LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

Athalta De-Geulah

Rabbi Dovid Bashevkin,
Founder and Host of 18Forty, writes:

I read with great interest Heshey
Zelcer’s article in Hakirah, vol. 37,
“Athalta De-Geulah as Envisioned
by Hiddushei HaRim.” The essay
highlights comments by R. Yitzhak
Meir Alter in Hiddushe: HaRim
about the messianic significance of
the year 1840, suggesting that
hasidut may have been “the antidote
sent down from Heaven to counter
the effects of the Enlightenment.”
While the author notes, via an anon-
ymous footnote, that “it is difficult
to know with certainty what Hid-
dushei HaRim had in mind with this
d’var Torah,” 1 believe a fuller ex-
ploration of the broader Hasidic
and Kabbalistic treatment of this
year would have yielded a more sub-
stantive analysis.

The year 1840 (5600) occupies a
central place in many Jewish mysti-
cal and messianic traditions. Israel
Bartal, in Messianism and Nationalism:
Liberal Optimism vs. Orthodox Anxiety,
discusses its significance in the writ-
ings of Yakov Lipschitz (secretary
to R. Yitzchok Elchanan and great-
great-grandfather of Reb Pinny Lip-
schutz, founder of Yated Neeman), as
well as in the Reform movement
and in the nationalistic vision of R.
Yehudah Alkalai—who, notably,
was the rabbi of Theodor Herzl’s
grandfather.

Within pasidut, the year 1840 also
carried weight. The Ischbitz
school—closely connected to Gur

through their shared teachers, R.
Simchah Bunim and the Kotzker
Rebbe, though with differing orien-
tations—assigned special signifi-
cance to this year. In fact, it was on
Simpat Torah of 1839-1840 that R.
Motrdechai Yosef Leiner formally
broke from Kotzk to establish Is-
chbitz Hasidut, a rupture often read
through the very mystical and his-
torical lenses that mark the im-
portance of that yeat. In his ambi-
tious Hakdamah U-Pesichah, R. Get-
shon Henoch Leiner, grandson of
the founder of Ischbitz, presents
1840 as a turning point when access
to Hasidic and Kabbalistic teach-
ings would deepen among the
broader Jewish people.

Other streams of thought echo
this theme. R. Wolbe, drawing on a
teaching of R. Yisroel Salanter, con-
nected 1840 to a new era of spiritual
personalization—when Torah would
serve as a tool for greater self-un-
derstanding. In 1978, the Lubav-
itcher Rebbe devoted an entire dis-
course (later published in Likkutei
Sichos, vol. 15) to the Zohat’s words
on the unique role of 1840. And for
readers seeking a secular account of
the social and technological revolu-
tions of that era, Orlando Figes’s
The Eurgpeans: Three Lives and the
Making of a Cosmopolitan Culture of-
fers valuable petrspective.

My own interest in this topic is
personal. In 2020, I launched a Jew-
ish media site dedicated to non-hi-
erarchical, thoughtful conversation
on issues of Jewish life and belief.
Inspired by the Zohat’s framing of
1840 as an age of greater access to
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hidden wisdom, I see our own mo-
ment as another turning point—
one in which more Jews can grasp
and integrate the depths of Jewish
thought into their daily lives. 1
named the project 78Forty, in honor
of that most auspicious year.

My deepest admiration and ap-
preciation.

Heshey Zelcer responds:

Thank you, Dovid Bashevkin, for
your interesting letter showing how
the Zohat’s prediction for the year
1840 inspired various pasidic and
other personalities. Also, thank you
for your 78Forty podcast, which 1
greatly enjoy. It analyzes—with in-
telligence, clarity, and sophistica-
tion—important issues and trends
affecting the Jewish community.

I am a descendant of Gur pasidim
and whether at home or in the Gur
shtieble—where 1 davened as a child
and as a young adult—I never heard
a bad word spoken about the State
of Israel or Zionism. On the con-
trary. I remember entering my par-
ents’ home one day and hearing my
father exclaim, “Did you hear how
many airplanes the Yidden shot
down today?!” However, 1 never
saw an Israeli flag at home or in the
shtieble. Neither did I ever witness
any celebrations of the Jewish State
ot its holidays. I was thus thrilled to
tind Hiddushei HaRim using what
would become a dati-leumi Zionist
phrase, athalta de-genlah, the begin-
ning of redemption. That was the
motivation for my article.

