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The Haskalah in Vilna:
R. Yehezkel Feivel’s
Toldot Adam

One of the issucs that continues 10 engage scholars of the Haskalah is
that of its sources and origins, As with the broader historiographical
guest to define the basic determinunts of Jewish modernity, an inquiry
intr histarical beginnings has the inevitable offear of challenging our
presuppositions about the lactors that gave nse to this movement.
Cleadly, the very effart to explain what is new and disting necessitates
some rellection on what is meant by [askalah and how it differs From
the panicular character of eatly modern Furopean Jewry in the cenm-
ry leading up to it Such guestions are difficull 16 answer because
these historical evaluations are predicated upon the relative weight
assigned o a broad arey of related factos—sociological, cultural, reli-
gious, and political—that informed the furreaching changes sweeping
through the Jewish communities of Furope. An inclination towards
sacio-economic of political determinants, for cxample, may potr. 10 a
sel of historical causes that are significantly different 1than those
cmerging from a study of cultural or intellectral factors.

In the: case of the Basiern European Haskalah, the subject of our
incuiry here, the task of exploring its origins is both simplitied and
complicated by 2 varioly of particular circumstances. Broadly spealk-
ing, the German and Eastern Furopean Llaskatahs were both spurred
on by the growing sinin belween pre-existent patterns of European
Jewish Tife and a variety of new external realities, bar dese pallerns
and realities wore markedly dissimilar, In contrast 16 the Jews of Prus-
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sig and Austro-ITungary, Jewish life in the Polisi-Lithvanian and Bus-
sian Empires remainced thoroughly insular onlil the third decade of
the ninetecrth century. Despite the fact that these lands were directly
affected by a series of major political-miliany events, namely the
Pudition of Poland (1794 and the Napoleonic Waes (1812), the com-
tunal and coltural patterns of the Eastern LCuropean kehillot were
not substantially aftected by them. When the bistorical cealitics of
Eastern Europe eventudlly began to shitt, the time-lag vis-a-vis
changes in the Wost becarne o significant Geertor, for the ise of Las-
kalah in the East owed more 1o the culioral and imellecwal move-
ments sweeping in rom the German-speaking lands than it did 1o the
indigenous culture of the Tastern keliflon

I a recent series of amricles, Timmanuel Flkes soughi to address the
guestion of the early development of the Eastern European Haskalah
by focusing on the transitional phase that bridged “taditional pat-
terns and the Haskalah movement in its full maturity ™ Tle poinied
a small group of late enghtesnth contury Polish-Lithuanian rabbinic
fipures and the ways in which they served as “foreminners” of 1he
Castern Curopean Llaskalah, elfectively (though not deliberateby) pre-
paring the sail for what would later sprout as a rich maskilic culiure.
In an earlier study of the beginnings of the Haskalah in German
lands, Azriel Shochat had examined both sociological and intellectual
shifts of the early and mid-eighteenth century and argued that the
Gerlin Huskaluh of the 1770 and 1780s, and the work of [gures
such as Moses Mendelssohn or Naliah Hire Weassely, aclaally rep-
reseed the climax of pre-existing trends, and not, as was often sup-
posed, the beginnings of a new era? Fikes, here less sociclogically
focused, suggests in tar more nuanced terms that the Ilaskalah in
Eastern Europe was not simply the matural culmination of carlier
rransformations, hul was signilficantly shaped and nunured by (weo
different phenomena. There were, ta e sure, 2 number of individu-
als who mainined positions of respect and authorily in truditional
East Eurcpean circles and who aoively engaged the philosephical-
scientitic heritage of medieval ludaism. In varying degrees, such indi-
vidirals co-joined this medieval heritage with an interest in the con-
tenprewary Foropeun Enlightenment. Bul the impact of the German
Haskalah created an entirely new set of cultural realities. Althougets
some of Lastern Buropean transition figures were cognizant of dewvel-
cpments in Derlin and doew upon ideas formulated there, the Eastern
Furopean Haskalah emerged as a distinet phenomenon in the 18200
when it enthusiastically embwaced the subslance and inspirational
meded of the maskilic culiure of German lands.”

This article revisits the question of the exisience of pre-maskilic or
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transitional tigures in Eastern Curope by examining the writings of
one such individual, R Yehevkel Feivel b. 7e'ev Wolf, and bis hagio-
graphical book Toldiot Adam (Dyhernforth, 1800: Parg 11 1809 A
areful reading of this text and its use of waditional and maskilic mate-
rial sheds much light on some impomant patlermns of Eastern Furopean
culture, the influence of the Berlin Haskalah, and the substantive ways
in which these two were woven together? This book, with s mani-
told connections 10 Vilna of the kue eighteenth-century, also allows us
to address the question of social context: were such individual
“forerunners” of the Eastern European Haskalah, as Ftkes werms thep,
only isoluted and exceptional individuals, or may one see them as
pant of a somewhar broader phenomenon thal pointed towards an
incipient socto-culural shift within some wider Jewish circles?

Yeherkel Feivel was born in 1756 in the Lithuanian coasial own of
Palanga, where, as an apparently precocious child with a talent for
preaching, he became the wwn mageid while sull in his youeh, At
some point e held the same position in the southern Tithuanian
town of Deretschin, where he served for over two decades and
carned the popular designation as the “meggid of Deretschin® In
1811 he moved again, this tirme serving in the highly visible and pres-
tigious position of magedd of Vilna until his death in 1833 Although
B Yeherkel Feivel lived much of his life in Lithuania, he alsce spent
some lme in the mid-1770°s travelling through and preaching to
communilies such as Lembetg and Brody, apparently scjourming in
Rreslau for some time as well' Aside from Yolder Adam, he is known
ta have authored two scholarky weorks of respectable though unre-
markabde qualivy: a commentary to Maunonides' Hifbhor De-ot and
Hilkhot Teshuvab, and a posthunously published commentary 1o
Middvash Rabbab ® With his wife Elka, he Fathered six children, most if
not all of whom were boro and raised in Deretselhin

His inarriagge, which ook place at some point before 1788-89.° was
Ly prove Lo b impotant te B Yebevkel Teivel's career, for it gave
him an elevaied entres into the Vilna kehillah. Elka’s father, R
Elhanan b. lsaac, was ong of the distinguished daypanim of vilna,
himself 1he son and son-in-law of scholars of note "™ The late 1780
was a difficult and tense Ume in the Jewish community of vilne for
mch of the befiffud was drasa into the protacted banle over the
allempled ouster of Chiel Babbd Samuacl b. Avigdor from his position.
K. Llhanan's personal involvemnent in this alfxir s neot know, bt his
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Farnily did not remain aboeaf: his ofher son-in-law, Simon b, Wolf, was
imprisoned by the authorities on account of his delense of the chicl
rubbi. In reaclion to his incarceration, Simon involved himself further
in the dispute by addressing a Polish-language treatise to the Scjm
that called, in tenns reniniscent of the position adiculated earlier Dy
Mosges Mendelssabin, for a curtmlment of the power of the kchallab
and its instiutions.

