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Dealing with Religious Dissenters

By: SHELDON EPSTEIN and BERNARD DICKMAN

Introduction

The history of Judaism from its inception until the present is replete
with stories of people and movements within its ranks who dissented
from the prevailing view of “normative” Judaism at that time.
Examples of such dissenters' include: 2R¥nw* and WY (time of MAax),
mIP (time of AWR), 1°0IN21 PPITX and Jesus @ Temple era), Karaites
(Gaonic period and Middle Ages), Sabbateans (17" century), and
Reform and Reconstruction (19" and 20" centuries). The first two
dissenters, Yishmael® and Esau,’ refused to accept monotheism and
rejected the teachings of their upbringing. Because their dissent
touched the essence of Judaism, the consequences were swift and
direct: they were written out of the Jewish people and became
separate entities and nations. Korach and his adherents did not focus
their dissent on a rejection of monotheism or the Torah per se, but
rather challenged Moshe’s leadership and governance style.* When

1 By dissenters we do not mean “sinners” who violate prohibitions, but
people who philosophically reject the teachings of the faith as being
wrong or impropetly understood and interpreted.

2 See for example, Rashi U:XD n°WXI2. As Hagar’s son his position in
Avraham’s house was tenuous at best. We assume that had he
embraced Avraham’s teachings some place would have been found for
him within the Jewish world.

3 See, for example, ¥2:70 NPWRI2 1N 2N

4+ Whether Korach’s arguments represented his true feelings or were
merely a cover for his desire for power is debatable, and according to
WM he also argued with Moshe on the details of certain M¥2 (e.g.
i and DY), The question of the integrity of dissenters is a
recurring theme in this paper. Regardless of the intentions of the
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Moshe was unable to come to an accommodation with them, they
were killed by an unmistakable heavenly intervention to demonstrate
to others that Moshe was the true and unrivaled leader of the Jewish
people. The more “severe” fate that awaited Korach and his
adherents was evidently a result of the threat that their insurrection
posed for the future of Judaism. Yishmael and Esau walked away
uninjured but lost a connection to the Jewish people and thus could
cause them no theological harm. Korach died a Jew but was
unspeakably punished to completely discredit his beliefs in the eyes
of the faithful.

Whereas the results of the dissent of Yishmael, Esau and
Korach were immediate, clearly delineated in the Bible, and left no
visible trace within Judaism, the short term reaction to the other
dissenters in the above list, and the consequences they suffered is less
clear. Jesus died a torturous death’ and eventually became the central
entity in a world religion. But his initial followers were Jewish. How
were they viewed and treated by the 0°n2n? Zadokin/Baisusin may
have left little or no impact on our current society, but they were very
influential during the second Temple era. How were they viewed and
treated during the period of the MM and the eatly zannaim? Finally, in
the times of the Gaonim and rishoninm, how were the Karaites viewed
and treated? Which, if any of the groups, were ostracized, and to
what degree, from devout Jewish circles, i.e. did the Rabbis condone:
Visiting with them? Accepting their 7vnIW? Circumcising their
children- even on Shabbos? Burying their dead? Accepting their
marriages?

The answer to the question of how to deal with dissenters is
critical to us in today’s world. We live in a time where even within the
“Orthodox” community there is significant disagreement on what
constitutes the basic beliefs and laws that Orthodox Judaism
demands of its adherents. In the past, the physical/geographic
separation of Orthodox communities with different view points may
have muted and softened the fallout of underlying differences
espoused by each group. Being insular meant that taking opposing
positions on issues did not generally pit the two factions together on

leaders of the dissent, the followers of the dissenters may well be
people of good intention. This as well will come up in later discussions.
> Assuming the story of his crucifixion is true.
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the local community level (e.g. pro or con emn’). This insularity is
now gone. For all intents and purposes, whether communities are
next door to each other or separated by continents, we all mingle
together, go to the same schools, and are intimately aware of what
stand everyone takes on each hot button issue. Groups today
regularly challenge the legitimacy and commitment of other groups
with whom they disagree. It is not unheard of that groups from
different ends of the spectrum (and sometimes from the same end)
ban the books and prohibit the 7L NW of other groups.

This paper reviews the history of relations and attitudes of
the 77071 °na1 to the Zadokin/Baisusin, and the rishonim to the
Karaites. Our primary source for all material about whom and what
the Zadokin/Baisusin and Karaites were, and what the attitude of the
contemporary leadership of mainstream practitioners were to these
two groups, will be Rambam’s Tmrawnn W7D, 77N MIwn, and MWD,
Our analysis will try to highlight the key issues, in Rambam’s view,
that determined how to treat and react to the contemporary Jewish
groups who disagreed with the “Rabbinical” point of view, i.e. which
groups were anathema (and what were the consequences), which
were deemed problematic and which fell within acceptable limits of
disagreement that allowed the disagreeing parties to invoke the
Gemara’s commentary on how the fundamental differences between
291 N2 and XMW N7 concerning the laws of 012° were handled:

VA2 NN MAXA 7" w2 phmw 9"YR w'n 170 nnaY
PTDA MY I WMWK DX WO WOR NWR PODIY w0
RU97 W2 WInI XY 70N MW AYIN92 01 MW 032
DY 721w 792 RAW Nan 1" XY Y9n nvan owl
DWW NART (T 7°09T) MR T 0MPY T2 T oA

20K

®  See e.g. the letter correspondence between 079X 707 (pro) and MIdWH

2PY° (con).

We use Kappach’s text of Perush Hamishnayos and Mishneh Torah. In
many instances this differs significantly from texts in the standard
editions of these works. When appropriate we will explain the
implications of the variations.
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During the period of the 2™ Temple the Chachamim and Zadokin
disagreed on details of many Biblical M3¥n. Depending on the group
controlling the Sanhedrin, decisions relating to the proper
interpretation and execution of mifzves at times swung from one point
of view to the other. One example of such a transition is given in the
following story in the 10" chapter of *n°1yn nox:

On the 28" of Tevet the assembly was properly seated:
When the Zadokin were seated in their Sanhedrin, King
Yanai had Queen Shalminin sitting by him, and no other
Yisrael {Pharisee} other then Shimon ben Shetach sat with
them. And they were asked {for} responsa and laws but
could not bring proofs from the Torah. Shimon ben
Shetach said to them: whoever can bring proof from the
Torah is fit to sit on the Sanhedrin but whoever cannot
bring proof from the Torah is unfit to sit on the
Sanhedrin. One time an issue requiring action occurred
and no one could bring a proof from the Torah with the
exception of one old man who babbled at him. He said to
him give me time and he went and sat alone. When he
realized he could not bring a proof from the Torah, on the
next day he was too embarrassed to come and sit on the
great Sanhedrin and Shimon ben Shetach elevated one of
the students to sit in his place. He said, a Sanhedrin can
not have less than seventy-one. So he did every day until
he removed all of them {Zadokin} and sat a Sanhedrin of
Yisrael according to his way of thinking. That day that the
Sanhedrin of Zadokin was removed and a Sanhedrin of
Yisrael was seated was made a holiday.

