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Dovid Lichtenstein: The message of the Meraglim
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REUTERS

Kentucky Clerk Still in Contempt of Gay
Marriage Order: Plaintiffs

September 22, 2015
Reporting by Steve Bittenbender; Writing by David Bailey; Editing by Miral Fahmy

A county clerk from Kentucky who went to jail rather than issue marriage licenses
to gay couples made material changes to the forms upon her return and is not in
compliance with a federal court order, lawyers for couples suing her said on Monday.

Rowan County Clerk Kim Davis should be ordered to allow the licenses to be
issued under the earlier format or the
clerk’s office should be put in receiver-
ship and fines imposed, the attorneys
from the American Civil Liberties Union
of Kentucky said in a federal court
filing.

The issuance of marriage licenses
to same-sex couples in Kentucky and
other states has become the latest
focal point in a long-running debate
over gay marriage in the United States.

Davis, 50, has said her beliefs as  Kim Davis addresses the media just before the
an Apostolc Christian prevent he from 8015 12 2benes 1o 1 fovan Coury St
issuing marriage licenses to same-sex 2015 REUTERS/Chris Tilley
couples. U.S. District Judge David
Bunning ordered her jailed for failing to issue licenses in line with a Supreme Court
ruling in June that made gay marriage legal across the United States.

Davis, who was jailed five days, was released on the condition that she not inter-
fere directly or indirectly with the issuance of marriage licenses. She returned to
work on Sept. 14.

Mat Staver, an attorney for Davis, said on Monday she has made a good faith
effort to comply with Bunning’s order.

“The ACLU’s motion to again hold Kim Davis in contempt reveals that their inter-
est is not the license but rather a marriage license bearing the name of Kim Davis.
They want her scalp to hang on the wall as a trophy,” Staver said.
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On Friday, the lawyer for Deputy Clerk Brian Mason, who has been issuing licenses
since Davis was jailed, told the court Davis confiscated the licenses upon her return
and gave him a document that removed references to Rowan County and Davis’ office
and required him to list his title as a notary public.

The changes run afoul of Bunning’s order, the filing by the lawyers for the plain-
tiffs said. At the minimum, she has created considerable uncertainty for marriage
applicants about their licenses and subsequent marriages, the filing said.

Bunning should direct that licenses be issued under the former format and the
office reissue the licenses issued in the past week that could be open to legal chal-
lenges, it said.

While Davis has said she does not believe the licenses issued are valid, their
legality has not been challenged in court. Bunning has said licenses issues while
Davis was jailed are valid and the governor has said he had no problem with altered
licenses, if the judge considered them valid.

Copyright © reuters.com
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What if Kim Davis Were an
Orthodox Jew?

Issuing Marriage Licenses to Same-
Sex Couples

In September 2015, a county clerk in Kentucky named Kim Davis earned inter-
national renown when she was imprisoned for refusing to issue marriage
certificates to engaged homosexual and lesbian couples. After spending five days
in jail, Ms. Davis was released, and she returned to work when an arrangement
was made such that all marriage licenses issued by her office would not bear her
name or official authorization.

Explaining her position, Ms. Davis said that even a license that she did not
directly issue, but which bears her name, effectively “authorizes marriage that
conflicts with God’s definition of marriage as a union between one man and one
woman [and] violates my deeply-held religious convictions and conscience. For
me, this would be an act of disobedience to my God... Whether I personally
issue the license or whether one of my deputies issues it, the result is the same.
The license is issued under the authority of Kim Davis, County Clerk of Rowan
County”

In the wake of the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision (Obergefell v. Hodges) on
June 26, 2015, holding that the right to legal marriage cannot be denied to same-
sex couples, and as opposition to homosexuality becomes increasingly taboo,
many have expressed concern that the rights of those opposing same-sex mar-
riage, including Orthodox Jews, may be threatened. The story of Kim Davis
could, potentially, portend similar problems for Jews refusing to participate in
activities that tacitly affirm the legitimacy of a homosexual union. In fact, already
several months before the Supreme Court’s landmark decision, the owners of a
small bakery near Portland, Oregon, were fined $135,000 for refusing to prepare
a wedding cake for a same-sex wedding.

These incidents underscore the urgent need for poskim to determine whether,
and to what extent, it would be permissible for a Jew to take part in a same-sex
couple’s marriage, including registration, wedding arrangements, and so on.

Unlike the vast majority of Torah laws, homosexuality is forbidden even
for gentiles, and taking part in a process that lends official approval to such
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70 HEADLINES 2: HALACHIC DEBATES OF CURRENT EVENTS

relationships could therefore potentially violate several halachic prohibitions
related to abetting or sanctioning sinful behavior. Specifically, we must consider
the possible violation of three prohibitions:

1. 5101 1N ®Y My N — “placing a stumbling block before a blind man”
(Vayikra 19:14), which refers to causing people to sin.

2. Ny 121Y y»on — lending assistance to help facilitate a sin. Even in situa-
tions in which my 195 does not apply, because the sinner can commit the
offense independently without any assistance, one is nevertheless forbid-
den to assist him in committing the prohibited act.

3. mywy nanun — “flattering” the wicked in a manner that suggests approval
of their wrongdoing.

Officiating at Weddings of Non-Observant Couples

We might compare this question to one that has already been addressed by
several halachic authorities, as to whether a rabbi may serve as pywymp 7701 at the
wedding of a non-observant couple who clearly have no intention of obeying the
laws of family purity, but who would not live together without getting married.
Would the rabbi’s participation in such a wedding be forbidden on the grounds
that it facilitates sinful behavior?

Rav Mordechai Yaakov Breisch addressed this question in Chelkas Yaakov
(E.H. 75), and ruled that a rabbi may officiate at such a wedding. He notes that
since the couple in any event will get married, whether or not the rabbi officiates,
this is comparable to a case of handing someone forbidden food to eat when he
could have accessed it through other means (x1n17 8120 ).

Rav Breisch at first questions this viewpoint, in light of the fact that if the
rabbi were to refuse to officiate, the couple would find a different rabbi to offi-
ciate, and that rabbi would be in violation of my »19%. The Mishneh Le-Melech
(Hilchos Malveh Ve-Loveh 4, cited in Pischei Teshuva, Y.D. 160) advances the
theory that one transgresses My 9% by facilitating a sin even if the individual
could commit the offense without his assistance, if the individual needs someone
else’s assistance. In other words, even if several people could potentially abet the
sinner, and thus no single individual is indispensable to the act, nevertheless,
whichever one of them facilitates the sin transgresses My »95. The context of
the Mishneh Le-Melech’s discussion is the case of a money lender who lends on
interest. The Mishneh Le-Melech asserts that the borrower transgresses 1y »1a%
by accepting such a loan, even though the lender would have certainly found
other Jewish borrowers. Since the sinner requires another person’s assistance
to commit the forbidden act, any person who facilitates the act violates 1y »ab,
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even though the sinner would have found someone else to help him commit
his sin.