In 4 world where kinship and scholarship were conspicuously
linked aned always relevan, R Yehezkel Feivel's mattage was signili-
cant in that it also joined him to one of the most distinguished famdlies
of late cighteenth century Vilna, namely the children and grandchil-
dren of Elivabu b Zevi TPeseles. The wealthy and respected Elivahu
Peseles (d. 17710 was a (e cousin 1o Saloman Zalman, wheose son,
the lustrious Gaon R Eliyahu {d. 1797), Pescles helped suppeort.2 Tt
is clear From the tardages and activities of this family that they repre-
sented a philanthropic and learned presence in Vilna that was
urntehed. Pescles' cldest son, Baer (d, 1779, married Devorah, the
daughter of the scholn R, Aryvel Leils Bloch, and it was Tievorah's
niece, Elka, who would become the wite of B Yehezkel Feivel.
Peseles” other son, Joseph (1751-1811), maintained the [amily's weallh
and its communal-philanihropic stature, and be also happened to be a
son-in-law of B Samuael, the embaitled bt still poswerfal Chief Rabhi,
Onc ol Elivahu Peseles' danghters, Mindel, was married to R, Noah b
Abraham Litshiitz known as Moah Mendes, d. 17983, also a man of
schelarly teputs and the author of a few leamed tracts. A davghier
born ko this couple warricd ber thitd cousin, R, Alraham b, Elivaho,
the son of the Vilna Gaon, thus again linking the Peseles Bamily to that
of the great sage. Finally, another member of the Peseles family,
Yehich Mikhel Y martied off his daughiers 10 o of the Vilne Gaon's
closest disciples. R, Sa'adyah b Nalan and R, Shlomob Zalman b 1saac
(1756-1784), the brather of the illustious R Hayyin of Vologhin, '

The financial, cotnmural, 2nd scholarly prominence of this family
is not incidental to our sory, for, 35 we shall soon see, these very
individuals who stoawd a1 the heant of Vilna's kehillah were also the
it appreciative of the burgeoning developments in Berin and
Kinigsberg, "ITie East Prussian city of Kénigsberg, the site of much of
the eatly maskilic activities of the 1780's, was as geographically close
o Vilnu as was Shklov or Brisk; and althougl the latter cilies were
politically separate and culturally distinct, it is fairly clear that their in-
habitants wore in steady contact with Konigsherg and othier cenlers
of German-Jewish life. Throughout the lawer hall ol the sighteenth
cenlury, the learmed and monied elite in Vilna had numerows oppor-
tunities o meet with individeal Lihuvanian Jewish writers and schol-
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ars—Ychudah b, Mordechat Hurwiltz, Yehudah Leib Margodicst, Pinbas
Cliyahu Hurwite, and Barukh Schick of Shklov—whe had hetween
them considerable appreciation for the personalities and happenings
in Berlin™ By dint of their education and socio-coonomic slalus,
metnbers of the Peseles family were in regolar contact with their co-
religionists in Prussia, and they were clearly altuned to contemporzry
developments, As such, when the prospectus [or Moses Mendels-
sohn’s new editon of the Bible began to croulale, it made its way to
Vilna as quickly and as naturafly as it did (o other localities,” Despite
the (act that a German translation would seem to have little appeal in
Vilna, this edition of the Bible was the first significant publication in
Hebrew o emerge from Mendelssohn's circle, and it attracted atien-
tion there, With fourcen subsoribors, the Jews of Vilna demonsirated
a4 degree of suppont comparable o the kehillot of 1Tamburg and
Breskau; a few years later Het-Me'asef woo found a number of readers
here ™ Members of the Peseles zmily wers prominent aiueng the
subscribers to both publicstions

Much ol the evidence known 1o us regarding the reception of
these maskilic writings in Vilna arc plainly of an anecdotal and
hearsay quality, and thercfore, in the absence of corrobaration, uln-
mately of little value in probing the attioudes towards the Haslealah ar
the end of the eightecmb century.™ In light of this problem, perhaps
the best measure of the reception of the German Haskalah in Vilna
remains the letters and activities of the Peseles family. Of parlicular
interest in this regard wras the arrival in Vilne of Mendelssohn's i zi-
nal partner in his Bible project, Solomon Dubno (1738-1813), Much
bas been weritten about the alwupt depanture of Dubne from Berlin
and his unreconciled split with Mendelssohn, and the entire episode
need not be repeated here ™ One consequence of Dubme's depars
tore, howoever, was the fact thal atter investing much time and etfor
intor this project, he was lett holding the unpublished fruits of his
hard work, including an introduction to e Hebrow Bible and sco-
tions of a commerary to all five books of the Tenlateuch ® Dubno
natwally decided to capitalize on his efforts and spent 2 good part af
the 1780s rounding up approbations and { unding to suppon the pulb-
lication of his own cdition of the Bible, Sometime in late 1782 or
early 1783 he reached Vilna and [ound a warm and supportive
patron in Joseph Peseles. Amonyg other gestures of suppod, this
member of Peseles family asked him 1o contribute his Masoretic
expertise o @ wriling of a complete Tanakh on parchment which be
had commissioned 2

There are vevo related features of Pescles' patronage of Dubno that
are important for our purposcs. First, it was evideat that Dubno's
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Bible was breadly perceived as a substantive extension of his earlier
scholady work on the Mendelssohn cdition of the Bible in Berlin.
Sccond, Peseles and alhers in Vilna who extended their support Lo
Dubne did so without the slipheest concern that the maskilic quality
of his werilings was somehow culturally foreign to Vil Fromn the let-
ters of approbation signed by Joseph and Aryeh Leb Peseles and by
B, Noah Mendes {Joseph’s brother-in-law?}, it is clear thar the onby
subsstatitive difference between Dubno’s Tible and thar of Mendels-
sohn was the absence of 2 German translation, which they matter-of-
tactly noted as something ircelevant o Lithuanian readers. The TPese-
les letter suggested that Dobmo's project and the Mendelssohn edition
ol the Bible would not preempt one anather. The fact that Dulbmne's
edition would not comain a German anslaton was treared as if this
concession o bocal realitics consttuted linle more than a practical
selling poinl® Bolh these commendations, morecver, mentioned the
Mendelssohin Bible in ways that they assumed would be helpful o
Bubme. Indeed, the letter signed by Pescles praised Mendelssohn and
his Bitsle in tenns bat woere surprising only in that they completely
disregarded 1the nft between him and Dubno® Finally, inoa scrics of
private letiers to David Friedlander in Berlin, Joseph Peseles allowed
that some of the support Dubnoe gained in other Buropean communi-
ties was really motivated by animosity wrwards Mendelssohn, his
comment was again felling because Peseles made it clear that he did
not identily with such an avitude, and instead endeavored in these
viry leters 1o effert a reconciliation between these two men.