This story offers interesting insights into the early period of
the Zadokin.” In general, when the Talmud discusses Zadokin it gives

8 nIwn N9 is a 20d Temple work that is cited, referenced and quoted in
Mishna and Gemara many times. 1> 7”7 discusses when the holidays
mentioned in Megillas Taanis ceased to be observed.

9 This example is the only one which cleatly states that the Sanhedrin was
under the complete control of the Zadokin. This situation may have
been a result of the fact that with the exception of NuWw 12 NWAW, all the
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the impression that they were Biblical experts and literalists who
rejected Rabbinic Mesorah (7727). However, in this story Shimon
ben Shetach challenges them on their lack of Biblical expertise, i.e.,

Chachamim had previously been killed by X2 (see .70 PY17TR). We do
find many stories in the Gemara and Megillas Taanis where Zadokin
openly disagreed with the Chachamim and holidays were declared when
the Chachamin’s positions were validated, i.e.,

e Istto 7% of Nison - 72N must be brought from public monies.

e 8% day of Nison - Nawa NNM2 by MW, does not mean

Sunday.
e 14% of Tamuz - Types of Capital Punishment, and meaning of
“an eye for an eye” etc.

e 24% of Av - A son’s daughter inherits before a daughter.

e 27%h of Marcheshvon - Eating the 7M1 of an animal sacrifice.
However, it is not clear in these cases who dominated the Sanhedrin. If
it was the Zadokin, why was the final ruling according to the
Chachamin 1f it was a 21 majority, why would their victory result in
a holiday? Perhaps the answer lies in Rashi’s comment on the
significance of the days recorded in Megillas Taanis:

072 WIRW 0°01 "V D00 WApWw D°2 D°° .(ﬂbU:’. 7T AT W)

..INR 772°372 212N21 790772 AR 0777 W N°IvNa 010K
Rashi’s description that these were days in which 0’01 occurred seems
appropriate for the 28t of Tevet story since the single handed
expulsion of the Zadokin from the Sanhedrin by Shimon ben Shetach
could not have been anticipated. What, however, was the miracle in the
other days we have listed? Perhaps this implies that in those days as
well, the Zadokin were in the majority but the Chachamim were able to
mobilize enough support amongst the Zadokin to get their point of
view adopted. Perhaps a comparable example would be :> 7x7
concerning 12’10 on Yom Tor. The issue had been hotly debated for a
very long time and one day when Bais Shamai was in the majority of
the Sanhedrin they tried to push through a decision that ruled in their
tavor. However, one of the Chachamim in their own group, X012 J2 823,
was convinced that Bais Hillel was correct on this subject and
maneuvered that the final decision be rendered according to them. It is
thus possible that even with a majority of Zadokin, a sincere effort on
the part of the Chachamim could have convinced enough Zadokin
judges on a majority Zadokin Sanhedrin to rule according to the
Chachamim. This truly would have been a reason to rejoice.
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they are unable 7707 12 7°X1 X277 to issues that arise.'” Rambam
indeed asserts that the Zadokin were not honest students of the

10

The story in Megillas Taanis is vague on details. If a prerequisite for
sitting on the Sanhedrin was the ability to bring Biblical proofs to issues
being discussed, why couldn’t Shimon ben Shetach replace all of the
Zadokin in a single day? Why could he only expel the unprepared
Zadokin one a day? We have seen attempts at answering this question
(e.g. the old man was the head of the Sanhedrin and Shimon ben
Shetach kept removing each replacement as he was appointed; he had
difficulty finding viable replacements because the Chachamim had been
killed and he had only students, 012N, to chose from; etc.) but have
not been satisfied with them. We would like to offer a different answer.
In the above story, when the old Zadoki attempted to find some
scriptural verses that were relevant to the issue being discussed, the text
in Megillas Taanis reads 17212 09VDA 7AW which we translated as “who
babbled at him”. Almost identical wording appears in two other stories
dealing with disputes between Zadokin/Baisusin and R. Yochanan ben
Zakai, i.e. 1P 2”2 and .70 M. Translations of vOVAA by ArtScroll
and Soncino in these places include: fought, taunt and babble; and W
17310 vHYVAN is understood to refer to the old man’s attitude towards the
Chacham with whom he was arguing. However, as opposed to our story
where the old man’s words are not mentioned, in both other places the
old men’s arguments are clearly stated and one could argue whether or
not the answers were given in a serious vein. Finally, in both of the
other places the words of R. Yochanan ben Zakai to the Zadoki are
clearly demeaning and insulting. We would, therefore, suggest that the
phrase 17310 ©BVON AW refers to the Chacham taunting the old man; i.e.
as the old man attempted to bring proofs Shimon ben Shetach
summarily dismissed them. Thus, even though Shimon ben Shetach
previously stated that no one could be seated unless he could bring
proofs from the Torah, to a great extent, the other sitting members of
the Sanhedrin may have ignored him. Indeed he held very little power
and had very few supporters. It was only when he taunted the old man
and embarrassed him that he was able to get someone to vacate a
position. Presumably Shimon ben Shetach proceeded to use this same
ploy on a different person each time a question arose until he got them
all to resign voluntarily.
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Bible. The following is his description of the origins and intentions of
the Zadokin:'"

{1910 WOR DMVIR} 77T DAY - AR MAR NPIWHT WD
IMYAY IWRDY DIN0A W DWY PITR TART QW 207NN 1w
IR°2 72D 297 0 CIWH TART MK 1PIDTN IRY 737 72T MKW
0% D90 Mpn Qv PRY WY KR 9 KD QW PRY w2
7702 17921 73T OV 37 172731 2w POV 00D 11027 RO
PP MR DORP AW DD T DD AT IXapN
2°20 D°1MTT DR 1977 0% WOR ORW 1P 000N
DIRY D277 DR NAR? 1A 1971 L.0a0 TR A0nRT
T VAT DY OIUT 1R PINAT DRR W0 oY
RIIW NP0 1Y 0N AR DI ARTY 2N22AW 77N M9
NP2 772 XY 772p0 DY PRI 2n22w ATINa PaRn
QO02PRT DAPAT 9 OTYYA PI9Y 7D AT 9D Nl
N5 937 IR MITY 29107 QPRY %D NIPNT MM
ORY 9% WIPD? 177 2hNI9° mnONw 70 2 Papnm
TRmAY XYW 1 9apn K17 T INRAY 920 0N wen
M523 PV PARD IPRW 11°0 INWARY ORNTA XY an2
ToR MW TRM OTR 12 N¥PH 292 Lapnw D27 WO ROX
P90 T PN QORIPIT 21T MIXIAP MR NN
WK O PO PRITX DM XN OnWY PRI 02Xn

