from his meat and
tasted the hind quarters [he deveined], that what he
consumed entered his body like snake venom.2? He then

25See 711 100 to Gen. 32:33, ed. Margulies, Jerusalem, 1964, vol.
1, p. 170b. Cf. b.Makkot 23b. For R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz’ analvsis of
the Zohar passage, see w37 my°, ed. Or ha-Sefer, Jerusalem, 1988,
vol. 2, pp. 111-112.

26 This, of course. is a Sabbatian interpretation of the Zohar pas-
sage: the Zohar does not state that when it is permissible to eat on
Tish'ah be-Av, 1t 1s also permissible to eat the gid ha-nasheh. See, ¢.¢.,
Leopold Locw, “Zur Geschichte der ungarischen Sabbathaeer,” in his
Gesammelte Schriften. Szegedin, 1898, vol. 4, p. 446. Cf., howevcr, the
“traditional” sources cited in R. Pinhas Zelig Schwartz, ond nyaai,
Brooklyn, 2004, pp. 135-137. On the Sabbatian annulment of the fast
of Tish"ah be-Av, see Scholem, op. cit., pp. 628 {f.

27 Cf. b.Shabbat 62b.
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tell over backwards, not forwards. Thus did he spread a
net at their feet; he caused them to fall over backwards.

R. Jacob Emden repeated this accusation throughout his
writings.~? Here we have a striking example of the inherent
relationship between alleged deviant Mp°1 and heresy. Interest-
ingly, if R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz was a lifelong Sabbatian (as
R. Jacob Emden claimed), R. Jonathan would have done better
by remaining silent when challenged by the porger in Prague
— or better yet — he should have supported his argument.
Sabbatians wanted Jews to eat the forbidden fats and the true
nwin 173 By refuting the porger’s argument, R. Jonathan
guaranteed that all Jews would continue to remove the true 773
7Wi1 and refrain from eating it.

5. The Perspective of the Haskalah

R. Ezekiel Feivel b. Zev Wolf (d. 1833) would serve with
distinction as ©>W°» 7711 and P78 77 of Vilna from 1811 until
his death.?” Prior to that, he served as 0> Ww>» 7°3 and P78 771
of Deretschin, a town northwest of Slonim, in what is today
Belarus. While at Deretschin. in 1809, he published volume 2

of his DR M0, a moralistic work in the form of a biographv
of R. Shlomo Zalman of V\olozhin (d. 1788). R. Shlomo

23Sec, e.g., R. Jacob Emden, 29py n¥*py, Altona, 1753, pp. 9b-10a:
ct. his 9Dw0a P m22, Altona, 1763, p. 11a-b. Sce also R. Joseph
Praeger, op. cit. [above, note 10], vol. 3, fol. 57a-58b, $36.

29In general, p7¥ 771 was the title given to anyone appointed to
scrve as an official 17 of the Jewish community. The own 7oan,
often aside from serving as a 11, was the official 737 and 12w of the
Jewish community. See, e.g., Hillel Noah Steinschneider, R3%M 7,
Vilna, 1900, pp. 82 and 102.
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Zalman, atfectionately called R. Zelmele, was a younger
brother of R. Hayyim of Volozhin (d. 1821) and a favorite
disciple of the Gaon of Vilna (d. 1797). Ostensibly a biogra-
phy of R. Shlomo Zalman, DX M9 was in fact a classic
volume of Jewish thought that tells as much about R. Ezekiel
Feivel as it does about R. Shlomo Zalman. Modern scholarly
investigation has shown that R. Ezekiel Feivel appropriated
passages from the writings of Azariah de Rossi (d. 1578),
Moses Mendelssohn (d. 1786), Naftali Hertz Wessely (d.
1805), and others, often without proper attribution, and in-
serted them into his 0Ix% M7%0.30 For our purposes, it is
important to note that the Maggid of Deretschin — and later
of Vilna — telt quite comfortable reading, and appropriating
passages from, works that played a formative role in establish-
ing the agenda of the Maskilim in Berlin.?!

At one point, R. Ezekiel Feivel gathers the evidence for
rabbinic error. Rabbis too are mortals and are prone to err on
occasion. The moral lesson for us, explains R. Ezekiel Feivel,
is that no one should be overconfident. Rather, everyone
should be open to criticism and correction. Among his sam-
ples of rabbinic error, R. Ezekiel Feivel adduces the >n%9y °na3
passage cited above, and then adds the following:32

(0”9 D) N9 P9 37102 PR 07277 PR MR NN? 132 13N 7T
17911 17 DWW NAREMD X?Y DW NWR3A 33,7WIn 773 °397 IR2ANI QW WX

30See Isaac Bacr Levinsohn, Y&y 1, Warsaw, 1903, pp. 3243. Cf.
Shraga Abramson, “2°1»d 5Xpn> 1% DI MT2AM 25wR 70w *0IDT,” "D
72(1973), pp. 100-143.