As an afterthought, I would like
to note that now—more than

ever—we can appreciate how the
twinning of science (including tech-
nology) and spirituality (especially
hassidu), as envisioned by Hiddushei
HaRim and others, was truly athalta
de-genlah, the beginning of our re-
demption. Can anyone imagine Is-
rael surviving October 7, its subse-
quent and previous wars, without
the technological edge made possi-
ble by Jewish people embracing the
educational ideals of enlighten-
ment? Also, can anyone imagine the
survival of the Jewish spirit without
the warm infusion provided by the
various pasidic sects including: Lub-
avitch, Gur, Klausenberg, Breslov,
and others?

In closing, I want to add one ad-
ditional personality to Bashevkin’s
list of those who expressed excite-
ment and anticipation for the year
1840. The Gaon of Vilna (the
Gt”a), a brilliant halakhbist and kab-
balist, took the Zohar’s prediction
seriously. In ca. 1780 he set out for
Eretz Yisrael to help pave the way
tor Mashiap. In mid-journey, how-
ever, he turned around and headed
home. Late in his life, after repeated
requests from his son, the Gr”’a ex-
plained that he did not complete his
journey because “he had not re-
ceived permission from Heaven.”

Some of his disciples, however,
did complete the journey. In the
early 1800s, in what became known
as Alyat Talmidei Ha-Gr’a, they
reached the Holy Land and settled
in Safed and Jerusalem.
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Fine-Tuning Argument

Nathan Aviezer, professor of Physics
and former Chairman of the Physics De-
partment of Bar-Ilan University, writes:

In their article (““The Fine-Tuning
Argument for God’s Existence,”
Summer 2025), Rav Elie Feder and
Rav Aaron Zimmer claim that the
fine-tuning of the universe provides
clear proof of God’s existence. The
purpose of this letter is to point out
that this central claim of these au-
thors is incorrect.

Let me begin with the concept
of fine-tuning. As the authors cor-
rectly point out, scientific evidence
demonstrates that very stringent
laws of nature are required to per-
mit the existence of living creatures
and that all these stringencies exist
in our universe.

One should note that the fine-
tuning laws of nature do not, in
themselves, guarantee the existence
of life. Certain very stringent condi-
tions must also be met for life to de-
velop from inanimate matter. Let
me quote some leading experts:

Nobel laureate Francis Crick
(awarded his Nobel Prize for eluci-
dating the structure of DNA, the
molecule of life) is quoted as fol-
lows (Scientific American, February
1991):

The origin of life appears to be
almost a miracle, so many are
the conditions which would
have had to be satisfied to get
life going.

Crick does not mean “miracle”

in the religious sense. He is an athe-
ist, as are all the scientists that 1
quote.

Harold Klein, chairman of the
U.S. National Academy of Sciences
committee that reviewed origin-of-
life research, is quoted as follows
(Scientific American, February 1991):

The simplest bacterium is so
damn complicated that it is al-
most impossible to imagine how

it happened.

The fine-tuned laws of nature
and the required stringent condi-
tions might lead to living creatures.
But this was not sufficient to pro-
duce sentient human beings. Scien-
tists have discovered that a number
of highly improbable events had to
occur to lead to human beings.

The most famous of these im-
probable events was the impact
with the Earth of a large meteor that
destroyed all the dinosaurs. As No-
bel laureate Luis Alvarez writes
(Physies Today, July 1987, p. 33):

From the human point of view,
that impact (of the meteor with
the Earth) was one of the most
important events in the history
of our planet. Had it not taken
place, the largest mammals alive
today might still resemble the
small rat-like creatures that were
scurrying around then trying to
avoid being devoured by the di-

nosaurs.
Alvarez goes on to write:

If the impact had been weaker,
no species would have become
extinct, the mammals would still
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be subordinate to the dinosaurs,
and I (Alvarez) wouldn’t be writ-
ing this article. If the impact had
been stronger, all life on this
planet would have ceased, and
again, I wouldn’t be writing this
article. However, the impact was
just the strength to ensure that
the mammals survived, while
the dinosaurs didn’t.

It has become clear to scientists
that the sudden destruction of the
world’s dinosaurs was only one of a
long series of completely unex-
pected, highly improbable events
whose occurrence enabled the ap-
pearance of human beings. As Ste-
phen Jay Gould, of Harvard Uni-
versity, put it (Wonderful Life, pp. 14,
319):

We are an improbable and frag-
ile entity ... the result of a stag-
geringly improbable series of
events, uttetly unpredictable and
quite unrepeatable ... Let the
“tape of life” play again from the
identical starting point, and the
chance is vanishing small that
anything like human intelligence
would grace the replay ... It fills
us with amazement (because of
its improbability) that human
beings exist at all.