Seemingly, Rav Breisch notes, we should apply that same logic to the case of
the non-observant couple seeking an officiating rabbi. Whichever rabbi agrees
to officiate would appear to violate 1y 119, despite the fact that another rabbi
would have been found to officiate if he refused.

Rav Breisch dismisses this argument, however, for several reasons. First, he
writes, we might distinguish between the case of a money lender, who might
not find a Jew willing to pay interest in violation of Torah law, and the case of
a non-observant couple, who would get married even if they could not find a
rabbi to officiate. The Mishneh Le-Melech might limit his ruling to a situation
similar to that of the money lender, where it is possible, albeit unlikely, that the
lender would be unable to find an abettor for his sin, and thus one who abets
his sin by borrowing on interest violates 11y na%. In the case of a couple wishing
to get married, however, they would get married with or without an officiating
rabbi, and thus a rabbi who agrees to officiate is not considered to have “placed
a stumbling block” before them.

Additionally, Rav Breisch notes, several poskim dispute the Mishneh
Le-Melech’s view, and maintain that the prohibition of my 195 does not apply if
the transgressor can find other people to facilitate his violation. One example
is a responsum of the Maharsham (2:184), in which he permits a Jew in Cracow
to lease a storefront property to a Jewish barber who would work on Shabbos.
The Maharsham does not even cite the Mishneh Le-Melech’s position, and rules
that since the barber will find another Jew to lease him property, my n19% does
not apply. Moreover, Rav Breisch contends that in the case of a non-observant
couple seeking an officiating rabbi, a rabbi might agree to perform the cer-
emony because he regards this as a mitzva, enabling a Jewish man and woman
to marry in a halachic manner. Thus, even if we were to conclude, in principle,
that officiating is forbidden, nevertheless, the couple would in all likelihood find
a rabbi who considers it permissible and even laudable. Rav Breisch argues that
the Mishneh Le-Melech’s position only applies to facilitating something which is
obviously prohibited, such as lending with interest. But in this case, where other
rabbis will reach the conclusion that officiating at the wedding is not prohibited
at all, there is no problem serving as the officiating rabbi since the transgression
of My 14aY is not inevitable.

This line of reasoning would likely apply to our discussion as well. Even if
the Orthodox Jewish clerk refuses to grant the homosexual couple their mar-
riage license, they will undoubtedly complete the registration process through a
different office, or they will live together without a marriage license. Therefore,
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it stands to reason that processing the registration request would not constitute
a violation of 1y nab.

A Shadchan’s Quandary

We still need to determine, however, whether this would violate the prohibition
of nay 1279 y»on. A possible precedent may be found in a responsum of the
Netziv (Meishiv Davar 2:32) which discusses the question of whether a shadchan
(matchmaker) may make a match between a man and woman knowing that they
will not observe the family purity laws. The Netziv cites earlier sources that limit
the prohibition of n1ay 1275 y»on to assistance lent to the sinner at the time of
the forbidden act, as opposed to lending assistance that helps facilitate a sin at a
later time. In light of this distinction, the Netziv asserts that suggesting a match
does not transgress this prohibition, since the couple will not violate the family
purity laws until much later. Moreover, the Netziv adds, lending assistance to
sinners is permitted for the purpose of earning a livelihood, and therefore one
who earns money from matchmaking is allowed to make matches that would
result in Torah violations.

Rav Moshe Feinstein cites the Netziv’s ruling in Iggeros Moshe (E.H. 4:87),
in discussing the question of officiating at a wedding of a couple who will not
observe the family purity laws. He notes that a distinction might be drawn
between matchmaking and officiating at the wedding, as the latter situation
should perhaps be regarded as assistance lent at the time of the sinful act.
Nevertheless, Rav Moshe adds, the Netziv’s ruling that y»on is permitted for
the sake of earning a livelihood would apply to a rabbi whose formal duties to his
congregation require him to officiate at weddings regardless of the couple’s level
of observance. Moreover, Rav Moshe points to the ruling of the Shach (Y.D. 151:6)
that the prohibition of y»on does not pertain to the case of a 1mm — a person
who rejects the authority of Torah law. The Dagul Mei-Revava (Y.D. ad loc.)
extends this position even further, claiming that y»on does not apply any time
one seeks to intentionally commit a sin. According to the Dagul Mei-Revava,
the prohibition of nay 121> y»on applies only to helping someone unwittingly
violate the Torah. Rav Moshe writes that this view can certainly be taken into
account to permit rabbis to officiate at the wedding of a non-observant couple,
especially when this is necessary for a rabbi’s livelihood.

It would certainly appear that this ruling would also apply to a clerk whose
job requires issuing marriage licenses even to homosexual couples. Since the
couple knowingly commits the violation, and since the clerk needs to issue the
license for his or her livelihood, the prohibition of y»on does not apply.
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Life-Saving Flattery

As mentioned, however, in addition to the prohibitions of 11y 119 and y»on, we
must also consider the possibility that issuing such a license might fall under
the prohibition of nann — flattering sinners. In order to determine whether this
is indeed the case, we must briefly explore the definition and parameters of this
prohibition.!

The Talmudic source of this prohibition is the Mishna in Maseches Sota (41a)
which recounts that the sages who had assembled in the Beis Ha-Mikdash once
complimented the sinful King Agrippas. The Gemara (41b) relates that a decree
of annihilation was issued against the Jewish People at that time, because they
flattered a wicked man.

The Sefer Ha-Yerei'im includes the prohibition of nonn in his listing of the
Torah’s commands (248), citing as the Biblical source the verse toward the end of
Sefer Bamidbar (35:33), yIrn nx 17nn x5, He defines the prohibition as follows:
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Whoever hears something sinful and improper, or sees something evil
and says that it is good, or remains silent, and this is not because of fear
for his body or property, but rather because of his evil-hearted nature,
or because he thinks to himself, “He might become angry with me and
fight with me, and all I will lose if he fights with me is his favor and
affection” — he is considered a flatterer.

According to the Yerei’im, the prohibition of nan, by definition, does not apply
to flattering for the sake of saving oneself from physical or financial harm. The
prohibition forbids engaging in flattery due to genuine approval of the individ-
ual’s sinful conduct or to earn that individual’s favor and affection. It is entirely
permissible to flatter a sinner when this is necessary to protect oneself.

Similarly, Tosfos (Sota 41b, qpannn Y3 n”1) write that flattery is permissible in
situations of danger, noting the incident recounted in Maseches Nedarim (22a)
in which Ula complimented a murderer on the way he killed somebody, in order
to protect himself from the killer, who would have otherwise killed him, too.
After the incident, Rabbi Yochanan assured Ula that he acted appropriately in
light of the life-threatening situation he faced.