31See Immanuel Etkes, “Ap1°R n7m1a a%wan >7wan nvRwY,” paan
H7(1987), pp. 102-104. Cf. Edward Brcuer, “The Haskalah in Vilna:
R. Yehezkel Feivel's Toldot Adam,” Torah U-Madda Journal 7(1997), pp.
15-40.

32978 M, Jerusalem, 1987, vol. 2, chapter 16, p. 237.

33See above, note 20.
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AWM Y2IR WINKR D ,P7H02 WHNRY WRaY NY® NP 0I5 0°927
951> X7 2 112 NN XY W D3 34,77H0 DIPP 37100 X IDID NIVDY
*1D02 W21 1122 1YIN R? AT 1772 NP D207 IV AW TPD° RN
X7 2¥2° 1R 72 13997 WRD 2R ,27 WIDM 727 AY°I° DY 0PI
DW3A MIAPI NINIA2Y 0T NN AN AWIR TIOR3 T PWH IR
MIXMT DD 2V 971 1IN NN N O2IR 9D XYY Y DR DIR LoD
MIXM NAMN T WD AWIT T3 2372 ROYW 1702 2n0w Ihn YW
NIDW IMNWND PY INYYY 35.M12232) 027012 AT Yo opm 9oa w
XA 02IX .DI2PI MBI B3I NN DA 1T MIRHW R PN
0°WI DPWIR PXR NI W NMRHW RIT PN NN 23 ,IRM RO7 72172
TN PW 1PM2WAN IR NAWNN R ,0TXR 12 MIAPIY 0°907 1307
MXH 93 YR LYND W NN MR D212 3TN T PIW 9N
011572 31 MM DA LT WD AN 0D 129 DAY Pian 13 n7Y

DIPN

N2V PIRAWD 312 19RD 0°3°0 DR ,I03¥V3A ¥R DIXR 93 RW? 7NN
DOM ARM TRM 2202 IRT 7197 36,001 HXIAD 2300 PRI 23T WY an
M2°N12 2N DWM 37.oN%R RIWI ,1VIRW Mam NART IR 22010 IIRWY

38,°n¥DN 719X °D PIRT NHKRT

We turned our attention toward locating the source of
these words in the Semag (list of negative command-
ments, §139). where the laws of gid ha-nasheh are expli-
cated.33 We searched there but could find no reference
to, or mention of, “males and females.” We exerted
ourselves and searched in the Semak, for we said: Per-
haps this is a scribal error, “Semag” being printed in

34R. Isaac of Corbeil (13th centurv), Jup nMxn 7oD.

35°nn oo (13th century), ed. Chavel, Jerusalem, 1977, pp. 57-58.
36 Cf. b.Moed Katan 25b.

37 See Maimonides, (2’9 A3mW] Mar naon’ 1R, Introduction (ed.
Katah, 1°p°1 770 072270 Wb oy Mmwn, Jerusalem, 1964, p. 247).

38 Cf. Jer. 9:23.
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place of “Semak.”?* But there too no mention is made
of “males and females” with regard to this law. We did
not refrain from making extensive search in the books of
the halakhic decisors. But we returned as we had left,
empty-handed. Despite much effort, we searched in vain
among the halakhic decisors for the phrase “the gid
ha-nasheh needs to be removed from male and fcmale
animals.” But the truth testifies on its own behalf: the
Gaon, perhaps, had in mind the book of command-
ments by the Hinukh. In the section Va-Yishlah, when
discussing the laws of gid ha-nasheh, he writes: “This
commandment applies in all places and all times for
males and females.”?®> R. Jonathan thought that the
Hinukh meant to say that this commandment is applied
to male and female animals. But this is an egregious
error, for the intention of the Hinukh 1s that this com-
mandment applies to men and women, i.e., human
beings. What the Gaon Jonathan understood — that this
law 1s applied to male and female animals — is hardly
what the Hinukh had in mind. For in virtuallv all the
negative commandments, such as the prohibition
against eating leavened bread on Passover, or doing
work on the Sabbath, and many others like them, 1t was
his practice to write: “This commandment applies to
males and females.”

Therefore, let evervone apply to himself an a fortion
argument. If giant fish [in the sea], such as these, get
caught up on the fish-hooks of error. what possible hope
is there that ordinary fish in the pond, like me, will
escape from them?7° It is appropriate indeed to cherish
the saying of the sage who said: “I accept the truth from
whoever says it, and I detest falsehood.™” Mav the Lord

lead me in the paths of truth and justice, “for in these I
delight.”38
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R. Ezekiel Feivel's concern was with truth and humility.
But bv bringing the *n7) *n%m passage to the attention of a
broad readership, he tueled the fires of the Haskalah. A major
objective of the Haskalah was the undermining of rabbinic
authority. What better wayv to advance this cause than the
publication of a list of egregious rabbinic errors made by the
greatest of the rabbisr It was with great relish, one suspects,
that the Maskilim announced that not only do rabbis err, they
err profoundly.