These are the scientific facts. What
conclusions can one draw from
these scientific facts? Rav Elie
Feder and Rav Aaron Zimmer leave
no doubt regarding the conclusions
that they draw (pp. 121, 122):

The fine-tuning argument ...
points directly to the God of
Abraham as the only satisfactory

explanation for the fine-tuning
of the constants (of nature) ...
the constants are not arbitrary,
random numbers but are rather
precise values selected by an in-
telligent cause, God, for the pur-
pose of bringing about our com-
plex universe.

The mistake in logic of these au-
thors has been pointed out by Ste-
phen Jay Gould (Bully for Brontosau-
rus, essay 7, pp. 114, 115):

This assumption—the easy slide
from current function to reason
of origin—is the most serious
and widespread fallacy of my
profession ... I like to identify
this error of reasoning with a
phrase that ought to become a
motto: Current utility may not be
equated with historical origin (em-
phasis in original) ... A few
thinkers have drawn the wildly
invalid inference that human
evolution was prefigured into
the ancient design of the cosmos
... the current fit of human life
to physical laws permits no con-
clusion about the reasons and
mechanisms of our origin. Since
we are here, we had to fit.

Consistent with Gould’s statement,
Rav Mosheh Lichtenstein wrote the
following in his article that immedi-
ately preceded the Hakirab article of
the authors:

God created the wotld in a way
that one can interpret it both
from a believing and a non-be-
lieving perspective ... One can
view the universe through the
spectacles of belief, but one can
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also observe it from a secular
and atheistic viewpoint ... I do
not subscribe to the idea that na-
ture can provide unequivocal
proof of God’s existence.

However, this does not mean that
nothing can be gained by studying
the natural wotld. Rav Lichtenstein
also wrote:

I do believe that one can feel
God expressed through nature.
If a person has faith and he can
experience religious emotions,
he will feel God expressed
through nature.

Rav Mosheh Lichtenstein’s view
was shared by his illustrious father,
Rav Aharon Lichtenstein, and by
his even more illustrious grandfa-
ther, Rav Joseph B. Soloveitchik,
who wrote: “God’s existence can-
not be deduced from nature.” But
Rav  Soloveitchik also  wrote:
“God’s presence can be experi-
enced through the natural world.”
There is a very long history of
trying to prove the existence of
God, dating back to Rambam and
Thomas Aquinas, through William
Paley (“watchmaker argument”),
and continuing down to our own
day. All these “proofs” have been
shown to be invalid. We have re-
cently been confronted with the
proposed “proofs” of the Bible
Codes and of Intelligent Design. H.
Allen Ortr, evolutionary biologist
from Rochester University, has
clearly demonstrated that the basic
claim of Intelligent Design is wrong
(Boston Review, December 1996, pp.

34-46). Nevertheless, praise of In-
telligent Design continues una-
bated.

It is time for Jews to recognize
that our emunah is based on faith,
and not on proof.

Elie Feder and Aaron Zimmer respond:

Thank you, Nathan Aviezer, for en-
gaging seriously with our article.
Your argument rests on a conflation
of the design argument from biol-
ogy with the fine-tuning argument
from physics, and it overlooks the
important distinctions we drew in
our section “Fine-Tuning in Physics
vs. Design in Biology.” Your central
claim can be summatrized as fol-
lows:

1) The fine-tuning of the constants
is a necessary prerequisite for
the emergence of life.

2) Beyond this prerequisite, many
additional highly improbable
events were also needed to pro-
duce human beings.

3) These later improbabilities can
be explained through natural
chance processes operating
within the universe.

4) Therefore, by analogy, the fine-
tuning of the constants can also
be attributed to chance.

This line of reasoning is flawed.
The fact that improbable events can
occur by chance within a universe
that already operates according to
fixed physical laws does not imply
that the laws themselves can be ex-
plained in the same way. Later bio-
logical or historical contingencies
unfold after the universe exists.
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The fundamental constants of
nature, by contrast, are part of the
fixed framework that determines
what kind of universe is even possi-
ble. They are not produced by a nat-
ural process; they are the precondi-
tions for all natural processes.
Therefore, the power of chance to
explain later events has no bearing
on the fine-tuning argument. The
point remains: the foundational
laws are fine-tuned, and that fine-
tuning points to an intelligent cause.