Like any patrician <lan invested in the lay leadership of their com-
munity and tded by macriage 1o i rabbinate, members of the Peselos
family andoutacdly enjoyed considerable influence and power while
brearing many social, religious, and philinthropic responsibilities. The
comnuinal status and expectations conferred on the Peseles’ surely
gave them every resson Lo act publicly in measured, even cunscrva-
tive, ways, znd Lo pursue communal stability and peace as a valuable
end in isell. The acrimonicus battle that crupled over the position of
the Chief Kabhi in the 1780s apparcntly affected the Pescles' busi-
nesses rather significantly, and they had stiuggled to establish some
degree of communal harmeony ® In cultural terms oo, this family had
litle 1o gain by associating with individuals or movements thal deovi-
ated—or were even perecived to deviate—from the religious and
scholarly rnowms tha pervaded a community like Vilna, It is therefore
inporan o appreciate the fact that the: various approbations and ke-
ters issued by members of this tamily in the 17805 did not inany way
perceive the writings coming out of Berlin as controversial ‘The shilt-
ing culivres of Bedin and Vilng may have had ctheir own distinctive
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characters, but they were apparenty sill regarded as being on the
Same connnuum.

The question, of course, s 10 what degree such an attitude was
unique to this famiby. Was it also shared by others among the earned
clite of ¥Vilna® It has long been noted that the circle around the Vilna
Gaon called [or a recification of the porecived failings of Jewish edu-
cation, slressing, among other things, the importance of Tichrew lan-
guage study und an appreciation for pesbute shel mikra, The cxegel-
caul writings of Lhe members of this circle cenainly did not eschew the
wrellworn rabbrinic-homiletic raditicns of centuries past, bat, in some
important ways, ocither che the writings of Mendelssohn and
Dubne® In Vilna, as w Betling there appears Lo have been some sus-
tained interest in the philological-texiual exegesis of inoedievals such
as B Abrabwm Tbn Eera, R Sanwel b, Meir, and R, David Kimhi® An
approbation witten lfor Dubne's Bible by R Shiomoh Zalman, one of
a handful of scholars clustered around the Vilna Gaon, specifically
praised his work for its allention to textual issuces and ils creativity in
the realm of peshar® The scholars of Yilna, to be sure, were no pro-
ducing the kind of parsbaried [ound in the Hiwr of Menddelssobin's
editicn of the Bible, with s sustained interest in granauar, biblical
accentuation, peetics, and realia. Bot while the cxegotical interests of
Berbin were new and distina, they were not foreign to the clite of
Yilma. o their attitude owards the weritings coming out of Berlin,
Jaseph Pescles and athers did oot appew w De purposciully ignoring
real cullaral discrepancies; from where they stoaed, they thought they
saw something they could recognize and applaud.

I

The philanthropic and scholarly predilections of Joseph Peseles and
other members of his family clearly benefitted Dubnio in the patronly
commendation and support he received Iromn them, and in this, he
was nat alone. Flonoring the principle that the needs of one’s own
community ok procedence over those of others, this family wis
highly conscvicntious with repgard to its support of the learned inwckli-
genbsis of Vilnz as a whole, Among those in the circle of the Gaon
was the above-mentioned W, Shlomeh Zulman, or R Zelmeleh as he
was known, whe was supponed by Joseph Peseles as welt us by his
fathee in-law, Yehiel Milkhel Peseles ™ Ancther bencficiary of this
largesse was R Yehezkel Peivel, whose wrilings repeatedly singled
ot |oseph and Arveh Leib Pescles [or clfusive praise. In a work pulbs-
lishecl in 1750, R, Yehezkel Feivel lauded then both by name, adding
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that he wvould be lorever gratetul 1o them for "raising me up from oy
lowly cirrumstances w elevate my name finl your circle, ‘sitting as
brotliers Lgether' (Ps, 133:1) delibwrating heavenly matters. ™

Ns not known if R Yebezket Fervel's relationship with the Peseles
family pre-duted his matriage to Baer Pesefes’ niece, but al some
poink in the early 175078 e Began spending time in Vilng, and 1 was
then 1hat he met K. Shloimob Zalman and had accasion o get o
know him.* Whatever 1he real substance and depth of 1his relation-
ship may have been, their mecting [orever linked their names and
reputations. As one of the bandful of the Gaon's studenls or inner cir-
cle, the name of R Shiomoh Zalman was sure o be recognized and
remembered by subsequent gencrations, bul his memorialization
wronld have Leen limiled 1y a few rather brief passuges® R Yehezkel
Feivels rise 1o the position of megeid of Vilna would also have
carned him honorable mention ameong the notaldes of that city, but
his @lace in history would bave been lmited only to a footnole in the
tich scholarly culture that was nineteenth-century Lithuanie. The
appedrance ol Foledol defarm, a broadly conceived hagographic and
didactic work, offered Eastern Buropean Jewry a detailed and vivid
portrail of K Shlomeh Zalman infused weith an iotioace idealization
of Lithuanian piety, sainliness, and scholarship. As its author, 1
Yehezkel Feivel's lilerary creation placed him at the elbowes of 2
singularly unosual individual, thereby linking him- i only as a liter-
ary artilice—e one of he most venerated cireles of modern Asbibke-
nazid culiure,

The very publication of Tided Adawm, then, was a wngible mand-
festation of the social 2nd communal boneds which delineated the elite
of laute cighieenth-cenmury Vilna, The common ties of K. Shlomoh
Zalman and R. Yehezkel Peivel 1o the Peseles family are evenpwhere
evident in this book, The fisl of 1eo approbations was 2 letler not
from the rabbinical court of Vilna, but from distinguished individuals
"among whom R Shlomoh Zalman resided for much of his life,” and
wis signed by B Doy Baer Treves™ R Moah Lifschiite, and Aryeh
Teib and Zevi Hirsch Peseles ¥ R, Yehezkel Feivel then remrned the
favar by warmly dediealing Toldor Adam to Joseph Peseles amd Uesc
two nephews of his, adding his conviction that the merit of their un-
failing suppon of K. Shilormeh Zalman would boestow blessings upon
their homes. The circle was completed in the body of the book iiself,
for the above-mentioned membiers of the Peseles family are repeatedly
cited as primary sources tor Ko Shlomeh Zalman's life and teachings *