1. The reader is referred to the first volume of Headlines, chapter 14, where the definition
of nonn is discussed at length in reference to the permissibility of voting for a political
candidate running on a platform that conflicts with Torah values.
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Surprisingly, however, Rabbeinu Yona takes a different view in his Shaarei
Teshuva (3:187-188). Rabbeinu Yona delineates nine different forms of forbid-
den nann, the first of which is forbidden even in the face of life-threatening
danger:
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The first category — the flatterer who discerns, sees, or knows that his
fellow has perpetrated evil, acted with deceit, or sinned through negative
speech or through abusive speech, and he flatters [the wrongdoer] with
an evil tongue, saying, “You did no wrong”... A person must expose
himself to danger rather than bear this guilt upon his soul.

Rabbeinu Yona proceeds to note the people’s flattery of Agrippas, which the
Gemara condemns despite the fact that they presumably complimented him in
order to protect themselves. Additionally, Rabbeinu Yona cites Moshe Rabbeinu’s
admonition to the newly-appointed judges in the wilderness, wx »an ymn x5
(Devarim 1:17) — that they should judge fairly and accurately even in the face
of threats.

The question obviously arises as to why one would be required to risk his
life to avoid violating nonn. It is generally assumed that the concern for human
life overrides all Torah prohibitions with the exception of idolatry, murder, and
sexual immorality. On what basis does Rabbeinu Yona forbid flattery even for
the sake of protecting one’s life?

The answer likely emerges from the comments of the Maharshal in his Yam
Shel Shlomo (Bava Kama 4:9), where he writes, 11500 »3 R 7710 127 MvY MOR
oY mxy onv 7m — “It is forbidden to distort the words of Torah, even in the
face of danger, and one must surrender himself for it” The Maharshal makes
this comment in reference to the story told in the Gemara (Bava Kama 38a) of
two Roman officials who were sent by the Roman government to study the Jews’
Torah. After these two officials studied with the Jews, they accepted everything
except for the law that absolves a Jew from liability if his ox kills a gentile’s ox,
but imposes liability upon a gentile whose ox gores a Jew’s ox. The Maharshal
notes that the Jews who taught these two officials informed them of these laws
despite the grave danger to which they would be exposed. Rather than alter the
content in order to protect the Jews from the hostility of the Roman authorities,
the scholars taught the Roman officials the truth. The reason, the Maharshal
explains, is because it is forbidden to distort the Torah even to protect against
life-threatening danger. He writes:
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Saying that one who is exempt is really obligated, or vice versa, would
be akin to denying the Torah of Moshe. What difference does it make if
it is one precept or the entire Torah?

Distorting even a single law of the Torah amounts to rejecting the Torah’s
authenticity, and thus constitutes heresy. As such, one is required to surrender
his life rather than falsify any part of the Torah.

This premise perhaps underlies Rabbeinu Yona’s ruling that nonn is forbid-
den even in the face of danger. In emphasizing the particular gravity of flattery,
Rabbeinu Yona writes:
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This nefarious flatterer is guilty of a grievous offense because he is not
zealous for truth, and instead resorts to falsehood, saying that evil is
good and turning darkness into light.

Flattery is a “grievous offense” because it distorts God’s law, misrepresenting
good as evil and evil as good. For this reason, in line with the Maharshal’s ruling,
Rabbeinu Yona maintains that flattery is forbidden even in situations of life-
threatening danger. Thus, Rabbeinu Yona cites as proof Moshe’s admonition
to judges not to fear the consequences of a truthful sentence. They must speak
the truth and issue accurate rulings that correctly reflect Torah law, even in the
face of danger.2

However, as noted earlier, Tosfos do not follow this view, but instead main-
tain that one is not obligated to surrender his life to avoid nann, drawing proof
from Ula’s flattery of a murderer. The question we need to address is whether
Tosfos” ruling indicates that they do not accept the Maharshal’s view that one
must risk his life to avoid distorting Torah law, or if some distinction may be
drawn between the Maharshal’s discussion and the situation faced by Ula.

Honoring a Sinner in the Synagogue

Rav Moshe Feinstein discusses Tosfos’ view at length in the context of the situ-
ation faced by a synagogue that wished to give honor to a prominent member

2. The source of Rabbeinu Yona’s comments is the Sifrei, cited by the Sefer Ha-Chinuch
(415):
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who had married a non-Jewish woman (Iggeros Moshe, O.C. 2:51). This member,
a wealthy physician, was exceedingly generous and actively involved in the com-
munity, whose members turned to him and relied upon him for assistance and
support. The congregation’s leaders were concerned that if they did not show
him honor in the synagogue, such as by inviting him to open the ark, he might
leave, denying the members access to this vital source of support.

Based on his analysis of Tosfos’ position, Rav Moshe permitted the congrega-
tion to give the man honor. Although one must generally surrender his life to
avoid distorting the Torah, as the Maharshal writes, Rav Moshe draws a subtle
distinction between explicit distortion of Torah and expressing approval of sin.
Ula did not explicitly say that murder is permissible; he complimented the mur-
derer for the “impressive” manner in which he slit the victim’s throat.? This could
be understood to mean that the killer acted in accordance with appropriate
protocols for people like him. Under normal circumstances, expressing approval
of sin in this manner is forbidden, but it is permissible for the purpose of saving
ones life. It is only the explicit distortion of Torah — such as stating clearly that
the Torah sanctions murder — that is forbidden even in the face of danger.

On this basis, Rav Moshe asserts that the entire prohibition of navun refers to
approving of sinful behavior. If this is done in a manner that explicitly distorts
Torah law, then it is forbidden even for the sake of saving one’s life, whereas
expressing approval without explicitly misrepresenting the law is allowed in
situations of danger. However, giving honor and complimenting a sinner for
his favorable qualities, when it is clear that he is not being commended for his
sinful conduct, is entirely permissible, and does not fall under the category of
nann at all.*

Clearly, Rav Moshe forbids lending tacit approval to sinful behavior except
when this is necessary to avoid danger. Thus, in the situation of a clerk process-
ing marriage licenses, it would seem that issuing a license to a homosexual
couple would be forbidden on the grounds of nann. Even though the clerk
issues the license simply as part of his or her job, nevertheless, doing so implies
approval of the marriage, and would therefore seemingly fall under the strict
prohibition of nann. Especially when we consider the public and permanent
nature of this expression of approval — a certificate that will be kept forever in

3. The Gemara relates that the killer turned to Ula and asked, >1ay mx> (“Did I do this
well?”), and Ula answered in the affirmative.