A simple analogy clarifies the is-
sue. Suppose a computer program
randomly generates poker hands
and eventually produces a royal
flush. That improbable outcome
can indeed be explained by chance
given enough trials. But that does
not mean the design of the com-
puter program itself can be at-
tributed to chance. The program
must be in place before chance can
operate at all. Similarly, that chance
can explain contingent events
within our universe says nothing
about the origin of the fine-tuned
laws that allow such events to occur
in the first place.

This helps frame Gould’s well-
known observation about the con-
tingency of biological evolution.
Gould argued that replaying the
“tape of life” would almost certainly
not produce human beings again,
and on that point we can agree. One
cannot use the design of biological
organisms to prove that the uni-
verse was specifically designed for
humans.

But that is not what the fine-tun-
ing argument claims. The fine-tun-
ing argument states that the uni-
verse is fine-tuned for a structured,

ordered, complex reality capable of
supporting any chemistry, astron-
omy, or biology at all. If you “replay
the tape” of the universe with dif-
ferent constants, you do not get dif-
ferent forms of life; you get no
structure or complexity whatsoever.
You get a universe of only funda-
mental particles, or one that col-
lapses instantly, or one that expands
too rapidly for stars or galaxies to
form. Even a universe containing
nothing more than hydrogen atoms
requires extraordinarily precise con-
stants. These constants point to an
intelligent cause who set them in the
narrow ranges needed for a com-
plex universe to exist.

You also raise an important
point about faith, namely that God
created a world that can be inter-
preted through both believing and
non-believing perspectives. On this
we disagree. Modern physics has
shown that to interpret the world
without a Creator, one must accept
the multiverse: an infinite collection
of unobservable universes that gen-
erates a host of scientific and philo-
sophical absurdities. We do not re-
gard this as an equally valid alterna-
tive to the straightforward conclu-
sion that an intelligent cause fine-
tuned the constants.

Still, as we wrote, the fine-tuning
argument does not claim to offer
absolute proof of God. Rather, it
provides strong rational support for
belief in a Creator and offers a sub-
stantive response to skeptics. The
question is not whether ewunah nec-
essarily rests on irrefutable demon-
stration, but whether modern phys-
ics strengthens the intellectual foun-
dation for belief. We argue that it
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does.

Regarding the views of Rav
Soloveitchik and Rav Lichtenstein,
it is important to note that the fine-
tuning argument in its modern form
was simply not available in their
time. The most dramatic example of
fine-tuning—the cosmological con-
stant—was only discovered in 1998,
and even today its significance has
not penetrated the broader public.
While the intelligent design argu-
ment from biology was available to
them, as we wrote above and in our
article, the argument from fine-tun-
ing in physics is qualitatively better.
It is unclear what these great think-
ers would say if they were presented
with the modern scientific picture.

What we do know is that there
is a long tradition of great Jewish
thinkers—from Rambam to Saa-
diah Gaon to the Hovos Hal evavor—
who maintained that reason can of-
fer strong arguments for the exist-
ence of God. Our contribution is to
continue that tradition by showing
that the scientific discovery of fine-
tuning provides such an argument

Finally, the article by Allen Orr
that you cite is not relevant to the
issue at hand. Ort’s critique, like
your argument, is directed at the bi-
ological design argument and relies
on gradual evolutionary mecha-
nisms to explain the emergence of
complex biological systems. But the
fine-tuning argument is not about
biology at all. It is about the precise
quantitative features of the laws of
physics that have remained fixed
since the beginning of the universe.
Evolutionary explanations address
contingent biological development,

not the origin of the constants that
make any complex universe possi-
ble in the first place.

Thank you again for engaging
with our work. We hope this clari-
ties the issues you raised and helps
advance the discussion.

David Chasman of Englewood, NJ,

writes:

Messts. Feder and Zimmer replace
various arguments for God’s Exist-
ence with yet another argument that
is inherently problematic.

The argument for a divine crea-
tor based on the fine-tuning of
physical constants, as recently artic-
ulated by Feder and Zimmer, rests
on a pair of questionable assump-
tions.

Their central claim requires
proving that the set of constants we
observe is the only one possible for
a life-permitting universe. They
provide no such proof. They must
show that a small change in one
constant could not be offset by
changes in others. To use an anal-
ogy, their logic applied to houses
would suggest that a 20-foot house
must be built from two 10-foot
floors, ignoring the countless (liter-
ally infinite number of) other com-
binations that achieve the same
height.

This premise is weakened by
studies, not cited by the authors, ex-
ploring “islands of stability,” where
various sets of constants could still
result in a viable “universe as we
know it.”