One of the founding fathers of the Haskalah in Russia was
[saac Baer Levinsohn (d. 1860). In his writings, he adduces
the °n%o, °n1> passage and refers the reader to R. Ezekiel
Feivel’s discussion. He concludes:3°

Q°POWW NPRD 0°71273 WB° 1YRD DIV SITAW ,NBRA 727 ORDD
YTP R AT 27 92 92 PRHY 9272 10N 0909 ony ol

It 1s truly astonishing that such world class rabbis could
err in texts they study day and night. They erred in
matters that even a child who studied one day in a
veshiva would know how to read correctly.

A lesser Maskil, Nehemiah Samuel Libowitz (d. 1939)
emigrated to the United States in 1881 and published a
collection of sharp-witted jokes and anecdotes, arranged as
comments on the biblical books. At Gen. 82:33, he cites the
N7D1 N0 passage together with Levinsohn’s comments, as
cited above. !V

390p. cit.(above, note 30), p. 79.

105n%> yawn, New York, 1907, p- 30 (second. revised edition: New
York, 1934, p. 43). R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz’s “crror” was duly noted
by G. Klempcrer, “Rabbi Jonathan Eibenschuetz,” in W. Pascheles,
ed., Sippurim, Praguc, 1856, vol. 4, pp. 226-227; and by ].D. Eisen-
stein, ed., X %X, New York, 1909, vol. 3. p. 272.
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6. In Defense of R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz

Such mockery, of course, begged for rebuttal, and it wasn’t
long in coming. The attempts to defend R. Jonathan began
with R. Moses Sofer (d. 1839) and continue to this very day.

Basically, the attempts to defend R. Jonathan fall under
two categories:

1. no emendation required.

2. emendation required.

Under the category “no emendation required,” we will
present two samples (one from the 19th century and one from
the 20th century) of the kinds of arguments that have been
put forward.

A. No Emendation Required.

1. R. Moses Sofer:*!

PWRY QWY "0 0127 WA POV 2177V WK IYUAT IRD 1100
R AW AW D2 WIYIT TAR P 1370 0D °N132 Wrn 1vnn
POM IRRD XY ,MIPI KDY 02707 NIHI22 RIR RRMH IORW IR T2
WA 773 NMIXH 2NDW 37502 12 1IRTN °NYD YV PIRATW TV 7IVH ARID
W 9 WBN 0227737 IR NPR 7Y 37X, MAPN 0771912 3]
D°PRIW? D312 AW O A7H0T D HWan (0] RYW AT
N3 R OR 7% R? 72370 Y2R 719 2303% Mni 52 19975 Mapn
T2 Y 9737 0°3INAT *IDY AR MYLY 11°27 ,RY R Map 07013

419930 onn n"wW, Pressburg, 1841, ny7 a1, §69 (ed. Jerusalem, 2000,
nv1 7, vol. 1, p. 70). The responsum, dated 1830, was addressed to
an otherwise unidentified "R. Abraham.” (For the various rabbis
named “"R. Abraham” who received responsa from the 7910 onn, see
M..\. Kinstlicher, 9910 onn m2wna o°w°K, Bnei Braq, 1993, pp. 1949.)
In the first paragraph of the responsum, the 790 onn presents a
summary of R. Abraham’s query.
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JW DR 1P I7RR DPTNR PDR? PRI DR 1727 R¥N) M2
.0°7°a

DR 232 77T 1173 MPAY W 27,0000 DOMON 2727 MR OIN
MMID R XPX 01 /N A7 1 20D K2 37V 42580 na XYY
AW 97X N2 RYY %12 PWITT DO Y70 DAR M7 TI0KR IR NN
MNOOR 33773° XY ,ORIW° M2 X7 HRIW° 232 R1°3 XD ONMHR M3 1773
WYY D122 ROX 12 1PWIT RYT 2WH w0 RO ORIW MapIa i
12781 R INTNNW PUNY 937 WORY WX 207 MW 0791 IR
43 0°nNn? DORNLAW TITR N2 XYY IR 32 D°INOF PR R 17932 DA
0°9272 3 KPR M) 1732 37RY DWW 1PLYHN 1792 199DR I
"9¥3 DR D727 172 PPNY 1Y R120AT 07D 223 PIRW 27¥Y .M
TWR WA D77 IRWI O7RWH A0 DWITR 17IYY MR 1) e