4. Rav Moshe does not discuss in this responsum Rabbeinu Yona’s ruling and how it may
be reconciled with the story of Ula. See Yad Ketana to Hilchos Deios (10:14), who sug-
gests a number of possible answers.
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the local government’s records — it seems clear that one would not be allowed
to participate in the issuance of such a document.

INTERVIEW

Rav Dovid Cohen
on Headlines with Dovid Lichtenstein*

To my mind, what she [Kim Davis] did was a great 'n wv1pp. If a Jew would ask
me what to do [in that situation], I would say that according to halacha, you are
required to do what she did, because of a Rabbeinu Yona...Rabbeinu Yona says a
person is obligated to give his life not to violate this sin [of na1n]. He maintained
that it’s a 'n "%n, and for 'n "% n, it's My Yx1 317 [one must give his life when
necessary to avoid violating this sin]. For a person to say, “It's OK. There’s such
a thing as marriage between identical sexes” — it’s a 'n %9'n, because the Torah
says it’s a foeiva [abomination]... I believe that halachically, if you're obligated
to let yourselves be killed, then certainly you're obligated to lose parnasa.

* Broadcast on 29 Elul, 5775 (September 12, 2015).
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Druze Religious Leader Commits to Noachide
“Seven Laws”

The spiritual leader of the Druze community in Israel, Sheikh Mowafak Tarif, this week-
end signed a declaration calling on non-Jews in Israel to observe the Seven Noachide
Commandments, as laid down in the Bible and expounded upon in Jewish tradition.

January 18, 2004

Several weeks ago, the mayor of the primarily Druze city of Shfaram, in the Galilee,
also signed the document.

The declaration includes the commitment to make a better “humane world based
on the Seven Noachide Commandments and the values they represent commanded
by the Creator to all mankind through Moses on Mount Sinai.”

Behind the efforts to spread awareness of the Torah’s Seven Universal Laws
is Rabbi Boaz Kelly, of the directors of Chabad-Lubavitch institutions in the Krayot
area of Haifa and the chairman of the Worldwide Committee for the Seven Noachide
Commandments. The recent signature by Sheikh Tarif is part of Rabbi Kelly’s ongoing
efforts among Israel’s non-Jewish community. In the past few years, Rabbi Kelly’s
organization has placed roadside ads in Arabic calling for observance of the Noachide
laws, as well as distributing Arabic-language pamphlets on the subject among Arabs
in Israel and the Palestinian Authority.

According to the Torah, all humankind (the offspring of Noah, or Bnei Noach) is
subject to seven Divine commandments. They are: to refrain from idolatry; to refrain
from sexual immorality; to refrain from blasphemy; to refrain from murder; to refrain
from theft; to refrain from eating the limb of a living animal; and to establish courts
of law.

Support for the spread of the Seven Noachide Commandments by the Druze
spiritual leader contains within it echoes of the Biblical narrative itself. The Druze
community reveres as a prophet the non-Jewish father-in-law of Moses, Jethro (Yitro),
whom they call Shu’eib. According to the Biblical narrative, Jethro joined and assisted
the Jewish people in the desert during the Exodus, accepted monotheism, but ulti-
mately rejoined his own people. The Tiberias tomb of Jethro is the most important
religious site for the Druze community.

Copyright © israelnationalnews.com
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Light Unto the Nations, or None of
Our Business?

Influencing Gentiles to Observe the
Noachide Laws

hroughout the centuries, Jewish activism and diplomacy focused on the

effort to secure the Jews’ right to observe our traditions without fear or
intimidation. The goal, in short, was to be left alone so that we could practice
our religion without disturbance from our gentile hosts. Whatever influence
and leverage Jews had was used to help enable their communities to live Jewish
lives. Few Jews, if any, considered the possibility of influencing the surrounding
gentiles’ personal religious beliefs or practices.

With the blossoming of the American Jewish community in the latter part of
the 20" century, when religious freedom was self-understood and Jews rose to
positions of prominence and influence, the opportunity arose for a much differ-
ent kind of activism: inspiring the gentile world to embrace Judaism’s universal
code. The liberties guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution, as well as the culture of
tolerance and freedom that characterizes the United States, has given American
Jews a level of comfort and confidence that offers the prospect of influencing
our gentile neighbors to adopt the beliefs and lifestyle that we believe to be
obligatory upon all mankind.

Beginning in the 1980s, the Lubavitcher Rebbe energetically called upon his
followers to not only spread the teachings of Torah and chassidus throughout
the Jewish world, but to also spread the ni»a nmxn yaw — the Seven Noachide
Laws — among the gentile world. Jewish tradition teaches that whereas only
Jews are bound by the Torah’s laws, all of mankind is expected to abide by the
Seven Noachide Laws.! The Lubavitcher Rebbe felt very strongly that Jews who
are in a position to encourage non-Jews to embrace and follow these laws are
obligated to do so. Thus, for example, in an address delivered on 19 Kislev, 5743
(December 5, 1982), the Rebbe issued the following emphatic statements:?

1. The Seven Noachide Laws are the prohibitions of murder, idolatry, sexual immorality,
blasphemy, theft, and the consumption of meat taken from a live animal, and the obliga-
tion to maintain a fair justice system. See Sanhedrin 56a.

2. The transcript, in English translation, is available online at http://hebrewbooks.org/
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The Rebbe himself pushed for recognition of the Seven Noachide Laws in his
correspondence with President Reagan. On April 3, 1982, in celebration of the
Rebbe’s 8o™ birthday, the President proclaimed the following day, April 4%, a
“National Day of Reflection,” explaining that “it is appropriate that Americans
pause to reflect upon the ancient ethical principles and moral values which
are the foundation of our character as a nation” In this proclamation, the
President noted in particular the Lubavitcher Rebbe’s call for observing the

HEADLINES 2: HALACHIC DEBATES OF CURRENT EVENTS

... The purpose of the giving of the Torah was to create peace within the
world. Similarly, the Rambam writes that every Jew is obligated to try to
influence the gentiles to fulfill the Seven Noachide Laws.? Furthermore,
one of the achievements of Moshiach will be, as the Rambam writes, to
refine and elevate the gentiles until they also become aware of G-d, to
the point where G-dliness will be revealed “to all flesh,” even to gen-
tiles. Since the rewards of Torah come measure for measure, it follows
that among the efforts to bring the Messianic age must be the efforts to
spread the Seven Noachide Laws, including the wellsprings associated
with them, outward to the gentiles. Indeed, the prophets tell us, “Nations
shall walk following your light”# Though Torah was given to the Jews, it
will also serve as a light to gentiles...

Today, each one of us, whether his major occupation is Torah study
or business affairs, has some contact with the secular world and with
gentiles. Since everything G-d creates has a specific purpose, it follows
that the fact that G-d brought a person into contact with the secular
world also has a purpose — namely, that the person should try to influ-
ence the gentiles to fulfill their Seven Noachide Laws, and by doing so,
he prepares the world for the Messianic age...