11

The history of the Zadokin is a matter of much dispute. Halevi, M7
21WRIT Vol. 2 Chapter 1 dates the start of the group to about 250
years before the destruction of the 224 Temple and comments:
0°72°7 °127 NP DR MR 12Ty P17°X 127 S¥Y 9279 oK122 11 °13aT PN
19 99 03 .12 DnXY 2OPITEAR 10 RD D27 WK NIXNT PIM DT IR 1
T O7PMPA 93 AR 03 DN IRWI 2OPITET 12T RIND 70 0702 779y R
ay 7% PR 27 PITRIT 2T DY AP0 9oW 099 ... T 190 W ann N
"M2T DPR DWYN 02T DPN 2% 2T DPR amipnl MM aMna
Sy DDPWHA TP DM 93 W 173 MYY 3 7277 19 AT IR Nownn
9927 7NN MR TPNDPWR WK N°NT AN 5w MR DTIPI DN DPATXA
017 D°P17¥0 127 .09102 X921 00 PWRI2 KD T 1 RD DPITXT °2 AR
n71 oy onv PR 02T 000 "0 0PN aY 201y 52 WR 21T WY
TNXYY XMW
According to Halevi, the Zadokin were a political aristocracy who used
religion only as a means to control government and society. A review of
the different views on the Zadokin is beyond the scope of this paper.
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9% ARTIW 77 °5D MIRIPN ANR W9 7192p2 POpoY 1917
D O 79N 1R 797 Y92 2onh @010 W 9an NN
/193 70N RY TN WK 7707

Rambam gives early Zadokin little credit for integrity and

suggests that their interpretation of the Bible was dishonest and
meant to attract as many ‘“‘converts” as possible. He also links
Zadokin of the 3 century BCE to Karaites'” of his time.

While we may have little information about the Zadoki

doctrine for analyzing Bible and deriving laws, there is significant
literature on the Karaites’ methodological approach:

“Karaite Doctrine. Principles. In principle, the Bible is the
sole source of Karaite creed and law. All religious precepts
must derive directly from the Bible, based upon the literal
meaning of the text, the customary use of the words and
the context. Tradition is accepted, provided it is
indispensable for the application of precepts contained in
the text, for the clarification of ambiguities, or to make up
for deficiencies in the concrete details of precepts; even so,
however, its role remains restricted and subordinate.

12

Although there is a considerable amount of literature rejecting this
Zadokin-Karaite link, the Karaites themselves trace their origins to the
Zadokin:

“The name ‘Karaites’ was not applied to the sect until the ninth
century; the principal component of the sect was originally known as
‘Ananites,” from the name of its founder Anan b. David {8th century}.
The sect appears to have come into being as a result of a combination
of factors ... The Karaites themselves, however, trace their origin to the
first split among the Jewish people, at the time of Jeroboam; the true
law had subsequently been preserved by the Sadducees, whose leader,
Zadok, had discovered a portion of the truth, while the discovery of the
whole truth was the achievement of the exilarch Anan.” (Encyclopedia
Judaica 10: 763-7065).

This association by the Karaites is self serving and part of their attempt
to portray themselves as the true heirs and keepers of the ancient faith.
By tracing their lineage to O¥27 they mean to show that it was the
o701 who forced the schism in Jeroboam’s time by introducing new
rules and customs. Rambam, for obvious reasons, rejects this viewpoint
and modifies their version of history accordingly.



Dealing with Religious Dissenters : 203

Certain rabbinic laws are accepted, not as wvalid
components of the Oral Law transmitted by the
Rabbanites, but as clarifying prescriptions, indicated in the
text and reinforced by custom and tradition. ... The
following principles were established as norms for the
determination of the law: (1) the literal meaning of the
biblical text (kefav, mishma); (2) the consensus of the
community (edah, kibbug); (3) the conclusions derived from
scripture by the method of logical analogy (bekkesh); (4)
knowledge based on human reason and intelligence
(hokbmat ha-da’ad); this latter principle, however, was not
universally accepted by Karaite scholars. The principle of
logical analogy was applied in its broadest sense and
encompassed inference based upon analogy of words
(gezerab  shavah), upon induction (bekkesh ha-hippus) and
upon analogy of notions (e.g., in respect of the prohibition
of kilayim, and others). ” (Encyclopedia Jndaica 10:777)."

The Karaites thus employed many of the same 13
hermeneutic principles used by the Chachamim in interpreting
scriptures. Undoubtedly, besides disagreeing on 7192 there must have
been many instances where the Karaites also disagreed with the
results of applying these principles to Biblical texts even in cases
where the Chachamim did not claim a 7772p. Thus, whether or not the
Zadokin of the time of the second Temple were attempting to give
an honest reading of the Bible, we can assume that they too, like the
Karaites of Rambam’s 12" century, differed from the Chachamin on
the details of many mitzvos, regardless of whether the details were a
matter of 772p or not.™

13 See M. Polliack, “Wherein Lies the Pesher? Re-Questioning the
Connection between Medieval Karaite and Qumranic Modes of Biblical
Interpretation”, JSIJ 4 (2005) 151-200, for a review of the literature on
the influences that shaped Karaite interpretive methodology. On page
154 the author concludes “The more Karaism and its driving ethos are
examined in the context of rabbinic Judaism rather than ‘sectarian’
Judaism or Islam, the less probable becomes the supposed impact of
Second Temple sects (or Shiite Islam, for that matter) on Karaism.”

4 One interesting example of this is 012°. In a case where a man dies
childless, Karaites do not allow a surviving brother to marry the widow
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12¥n 891 17 With Regards To Zadokin

Rambam 7°:3 720wn m3%1 lists people who do not have a share in the
wortld to come:

TNI01 ROR LRI 2WH PRn 3R PRW PRI TR awn
MWD QYL ,aNRLM VYT DT DY PR LPTAN
... 7702 0°I9107Y ,2°01NPORM , 201N (DWW

In 't 79917 he defines the term 01913 and specifically includes
Zadokin:

but expect him to marry the deceased’s fiancée. Their ruling is based on
71.72 0°72T:

T WORD X DNT DWR N RY 19 TR 121 OAN AR DM TN 20K 12W° D
i.e., the phrase 0¥ N1 NWX refers to the brother’s wife who is on the
outside—they are only engaged but the marriage has not been
consummated. What makes this example particularly interesting is a
dispute in :» Mn2 between 7971 N2 and XK1Y N7 as to the need of a
surviving brother to do 212’ or X711 on a MW NIX. The Gemara
explains the reason for the dispute as follows:

NWR 7°70 R (72 0°M27) 2°n27 RAW NPT KAV RN 0T 12 PWAY 227 MR
997 MY AN RY RINAT MARY D10 RDORT D731 7RI T WORD TXIM N
PR PRW P22 27 MR AT 27 MRT 27 MR TN 27797 Y v
212 T 72 AN KD T WORD X0 DAT DWR AN K MKW 71202 109N
PIM? 22027 IRMD XN 2°N27 1170 9977 1921 2902 X7 IR 2902 91 RAW N2
"7 2037 7% 20 AnNPnna 7"R% 12°8W 720N 90 MK R M RINT T
(P 29%mw) Do PR (0 MRR) DO9R PR HRYAY ' 027 XIM 9102
WY (0 PRPIY) Ancn?27 (32 12712) 908n (20 NPWRI2) 00X 30NN
XPDI 37T WK1 12 RIA 27 MR 7T 277 ORAW 1021 772 (7 R on0n MaT)
TR FOIRT MY VY AR IRIT 19377 PR T WIRDA IR P19°n 01 990 o