97%3 D112 XDY 212 1°WIT XYY WORD

M2P1 N7Y22 KNI R?T 722 RIT APV 2 AWIY 7237 INIRT 77X RDW
2710 2N3 TR, ORIW N2 HRIWS °12 172 P9NY X120 797 1BW IR
A PRI MR R? 1D M 772 °Nma 191 44 Mapn 0o A
MR AT O7YY NP 1721 DID12 1°2 KRNI RIT T2 D7YR NI

.01 D°MON 127,532 573

I received vour volume, and I hereby respond to the two
matters that you called to my attention. First, regarding
the passage in the Keret: at the end of [Shulhan ‘Arukh:
Yoreh De‘ah,] $65 concerning a porger who “shook up
the world™ by claiming that the gid ha-nasheh 1s not the
accepted one, but rather a sinew that is found only in
male — and not female — animals. The sages of Prague

42 Cf. b.Hagigah 16b.

13 Ct. b.Kiddushin 35b.

+The 910 0NN seems to have been unaware of the fact that the
Semag passage 1s imaginary. It 1s possible that he simply repeated the
“facts” as they were presented by the questioner.
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were unable to defend their position until the Gaon,
author of the Peleti, showed him the Semag, who writes
that the commandment pertaining to the gid ha-nasheh
applies to males and females. It followed, then, that the
gid ha-nasheh could not be identified with the sinew [put
forward by the porger]. Many have expressed amaze-
ment at this major blunder that has emanated from the
masters, for the Semag meant to say that the command-
ment of gid ha-nasheh applies to Jewish males and fe-
males, as it is his practice to write regarding all the
commandments. He was not discussing whether or not
the sinew is found in male and female animals. Now
since the gaonim [in Prague] were confronted by an
erroneous identification [of the gid ha-nasheh], and they
were able to reject it only with a specious argument, the
porger’s claim stands. Should it not follow that one may
not consume the hind quarters unless both sinews [i.e.,
the traditional gid ha-nasheh and the one identitied by
the porger] are removed?

I say: the words of the sages stand vindicated. We rule:
the sons of Israel (Lev. 1:2), and not the daughters of
Israel.#? It follows that R. Judah and R. Jose disagree
only regarding whether the laying of hands by women 1s
optional or prohibited. But all agree that the biblical
verse obligates men and not women [to lay hands on the
animal]. If so, regarding the gid ha-nasheh as well, why
don’t we read: the sons of Israel (Gen. 32:33), and not the
daughters of Israel, so that the prohibition against con-
suming the gid ha-nasheh would not apply to women? In
theory, it is possible to reply that such an exclusionary
reading of the verse only applies to positive command-
ments. Regarding the negative commandments, Scrip-
ture has made women and men equal [in obligation and]
in punishment. But we find even regarding the negative
commandments: Speak to the priests, the sons of Aaron [and
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say to them: None shall defile himself for any dead person
among his kinj (Lev. 21:1), and not the daughters of
Aaron. They may defile themselves for the dead!43 Thus,
even regarding the negative commandments, women
are [sometimes] excluded. If so, why in the case of the
gid ha-nasheh does the prohibition apply to males and
females? One must say that the case of priests is differ-
ent. Reason suggests that we differentiate between males
(even blemished ones) and females regarding the sanc-
tity of the priesthood. Not so regarding all the other
negative commandments, where Scripture has made
women and men equal, and we do not expound the
verse 1n an exclusionary manner, “sons” and not “daugh-
ters.”

It follows, then, that if one assumes that the sinew that
was wrenched from Jacob's thigh is not found in female
animals, there would be reason to differentiate between
male and female Jews [with regard to the prohibition
itselt]. If so, how could the Semag write that the prohi-
bition applies equally to male and female [Jews]?** So
too the Mishnah in Hullin [7:1] does not state that
women are excluded from the prohibition. It can only be
because the sinew is found in male and female animals.
Therefore the prohibition also applies to all [male and
temale Jews]. Thus, the words of the sages stand vindi-
cated.

2. R. Yehudah Nahshoni:4°

> .70 PV 23 DR ARTTNA 71 927 17977 °NYDY °PND D0 YIBIIWS
DDW ,DIRT RN RI7T 7MIPI2 121 021912 P2 A7 07912 7IND7

15amn7 nwapa nian, Bnei Braq, 1989, vol. 1, p. 137.
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2Y 201 WX 7AR LDOWI P DOWIR P2, MOR D7RY D0y
Bedlatyinty

7101 V7D (B0 TN DD DN LDPNIRT DR P0YH N RWIW
77290 1IN IR LYY NPDY PN TP N PR L9990 173 2wy
1272 NTID2H 1P DW XIM PR YW a2 vy pa o axn

46, 919R 371D

When the book Kereti u-Peleti appeared in print, this
passage shocked all those knowledgeable in Torah. For
the words “it applies to males and females” refer to
human obligation: all must heed this prohibition,
whether men or women. It does not refer to animals.