Every Jew who has a connection with gentiles or could establish
such a connection should use them for the benefit of the Jewish people
and the benefit of the world at large by stressing the observance of the
Noachide laws. Surely if a person is willing to make an effort to establish
connections with a gentile in order to benefit financially, he should use
those same connections to spread the Noachide laws.

Seven Noachide Laws:

One shining example for people of all faiths of what education ought
to be is that provided by the Lubavitch movement, headed by Rabbi

pdfpager.aspx?req=15515&st=&pgnum=3o0&hilite=.
3. Hilchos Melachim 8:10. We will discuss the Rambam’s view below.
4. 7Ry o aom (Yeshayahu 60:3).
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Menachem Schneerson, a worldwide spiritual leader who will celebrate
his 80" birthday on April 4,1982. The Lubavitcher Rebbe’s work stands as
a reminder that knowledge is an unworthy goal unless it is accompanied
by moral and spiritual wisdom and understanding. He has provided a
vivid example of the eternal validity of the Seven Noahide Laws, a moral
code for all of us regardless of religious faith. May he go from strength
to strength.®

President Reagan’s successor, President George H.W. Bush, issued a similar
proclamation on April 14, 1989, declaring the observance of “Education Day,
U.S.A” on April 16, 1989 and April 6, 1990.°

In the pages that follow, we will explore the Rebbe’s assumption that Jews
bear a religious obligation to inspire gentiles’ observance of the Noachide laws,
in light of halachic sources. Are we, in fact, halachically required to influence
our gentile neighbors and associates to abide by these obligations? For example,
if a non-Jew informs his Jewish associate that he is having an adulterous affair, is
the Jew required to use his influence to try to persuade him to stop engaging in
this sinful conduct? Should the Orthodox Jewish community be joining Catholic
and Evangelical Americans in protesting the recognition of homosexual mar-
riages, given that homosexual relations violate one of the Noachide laws?

D13 NN

We will begin by addressing the commonly accepted axiom that the Jewish
nation is assigned the role of b M, to serve as “a light unto the nations” and
guide them towards proper beliefs and conduct.

The source for this concept is two verses in Sefer Yeshayahu:
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I, God, have summoned you with righteousness and have strengthened
your hand; I have formed you and made you into a covenant for the
nation, a light for the nations (42:6).
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It is not enough for you to be My servant... I have made you a light for
the nations, to be My salvation until the end of the earth (49:6).

5. The full text of the proclamation can be found at http://www.chabad.org/therebbe/
article_cdo/aid/142535/jewish/The-Rebbe-and-President-Reagan.htm.

6. The text of the proclamation is available at http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/
index.php?pid=23514.
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It is commonly understood that in these verses, God charges the Jewish nation
with the role of 3 M, to “illuminate” — to guide, influence, and inspire — the
other nations of the world. Rashi, however, commenting on the first of these
two verses, writes explicitly that God here speaks to the prophet, Yeshayahu, and
explains that He has assigned him the task of illuminating the path of the tribes
of Israel, who are referred to here as m». According to Rashi, then, this verse
clearly cannot provide any source for an obligation to influence and inspire the
other nations.

The Radak explains the verse differently, writing that God here indeed speaks
of the Jewish people as serving the role of o mx. However, the Radak writes
clearly that this role will be fulfilled only in the future, after the final redemption:
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I, God...am able to take you out of exile, and I am the One who has
summoned you...when the time for you to leave has arrived, you shall
leave, and not be afraid, because I will hold your hand... And you will
also be a light for the nations... And the light is the Torah, which shall
go forth to them from Zion.

The Radak proceeds to explain that in the Messianic Era, the Jewish nation will
sustain the other peoples of the world:
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And Israel will sustain the nations in two ways. First, there will be peace
among all nations because of them... Second, the nations will observe
the Seven [Noachide] Laws and follow the path of goodness because of
Israel.”

The Radak cites in this context the verse later in Yeshayahu (60:3), 7R 3 125m
— “Nations shall walk in your light” — as another expression of this concept
of i kY Ppnnn. That verse appears in a prophecy that quite clearly speaks of
the final redemption, as the Radak himself writes in explaining that prophecy’s
opening verse: N NMKR 19 RINW YW ot yian — “The time for your salvation
has arrived, which is a great light for you”

The Netziv, however, explained the concept of m»3 1x differently, in a manner

7. See also Metzudos David and Malbim.
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consistent with the popular understanding. In his Haamek Davar commentary
(Bereishis 9:27), the Netziv writes:
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“I have formed you and made you into a covenant for the nation, a light
for the nations” — this means that Israel was created to improve the faith
of every nation...and to enhance their conduct.

Later in his commentary (Herchev Davar, Bereishis 17:5), the Netziv writes
explicitly that the Jewish Nation bears this responsibility even during their exile,
and, in fact, the purpose of the Jews’ dispersion is to disseminate the awareness
and recognition of the Almighty.®

Thus, it is unclear whether the Jewish people is charged with the role of “light
unto the nations” during our current state of exile, as this matter depends on the
different interpretations of the verses in question.
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The Rishonim address the question of teaching gentiles the Seven Noachide Laws
in the context of the Gemara’s ruling in Maseches Chagiga (13a), >127 n70WMm PR
D101 7YY N — it is forbidden to transmit words of Torah to gentiles.® The
question arises as to whether this prohibition includes the Seven Noachide Laws,
or refers only to Torah material that is not relevant to non-Jews. Tosfos (Chagiga
ad loc.) write explicitly that this prohibition does not include the Noachide laws,
and go so far as to say that there is a mitzva to teach gentiles the Noachide laws:
DNY 0I0INY RIR M.

However, Tosfos elsewhere (in the commentaries that appear in the Ein
Yaakov and cited by Hagahos Ha-Bach in Chagiga, ad loc.) disagree, and claim
that it is forbidden to teach gentiles even the Seven Noachide Laws. The basis
for this view is the Gemara’s discussion in Maseches Bava Kama (38a), where it
establishes that the gentiles are, at least in some sense, no longer bound by the
Seven Noachide Laws:

8. The Midrash (Vayikra Rabba 6) writes explicitly, »3x 0 0%pn mmrb mipYr 17730 K9 08
oon yma — “If you do not tell of My Divinity to the nations of the world, I will hereby
exact retribution from you.” It is unclear, however, whether the Midrash applies only to
the Messianic Era, or even in exile.

9. The Gemara infers this prohibition from the verse in Tehillim (147:20), 19 nwY &Y
MY Y2 WVIVM M3 9.
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He [the Almighty] saw the seven commandments that the children of
Noach accepted, that they did not observe them, and so He arose and
made them permissible for them...