Let us assume that there is a
unique set of constants resulting in
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“the universe as we know it.”’
Should we be surprised to find our-
selves in a cosmos whose physical
laws support our existence? This is
a simple selection effect. A universe
hostile to life would have no ob-
servers to ponder its nature. Has the
universe served God up on a silver
platter or have we brought God
along in our picnic basket?

Elie Feder and Aaron Zimmer respond:

Thank you, David Chasman, for
sharing your comments. They raise
important issues addressed exten-
sively in the scientific literature, and
we appreciate the opportunity to
clarify how fine-tuning is under-
stood by physicists.

To begin with, the fine-tuning
argument does not claim that our
particular set of constants is the
only one capable of producing a
complex universe. That level of
uniqueness is neither required nor
assumed. The scientific point is that
within the vast space of possible
values for the constants of nature,
the region that permits a universe
with atoms, chemistry, planets,
stars, and life is extraordinarily
small. In other wotds, the issue is
not that only one precise combina-
tion works, but that the complexity-
permitting combinations form a
strikingly rare subset of all possible
options. This conclusion is well es-
tablished in decades of fine-tuning
research.

Your concern that a shift in one
constant might be offset by changes
in others is something physicists
have examined in depth. While we
did not delve into this technical
point in our brief article, the litera-
ture certainly does. Physicist Luke
Barnes has emphasized that most
fine-tuning studies—from the earli-
est papers in the 1970s until to-
day—vary many parameters simul-
taneously. When this is done, addi-
tional life-permitting combinations
do appear, but the overall picture
remains the same. These combina-
tions form isolated, narrow pockets
within a much larger space of possi-
bilities, and the probability of ran-
domly hitting all the required values
at once remains astronomically
small. Allowing many constants to
vary does not eliminate the fine-
tuning problem; it simply reveals
that the life-permitting region is
small and scattered rather than a
single thin interval.

As Barnes writes when address-
ing the misconception that fine-tun-
ing research varies only one con-
stant at a time:

This is a myth. The claim quoted
by our questioner is totally
wrong. The vast majority of
fine-tuning/anthropic  papers,
from the very earliest papers in
the 70’s until today, vary many
parameters... The scientific lit-
erature does not simply vary one
parameter at a time when inves-
tigating  life-permitting  uni-
verses. This is a myth, born of
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(at best) complete ignorance.!

Your building analogy is useful
in illustrating this point, but it re-
quires adjustment. A  building
whose only requirement is to reach
a height of 20 feet can indeed be
constructed in infinitely many ways.
But fine-tuning is not like that. A
closer analogy would be a building
that must be 20 feet tall and struc-
turally stable, where stability is pos-
sible only if the first floor lies within
a few very narrow height ranges and
the second floor lies within a few
narrow ranges, and only certain
pairings produce a viable structure.
Even if several such ranges exist,
the set of acceptable combinations
is still tiny relative to all possible
ones.

This is closer to the situation in
physics. Whether one varies a single
constant or many at once, the values
that give rise to a complex, ordered
universe occupy an extraordinarily
small region in the full parameter
space. This extreme rarity is pre-
cisely what physicists mean by fine-
tuning, and it is why the phenome-
non is taken so seriously in contem-
porary cosmology.

Regarding your second point,
the appeal to a simple selection ef-
fect—namely, that we should not
be surprised to find ourselves in a
universe that allows observers—
only makes sense if one assumes the
existence of many universes. In that
framework, one could argue that we
observe a fine-tuned universe

simply because observers cannot
arise in universes whose constants
do not allow for structure or com-
plexity. This is the anthropic princi-
ple, the philosophical centerpiece of
the multiverse proposal, which pos-
its an infinite collection of unob-
servable universes with different
constants.

While the multiverse is intended
to explain fine tuning without in-
voking an intelligent cause, it faces
significant scientific and conceptual
difficulties. The most serious is #he
measure  problem—a problem that
emerges from the difficulty of as-
signing meaningful probabilities in
an infinite ensemble of universes.
This problem undermines the abil-
ity of the multiverse to function as
a coherent scientific theory. In ad-
dition, an infinite collection of uni-
verses brings with it numerous fur-
ther absurdities. We discuss these
issues in detail in season 2 of the
Physies to God podcast and hope to
present a fuller written treatment in
a future article.