The question, quite naturally, was how these ties of paironage,
farmily, and scholaship caime w expression in the sehstance of s
work and in the culwmal interests that all these indwviduals presum-
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ably shared. As with any work of this nature, the cultural PIESH fsi-
tions of Toldor Adam must be seen as those of the trographer and
nol of his subject or patrons, And vet, given the context within which
this book appesred, the coment of R, Yehezkel Feivel's work cer-
tainly represenied more than the cudwral pursuits of one individuat,
Yirtually all those whe knew R Shlomoh Zalman, including scholars
like R. llayyim of Voluzbin and others cited cxlensively throughoue
the wark, were sill flourishing when the first part of Toldor Adum
appeared in 181, as were Joseph and Atyeh Leib Deseles. 3 R Yehez-
kel Teivel wrote a book that would solemnly honor the teagically
bricl life of K. Shlomoh Zahnan and draw favorable atenion o his
leachings and ideas. It was plainly evident 1that nothing contained 10
this book would aim 10 be even the slightest bit objectionable; if
nothing else, B Yehezlel Feivel would abviously not want 1o embar-
russ s patrons. From what we can garner regarding the reception of
this book and R. Yeherkel Fervel's subsequent appointment as MR-
gid ol Vilna, it would cenainly appear that Folddot Adan had [l seam-
lessly into the cultural fabric of is 1ime and place.®

This last point is impotan in consideration of homanuel Etkes
argumerd that some of the broad themes and perspeotives of Toddo:
Adant reflecled a divergenee from esisling patterns of traditional
Jewish culture, particularly in its affinily for medicval rarionalism and
Enlighuenment thinking. According 1o Frkes, thoese divergenr idcas—
arnong them the religious value of scientific study, the imporlance of
arderly pedagogic developmient. and an appreciation for language
and Bible study -—were not in and of themselves inmovative, but still
represented "a new aned distingt [culturall variegation within rradition-
al socicty . which lended to some degree towards 1he outlook
churacieristic of the Maskalal,

The question of Teldor Adam's maskilic proclivities and its place in
the cultural matriz of hte cighteenth-century Vilna is [urher sharp-
encd by the fact that, among the sources employed by B Yeherkel
Feivel, one finds unattributed passages from “Azarial de Rossi's Meor
‘Lnaydm and various writings of Mendclssohn and Wessely, The
appearance of this and oher material in Toddor Adarm is not my onigi
nal ohservation; in lacl, it had already been noted a5 eurly 23 the lina
half of 1he nineteenth cenlury by writers such as Tsaac Bacr Lovine
sohn and Matityabg Shorashun,® Howeever, it s appatent from Levin-
sohn's rather lengthy list of vnattributed material that made its Wiy
inwe Foldot Adam thal R, Yeherkel Feivel was nol merely avoiding
comtraversy over what may have heen perceived as unonhodox
material. Whelber the result of shoddy notetaking or a simple lack of
scholatly integrity, his impropricty was not limited to maskilic mareri-
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al only, bul exlended through o considerabsbe list of plainly wnobjeo-
tiomable sources ' This docs not mean, of course, thal K Veheskel
Feivel harbored no apprehension about using the writings of Men-
delssohn or Wessely opealy. Still, the Tact that he did not cite these
Maskilim by name cannot necessarily be taken to imply an unrecep-
tive or hostile audience. It should alse be noted, along these lines,
that the vnattributed appropriation of sources was mather uneven,
while some passages lifled wholesale Trom maskilic writings were
substuntively contral to thie didactic purposes ol Todder Adom | other
lines were materially iosignilficant and appeared 1o huve been Liled
only for their retined expressiveness or nrn of phrase,™

From the sources uiilized in the writing of Toddot Adam, it is ovi-
dent that B Yebwerkel Feivel had aceess to much of whar wras coming
out of Berlin and Konigsberg in the 1780's; Mendelssohn's Sefer Neti-
vot ba-Shalom" Wessely's Lfvref Shalom ve-Imet, ™ Wessely's intro-
duction to the Hebrew translation of Mendelssobn's Phaedon™, anc
Mabal ha-Besor, the prospectus announcing the publication of -
Measef*® Whether B Yeherkel Feivel first encountered this literate
in ¥Vilna or on one of his trips o Breslau or elsewhere cannot be
deternmuned, bt it is clear that he wouold tuve had every opporlunity
to peruse such material ina number of Vilng homes. Far more signiti-
cant, however, is the fuel that the appearance of maskilic writings in
Tl Acketrn cnables us 1o reconsader in substantive terms the ques-
tion that lies ar the beart cur inquiry. If one is correctly to gavge the
transitional or anticipatory characler of e learned ealuare of Vilna, it
s necessary W procced in lerms Far more precise than generalized
references W cenain shared interests in the Bedin and vilna conunu-
nities. The utilization of the works of Mendelssohn and Wesscly
offers a distinctive vantage point from which to probe both Tofddol
Adam and the culture for which it was wrillen. How did R Yeherkel
Feivel read the sourees he was citing, and why, in light of the avail-
ability of ether sources, did he find them useful or worthewhile? Whal,
indeed, do these passages of maskilic litcratore el us regarding a
limited cultural continuum beween Berlin and vilna?

There are thiee sections of Fidefol Adam that bear particular consid-
eralion preciscly bocause they appear to dispiay 2 peocral culneral
affinity with the values of the Gernun Haskalah-—c.g,, educational
reform and a renewed cmphasis on Hebrew language and Bitde
study—as well as 3 substantive appropriation of its literature. The
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lirst of these appears al the beginning of the third chapter as part of a
discussion of educatiomal priorities and the imporlance of Tible
study. Well before this junclore of the book, it is apparcnt that K
Yehezkel Feivel waove his cxposition of the precocious childhood of
R. Shlomoh Zalman with a discemable didactic leiimotif, At the be-
ginning of Tuldot Adam, this youngster was described as having
grasped the fundamental value of proper order in education, always
moving fromn a general und comprehensive analysis of a subject 0o
the mznifold details confained Lherein, Insisting that B Shlomoh
Zalman came to this approach by way of his own reasoned imumo-
spection and not through any teacher, K Yehezkel Feivel under
seored the matral and self-evident correctness of such pedagogic
method while not so subdy inviting comparison with exisling modes
of study. Tt was no small irony, one should add, it the figst example
cited in demonstration of this discipline—inplicitly attibuled to the
testiony of B Hayvim of Volozhim—was copied verbatim (rom Men-
delssohn's own overview of the Pentateuch in the introduction to his
Bibie "

The second chapter continued with this theme, identifying 1he
pure pursuit of wurth for its own sake with tose wheo cxplicate Lexts
with precision and clarity, pointing © the good example ol some
unnamed Sephardim as well as a few nolable sevenleenth-century
Ashkenazic scholars. The third chapter funher developed these ideas
But now focused on the specilic value of Rikle study. Towards that
end. R. Yehezkel Teivel began by explicitly citing the wrilings of R.
Lsaiah Hotowite, R. Jacob Emden and othors, all of whom were cqili-
ral of the Ashkenazic inattentivn to Seripture and Hebrew FTUITITELD
and called for some pedagogic redress ¥ The real focus of the disous-
sion, however, turns not so much on the intrinsic rnprorlance of
mékra Dol on is substantive and disciplinary valve For the shudy of
rabbinics. and the concomitant damage done to proper Talmud slucly
in its absence,