The Gemara recounts that at the time of Matan Torah, God took away the privi-
lege of being bound by the nnxn yaw. Seeing that mankind neglected their seven
basic obligations for so long, God voided these obligations, thus denying the
gentiles the opportunity to earn reward though the observance of these laws.
The Gemara proceeds to clarify that even after God absolved the gentiles of the
Noachide laws, a gentile receives reward for studying and observing the Seven
Noachide Laws, but only on the level of hww mmxn wx — as one who fulfills a
mitzva regarding which he is not obligated. The laws are no longer binding in
the sense that a gentile does not receive the exalted rewards earned by a nnxn
nvw — one who observes obligatory commands — and earns only the lower-
level reward for fulfilling that which he is not strictly required to perform.

On the basis of the Gemara’s comment regarding the status of the Seven
Laws today, Tosfos understood that there is no reason to teach the nmxn yaw to
non-Jews. Since they are no longer strictly bound by these laws, there is no need
to inform them of these laws, and, as such, even the Noachide laws fall under
the prohibition against teaching Torah to gentiles.

This view was embraced by a number of Acharonim, including Rav Yaakov
Yehoshua Falk, in one of his published responsa (Penei Yehoshua, Y.D. 3), who
writes that although it is forbidden to cause a gentile to transgress one of the
Noachide laws,'° there is no obligation to instruct gentiles to observe these laws."

By contrast, numerous poskim, including Rav Moshe Feinstein (Iggeros
Moshe, Y.D. 3:89) and Rav Yosef Shalom Elyashiv (Kovetz Teshuvos 3:142, n"1
nnrn aY), accepted the view of Tosfos in Chagiga that it is permissible to teach
the nnxn yaw to gentiles. Rav Eliyahu of Lublin (Yad Eliyahu 48) drew proof to
this view from the Rambam’s ruling at the end of Hilchos Maaseh Ha-Korbanos
(19:16) that one may advise a non-Jew how to offer sacrifices in a permissible
manner. This would certainly seem to indicate that one is allowed to teach non-
Jews the laws that are relevant to them.

10. The Penei Yehoshua asserts that even this prohibition applies only on the level of
Rabbinic enactment. The Chasam Sofer (responsa, C.M. 185) questions this claim, noting
that although gentiles do not receive the rewards of a nw nnen, they are nevertheless
subject to punishment for violating the Noachide laws, as stated explicitly by Rashi in
his commentary to the Gemara in Bava Kama (3703 X% pwnyn 9ar). Therefore, facilitating
such violations should transgress the Biblical prohibition of my »95.

11. See also Yafeh La-Lev 5:240:9.
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The Shulchan Aruch Ha-Rav (composed by the Baal Ha-Tanya, the first
Lubavitcher Rebbe), in Hilchos Talmud Torah (1:14), also adopts Tosfos” view,
and explicitly rules that one is not only permitted to teach the Noachide laws to
gentiles, but fulfills a mitzva by doing so.

The rationale underlying this view is seemingly that since gentiles receive
some reward for their observance of the Noachide laws, clearly indicating that
God wants them to observe these laws, we should assist them in this endeavor
by informing them about their obligations.'

Indeed, the Rambam writes in Hilchos Melachim (8:10) that when conditions
allow, we are required to compel the gentiles living under Jewish rule to observe
the Noachide laws:
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Similarly, Moshe Rabbeinu commanded by the word of God to coerce
all people to accept the commands issued to the descendants of Noach.

It stands to reason that if we are enjoined to compel non-Jews to commit to the
observance of the Noachide laws, then, necessarily, we are required to inform
them of these laws."* Although some recent scholars limited the Rambam’s ruling
to very specific contexts,'* nevertheless, the Rambam clearly assumed that the

12. See Rav Avraham Erlanger, Birkas Avraham, Sanhedrin s9a. Those who disagree and
maintain that there is no room to allow teaching the mmxn yaw to gentiles perhaps under-
stand the Gemara to mean that gentiles are fully absolved from these laws, even though
they receive some reward for their observance. See Ritva, Makkos 9a, and the responsa
of Rav Menachem Azarya of Fano, 123.

13. Rav Moshe Sternbuch (Teshuvos Ve-Hanhagos 3:317) writes that some interpret the
Rambam to mean only that we are obligated to compel gentiles to accept the Noachide
laws, but not to enforce their observance. Clearly, this reading is difficult to sustain.
Elsewhere, in his Chochma Va-Daas, Rav Sternbuch raises the question of why, in the
Rambam’s view, we are required to compel non-Jews to observe the Noachide laws,
a requirement that appears to have no source. This question was addressed by the
Lubavitcher Rebbe in an article published in the journal Ha-Pardes (May 1985, avail-
able online at http://hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx?req=12398&st=&pgnum=9&hil
ite=). The Rebbe writes that the very fact that the nxn yaw are mentioned by the Torah
dictates that we are charged with the responsibility of enforcing them. Since the Torah
was given exclusively to the Jewish people, there is no purpose served by the Torah’s
introducing laws relevant to the gentiles unless they are to be enforced by Am Yisrael.

14. Rav Menachem Kasher (Torah Sheleima, vol. 17, p. 220) asserts that it is only in the
Messianic Era that we will bear an obligation to compel the gentiles to observe the
Noachide laws. Rav Shaul Yisraeli (Amud Ha-Yemini, p. 83) writes that the Rambam
refers to periods of Jewish sovereignty in Eretz Yisrael, when there is an obligation to
enforce compliance with the Divine law.
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Noachide laws are binding upon gentiles, and it thus stands to reason that it is
important to inform them of their obligations.

Additionally, the Rambam writes later in Hilchos Melachim (10:9) that it
is forbidden for gentiles to learn Torah or observe Shabbos, and if a non-Jew
transgresses these prohibitions, he should be told that this is strictly forbidden.
This, too, suggests that we are required to inform non-Jews of their obligations
under Torah law.!®

It emerges that whereas the Penei Yehoshua maintains that there is no obli-
gation whatsoever to try to influence non-Jews to observe the mxn yaw, other
authorities clearly maintain that this constitutes a mitzva.

"m nanN

Influencing the gentile world to embrace the Noachide laws may also fall under
the command of 'n nanx — love of God — as defined by the Rambam. In Sefer
Ha-Mitzvos (asei 3), the Rambam enumerates several different requirements that
are included in this command, among them the requirement to work towards
bringing others into the service of the Almighty. The Rambam writes:

PNRRNYY NYYIY INTIAYY DHI1D DIWIRD RPN WITTIV 12 O3 NH2D T MDY 190K 7120
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This command also includes our teaching and summoning all people to
His service, may He be exalted, and to believe in Him. This is because
when you love a person, you place your heart upon him and praise
him, and ask people to love him... Similarly, when you truly love the
Almighty...then you will, without doubt, teach and summon the her-
etics and fools to the knowledge of the truth that you know.