No Blessing for the New
Month of Tishrei

Jerome M. Marcus, a lawyer from
Lower Merion, PA, writes:

Thank you for Rabbi Ron’s article
on skipping Birkbat Ha-Hodesh for
Tishrei, a minhag that has long con-
fused me. I wonder whether, in ad-
dition to the reasons he presents,

1 https://lettetstonatute.wotd-
press.com/2013/08/01/

fine-tuning-and-the-myth-of-one-varia-
ble-at-a-time/.
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we also have this practice because
every other Rosh Hodesh is a 71792 101,
a time of atonement. But Rosh
Hashanah is not that, at least not all
by itself. It is just a part of the pe-
riod for kaparah, ending of course
ten (or nine) days later on Yom Kip-
pur. Perhaps that is also why the
Musaf for Rosh Hashanah is cate-
gorically different from the one we
say at every (other) Rosh Hodesh, be-
cause on those days the Musaf fo-
cuses our attention on precisely this
element, and for Rosh Hashanah
that would not be appropriate.

Dr. Ben Zion Katz, professor of Pediat-
rics at Northwestern University, writes:

I enjoyed the article by Zvi Ron,
“The Custom Not to Recite the
Blessing for the New Moon of
Tishrei” in the latest issue of
Hakirah. 1 have often thought of an-
other reason to “cover up the real
date of Rosh Hodesh Tishrei” which
would also explain why the sharz
holds a sefer Torah during the bless-
ing of the new moon. It always
seemed to me that the reason a sefer
Torah is held is that a communal
oath is being proclaimed, if you will,
as to when Rosh Hodesh will be, de-
spite when the molad is announced
and the new moon actually visible.
There are times when, due to rules
regarding the automatic calendar,
the new moon is visible but that day
is not Rosh Hodesh, and this is espe-
cially likely for Tishrei for two rea-
sons: First, Rosh Hashanah can
only occur on 4 days (it cannot oc-
cur on Sun., Wed. or Fri.) while the

new moon, of coutse, can occur on
any day. Second, there are times
when the Rosh Hodesh of Tishrei
may be delayed even further due to
the molad zakan or other rules. Thus,
60 percent of the time the new
moon of the 7th month is not on
the day of the molad (A. Spier, The
Comprebensive Hebrew Calendar, 3td,
revised edition [NY: Feldheim,
1986], p. 15) and may be visible be-
fore Rosh Hashanah. Since people
might find this disturbing, no an-
nouncement is made “to cover up
the real date.”

Elyakim Berman, a veterinarian living
in Israel, who studies the Jewish calendar
as a hobby, writes:
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Emunah

Nathaniel Helfgot, rabbi of Cong.
Netivot Shalom, and on the Judaic Stud-
tes faculty at SAR HS, writes:

I want to commend my former high
school falmid, David Schwartz, and
Hakirah, for publishing in the previ-
ous issue, the wonderful sympo-
sium on emunabh containing contri-
butions from some of the rabbinic
leaders of the Modern-Orthodox
community. I was especially taken
with the contribution of my long-
time friend and Javer le-safsalei beit ha-
midrash, Rav Mosheh Lichtenstein,
whose authentic and stunningly
candid insights made a deep impres-
sion.

One discordant note that did
emerge, however, was the lack of di-
versity in choosing respondents. All
the distinguished contributors were
roshei yeshivah (except for an emeri-
tus long-time pulpit rabbi and edu-
cator), all were 65 and older (with
three, Barukh Hashem, 80 years old
ot close to 80), with no contribution
from any younger members of our
community’s elite. Moreover, no lay
people nor thoughtful women or
voices from the Sefardic Modern
community were included.

In the introduction to the sym-
posium, it was noted that it was
based on the famous symposium in
Jewish Action Fall 1992 in which my

revered teacher, Rav Aharon Lich-
tenstein, 7"/, published his cele-
brated contribution, “The Source of
Faith Is Faith Itself.” That sympo-
sium included a number of women
thinkers, male and female writers,
religious artists and a poet, Azruy
rabbis alongside a number of prom-
inent roshez yeshivah. While a number
of the participants were over the age
of 65, most were in their 40s or 50s,
(Rav Lichtenstein was not yet 60)
and two were in their 30s.

Learning from the experiences
and deep thinking of a broad array
of lay people, rabbis and thinkers
can only add to our growth in avodar
Hashem and strengthening our faith
commitments.