The later authorities have occupied themselves with this
problem. The Hatam Sofer. Yoreh De‘ah, §69, attempted
to solve this problem by means of a pi/pul. I do not
presently have a copyv of the Kereti u-Peleti at hand to
examine. But it seems possible that the “Rebbe”
R. Jonathan simply wanted to expose the ignorance of
the porger. He therefore set a trap for him with these
words of the Semag.?®

One can only admire the 9910 onn for his ingenious defense

ot a beleaguered rabbinic colleague. This is all the more admi-
rable, given his obvious bias in favor of R. Jacob Emden, and his
cohort, R. Jacob Joshua Falk (d. 1756), the two leading oppo-
nents of R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz in the Emden-Eibeschuetz

16 Nahshoni, following the summary of the account as it appeared
in the 990 onn. assumed — at this point in his discussion — that the
Semag passage was real rather than imaginary.
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controversy.%’ Nonetheless, while his intentions were surely
admirable, few were persuaded by his argument. In 1852, R.
Solomon Kluger (d. 1869) of Brody published a responsum.
He was asked specifically what he thought about the 390 onn’s
defense of R. Jonathan. He replied in part:*?

719192 92772 PR T PPRT PR 2IDPD 772 PR N2T WD PR
7297 , 210991 9% "MID 7T MIAT ARk PIN WL 07 IR WY . L
WITRR 17D YR 0927 IRY® OX AN ... 70 R

One should not interpret the words of a later authority
by means of a lengthy pilpul, for it 1s not the practice of
the later authorities to speak in riddles. . . The Hatam
Sofer's defense, aside from its verbosity and pilpul, is
perplexing on the following grounds as well . . . I wonder
if these words really emanated from his holyv lips!

R. Solomon Kluger could not account for R. Jonathan's
response to the porger (despite a brilliant, later attempt to do
so — in the same 1852 responsum -, but after further reflec-
tion he was forced to reverse himself). Instead, he adduced
new evidence that R. Jonathan was right about the fact that
the W17 7°1 needed to be removed from both male and female

470On the "D onn's attitude toward the rabbis mentioned, see R.
Abraham Judah Schwartz, Wi 9717, Satumare, 1928, p. 59. On R.
Jacob Joshua Falk’s role in the controversy, sce S.Z. Leiman, “When
a Rabbi 1s Accused of Heresy: The Stance of Rabbi Jacob Joshua Falk
in the Emden-Eibeschuetz Controversy,” to appear in the Ohio State
University Conference Volume on: Rabbinic Culture and its Critics:
Jews, Heretics, Apostates, and Others in Medieval and Early Modern Times
(In press).

48 ny7 oyv 210 n"w. Lemberg, 1852, vol. 1, §100.
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animals. In this respect, R. Solomon Kluger initiated a series
of responsa by other rabbis, all of whom found additional
evidence for the same fact.4? None of them, however, suc-
ceeded in clarifying R. Jonathan’s enigmatic exchange with
the porger.

R. Yehudah Nahshoni’s solution cannot be taken seriously.
By R. Jonathan’s own admission the porger was not an igno-
ramus. He was “learned in Torah and quite expert.” Thus,
there was neither need for, nor the possibility of, exposing his
ignorance. Nahshoni assumed — at this point in his argument
— that the 2m0 passage existed.?) But since there was no such
passage in the 170, why did R. Jonathan refer to the passage
as coming from the 1"n0? And 1if this was an error for the 7R
(as suggested above by R. Ezekiel Feivel), how is it that the
porger (and apparently all the others present at the confron-
tation) failed to point out that the passage referred to persons,
not animals, and therefore proved nothing: After all, R.
Jonathan showed him the very text! The confrontation de-
scribed in the *n%dy °n73 was hardly a case of sleight of hand.

We move to the second category of defense: "emendation
required.”

9 Sce, e.g., R. Judah Aszod, 7%y ami nw, Lemberg, 1873, §102;
R. Isaac Aaron Ettinger, »%n ®xnan n"w, Lemberg, 1893, §36: R.
Joseph Zundel Hutner, v7 370, Warsaw, 1903, n”o 1»° mp»v maoa;
R. Eliczer Mischel, ®3°n x7am weor nmwn, [lacks place of publica-
tion], 1924, o*non mwn pon, pp. 32-32: R. Moses Greenwald, naay nw
ow2ad, Szilagysomlyo, 1926, ny7 7. §64:4; R. Pinhas Zelig Schwart,
orip nyaa, Kisvarda, 1927, pp. 32-33 [ed. Brooklyn, 2004, pp. 131-132]:
R. Yissakhar Dov Babad, o>ni 77 93X, Lemberg, 1934, §34: R. Saul
Malin, 0%wn P30 nn, Bialystok, 1936, p. 87; and the sources listed in
David Leib Zinz, op. cit. [above, note 3], vol. 2, p. 233; in R. Yissakhar
Dov Goldstein, 9910 onn 07w %y nayvn sup*?, Jerusalem, 1976, ny1 77w,
vol. 1, pp. 118-119; and in R. Joseph Pachanovski, 0w 5o 0179, Bnei
Braq, 1993, vol. 2, pp. 614-615.