A2 ynawn RY O30 030 7RI XTI AXnn
Note that Bais Shamai read the key phrase 7X¥W1 nni nWR like the
Karaites to refer to engaged women while Bais Hillel read the final "7 of
77 like a 9. As the Gemara explains, the latter reading is consistent
with the normal grammatical understanding of this construct. However,
in the final analysis, the dissent of Bais Shamai is judged acceptable and
the Gemara makes a point of praising Bais Hillel and Bais Shamai for
their true friendship and love of truth (see quote in opening section)
while the Karaites are denigrated for not accepting Rabbinical authority.
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71OV ATINA PR MR N2 20197 1 whw
D7 1IMR WNH AR OR--NAR 7290 129K ,TAR 210D 19°OK
A0 M’ awrea 99197 1Y ;1IN 913 17 N MY
TR ;0T PITX D LT WNoMm LD hvaw
AR ,I7 770 7902 9227 ,0I0R 782 7 718D 000 XN2w
TR 9D .07 00X A0 L' VA NI ROTW 0D DY

1702 9910 19K wIwn

Rambam, 2:X 1211 nr1wni w1, offers a lengthier discussion
of the different groups and says 12 in the Talmud refers to followers
of Jesus but not Zadokin. Nevertheless he says Zadokin are a threat
to the true and proper practice of Judaism because their beliefs can
lead to Mn. He, therefore, permits killing them even in his time
outside of Eretz Yisrael.

DORIN 2D WO TR ORIW 12ORY PUMIY 97 1IAK)...
DY 777 372V 7AW X XY TART NN NI 770 TR
AWM LA AN 997 TAIWN 8T ATRYY 7AW 1NRY
Naw HHmn 10hRR 9707w v9% X092 Naw Yhnn KT ROW
DER D°M1,7°0 I RPWY .10027 937 2130 K17 000 X°092
TRLAY AWK QTR C12 0. DRIV 20137 0 2°1ON
7702 PHPDY QWD DX NNRNT 1WA 22w DR MYO0:
DOR°2377 DR 2°WOMoNY .oMYa0 TINK D19WE DYV 2°K212)
NomY 21T TINM MIXNT DR 20N L,AVUTY 12 02 PRY 92
TR YWIIRY TN DDINMRY ARITY PRI YW YW N X7 0
N3 31 QIRAW YT 2P YWD oW anwwa A0 9
o2 DADT NN MIRAT R MEAn S0ann ORI 0 17
DYINCN AT WK 99T DOWINT LRI WYNT NN DWW

15 The meaning of this term is not clear. 12 7" WX 1IN explains that
when XaW1 equates 5"¥aw 77102 791 with a 7713 7IN7 237 MM he
means:

59521 MEAM 7INT 97V 9" 97V DOYIAPR VYR DW 0N PRRD WRW

.27 DR MWD PRIPTA PAY Y ahinly) TIV R ,A7N2 77°92 7 77°92
i.e. he denies that the Torah is the blueprint of how to live life and that
its laws must be adhered to. Chazon Ish concludes, since 2°N13 are
dedicated to leading a life according to what they think the Torah says,
even though it is not the set of laws the Chachamim prescribed, they are
not considered 5"¥2W 77102 7912.
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aNAW AT WA ORINA 1D ...ONwTwR DRY MOK
mno W om0 K OPITY KT ROW INLITWR 2198
NI2R2 SNIRAW M 73D DYAW 77INT DR WOII2 1900 WK
OM...APDR TWR RT MDD 927 OPXR DR WY
D17 OPRY ,DN02 2°1H 2V IPIAT WIR MR DRNPY
DR 21NN MPD ORI PIVY aPT RHR annR o
M0 .DOPR PTI NT0DIT NYTA INWRI2 WA 0w
mrna BR Kana oaw 9% niban 1 ora'® oxnh anmw
X127 1MW D 11NN 110772 NT0A 0D YT NIRRT
IR MWD 917 12 PRW MI2AT 727 737 11°3AT 02 ¥12p 0N
QOPITITN 2O PAR LN N7V TAVWw DRIV KON

16

It is unclear if Rambam means; you can “even” kill them today in exile,
or it is “only” in exile today that you can kill them because of the extra
threat that they pose. Rambam’s position here differs from that of
Tosafos, i.e.:
WTWI WO PTNT LAY RAPA DINN RDT 377 0N 0 707 7y
P27 12 99PN
who limits the direct killing of a Min to the time of the Temple when
we were in our own land and in charge of the judicial system.
Presumably this limitation reflects the reality of not wanting someone
to endanger his life in order to kill the Min (see also Tosafos 17 7 1"V
"W who likewise highlights 77 as relating to the Temple era but
does not offer a reason for the limitation. There are also questions in
this Tosafos as to whether the words limiting P71 to the Temple
were in the original Tosafos manuscript or added later because of the
censor). In this vein it is not clear from Tosafos whether P72 was
operative the entire Temple era or whether it ended 40 years before the
destruction of the Temple when the Sanhedrin stopped dealing with
mws1 °17. Chazon Ish, 02 7"V, offers a different perspective from
Rambam and Tosafos (perhaps this is what Tosafos means?) as to
when "7 was applicable:
I POI VAW AT MO 1Y N MM AT ROR PTIA PT PRT AR
X7 IR 1P910M o5 ]’Ub DORAIT NP0 ANAwYT DND M7 P ‘71|? D2 wnwm
SW T3 QYWD I A7 IRY ,NIPOT NNRNG X7 NP2 NTATR Mrhia
2UT 29M 72T XA QWY MWD XA NI NATA VD WP 20w oW
2T TN WY PR Vi NPT I AIMRT AN 0%Yan 1ara PaR 07wl
Sow "N NAYRY NAWA AWYND 07°Ya DY A9 NH0IT ROR 78797
TR MMV 2SR PPN 12 PRY AYWA AMI PII PR 0D Inxy
LYAAPTW 7922 97 P2 ayg/aly v
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TNIR 2INAW Cn 9 07T oPnw w937 2°0In%am
ORI DR YR ROV T2 I2°0N27 A0 Shnn auws
DOWIRD AWYN? 7297 T AWV 0201 L3R DR 2P0
01T 798 MYTR 1721 WK 19X PaR 29n0 PIR 902 o020
D7 1727 7AW PPN PT 01T 2°01KRD 07 0 D OV
RI17 PWRIT 2 A0NT PAR 1INAW DD MW MY 9w