AL this junciure, in a paragraph that vaguely appeared ax if it was
part of B Emden’s own discussion, Toldol Adam wenl on at some
length describing the pedagogic confusion that resulted from prerna-
e grachuation from the siudy of Scriplure and Mishmah to that of
Talmud. Since: we have reversed the proper order in education, wrote
K. Ychezkel Feived,

we lave increased the impoverishment of the Torzh among Jews,
for in his early vears even the mmd of a bright lad is too lender o
landle the halakhic discourse ol the Talmud. Meost of the issues
themselves are beyond bis comprehension, for how cun o lad inca-
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rable of understanding relationships study the laws of mamiuge and
sexual relations, of heteosthal, fedzeeod, and dhivoroe. And hew can @
Loy who does not appreciate commercial dealings, cannot com-
prehend the difficulties of earning 2 living, and does net know the
Allure: of money 00 acguiring o ropulation and honor o i dom.
naling ctheri—how will he sludy the poouniary laws which speak
ot frandulent schomes and deceits that people devise for gain, 1
this happeons with the Taiglt lad, bow moch moce so with an aver-
age chitd. Thevy do not leamn with delight, but cut of fear of the
strap, and when most of 1these snidents Caside from the exceprional
few) reach thineen vears of age they flee schaol. Their fathers, whe
initially pictured these children as scholars, agree to let them aban-
don their studies, for they see that 1there is oo benefic %

This passage. however, does not belong to K Bmden™s waitings baat
was copied from the founh essay of Wesselv's Piored Shalom ve-
Emet

The use of this panicular seclion of Wessely's letter is most telling.
The writings of this Maskil had muoch 10 say on the issue of Jewish
education in general and dhe study of Tlebeew language und Scripare
in partcular, bur Wessely had himsell insisted—and Tedefol ddeam
Clearly concurred—ithat this concern was not at all orteinal Y What
was new in Méeret Shalom e-Faet, however, was Wessely's attemipt
Lty eflect a shift in some deep-seated cultural attitudes tomeaed Talmud
stuchy. Citing pedagogic and sociological realities, Weasely easentially
argued that universal {male} imncrsion in rabbinics at a very early
age was having a far-reaching deleterious effect, for children lacked
the requisite maturity and experience o study it properly. Most sta-
dents gamed linde from hours of Talmud-study, and, given Lthe
prevailing modes of Jewish education, had little broad-based Yearning
upon which 1o fall back. The result, in his estimation, was a wide-
spread disaftection from traditicnal learning and the exislence of
some Joews with a perilously weak appreciation for even the funda-
merttals ol Jewish pructices and beliefs

E. Yehwzkel Feivel, to be sure, did not here include the uloinite
thrust of Wessely's argument; thal given the misguided atempr to
treat every Jewish boy as il he woere a scholar-in the-making, Talmud
should property be introduced  relanbvely late in a child's education,
and for most, perhaps only minimally or oot at all. Sell, Wessely™s oni-
tique of the role played Dby Talmud stody and its negative conse-
guences wenl beyond the ofi-cited roncuncements of Maharul, R
Lsuiah Horowils, or B Emden, The inserton of this passage of fiered
Shalom ve-fmet into this discussion suggests that this line of angu-
menlalion appealed to R Yeherkel Preivel preciscly because it ad-
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vanced and sharpened criticisins already well-worn with time  Fur-
thermore, the fact that our author wove logether these particular
sources would appear to indicate thal he perceived an least a degrec
of cullural continuity between the positions of B, Emden and Wesse-
. It is true that the onssion of Wessely's name may well have been
rrompted by a desire o avoid the controversy thal had arisen arouned
this Betlin maskil, bul this did not necessarity inply disupproval of
Wessely or a desire to distance Tededint Adam Irorn Lhe substantive
thrust oof hus weritings.

There is, morcover, further evidence here of the degree 10 which
R. Vehezkel Feivel may lave identified with the culiural perspective
articulated in the wrilings of Wessely. In his call for more attention 1o
Iebwew grammar, for example, our auther cited B, Emden's work in
his desire to insist that such instruction be of 2 general and useful
natre, warning that precocupation with theoretical linguistic minui
ae wis a thorough waste of time™ A litle furher an, R, Yehezkel
Foivel cautioned s readers about ancther, far more ominous prob-
lemn: 12 e weary of those wachers whose adherence o normmative tra-
ditions in their personal religions lives was questionable or plainky
wanting, Toddod Adom vividly describes such individuals as “oasters
oof Seripoare (B alel ba-meikre) who capriciously upend the wards of
the Lord, taking lightly God's commands and custing off the yoke of
heaven, © . " With regard 1o both the study of Hebrew gramnmir and
Soriplare, then, B Yehezlel Feivel was careful to clecomescritwe Lhe
ways in which these pedugogic reforms would have o be applied.
Howeever necessary bie considerad this cultural comedtive 1o be, it
could not be cmbraced imprudently,

It would appear, a5 lmmanuel Etkes has suggested, that the seo-
and cavear cited here was dincoted ar the threat of Maskilim whe had
already twrned against wadivonal patterns of Jewish life.” Ie s signifi-
cant, however, that the very reservations cxprossed by R Yeherkel
Feivel clearly paralleled those articulawd by Wessely himsell I so,
the Lithwanian saggid was not so much as wamming against the For-
lin maskilim in generst as shanng the concerns of one of s mos vis-
ihle represeniatives In a section of Diored Shalom ve-bimer detailing
tus wcleus tor currcular reforme—a smal! pan of which appeared in
truncated form in Fedelot Adam, ™ —Wessely had spokon of exposing
chitdren anly to general gramomatiesl principles and not the unhelpful
suliletics of many weighty grammatical romes. ™ Wessely's writings,
inchiding texts certainly known ti R, Yehezlesl Feivel, also oxpressed
a signilicart minount of anxiety regarding those Jows who would o
Lheir backs on tradidional practices and interpretations,™ As such, the
cancerns espressed here by R Yehezkel Feivel muay well have been
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prompled by his recognition of an early maskilic antagooism towards
tradition, although i is equally possible that he may have been
repeating certain reservations expressed in Wessehy's work itself
Whatever the case, bolh the culiaral affirmations and concerns of this
section of Yoldot Adam underscore an appreciation for Wessely's
writings ancl g significant degree of cultnral atfinity betwreen them.