SV Later in his discussion, Nahshoni became aware of the fact that
the Semag passage is imaginary.
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B. Emendation Requared.

In 1875, R. Abraham Simon Traub (d. 1876), Chief Rabbi
of Kaidan in Lithuania, published a new edition of m>%n
M3, a 9th century halakhic code which includes a section on
mMD>v MY, In it, there is an Aramaic passage that seems to
imply that the w31 7°3 was removed from male and female
animals.”! Rabbi Traub noted this, and immediately suggested
that this was the very passage cited by the >n%m °n13. A slight
emendation solves our problem; all we need to do is read 23770
(= M7 MY D) in place of a710.22

In 1908. the issue was revisited by R. Havyim Dov Gross
(d. 1938), Chief Rabbi of Petriva in Marmarosh. He noticed
that a Hebrew version of the m»1a m3%71 passage was incorpo-
rated into R. Jacob b. Asher’s (d. 1340) 2> nvy2IR under the
title M3 770.73 He surmised that the °n%m °n7d was, in fact,
referring to the "1 770 as it appeared in the 01 AY2IX, and
that 1s what he showed the porger. Rabbi Gross suggested that
in the manuscript of the °n%m °n75> R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz
had written 7”0 (= MpP°)371 770), which was misprinted as 310,54

>IR. Abraham Simon Traub, ed., M7 M3%7 900, Warsaw. 1875, p.
257. In the context of a description of the deveining process in the
general area of the fWIN T3, the passage reads (1In part): XHLYT p7M
X317 71701, . . RPDVYT RDI2 XN2j?131 1272 2°271 RAIT XWT ]2 °NXT 17,1000 22
RPN 1277 opwn

2Traub, op. cit., p. 296. For the m»173 ma%n passage in question, sce
now Ezricl Hildesheimer, ed., m?2173 M%7 79D, Jerusalem. 1987, vol. 3,
pp. 155-157. Cf. ibid., pp. 226-232.

53 The passage in the 21 7v27R (cf. below. note 58) reads (in part):
N1 JNIM L,AWIA 772 12W DXV M1 WPW QPR3 17202 PIdnI TNRA 771°1 20197
AR 121 02w 29M 220N 2 9om DY 1P PTIRIAV WaAMNHwR MapIm
LJVXDNA DXV] DWW A 772 1) ROV PNPY XNIN

>4R. Hayyim Dov Gross. “1n° »n 0700, ” printed in the appendix

to R. Leopold Greenwald, piwn® n°a, Maramarossziget. 1908, pp.
9b-10a.
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In 1930, the matter was apparently laid to rest by R.
Solomon Michael Neches (d. 1957). who at the time served as
a rabbi in Los Angeles, California. Neches announced that he
had in his possession a copy of the first printed edition of *n73
'nvyy (Altona, 1763). It contained several corrections and
marginal notes in the author’s own hand. At our passage, the
author crossed out the word 3”n0 and wrote in its place: 3”i0.
The evidence adduced by Neches seemed to prove that, for
the most part, R. Hayvim Dov Gross had been right on target.
An emendation was called for by our enigmatic text. What R.
Jonathan Eibeschuetz really had in mind was the @3 370,
presumably to be identified with the P37 770 of the VAR
DN,

Nonetheless, the matter is hardly settled. The first of the
suggested emendations, 3710 (= M?172 N227 7DD), refers to an
Aramaic passage on Mp°1 in M?172 11277 190, The passage bears
no title, neither MP°31 770 nor NP1 na%1 770. It seems unlikely
that R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz would cite and reter to the
passage as 3"10.°0 A revised version of the M”72 m2%7 passage
— in Hebrew — was included in R. Isaac b. Abba Mari’s (d.
1193) Moy 0.57 There it is referred to as: M3 0°. From

5R. Solomon Michael Neches, “p>I37 DX WPI3m,” P MWW
(P20 nawn) 10(1930), n. 14, pp. 59-60. The Neches essay also ap-
peared under the title “0079? M3»” in 0107 4:1(1930), pp. 18-19.