AN XD TN

Rambam’s determination that it is permissible to kill someone
who poses a threat to our religious system is based on his
interpretation of 177 in .1 777 7T2W:

TP IR0 O¥IT 022010 PT2IWA 1AM T 1P 172K 27 0N
77777 DO MIN0ATM PN 2aR PR K 7RI R
U XN

Rambam codifies this law in several places in Mishneh Torah:

--7719 HYaw 7702 1910 RIW 20IONIW NRA [2]: onan
TR IR POINPORT D007 IRWI ,7HYn XY P7OM
5992 IR VR DD TR 20T DYNRWA M AN
92 ROR ;P17 KDY ARINT R 22TV KD PO 1N ,OROW°

DIWn 1O ANTA MR WY L300 TR A0

VW IR ORI 0T 712V 72w oM L0000 0] nxn
,0°U7% TIUYWw WAk IR 79°21 DOR 1998 ,0OVOnY My
IRI2I1 N2 PIDPY M LTPOMIPERT LR AT T
202 PNTY MO 12 W0 OR PIIY M¥N--HRIwN
22000 TV MYy 1YY X120 ,IRD ORY AT ,7°00092

Rigotah

W"RY (7 19°0 2% 992 WK N2WN) rejects Rambam’s position
that P77 was ever meant to sanction anyone’s murder:

TR ROR KD Y72 239 KD 1D PIRT IPMRT RN
.2k

17 2:3 M) M9 Mabn Tonh mwn comments:
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L.e., P77 means to create situations where the possibility for
survival is low.' The position of the W"X7 seems generally more
consistent with stories in the Gemara that contain dialogue' and
conversation between Chachamim and Zadokin but never give any
indication that any of the Chachamim contemplated inflicting direct
physical injury on a Zadoki. One example, however, that does seem
to at least reflect Rambam’s more aggressive position is presented in
the next section.

Demonstrating that Zadokin are Wrong: 717X 779

T2°20M 7997 DR AWA 97 PO PRALA JINT- . KRY
WAWT S27YN2 DMIR PAW PRITE DW 129 ROXIT0 MR
Wyl nnea

Chachamim and Zadokin disagree as to whether a Kohen who had
been ¥1W and been 720 but who did not have waw 271, could burn
the Parah Adumabh (Parah). Everyone agrees a M0 may burn the

RP1T 172 DTWRY A0 RAINT ROT 200w WURAA bl APV M
%17 MI92A 7 27D WPD2 W'Y AT HY PRI 11920 K 20702 TANAR AR TN
2MOw 7"277 5Y ManD w1 M N2 R R0 XD TR R M (1)

F"¥Y 178 N720% Wwn 89 11°27 17200 7190 19°0 n7hva

18 In viewing the spectrum of interpretations of 1"2¥1 K21 P71 we note
that Karaite communities did not take root in the European countries
that were the home of the M0 “7¥2. Thus while the Gaonim and
Sephardic rishonim grappled on a first hand basis with the Karaites who
traced their lineage back to the Zadokin, the Baalei Tosafos had no
such analogous situation. They lived in Christian lands and the views of
the Karaites/Zadokin did not resonate in their environs. The idea that
they would sanction the killing of converts to Christianity, or Karaites
was respectively unthinkable and unnecessary. It is therefore not
surprising that Rambam’s view of the Zadokin is harsher than that of
the Tosafists.

19 Chachamim do use harsh derogatory language in their disputes with the
Zadokin (e.g. .0 MMM, N0VP XIN2 X1J) but never are physically
threatening. In a previous footnote we entertained the idea that
Rambam only permitted the killing of Zadokin/Karaites in galus. If
correct it would explain why the Chachamim in the Gemara never
contemplated killing Zadokin.
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animal and a NXn2U may not. Questions concerning the viability of a
Parah could thus be avoided by having a completely clean Kohen
burn it (i.e. he had wnw 277 for any A8MY to which he had been
exposed). However, the Gemara™ appears to say that instead of
avoiding controversy the designated Kohen was purposely made Xiav
and instructed to go to the mikveh and burn the Parah before sunset
PRI 2w 1291 X°X1T? who required Wi 2797, This procedure was
apparently undertaken to drive home the Chachamim’s position on the
subject and to emphasize that the Zadokin are wrong. This
interpretation is supported by Rambam in 7:X *'im17x 779 nioos:

--QY S0 VAW A0 TV I2°1NR 792 PPowT 90 7
TOTVW 09 DY AR ,ANORD DI WIPDY 7790 Iwyn onwd

20 The Gemara ostensibly quotes a Mishna in the third chapter of 7779. We
say “ostensibly” because the Gemara introduces the excerpt about
making the Kohen Xm0 with the word 70 which implies a Mishnaic
wotk. However, the X072 in 1.3 779 as we have it does not use the
phrase TRI7X 2w 1291 XX, but rather:

S2TMYNA DR VT RPW PRITE °197 3797 DR AW 1797 DR 1T PR ...

WY1 wnwn
and there are no variant readings that include the words. (For an
interesting comment about the accuracy of the Mishna as quoted in the
Gemara and as compared to the way it appears in our standard N1Iwn,
see .7 Mdn 2R117 11°27). Finally, the phrase 1PITX 2w 1291 XX never
appears in any Mishna or Tosefta.

2l Rambam expresses similar sentiment in 1:3 779 N1IWNT WI%D:

N1NI RIM WITPA D0 M2 TR NDPORY NDOWA 7792 PROWR YoW ¥7
NMRRY 71 950 W12 WHY KW 1D OV U920 NPW N 97 0% 1oKA
1IROAW W3 O 212V RIN WYND NV WAR? TX NV WK AWIDT DRI 7Y
2MYA PV 078N 77N 17ARC 79 HYAW 77N DOPHRD DPRY ONINR
7Y A0 KR IPRY 077 WYY WAWT R MR MY WK WKW DH waw
72 NNR2 72 PROYNAT DR PRALA D1PWA QDY TN 9900 Whaw 2w
POYND™M 21 9120 M AW 0 MR 1Y DRMY INRMY WK MR
TRITEA PYINNW T RIT NI MYDY 27 K KDWY 273 017 1NN nPwYa

Unw 2MYn 72778 RO
Note that Rambam says clearly that this is a dispute as to whether we
go with the simple reading of the text or a 172p that we have on the
meaning of the words. This is not a dispute as to which interpretation
fits the words better.
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"0 WK WIS 902 WKW W wnaw 20w KD
0¥ AR W WYR? NALa R L(7°,00 12702 50,00 12TRD)
M0 R OW--WAY DWW TV ,IN7 T0 IORY 0D
ROX WD 7797 WY PRY 2NN 1P POPITET W 700
IO DR PRAVA W N°22 PT N0 1T 7900 wnw v27Iwna
--772 POW 2 NRY L7230 ,12 KXY YW1 797 IR 9w
M RY ,0mM Y a2Wan DI 0071 19K 0127 Huab 1o
9120 1912, DK 19IN7 POYIONY 2°9571 92 191 .a7apn

2oy

The need to demonstrate that Zadokin are wrong and that a
01 9120 may burn the Parah was so important that Rambam, @170
7:3 77D NN, points out that if a Parah happened to have been
burned by a Kohen who was a Waw 2W» the Chachamin would
invalidate it. Finally, Rambam, 7:7 779 N1wnn WD, explains that
the XMW involved must be of a Biblical nature because otherwise it
would not prove the Zadokin’s position wrong.