The Rambam proceeds to cite as his source a passage in the Sifrei (Vaeschanan
32), which explains the command of Ppo% 'n nr nanxy — “You shall love the
Lord your God” — to mean, ax nniaxd mrian Yy nank — “Make Him beloved
to people, like your patriarch Avraham. The Sifrei cites the Torah’s famous
description of how Avraham and Sara “made souls” — 7In2 WY WX Va1 NXY
(Bereishis 12:5) — and explains that Avraham inspired people to believe in God.
In the Sifrei’s words: n»>wn 7913 NNN 0E219M DN 1WwaR oar v — “Our patriarch

15. See Chasam Sofer, cited above, n. 10.
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Avraham would have them convert and bring them under the wings of the
Divine Presence.”

Significantly, neither the Sifrei nor the Rambam speak in this context of
influencing specifically fellow Jews; rather, they speak of leading “all people” to
faith. Seemingly, then, the obligation of ’n nanx requires us to try to inspire all
people to recognize God and do His will.

However, this conclusion depends on the precise type of influence that the
Rambam refers to in this passage. Rav Yerucham Perlow, in his work on Rav
Saadia Gaonss listing of the mitzvos (end of mitzva 19), explains the Rambam’s
comments to mean that the mitzva of 'n nanx includes o nYap — the obligation
upon batei din to accept and welcome converts to Judaism. Rav Perlow answers
on this basis the question raised by the Tashbatz, in Zohar Ha-Rakia, of how to
classify the mitzva of b nbap. In light of the Rambam’s discussion of 'n nanx,
Rav Perlow suggests, the answer is clear, as this mitzva includes bringing gentiles
“under the wings of the Divine Presence” by accepting them as converts.!¢

However, we may question this reading of the Rambam’s comments. For one
thing, the fact that the Tashbatz did not suggest classifying nn nbap under the
mitzva of 'n nanx would seem to prove that to the contrary, he did not view the
Rambam’s understanding of 'n nanx as referring to accepting converts. Moreover,
while the Sifrei indeed speaks in this context of Avraham “converting” idola-
ters, the Rambam writes that Avraham “called people to faith.” The Rambam
describes at length Avrahams’s efforts to spread monotheism in Hilchos Avodas
Kochavim (1:3), where he writes that Avraham would debate the pagans of his
time and speak to people nnxn 7119 1YWY TY — in order to bring them “to the
true path” The clear implication is that Avraham did not work to “convert” the
people of his time, but rather to spread the knowledge of God."”

Moreover, it is difficult to speak of “conversion” before Matan Torah, when
there was not yet a nation of Israel that a person could join through a formal
conversion process. Indeed, the Netziv, in his Haamek Davar (Bereishis 9:27),
writes explicitly that God’s charge to Avraham to serve as an o 1n ar (“father

16. This reading of the Rambam’s comments is also advanced by Rav Yitzchak Hurewitz in
his Yad Ha-Levi commentary to Sefer Ha-Mitzvos.

17. In one of his published responsa (50; 149 in the Blau edition), the Rambam discusses
the question of teaching Torah to gentiles and writes, % mywnY D%y NNMxNN 5% AN
1unT — “Tt is permissible to teach the commandments to Christians and draw them to
our faith” This remark may suggest that we are encouraged to proselytize and try to
inspire gentiles to convert. However, since the focus of the Rambany’s discussion was the
permissibility of teaching, and not the possibility of an obligation to influence non-Jews,
it is difficult to reach any sort of definitive conclusion from this passage regarding our
topic.
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of a multitude of nations” — Bereishis 17:5) meant not that he should have all
people become part of Am Yisrael, but rather that he should disseminate mono-
theistic faith among all mankind.!®

Rav Moshe Sternbuch’s Ruling

Rav Moshe Sternbuch, in a responsum published in his work Teshuvos
Ve-Hanhagos (3:317), addresses the question of teaching the mxn yaw to gentiles,
and strongly disapproves of such efforts for various reasons, each of which can
be questioned.

a. The Trinity and ynov

First, Rav Sternbuch writes that teaching Christians the Noachide laws is strictly
forbidden because this results in implicit approval of their belief in the Trinity.
The Christian conception of monotheism differs from ours in that they believe
that God embodies three entities. Thus, even if a Christian proclaims his com-
mitment to the Noachide laws, his commitment is deficient, as he does not
accept true monotheistic belief as defined by the Jewish religion. Hence, if we
express support for a Christian who proclaims his acceptance of the Noachide
laws, we are implicitly approving of his belief in the Trinity.

However, we may question this rationale in light of the Rama’s famous
ruling (Y.D. 151:1) distinguishing between Christian belief and classic paganism.
Whereas the Rambam famously classified Christianity as outright idolatry, the
Rama placed Christianity under the category of minw — including the wor-
ship of another being together with the belief in a single Creator. Although
such a belief is forbidden for Jews, the Rama writes, it is not forbidden for
gentiles. The Rama thus rules that the laws restricting engagement with pagans
would not apply to our relationships with Christians. Accordingly, it would
be perfectly acceptable to recognize a Christian’s acceptance of the Noachide
laws, as the belief in the Trinity does not undermine a gentile’s status as a
monotheist.

18. The Raavad (Baulei Ha-Nefesh, Shaur Ha-Tevila, 3) indeed claims that the mitzva of
accepting converts is derived from the precedent of Avraham, who had people “convert””
However, as discussed, this does not appear to be the view of the Rambam, whose com-
ments indicate that Avraham’s example requires disseminating monotheistic faith, and
not the effort to have non-Jews convert to Judaism.
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b. n1mawn nvap vania

Rav Sternbuch also points to the Gemara’s ruling in Maseches Bava Basra (10b)
that charity donations from gentiles should not be accepted, because the merit
of their good deeds has the effect of prolonging their dominion over the Jewish
nation.” The Gemara cites the verse in Yeshayahu (27:11), n11awn nvxp waa (liter-
ally, “When the harvest dries — it is broken”), and explains this to mean that
the enemy nations’ subjugation of the Jewish people will end when their merits
are depleted. Hence, we should not allow the gentiles the opportunity to accrue
merit through charitable donations, as this prolongs our exile.

By the same token, Rav Sternbuch writes, we should not be working to
encourage the gentiles to observe the Noachide laws, through which they would
earn merit that would prolong our exile. Although the Rambam writes that
we are required to compel gentiles to observe the Noachide laws when they
live under our rule, Rav Sternbuch contends that this is not the case when we
live in exile. He points to the precedent of Yona, the prophet who refused to
encourage the people of Nineveh to repent, knowing that this would give them
an advantage over Am Yisrael, which was steeped in sin at that time. Although
Yona was wrong for refusing to deliver prophecy, Rav Sternbuch writes that
this is only because he received an explicit command from God to urge the
people of Nineveh to repent. Absent an explicit command from God, we should
not be trying to influence other nations to repent and follow the Noachide
laws.