56 Indeed, R. Eliezer Waldenberg, 21y°28 y°3 0", Jerusalem, 1965,
vol. 8, §25:1, who for a variety of reasons preferred the first of the
suggested emendations, 70 (= M”13 M271 19D), suggested that
Neches erred in his reading of R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz’ handwritten
correction. R. Jonathan had written 3”10, which Neches misread as
3710. For evidence that argues against such a misrecading by Neches,
see below, note 62.

57Ed. Warsaw-Vilna, 1874-5, vol. 2, p. 15-16. It resurfaced in later
°IWRY, e.g., R. Aaron of Lunel (late 13th-carly 14th century), MR
0>, MYIRH Mok MY, §93, ed. M. Schlesinger, Berlin, 1899, pp.
345-347.
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the Mo o, the passage was incorporated mto the avaaR
0 0.28 There it is entitled for the first time: Mp3a 770, But in
nonc of the above passages is it stated uncequivocally that the
AwIT 703 1s removed from male and female animals. At best,
there is an ambiguous reference to the removal of the male
and female organs during the deveining process. Nor 1s 1t
apparent that this has anything 1o do with the 7w 723 Indeed,
scveral halakhie authoritics hiave concluded that the passages
in question are speaking about mterlocking “male™ and “fe-
malc¢”™ membranes or muscle parts of bulls, not cows.” Ac-
corcdingly, the passages prove nothing about whether the 92
v is removed from male and female animals. Tt seems
highlhv unlikcely that the porger — or anvone clse present —
would have been persuaded by such a tenuous argument.
Another possibility is suggestive. In Cracow, 1577, a rare
(reatise on MR M%7 was published as an appendix o a work
cntitled M2 (by R, Jacoh Weil, . belore 1156).9 The

A shorter version of the THebrew passage mcluded m the Mmooy,
ascribed to Rashi, enculated widely in the medieval period. Entided
“Hrxr vwnh Wwan MM 17 it was often appended to editions ol R.
Jacob Weil's npm1a (c.g., Mantua, 1571). One of the T6th century
cditions was photomechanically reproduced, provided with an mmag-
inary tite = *w1% 170 170 — and included in 97T PO "1DD PP
TN M0X n'\3'7n'.‘1,.](rmsul(:m, | OR2.

SBAYT A7 0, §00 (ed. Jerusadem, 2000, avT a7, vol. 20 pp. - HE-1D).

HISee, e, RO Solomon Freidus’s note in R Abraham Jocl
Abclson, ¢d., YR~ *non no1d, O dessa, 18O, p. 100, §TI8, note 91; R.
Sholom Mordecha Schwadron, ay7 a9 5y ny7 %3, Satumeaae, 1910,
86H:7; R. Menahem M. Kasher, an5w a9, New York, 1952, vol. b, P.
1208, n. 169:; and the sources cied above, note 49,

60mpra, Coracow, 16770 "The e page s reproduced in R,
Avraham 7Zyvi Grohman and R Yisrael Mo Wemtraub, eds., nmon
1P, London, 198O, introductory pages, p. O, 'Two sample pages are
reproduced as well (towanrd the end of the mtroductory pages). More
mmportnthy, the teatise iselt was reprinted (in newly set type) on pp.
/=32 of the imtroductory pages, with the title page, muoduction, and
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author, R Zvi Bochiner (b EBU wive the heinl pongeny o
Ciraeow aned o elose associate of R Moses lasevles (1, (R70000
Kasentially, he veprinted the W3R VIR ol e Wi ey e
e ther with i o cvitical commenta, O the Bikle page
the: PR volie, one veinds (I par); e 2eam v nty
Y VA PRE PRI AR BY YO0 the apeniig puage o
e Dentise v po SR, one veads: A e mapan e
Wk pranger thiak Tollows Baae i heanding that venls e b
AL the lawa of awan 12, Boehiner m-iw_s."“‘

——

orig el terier vl veetmensdibion (e mendy ser g ey ing
st e s R G the Bk iaelt faes e the plinnanes hiue
ek vepading ey oF thee preiise e B Sholoam Veluidide Chassg ol
pepiavan R en o e Wevek by FORE v Ty baands 22 Gioas gy
(oo the inagioaey Fide piagge B coeied expiessy e the vspavadig
i) Pt he vepoadised e Graecayg TRED goiiman o e ieesdiae, Ty
Fve b veprndiie e the Gvpeoay, T edinion,

REOMT the il see B Jreeple Maaddecai Dahen ik, T vjapk
NPRIP R0 A epa, e 0 N g 7 1-TH,