Tosafos disagrees with Rambam’s overview and interpreta-
tion. Citing the juxtaposition of the 6™ and 7" Mishnas in the 3"
chapter of 779:

N2 ,ANwnT NR O70A02 PRITRR 1R DRI 1P A
197,797 IR 9NW MO0 DR 170 PRALAY W 777 7970
1DN0 T .OWYI N WA 22V PIRIR I ROW P17
,2201 770 ;NAR 9120 ,9173 3710 SWOR L1 1R 00V T

.ADNoN 1790

Tosafos concludes that the X2 was Rabbinical and insists
that the Chachamim would never go so far as to actually make the
Kohen Biblically Xnv.

PART 13277 IRMW RAVD O PIAWA 12 PYAIY DRnnT
ST 0230 DORMLI 22°WR 0%

According to Tosafos, Zadokin would not consider the
Kohen %2V and would also allow him to burn the Parah before
sunset. If so, what did the imposition of a Rabbinical XM on the
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Kohen accomplish? Tosafos, 7PXaUN 777 .30 037, answers™ that the
purpose was not to demonstrate to the Zadokin that they are wrong
but to publicly announce the position of the 2201 that WAW 27¥7 is
not necessary. From this perspective TP17X 5% 1291 R°X¥W% is not
meant as an aggressive action to get people to do something the
Zadokin disagree with, but merely to clearly state the position of the
0°2M on the matter.”

In summary, the dispute between Rambam and Tosafos as to
the type of IN™W imposed on the Kohen who burned the Parah
Adumabh reflects different positions on how to deal with the Zadokin
menace. Rambam who, when possible, permits killing Zadokin in
order to protect the rest of society from their insidious beliefs,
understands PITX P 1291 X°X1T9 to mean undertaking an overly
aggressive action of inflicting a Biblical #wmah on the Kohen in order
to denigrate the Zadokin position and its adherents. Tosafos’s
position that it is sufficient to make the Chachanin:’s opinion by Parah
clear without antagonizing or challenging the Zadokin, reflects a
mindset that the danger of the Zadokin can be contained from within
and does not require unnecessary confrontation.”

22 See also 270 D1 N1BOIN on 1.2 77O

23 Tosafos supports its position that only a Rabbinical 7821 was placed
on the Kohen with another Tosefta, 7:1 779, later in the same chapter:
WAW "2TYAA 79N X1 A 7797 DR ﬂWW‘? WPoaw 17127 P78 Awyn
N7 0K 7RI A2 D172 302 OWOR 1L MR POV 170 707 ORIT 12 701 020 vawn
SRIT 12 17 AR TR 12 O APV MR I9¥1 220 TV IR 2 9120 T 30
PIAR N2 N2P2 WINWY TV 2 AWOW OOW K LTIDNWD 17 MR T2 "1OKRWO?

AW 22w %12 7191 RY ORIT 12 19 0K 1207 0190

ie., all R. Yochanan ben Zakai gave him was a Rabbinical 78m0. How
does Rambam deal with this Tosefta? Note that after the Kohen
emerged from his iz 11182 17 07%.What does this mean? X3 says the
Kohen tweaked the ear of XJT 32 1IM 127 to indicate his displeasure
with having been made RnW. Others say that after having made him
unclean °XJT 12 1M 127 inflicted a @1 in the Kohen’s ear rendering
him ineligible for the position of Kohen Gadol. It appears that Tosafos
understood it like the G”ra while Rambam understands it like the latter
explanation (see 11 72°0 'K M7V TNV A9WA TW).

2+ A fuller discussion of Rambam and Tosafos dispute by 7m17X 779, and
an in depth analysis of the meaning of PPTY %W 1291 ®¥I2 which
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Zadokin as Jews

We have until now discussed Rambam’s attitude towards Zadokin
and the repercussions they face because of the danger they pose for
Jewish society. Yet, despite his discontent with their philosophy,
Rambam does not deny the Jewishness of the Zadokin and the rights
they derive from it. In a variety of different halachos where Jewish
idolaters and their ilk are given the status of gentiles, Rambam has
Zadokin maintaining their Jewish identity. For example in 70 1w Mm%
X°,0:7 Rambam bans non-Jews, Jewish idolaters, people who openly
violate Shabbos and deniers of Torah and Moshe, from slaughtering
an animal even in the presence of a Jew, but still asserts that Zadokin
are different:

TR DOV DAY, ITR2M PO PRITRT I9R 2
WAY ORY .AMOR INWAW--11D DYAW 77N DOHRA DIRY
L9090 KW ROR IN0MW MO PRY :NOMA T 00T ,110192
X7 ,0012 PIARI IR D007 ;70NWT DTN PIARA 1K I

219pp

He admittedly does not allow Zadokin and their related sects
to slaughter animals unsupervised. But that is not because they are
not Jews, but because their shechita laws are different than ours and
they are not concerned with 2131 1n°n XY 7 °19%. Rambam makes a
similar type distinction in the second chapter of 1217°Y M377:

7712V T2 RIW IR L0792 DAY 900n RITW ORI W
--2027 IR, 1PV PRI 12T 9T M1 R OT--00T
TT2W PRY DO1AT 72 700 0K PAR 10 10An P90 KON
501 ,17°0I07) PURITX A0 ,Naw 1PYRhNn PRY LAY amay
77 IRW R 92,727 YW 1999--10 YYaw g7In2 2019137
TRY L2192 770 WPRY 0D 00 129D PR--217Y NIXna
SRAWOY MW RIT P02 2R N30 IR DY 1180 10w
TN ,WD AR ORI P AR 1Y NIPN RT M ,WwIn

A2 HU2W TV, 10V 0IR T T--%02 OPITRS

appears only two other times in Bavli (and never in Yerushalmi) is
beyond the scope of this paper.
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Whereas shechita and ernvin are isolated examples of mitzvos
where Zadokin are given some degree of religious standing, in M2Wn
27107 798w 02m77 Rambam offers a general rule on the types of
mitzos for which Karaites (and presumably Zadokin) are to be treated
like regular Jews. In response to a question as to whether a Karaite
can be counted to make a quorum of 10 for a minyan or of 3 for after-
meal blessings, he responds:

QIRY DN AWHY XYY WY XY PR 072 29Wa° 0K
IPRW o1 702 IR 21772 2N T2 PO LAY 212 207N
IMDM2Y 12102 DOPHRAY 12T 901 "2V KR 272 TN
129°72 DO1NRA DIRY 77 93112 270K 108D R 2R
P02 DOPARD DQPRY YT 12 I90RW 20X IMOAN
R?Y WY PN DOPAYR QPR P 2r0a XY WITRn
MWY? MOR IR 2PN 2O DIRY IR L,IW0W PIna

0772 73807 29WaDY 2Ny DRT

Le., if they believe in a mitva even if their rules are different
than ours they are considered full Jews and are limited only in the
sense that we must be certain that they are doing things correctly
according to our view. In RIW 723Wn Rambam offers this view on
Karaite marriages:

WIANN KDY WOR NWR K77 QORI 1T D DY WK KWW o0
DY AT D7 D9 PWITA DR DORIPT WITA VI ROK
PYITPY POA2 W7 DT DIRY

Based on all of the above, it is clear that we must not confuse
groups with whom we have serious philosophical differences with
groups that are idolaters and non-believers. While Rambam at times
argues for serious repercussions for the former group, he at no time
writes them off as not being members of the Jewish faith and
repeatedly stresses that they maintain their basic Jewish rights and
privileges.

2 All the Mm2wWn cited here conform to the numbering scheme given in
TWNR DOWIT "OPNTII XPR” NRXI.
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Rambam on Karaites—an Evolving Viewpoint

Although Rambam clearly mentions Zadokin in 13 721wn N7
under 7712 0°7913 with respect to not having a share in the world to
come, when he lists people who fall under the umbrella of X2 P71
Povn (ie. 3 chapter of o M3, 7 MY MA77) he does not
mention them by name. Moreover, despite his insistence that certain
dissenters are to be killed because they pose a significant threat to our
system, Rambam at the end of the 2:X 19w nriwni WD (cited
previously in full) as well as in the following citation from 3-2:3 2>
offers the caveat that children of the dissenters should not be killed:

L N2WNNRn 79 HYaAw 77N 190w WOR2 ,0NAR 227 2
,12%9 NI AR LI9P0 NYT AR 79,17 IRIW 2°1272)
SaR AP0 DVWA B3 191 ;A9 AN A9 Yyaw 7mna 999
17 OMAR MR WPIIY L0012 C12) DO TNIR 12
D7 127 7AW PIND 17 0T--10F TR 9TA ,mna
TR YAYY D DY AR ;OUR RIW ,0ANT OV 21T IMPTN
MW L,0URI RIT OIT--0NT DTN AR TN AW 70
DMAR D772 DYMING VR D oML Y IMPTA
D772 NI TIWADY L,72WN2 IR IR JO9DY  vnw

JANY QTR Y KO 3N IR 1w TV 0w

2 This is Kappach’s version of the Mishneh Torah. However, in the
standard Mishneh Torah both Zadok and Baisos as well as Karaites are
mentioned.

27 A full discussion of the meaning of 72°1N, i.e. is it someone:

e  Who establishes a new religious sect?

e Who adopts an existing religious sect he was not born into?

e Who goes about proselytizing for a religious sect, etc.?

and the justification for killing him is beyond the scope of this paper.
28 This final phrase does not appear in the standard Mishneb Torah.
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In footnote 33 at the end of 22X P2 ¥ nrawnn wd
Kappach says that starting with the caveat that the children of the
Karaites should not be killed, Rambam’s manuscript is in a distinctive
handwriting that he wrote in at the end of his life. Eatlier versions of
Perush Hamishnayos made no such distinction between one who ?nni1
W AN and one born into it, i.e. both were to be killed because of
the threat they pose. Kappach further suggests that after changing his
mind late in life and emending Perush Hamishnayos, Rambam similarly
updated some portions’m of Mishneh Torah e.g. Mamrim 3:3, to also
reflect his new view. Note, however, that Mamrim 3:3 differs
significantly from the view expressed in the late updated Perush
Hamishnayos. Whereas in the latter he says that the descendents of the
Zadokin do not deserve to be killed because they are considered
MW, in the former he merely suggests that before killing them we
try to talk and reconcile with them.”" If Kappach’s assumption of
repeated emendations by the Rambam in both the Mishneh Torah and
Perush Hamishnayos is cotrect, then all of these nuanced changes in the
different places in Mishneh Torah and in Perush Hamishnayos can be
attributed to shifts in his thinking on the subject and the fact that he
did not go back and update every one of his writings. Our task would
then be to determine the proper sequence of the writings and,
ultimately, Rambam’s final words on the subject.”

29 9957 MBI 93 11927 70NN PMaNA 70 KD IRD TV "7 WK R AR 0
novIY LN 102 VYN 7INWT 1127 S 170 and D P 7102 VT 17° 2N22
N2 LIRD 2n0W AT |7'I17ﬂ,'l DR 200 07w D o907 7D w1 nvnaw XM
N7 09°017 1AM QA AR X D’Pﬁﬂ an3 120 2 3970 A" o
SNW DR 1277 W1 A7 °D HY R 1"wY 71X M2Y02 52000 27 oW RDY AR
°RAPI 1PIVa 12w NIIMOT MW,

30 Kappach says that Rambam did not get around to changing all of the

places where he permitted killing Karaites, and that is why there are still

some discrepancies in Mishneh Torab.

Indeed based on the statement in the Mishneh Torabh, 1277, in his gloss

on Rambam, says that repeated attempts at reconciliation had not

succeeded so immediately killing Karaites was again permitted.

32 We note that Rambam commentators offer no source for the
distinction that he makes between the treatment of Karaite children
and the originators of the sect. It is generally assumed that this is
Rambam’s own 71720. We suggest Rambam understood it from a story
in 1 XM dealing with the issue of when the 2172 172 put the NP on

31
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Perhaps we can find the answer to the proper sequence in
Rambam, in 02N 723WN where Rambam is particularly conciliatory to
the Karaites. In some manuscripts this #eshuva is entitled " 9% 72wn"
"DURIPI 172 U7M0IR. R. Antulee was originally from France, moved to
Egypt in Rambam’s lifetime P and was appointed a judge in
Alexandria. From allusions to the 0°3121 7712 that R. Antulee uses in
addressing Rambam, Shilat deduces that his first contact with
Rambam took place after the completion of the Moreh which was
written between 4945-4951 (1184 CE- 1190 CE). We also know that
he lived many years after Rambam’s death and maintained a
relationship with Rambam’s son, R. Avraham. Since we know
Rambam wrote Mishneh Torah during the 1170’s this would confirm

that this zeshuva represents Rambam’s thinking towards the end of his
life.**

Yom Kippur into the pan to do the ATV in the 2WIp WIP. The
Chachamim say it is done upon entry into the Holy of Holies, and
Zadokin say it is placed into the pan before entry into the room.
T AmAY MW TN IR D20 YINAN PRNAY TR CPITXA Awyn 2'n
19 MR DOWIIDT M AR PRIAN IR PRITEY 0D DY AR 212 17 K PIAR 12 ¥
NINR NTIDIT DY ARIN 1Y 23 (T RIPAY) 1T RIPAT IV WA N N 9D
TV PLYIA DM 1A R? IR WATPR KD OTH RIW PWIOY 1RRRI Y K12 NN
APNINRORD DRI W MM PRY PYIN 1 IOWR D0 Nnw
The story highlights two points. First, the son did it his way out of total
conviction. He was taught the “correct” way of doing things and as a
devout Zadoki could not do otherwise. Second, the father counseled
doing it the way the Chachamim wanted it out of fear of what the
Chachamin would do. However, as we stressed before, we find no case
of the Chachamim inflicting any physical punishment on Zadokin. We,
therefore, suggest this comment reflects Rambam’s position that the
father unlike the son knew that the Chachamim were correct and that the
positions of the Zadokin were not based on serious analysis. It is ironic
that in this story the son who did something out of true conviction
(although wrong) died while the father who instigated it did not.
Rambam is saying here that in the future it is the father, and not the
son, who will be held accountable.