v

In the call for greater attention to 1lebrew and Bilde study describeed
above, K. Yelezkel Feivel had speoificably identified the substantive
equalilies that should characterize fewish teachers of Scripture. Such
teacher, he wrate, would have to be "a oester of Seriplure and gram-
mar and a master of the Oral Law, inosuch a way that the clear peshear
und our trustworthy tradinions converge and are not set apat.™ In
the next chapler of Tofdor Adam, with our author tuming apsin o
the subject of R Shlomoh Zalman and bis onwavering commitment
to the study of biblical languapge and texts, s patticular interest in
correlating the Bible and abhinic literature emetges as somewhat of
a touchstone. Rabbinic wxts, R Shlomoh Zalman is reported as hav-
ing said, "were {for me ke open windows dwough which the light of
the Torah shone . for the passages of Scripture are abbreviaied
expressions which contain inoumerable bafakbor " A tew para-
graphs later, B Shilemoh Zalman is described as having been bong
abworbed by the problem of how it was that certain rabbinic pro.
nouncemams were not provided with exegetical basis or jusification.
As such, K, Shlomoh Zalrman set ou

10 demonstrate from where they were Scripturally derived, and
from whence the slwpherds of lsmel drew these maiers. Somme-
limes he would link hatakhic marters (o Scripture by way ol clear
poskar, and sometimes by way of asmabbia, all of which was done
without being forced and in a way that was quite acceptable to any
discerning individual ™

Toldet Addsom then went on at sowoe length providing examples of B
Shlomoh Zalman's apprecialion Ffor the biblical text and the wages in
wehich it serecd as a basis For rabbinic learning,

Towards the end of this [ounbh chapter, B Yehezkel Fiivel re-
trned yer again to this notion, now ambitously setling forth a beoad
principled approach w the relationship of Scripture and its rabhinic
imcrpretations, espedially in marters of Halakhah, The orux of his
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thinking tevolved around a distinetion beteeen abbmic devastol that
contruchicled the peshar and those that complemenred it:

Complementary mareers have the possibility of both being comect
und ey therefore, anywhere that the peshar is distinet but com-
plementary 1o the derard [and] nol opposed to it—the Scriptural
verse docs aet lose its pliin meaning,™® ane the derasbab is main-
ainerl. For then, the plain sense of Scripture is the primary and
essential meaning, and the derasbab is the second meaning o
which the speaker also intended, as is the way of one proficient in
tanguage occasionally Lo intend 1o say dilferent things in ene
phrase. .

Neweever, il the approach which uppears o us to be the plain
sense of Scriprure contradicts and opposes the reccived derash
Lranamitred to ws from the Sapes, such that both of them cannot e
right (for 4 comrudiclion s impossible), then we are obligated 1o
fullonw the approach of derash | For we have ooly the tradition of
our Sages, and in their liglit do we see lighe™

This articulation, which stands in appreciable contrast to the literany
and conceptual language of the rest of the chapler, was neither that
of K Shlomoh Zalman nor R Yehezkel Feivel, bul was copied verbu-
tien e Mendelssohn®s O Bi-tetivak, (he peneral introdoction ta bis
Sefer Metived bee-Shelom, ™

T the context of Mendelssohn's o work, however, this passage
did not represent his definitive explication of the relationship of
peshat and derash. 1L was, rather, a programmatic siregy for the
problems unigque 1o a biblical tanslstion. Wik regard to the gencral
guestion of hows (o enunciate the bermeneutical relationship ol rab-
Binic literature to Scripture, Moendelssohn did not really admil of oon-
tradicticns between these (wo interpretative approaches, the words of
Lhe: hiblical test, rather, weere seen as cuphoniously vielding a numbcr
of possible meanings. Since cach language was unique and distinet,
the multdvalence of a word or phrase in one languape coald ot
readily be caplured in another, As a tanslawor, then, WMendelssobuy's
Goerman would have o privilege vue mearung at the cxpense of the
cther, and bence his attempt 1o explain systematically the delermina-
lions of these choices ™

Interestingly, after copying this passage lrom Mendelssohn, B
Yeherkel Feivel went on to offer unother approach to the question of
peshar and derash. Ciling the well-known talmudic dictum thar
"Soripiure never loscs s plain meaning, ™ he argacd that its ooe
imenticon was o teach thar a “aeravhah s in all instances the correct
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Peshat and cannot in any way diverge from the poshedt of a writen
verse” A few lines later he wrote that these two oxegetical modes
"are joined one to the other, 'stuck wgether and never sundered
apart’ (ol 418, for truth cannot comradict truth.” Unlike the Sages
of anliguity, whe “discerned the lght of the e peshar in such 2
wiy that the peshar and the derash always “go 1o one place’
(Ecclesiastes 3:200," one who poerecived 3 corntradiction between
them was merely unable to comprehend the truth. Returning again to
the narrative focus of this biography, R Shlomoh Zaliman was
described as having endeavored 1o lay bare this fundamenial affinicy
between the plain sense of Senpture and its rabbinic interpretations =

Here again, R Yeherkel Feivel's unatribated ase of maskilic mare-
rial is culiwrally telling. In the passages described above, he coun-
tered 4 view of pesbat and derash as exegetically distinet but simulta
necusly sustuinable by favoring an approach that appearcd 100 col-
lapse any real distinction between them. Althaugh R Yehezkel
Teivels aniculation of this exegetical predilection seemed 1o have
been his own, it was nevenheless strongly rerminiscent of Wesscly's
lormulations in his introduction to the Brlur 10 Leviticus—cited else-
where in Toldot ddam®™—where he had spoken of derash as being
“nothing bt the depth of Scriptural peskbae =

There is, moreover, somewhal of a curious and uneven Aow 1o
this section of the book: R Yeherkel Feivel begins by speaking rather
mechamcally of how R. Shlomoh Zalmun attached rabbinic reacings
Lor theie Scriptural sources,™ then introduces the passage from Mer-
delssohn as a “great principle, a sign betseesen the eves from our car-
lier Sages” only to end by cxpressing a preference for vet another
conceptualization of the problem. K Yehoskel Feivel, it seems, graft-
od Mendelssohm's Or f-Netfvah onto his discussion precisely because
W offered a lunguage and excgetical framework that he tound wselul,
Early maskilic writings took up questions of biblical exegesis in a
[resh and sometimes origingl Fashion, and from the perspective of
lurn ci-the century Vilna, there was somelhing atiractive about therm.
Fven when our awher would scem to prefer one ariculation over
others. the broader sense of a culural comimum is again under-
scored. The ideas and wrilings emanating tram Berlin had struck an
appreciative chord in Lithuzeoia,