David Schwartz, responds:

I think Rabbi Helfgot’s point about
diversity is a good one. As I alluded
to in my introduction, my original
proposal included a much broader
roster of scholars, thinkers, and
leaders, including several female
and younger voices. The Hakirah
editors narrowed the list largely to
the contributors you see in the pub-
lished symposium. While I can cer-
tainly see logic in their choices, I de-
fer to them to explain the decision
to forego a more diverse group.

Rabbi Asher Benzion Buchman, the Ed-
itor of Hakirab, responds:

When David Schwartz proposed
this project to us, he introduced it
by saying that, “in the last, say, 20
yeats there has been surprisingly lit-
tle discussion or coverage of the
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topic of belief, on a personal level.”
I did not agree with his assertion
and pointed out that Hakirah 33 had
a review by Bezalel Naor on S#rauss,
Spinoza and Sinai: Orthodox Judaism
and Modern Questions of Faith in which
the editor “solicited articles from
rabbis, PhDs, and other thoughtful
Orthodox Jews.” I feel there is no
dearth of Jewish “thinkers” who
want to talk about and give their
opinions about belief. For Hakirah
to make a unique contribution, I felt
it would be in presenting the
thoughts of leading roshe: yeshivah. 1
told Rabbi Schwartz that I did not
believe he would be able to recruit
them for this project. I had been
told that roshei yeshivah would never
agree to speak about their personal
feelings. That Rabbi Schwartz was
successful (in five out of six at-
tempts) is a testament to his perse-
verance, and even motre so to the
anivus of these roshei yeshivah.

Yom Yerushalayim in
Tanakh

Yaakov Jaffe, rabbi of the Maimonides
Kebhillah and the dean of its Maimonides
School, in Brookline, MLA, writes:

Natan Kopeika’s article on “Yom
Yerushalayim in Tanakh” surveys
many Midrashic and Tannaic
sources about the 28" of Iyar and
connects them to the Biblical ac-
counts in the middle of Shmuel
Alef. However, Kopeika seems to
have neglected the most explicit
Biblical event to happen on the 28th
of Iyar, Chizkiyahu’s grand festival

in Jerusalem.

As I demonstrate in my book
Isaiah and bis Contemporaries (2022,
pp. 256-257), Divrei Ha-Y amim Bet
30:26 took place on the 28th of Iyar.
That verse reads: “And there was a
great happiness (szzbab) in Jerusa-
lem. For from the days of Shlomo,
son of David, King of Israel, there
was nothing like this in Jerusalem.”

One searching for a Biblical
precedent for the redemption and
celebration of Jerusalem on the 28™
of lyar need look no further than
this verse, which is just as direct a
prediction for the modern-day holi-
day as the sources Kopeika cites.

Natan Kopeika responds:

My friend and colleague Rav Av-
ishai Grosser was also unaware of
the opinion that part of the celebra-
tion by King Chizkiyahu occurred
on 28 lyar. However, he succeeded
in finding much material on this. It
seems that this idea, although un-
known in our circles, was subject to
a great deal of argumentation. It
seems that neither of the two shitot
about the timing of the second 7
days during the time of King
Chizkiyahu has been universally ac-
cepted.

Indeed, it seems the shitah advo-
cated by Rabbi Jaffe apparently in-
volves making Nisan a “leap
month” instead of Adar. Material is
based on Chronicles 2:30; 2—4
[Radak], Berakhot 10b, Sanbedrin
12a,b, Tosefta Sanbedrin chapter 2,
etc. This viewpoint is that that year
Passover was celebrated in Iyar be-
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ginning Pesah Sheni because putifica-
tion of the Temple was not com-
pleted in time for the first Passover
in Nisan. Celebration was 7 days
and 7 days, culminating on 28 Iyar.

Yashar koah to Rabbi Jaffe for
catching this. I apologize for my ig-
norance of this question and for be-
ing unfamiliar with Rav Jaffe’s
book.

Fathers Teaching
Children to Swim

Marcel Glickman Porush, a practicing
dentist in Manchester, UK, writes:

I enjoyed reading/learning the lat-
est Hakirah. How-ever, I could not
help but chuckle at pp. 452 and 453.

In the teshuvah of the Aruch la-
Nerregarding the chiynvim of a father
to his son, he writes

"0 1500 WM LRINDOR M2
TR2087 P"PY "D

The author translates this:
In the holy city of Altona, in the
month of Kislev 5610 [respond-
ing] to the Holy City of
Mosbach.

Bet heiis be-egrat Hashem and p"p%
is an abbreviation for le-kehilah kadi-
sha, the holy congregation.