AV alvess these detaila hesipiae they may sl ight v oy
Al ol e gL paasige P Ve R e, Based vy el wee
Koy Ehant By Jonathiann Bibesechnsets oot bed the paiitesd vvlighoa e
e 1R atead o e I has gereralh T el the
reterenee Wi b the TR TR ok the e Bt Nevhies wie el e
M?H 0 in qmu:uiuu NNN‘LS Hw LEMH'H W] UTHHHH iH I _.HH?H‘MH‘" .MW‘;
wWhich veeds #mp mabi e nen R R e et Tive wiads s b
preiented ay Neches' deviphiermaenr of ¥Ry bui vl ao e vy
Wl peraeded by u:.luwuhem Fthaess b2 Do Bk v v ved i B v
Neise with e title M matn 118 i eecanded e all el pavishy
liveratmre! Fhe eanflneme v gides, however, o thee TR vidine: —
MNP makin an the title LI Al RN R hese abann b vt frosdiise
aelE = iy el e e B pravg b Baloss e THIH IR IR AL
vl herwiae ket R RTGAT IR,

IR ANRR, i letory pegges, po 1 B Gaeest sl
t‘:tl u:l.‘u'mlm“iun u." Hm;m”m"p “‘Lrulim: (;-;m: .Q‘cu\'s-" TIRIEE ﬁHn, i‘ :.lc
e g B0,
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7oVnY 7OYPRY IR TR R AWIT T°3 PIPY §37 XV W3 12NN
DWX MOR 921 ROMIN 12 PI1W DWH MOPY PR 7702 R .
22X 71 OYD POV PR W31 23 MW PP 77 XY 719091 .a%m wa
0773 /Y MR T2 WIDAN ND 0P MR ... NWA D3 PopaY 173 1R

W3 723 DWW 00N

The cut of meat called “the kaf™ which is also called “the
gid ha-nasheh ™ or “the vad " needs to be scraped off with
a knife at the top . . . This is true only regarding cows.
for 1t draws sustenance from the udder. It is therefore
forbidden because of the prohibition of mixing meat
and milk. It follows, then, that this should not be neces-
sary regarding bulls, for this reason does not apply to
bulls. But our practice is to scrape off for bulls as well
... After the scraping off, one searches with the hand
tfor 6 veins prohibited under the rubric of gid ha-nasheh.

Here, the cut of meat containing the gid ha-nasheh is clearly
linked to male and female animals, the implication being that
the gid ha-nasheh needs to be removed from both male and
temale animals. By citing this passage, or a later derivative of
it,"! R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz effectively silenced his oppo-
nent, who literally had nothing more to sav.

64 Later P manuals came under the influence of R. Zvi
Bochtner's 1577 treatise on Mp* M%7 and its later printings. Thus,
e.¢., R. Aaron Perles, 1908 nanv, Offenbach, 1722, states on its title
page that it presents:
1°2°201 NV YYa NI NDm JIR2AT 277 A7°0W 770 D”Y 2RI 12X Pl NP7 70

.D°20MDM 0*7P 22N127 N22PA DM B°PD1 YVIR°? 071 1Y 1R WP

On pp. 15b-16a, the author writes:
MRY '3 TV 17 W° D 172 9730 993 77T AWIR T3 RPN TR IR {37 R IWIN T
N RIPI 79D, (PPRD 777 R793) RIPI1 0797 12 1200 AWIT T3 MNIRW 23D 13717
N7 AN IR (PPPRD IR RN W32 M2PNN W IV IR QW N1 (0R R7H))
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7. Conclusion

In sum, there was nothing in the confrontation with the
porger that reflected poorly on R. Jonathan Eibeschuetz.
Nothing said or done by R. Jonathan smacked of heresy. Nor
did R. Jonathan — a rabbinical figure of mythic proportions
— commit an egregious error that called for celebration by the
Haskalah. The confrontation was entirely a halakhic one,
indeed “a mountain suspended from a hair, with little support
from Scripture, yet many laws.”%°

The parallels to the passage cited from R. Zvi Bochtner are
obvious. Moreover, the Perles passage — 1dentified as coming from a
P37 170 — surely would have sufficed to silence the porger. The
Perles treatise was reissued in Prague, 1731. Whether or not 1t was
the very treatise shown by R. Jonathan to the porger in Praguc
depends in part on when the confrontation took place. The terminus
a quo is 1710, when R. Jonathan first came to Prague; the terminus ad
quem 1s 1742, when R. Jonathan assumed the Chief Rabbinate of Metz
— and never returned to Prague. Thus, the confrontation took place
sometime between 1710 and 1742. If it took place in 1722 or later, R.
Jonathan could well have adduced a copy of Perles” book in order to
silence the porger.

65] am dceply grateful to Professor Richard C. Steiner for his
careful reading of an earlier draft of this study. His sound advice 1s
the cause that there is wisdom in others. As usual, the members of
the library staff at the Mcndel Gottesman Library of Yeshiva Univer-
sity extended courtesies even beyond the call of duty: o2°m ond w>.