v

Towards the end of the first pan of foldor Adam, finally, there ap-
pears ancther impoitant section which hears careful consideration.
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Beginning with the: thineenth chapter, R. Yeherke! Foivel took up the
gquestion of howe to study aggadad, hoere staling plainky that he beard
little frenn RB. Shlomob Zalman on this topic and wus therelore setting
forth his own thoughts. In dhis panicular imstance, what followed was
nither his own writing nor that of maskitic origin, Lut some passages
talen trom a classical siteenth-century wme wrillen by “Azariah de
Rorisi, Me'or Fregim™ Despite the Fact that this book poockned the
Haskalah by two centuries arnd was ol borne o ot its cultural
milicu, its sigmificance with regard o our inquiry s manifold. Two
cenluries after its first printing, this boak was proudly brought o
press in 1794 by the organized society of the Derlin Haslealah, the
Hevvat Hinwkb Netarim, Moo impotamly, Me'sr FErayim was highly
attractive 1o the early Haskalah because it represented precisely the
kind of work that gave expression to their own cullaral predilections.
Stecped in the classical texts ol Judaism, Me'vr FEuavie openly en-
gapged woestern lieralure and was self-conscicusly determined to
quastion rabhinie legends as relialle sources of historicad truh. In
their effort o uphold legidmate ot long-ipnored culloral aditions,
Maskilitn cinbraced the kind ol eritical independence manifest in
Mo Barrenprior and readity identbied sl its aims.

The poignzncy of B Yeheskel Feivel's vnarrribuied vse of this six-
teenth conlany wexl was undesseored by his awareness of the conoe-
versy it had generaled. Toldot Adarr begins its exposition of aggeadah
bv citing the long tradition of non-literal inferpretation, drawing
rather liberally and appreciatively on Arariabt’s wriling. Luler on in
thee text, hewever, our author insisted that there were nevenheless
rubhinic passages that bad o be undestood neeally, and then went
on 10 add the following:

There was one scholar from amaong oue nacion, a truly God-fearing
imclivichual as the scholar B Jacol Fmnden testificd, who noverthe-
less wous lowund o be io the breach, For in some instances, he
removedd the wroveds of our sages from their plain sense and boe
peshot, rencleting the essence of their stoses as teaching only sonwe
wisdomn or nutonal conceptl. . Already i s duy g groat sage
protested against him, and subsequentls all those of straighe hearr
cried out and shouted apgainst this scholar ™

In iy oonlexl, 1he references 10 R Emden and the oriticisins of a
“oreat sage,” R judah Loew b Bezalel, made it fainly olear that the
unnamed scholar in question was ‘Avarinh de Rossi ™

As with the maskilic sources discussed above, B Yoehozlkel Fonel's
equivecal evaluation of 'Azarlah de Rossi reflected a telling cultoeal
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posture. Despite his considerable reliance upon Me'or Engpm and
other {mainly attribured} medieval writings, our author's inihal expo-
sition of non-literal interpretations of agpadad offered some [resh
and perspicacicus ideas. After citing “Azarial’s presentation of Judah
Llaicvi anc the argument that the Sages truly possessed extraordinary
exegelical acumen,™ R. Yehezkel Feivel went on lo discuss three dif-
ferent kinds of aggadic uses of Scripture. ‘The first of these, a sivlistic-
rhetorical handling of the Bille that was here allernatively referved oo
as gemakina or melfzal, ways demified with the wellkonown use of
the latter term in Maimonides' Mored Neswkbim (T11:43). Bat our
author, relating what he had heard [rom a “certain schobar,” amplificd
this notion of #meefizad by cxplaining it as a kind of literary biblicison,
not unlike the idiomatic nse—and alteration—aof certain hiblical
pthrases in everpday comversation. Such uses of Scripture, naturally,
were not exegetically intended and 1hars should not impugn the tex-
tual acumen of the Sages. The same held true {or another category of
aggador, he continued, which represented a kind of a posatic-hypor-
brolic citation of Scripture (shir pe-bafldpeab) ™

The third type of aggadab cnumerated in this chapter, finally,
wore parales and tales thal woere (o be regarded as a lom tor eso-
teric ideas, Taking his cue from Me'or Eralfst and *Azaralvs citation
of ancther contemporany schalar, K. Yeheekel Feivel articulated some
perocptive and thoughtial ideas concerning the differences between
briblical and rablinic allegory, foousing his inquity on the didactic
rualities of the different allegotical forms.™ Then, in ways reminis-
cent of carlicr medieval discussions, he ook up the issue of how
post-talmudic scholars could allow themselves to speak apenly abow,
the purpasetully esoteric notions burned in biblical and rabbing lite-
alare, Writing again with insight and vigor, he differentiaed emween
anuquity and the post-rabbinic age, arguing e the padioular reali-
ties of the latter necessnated such 4 monee ™

The thireenth chapter of Tukdot Adant was thus inlended
defend the honor of the Sages of late antiquity. The tenor of the
ideas contained therein sounds much like those of medieval mtional-
ists and excgeles of medieval Spain and Provence who colleclively
and conphatically attempted o demonstrate that the rabbinic gadition
was neither textually inept ner radonally raive, | Yeherskel Feivel
appreared whaolly comfortalile with the intellectual posture of this
approach, nat only by cxpressing these tdeas as his own, bu by
bringing a notuble depres of literury sensibility to lis discusseon of
the rabbinic wses of Soripture.
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It s thus soiking that in the very next chapter, R Yeherkel Fepvel
reaches again for medicval sources, bt now gives expression to a
different scholatly sensibility. The substantive direction of the chapeer
is quickly established by his abwwe-meniioned criticism of 'Azariah de
lessi and his insistence on the literal truth of some rabbhinic passages.
Citings somme iy conventional malerial allegedly preserved in the
responsa of B Samuoel b Abeabam ibn Adreet™ be beging by owlining
the eriteria by which the wveracity of rabbinic statements could be
evaluated.™ ‘The upshot of his categorical distinctions is to ofler o
srrictly cireumscribed ser of conditions which allow [or—and com
pel --non likeral interprelations, abways in the interes. of presennng
truths that are essential and imrmutable. Applied rvo aggadah, it meand
that mest rabbinic statements needed to be taken literally, either
becaunse they merely contradicled some natural law or principle (but
not an imnmtable tinth) or because they served to strengthen some
central belief.