Nobody over the years would
have given a city in putz la-Aretz the
title 7 ha-kodesh. Even in Eretz Yis-
rael, not every city has the title 7 ba-

kodesh.
Shanl Lent responds:

Thank you for pointing this out.
You are correct that 1172 stands for

7 nya, and P"PY means “to the
holy congregation.” 1 appreciate
your careful reading.

A Pesach Guide

Tzvi Rubinfeld, who runs the Obr
Mattisyahu night seder in Lakewood,
NJ, writes:

Thank you, Shmuel Lesher, for your
important and informative “A Pe-
sach Guide for Those with Food
Allergies and Sensitivities,” Hakirah
37, Summer 2025.

I would like to clarify two points
regarding R’ Moshe Feinstein’s
measurements.

1. R’ Moshe Feinstein’s shiur for a
revi'is s is quoted as 3.3 oz., while
the footnote acknowledges a di-
vergent shinrof 2.9 oz. In fact, R’
Moshe did not offer an amount
for a revi%s but rather wrote how
one should calculate a revi %s. His
son, R” Dovid Feinstein, meas-
ured the shiurim based on his fa-
ther’s ruling and came out with
a reviis of 3.3 oz. Several years
later, R> Dovid Feinstein re-
peated the measurements and
came to a different conclusion:
that of 2.9 oz., and this is the
shiur included in the later edi-
tions of Haggadah Kol Dod.

2. The shiur of 2.9 oz. is what R’
Dovid Feinstein ruled could be
relied on for a revi%s for mitzvos
di-rabbanan. For Kiddush on Fri-
day night, which is de-Oraysa, the
larger shiur of 4.42 oz. should be
used. Since the 4 cups of wine
on Pesach are di-rabbanan, 2.9 oz.
would be enough. When Pesach
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falls out on a Friday night, how-
ever, the first cup is also the cup
of Kiddush and so the larger shiur
of 4.42 oz. should be used for
the first cup.

Shmuel Lesher responds:

Thank you for your interest in my
article. 1 am happy to provide a
more comprehensive presentation
of the sources regarding R. Moshe
Feinstein’s position on the size of a
revi‘s.

1) In his Ko/ Dodi Haggadah on p. 4,
R. Dovid Feinstein writes:
“Since a revi%s is 1 Y2 times the
size of an egg, a rei'is by this
measure is 2.9 fluid ounces.
However, it is more likely that
the water-displacement of an
egg is 2.2 fluid ounces; thus, a
revi7s 1s 3.3 ounces.” In footnote
2 he adds, “In eatlier editions of
Ko/ Dodi, the calculation was
given as 2.2 fluid ounces for an
egg, and 3.3 for a revi%s.”

2) In the revised edition of Do i
Right on  Pesach Night: What?
When? How Much? published by
Beth Medrash L’Torah V’Ho-
roah (the Kollel located at Me-
sivta Tifereth Jerusalem (MT]),
145 Hast Broadway, New York,
NY) reprinted from Olomeinu,
Our World (Torah Umesorah,
1974), it cites R. Moshe’s posi-
tion as 2.9 oz.

3) In another document I cited
from in my article published by
Beth Medrash I’Torah V’Ho-

roah, it states that “when the Se-
der is on Friday evening, the
Kiddush cup should be at least
4.42 fluid ounces in size. This
also applies to the Kiddush Cup
used every Friday evening,
throughout the year. Note: If
one recites the Kiddush on be-
half of the assembled when the
Seder occurs on Friday night;
then the Cup of the one reciting
the Kiddush must be at least
4.42 fluid ounces, while the cups
of the assembled (who must
each drink his or her cup to ful-
fill the Mitzvah of the First of
the Four Cups) can be 3.3 fluid
ounces in size.”

4) In Sefer Ko/ Dodi, Hilchos Pesach,
published by R. Dovid Feinstein
in 1970, it is recorded that the
correct shiur of a revi%s is 3.3 oz.
based on R. Moshe Feinstein’s
teshuvah (O.C. 1:136) on how to
measure an azah. However, in a
note he says that was a strin-
gency. It is more logical or cor-
rect to say 2.9 oz. is the shiur.

In sum, in some places R. Dovid
writes the shiur of a revi%s is 3.3 oz.
and in some places he says it is 2.9
oz. I assume he is representing his
father’s opinion in all his positions,
as he mentioned he used his father’s
method of calculating his shzur.

I agree that it would have been
better to add the note that one
needs a larger shiur (4.42 oz.) for a
Seder that occurs on Friday night,
when Kiddush is a mitzvah de-Oraysa.

&R