This argument seems flawed, for several reasons. First, the Sefer Chasidim
(1124) reaches the precise opposite conclusion from the precedent of Yona:
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If a person sees a non-Jew committing a transgression — if he can pro-
test, he should protest, for the Almighty sent Yona to Nineveh to have
them repent...

Additionally, we may distinguish between charity, which is not a strict obligation
for non-Jews,?? and the Seven Noachide Laws, which constitute a gentile’s basic
religious requirements. Although the Gemara forbids accepting charity from
gentiles so as not to increase their merit, it stands to reason that we ought to be
assisting them to meet their minimum obligations to God, as clearly indicated
by the Sefer Chasidim. Moreover, the Shulchan Aruch (Y.D. 254:2) rules that if

19. We discussed this prohibition at length in the first volume of Headlines, pp. 167-180.
20. See Kovetz Shiurim, Bava Basra 4a (#24).
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a non-Jew wishes to make a donation to a synagogue, the congregation may
accept it. The Shach (254:4) explains that a donation to a synagogue resembles a
sacrifice, and it thus may be accepted, just as in the times of a Beis Ha-Mikdash
sacrifices were accepted from non-Jews. Furthermore, the Shach writes, the rule
that we do not accept charity from gentiles is limited to charity for the poor, but
does not apply to other donations. Accordingly, there is no basis for comparing
the mxn yaw — a gentile’s basic obligations — to charity. Although charity is not
accepted, we should be assisting gentiles to fulfill the Noachide laws.

We might also question why, according to Rav Sternbuch’s ruling, the prohi-
bition of %1won 1NN ®Y MY 195 — causing others to sin — forbids causing gentiles
to violate the laws that apply to them. If we do not wish for the gentiles to earn
merit through the observance of the mmxn yaw, then there should be nothing
wrong with causing them to transgress these laws. The fact that halacha forbids
doing so demonstrates that a distinction exists between charity and the Noachide
laws in this regard. Whereas the gentiles’ voluntary charitable donations give
them an edge, so-to-speak, over the Jews, this is not the case with regard to the
Noachide laws, as the gentiles’ observance of these laws is something that we
should encourage.

Additionally, it seems inconceivable that effectively leading gentiles to do
the right thing is detrimental to us and the world and delays the redemption.
Undoubtedly, God wants all people — Jews and non-Jews alike — to acknowl-
edge His existence, to avoid theft, murder, and immorality, and to abide by the
other Noachide laws. Can we really be seen as hurting ourselves by promoting
these laws throughout the world? It is hard to imagine that we become less
worthy of redemption by influencing the non-Jews around us to do what God
expects mankind to do!

C. My

More generally, Rav Sternbuch contends in this responsum that Jews bear no
obligation whatsoever to help non-Jews fulfill their religious obligations. We
Jews bear an obligation towards one another, to help ensure our fellow Jews’
observance of mitzvos, because of the concept of ma1y — the mutual responsibil-
ity that we accepted for one another. Since we never accepted such responsibility
towards non-Jews, we bear no obligation to try to ensure their compliance with
the Noachide laws.

This view is also cited in the name of Rav Moshe Feinstein. In Mesoras Moshe
(vol. 1, pp. 504-505), it is recorded that Rav Moshe strongly opposed efforts to
influence non-Jews to embrace the Noachide laws, and maintained that we bear
no obligation in this regard. Rav Moshe reportedly ruled:
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Halachically, we have no obligation of reproof and the like towards the
gentiles.?!

This assertion, however, appears to be contradicted by several sources that we
have encountered, including the Sefer Chasidim’s explicit ruling that we must,
when possible, protest sinful conduct of non-Jews, Tosofos’ comment that there
is a mitzva to teach the Seven Noachide laws to gentiles, and the Rambam’s
comments in Sefer Ha-Mitzvos that the mitzva of 'n nanx includes working to
bring all people to the recognition and service of God.??

Rav Sternbuch concludes by noting the serious risks entailed in our involve-
ment in the religious beliefs and practices of our non-Jewish neighbors. These
efforts could easily trigger suspicion and hostility, and the non-Jewish world
might respond by reinforcing their own missionizing work. This is certainly
a legitimate concern, and extreme caution is needed both to avoid arousing
hostility and to refrain from participation in forums that give the impression
that we are on equal footing with adherents of other faiths.??

In conclusion, although Rav Moshe Feinstein and Rav Moshe Sternbuch
strongly opposed efforts to encourage gentiles to observe the Noachide laws,
there appears to be legitimate basis in the halachic sources for such activities.
As a practical matter, however, it is debatable, to say the least, whether in today’s
day and age and under current circumstances, these efforts can be made without
evoking the hostility and resentment of the non-Jewish world. Rav Sternbuch
is undoubtedly correct that our first priority must be peaceful relations with
the non-Jewish world and ensuring our freedom to observe the Torah without
fear or intimidation. If efforts to spread the mxn yaw will in any way compro-
mise this freedom — which they likely will — then they must definitely be
avoided.

21. Rav Moshe also points to the potential dangers that could arise from religious engage-
ment with gentiles, also noting that it is preferable not to provide gentiles with the merit
of observing the Noachide laws.

22. Rav Sternbuch also raises the argument that gentiles are no longer bound by the yaw
mxn, as we noted above. However, we saw that most poskim maintain that although
the gentiles are rewarded only on the level of nwy mien o, it is clearly God’s will
that they should observe the Noachide laws, and thus this is something we should be
encouraging.

23. See Iggeros Moshe, Y.D. 3:43.
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INTERVIEW

Rav Yaakov Feitman
on Headlines with David Lichtenstein*

This is an interesting question, which is a machlokes between two gedolim who
continue the mesora of their ancestors. The Lubavitcher Rebbe continues the
mesora of Chassidus, that we have obligations to gentiles in terms of 31 mixn yaw
ni. Rav Sternbuch, o»n% o»n pa »7anY, who is a direct descendant of the Vilna
Gaon, holds it is none of our business and we should leave them alone...

Rav Sternbuch refers to Jewish history and says we don't find in history that
we went out and enhanced [the gentiles’ observance of the Noachide laws].
There were never Jewish missionaries...

Another point Rav Sternbuch makes is that...if rabbis, outreach people,
and others start negating Christianity, this will cause a potential danger to Klal
Yisrael. This is all we need. We're fragile enough in this exile, so let’s leave it
alone. This is not something that our ancestors got involved in...

To some extent, this machlokes is that of the insular, “Litvishe” approach
and the outreach approach of Chassidus. It is fascinating to look at the larger
machlokes between the two.

* broadcast on April 18, 2015 (30 Nissan, 5775).