35 See Y. Shilat, m1wn 2m17R 7791 "0"an7n nR", volume 2, page 465.

34 Shilat’s analysis places this zeshava in the correct time slot, but Shilat also
expresses doubts that Rambam in fact authored it (page 607). While he
is unwilling to unequivocally say Rambam was not the author (as he
does say about several other zeshuvos) based on the feshuva’s language and
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WY WYR2 OPKR 2IPNAY 71207 phnn apon on oK)
DAY AT 22 DIPW NART 772 MY DT 002V AN
TOW NUYY D MWPY Onn 10 MINAN WAy AN o7
PRWIWD PW 931 MTAW 0°1277 Snon DY I "aTon
DOV 7Y M0 CNaT2 DY) YRIPNAYR anwd
DOVIAPT DOATIAY OFPN2TAW TIMNONM TIWHT Snon 2ORINT
119 712° NRTAY .0°99177 IR 77123257 901 Wn "9 Onvon 19
D12 DR 7M1 077°N22 HR anthwa PIRWY naYY 0720°
X2777 °17 DaK ...07°0aR oI o7 nn MapoY nawa 179K
{Don} ¥1PAND 17 1Awn KD RMDUEN2 P RDT DK 9D
X277 K772 12w 95 RN2W2 1717127 19901 7R 177 130309
P01 NPT VDY A9 W0 TAV 1707 RN R AT
12 TR 90w 99 O LLA2WNA ST ROV RYIT TN
7V ORW? N7 NPINA D20 77 20010 1 AW MOXR X
DI PIW aMRY WD 21773 772 71 NINT On0 NI
1272 01 U7 RTIOUN2 N RLIWPONAT AURY 27X 72
RDWON? WPRT PRA M 07277 WM RDWRY wink 1oy
T7I7° 7 9w 12 9RODNAA 127 1 jnwenw 1 a1 by
1277 PRR T P72 RY 1R RPTOAURY ROWIT
DOWD DWW COR N AR MR ITPIN DRI

LMD DWW D372 PR QORI DA,

Rambam in this #shuva recommends normal relations with
Karaites as long as they are respectful to both contemporary
Chachamim and “certainly” 7707 *ndm. If they do that, regardless of
their differences with us in 713977 and 79pw, Rambam says we should
treat them respectfully, greet them, circumcise their young even on
Shabbos, and drink their wine.

Based on all of the above, we suggest the totality of
Rambam’s writings indicate an evolving of his thought™ from:

word usage, he leans towards it not being Rambam’s. Shilat also takes
exception to Kappach’s comment cited above concerning the Perush
Hamishnayos in Chulin. Without taking sides as to whether this is
Rambam’s zeshuva we would mention that this eshuva is cited by 178 "
91191 1797 in 622 'Y APTOW '¥17 2707 79017 20 NMINOK.

% We will not conjecture here as to the reason for the evolution of his
thought, e.g. was it related: to his becoming more familiar with Karaite
teachings and practice; the attacks on his teachings and beliefs; etc. We
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o Fear and distrust and an initial position that permitted
killing Karaites,

o To a position that limited murder to only a few of their
originators,

o To a final position urging they be treated kindly and

respected, and that whenever their halachos matched
ours, they be relied upon to do things correctly.

In this vein, again, note that although Rambam in the final
version of 3 DM permitted killing the leaders of dissenting sects,
he never mentioned the words Zadokin or Karaites. These names do
however appear in standard editions of the Misbneh Torah and
presumably were there originally. This seems to imply that while
Rambam did not retract his position on the permissibility of killing
someone who was 771102 7910 X17W 007901 he did change his mind on
Zadokin/Karaites satisfying this requitement. His final formulation
was thus written in the abstract, i.e. there is no current sect in this
category but should one arise in the future it would be subject to this
law.

Concluding Remarks

We began this analysis to see how dissenters to the fundamentals of
the Jewish faith are to be treated. We have demonstrated that
according to Rambam, people of faith (e.g. Karaites) who respect our
Chachamim, even though they disagree with fundamentals of
“Orthodox” Jewish principles of faith such as 772 and the primacy
of the T2n77 *nd1 in halachic matters, must be treated respectfully,
not ostracized, and can be relied on in matters of &ashrus if they agree
with our halachos. While we can debate whether current “non-

would merely point out for historical context that Rambam was born in
Cordoba, Spain in 1135, came to Egypt (after being in Morocco and
Israel) in 1165, and died there in 1204. His first major work was the
Perush Hamishnayos, which he started when he was 23 and finished about
10 years later (not long after his arrival in Egypt). As is evident from his
MWnN (see for example 277 72WN — dated either 1167 or 176- where
he bemoans the improper practices of the local community concerning
the laws of 7171) his arrival in Egypt exposed him to things that he had
never before seen.
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Orthodox” groups are truly people of faith, or are respectful of our
Chachamim, it seems true that most people in the spectrum of today’s
Orthodox World, from left-wing, to centrists, to modern orthodox,
to right—wingers all satisfy these pre-conditions. Thus, none of them
seem suitable candidates, according to Rambam, regardless of any
outlandish views we believe they may have on certain specific issues:
to be denigrated; to have their 70 NMW outlawed; to not be included in
a minyan; to not be included in the construction of an erwv. The fact
that they deviate in certain matters of 19pW from what some of our
accepted Chachamim have deemed proper, is no reason to demonize
them. Not agreeing with the opinion of a Chacham is not equivalent to
disrespecting him.

We realize that some will argue, that disagreements coming
from within our ranks can be more harmful then those coming from
the outside, and that any dialogue with these “others” is fruitless and
unwarranted. It would truly be a sad commentary if we are permitted
to be pleasant and “understanding” in doing A#rur work in order to
bring non-Orthodox Jews into our fold, but we cannot apply the
same acceptance to those who are Orthodox but have “deviant”
ideas that have a greater chance of influencing/corrupting our youth.
To this argument we can only offer our hope that there will come a
time soon when the Gemara’s words with which we began with will
once again ring true:
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