The dilference between these chapters went beyond the Tact ghat
the first concerned iscl with the genre of mdddresd and abbinic exe.
gesis while the second addrassed itself to ggpador and the genre of
stories anid parables, The openness to literary and esateric interpre-
tations of wridrashim evident in chapter thineen espoke an attemt
Ly uvord even the slightest demigration of the Sapes' perspicaciey, an
ellorl than was predicated upon granting broad latitude in how such
lexis were 1o be read o light of scientific, philosophical, oc linguistic
imperatives, ‘These were, of course, the very impulses thal informed
the wiitings of Mendelssohn and Wessely, and, given R. Yeherkel
Feivel's appreciation of aspects of Betlin culture, this appeared to be
an identification that he himself appreciated. Claprer fourteen, howe-
ever, arliculated a very dilferent cultural perspective. Although certain
allowances and qualifications were made, the overbearng thrust of R
Yehezkel Feivel's discussion there was a linkage of the need 1o
respect the authority of the Sages with an inperative to take their
words at face vahie. The concern Tor how rabbinic scholars migit
uppear o g sophisticated readership was not operative here, and onc
was, in facl, deerred (moan taking a broad latitnde in interpreting -
gadad The allowanoe: of such latitnde, rather, was rendered synony-
mous with o certain disrespect for the Sages. Such amiides may or
may not have been reprosentative of the poovailing rabbhanic culiuee
aof BEaslern Europe, but they were clearly removed from what R
Yehezkel Feivel knew 1o be the spirit of the nascent Haskalab,
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VI

In the intellectual and religious landscape of the late eightecnth cen-
tury, Lhe disparate cullaral aftinities of Toldor Adam aptly retlected
some of 1he varegated realities of Eastern European Jewry. Like tus
patrons, R. Yeherkel Feivel was familiar with the ideas and wexis
cmananng from Lerling, and, to a considerable degree, he seemed
comfortable engaging them. By dint of family, his writings, and his
kuter communal position as mageid, it is clear that B Yeherkel Feivel
also saw himsell as pant of the burgeoning Jewish culiure of Vilna,
From his vantage point in Lithuania, his concurrent appreciation for
these two ascendent culwiral centers did not appear w be fraught
with overbearing rension. In his qualification and shading of maskilic
ideas 2nd ideals, to be sure, R. Yehezkel Feivel displayed appreciahle
discernment and some critical distance. Sdll, this engagement of the
Berlin Haskalah not only reflected an internalization of some of its
carly writings, bur underscored the degree to which maskilic articula-
tons gave furm and substance o his own cultural prerogatives. The
importance of Toldor Adam, then, rests on s expression of an hislor-
ical moment wherein ils awthor, and pethaps s pauons and even
readers, would not. or could not, wholly differentiae between the
cultinral sensibilitics of Vilna and Berlin,
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deslinulnm for travelling scholars, and one finds scatered relerences b those whn
henefitted from his hospitaline: Sec, g, Yehoslwoa Llescleel Levin, 24fiyor Fliyabu
(Wilna, 1853). 282,

I have been voable o deremnmine Yehicl Mikhel's procise relationship o e oghe
oenbers of this Gaoly, altbough it appears that be was cither o vounge ootler
i vowsio ol Elvalu Peseles. e s mentioned in Tofdas e, Gail, 20k, T,

- Much of this biograplacal inforoanon can be gleaned from 55 Filnn's Birgad

Nepmangh, 105060, 170-77, 1B2-B5, 225-36; |1.N. Steinschnoicler. *fr Vitkee, 152,
n.2 & aml Yisrael Klausoer, Korof Be-ba-Almin ba-Yasham be Vima Qerusulen,
19723, 57340, 111,

. Oy ese Jigares, see lsrael Zinhery, 4 Sisone of feaesh Ditcraioe 6 (dew Yok,
1975), 24074 and avid Fishoman, "A Mnlish Babbe bMeots the Berlio Haskalah:
M Case of K Harukh Schick,” A7 Repiene |2 Q9378 95-121

. The prospeclus, Utled Alfee f-Teefek, was published m Amsterdam, 1774, and is

repricdecl in Fo Bamheiger, of al | eds | Moses Memdelssoba Gesammeehie Sofbifen
Juhildnmeatopate L4 Couttgart, 1971- 1930 henceleath G, 32168, The Wible edi-
Hon weas piblished as Sefer Metwsar Thz Shafom (Derlwy, 17RO-1783), reprinted in
¢ Veds, LS010-18

7. Mo the subscrprion lises in O3 Val 1901), ppo S6-04; and | e, Fhisenye of

Jeneich Dfteratnre, Vol 3, p. 216,
Baer b. Elivahu Peseles and bis sons Clayel Leil, 17591831, and $ewvi Hirsch,
1705-0817) accounted [or duee subscoipticens of Mendelssohn's Bible, ahile
Jwwieph, whe elfectively hecame the head nf the family after Kace's promature
e, cnedereed the: Bible as wecll as teen copics of FadMe'gserd See above uo. 13-
14
The sum of the cvidonoe s as follows: R Moses Schick repoated in 1883 that he
Toad vnlic bwsard Looon an iopeccalile individual thatl “even 3 well-koowen geea
used [Mendelssohn's Hiblal eapecially flee B o Tevitious * See Fibered Teshuvar
Hutger Spfor (landon, 1963), 75, B Schick was wriling w correct another vorgion
al” the incwlenr sepeocread inec B Akive Schlosingor's Yoo ey in which, ioter ulia,
thiz pussage reformed tooa relafive of B Moses Soter who had also perosed
Mendelssahn's Bible Soc Yad Ter, poined in Le ba- forf (Lenberg, 16790, frllow-
g prart Lo See also Lawrence Kaplan, "Daes Torede & Modern Conceprion af
Rabbinic Avthority,” in Moshe Sokol, ed., feoabbirie Awtboriny aned FPersong)
Amtorant): (Neatlweale, M), T4, 254 n 1.

The maskil Kalman Sholman macke a similar claim regarding the ¥ioa Guon
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based on the wstinoy of & different sauroe, See hbis inimdoction o Wegselvs
Lreyet Shalom we-Fmat (S arsawe, 1THH8), 15,

¢ the ather band, there wore statements toude by B Dinhas Homowis of
Frankfurt, R David Tevele of Tissa, and prossibly even by Woossely Tiosell reyancl-
g due public urning of Mendelssobn's Bible and/or Wessely's Dieed Shalom 1e
Frret tn Wila, See Heinrich Cracts, Duser Yomeer bo-Febuodinr 9 (Jorusalem, 1¥72),
73, and appemdic 1, pp. vieviil, M. Gddermann, -1ie Gepner Hartwag Wioanely's
Momaesclrift fur Geschizhle qord Wisserscigft dos fuderbuns 19 CLRT 4TR-80;
Heinrich Graely, ~Woesscly's Gegner,” Mowaischrift fuv Goschicbte wad
Wigservichaft des fudenthpmes 20 (LATL): 465-6%: L. Lowin, “Auws demn jodischen
Bultarkarpfc © fedebuch der fickiveh-Titseerrisc e Creseilsohbefl T2 (THER 105497,
cspecially po B8, and see also lsracl Zinberg, Toddor St ¥iera'ed 5 {Tel Aviv,
19560, 32728
Soe Mesander Almann, Mares Moredalisobs: A Siograghiced Sty (Plaladelphia,
19732, 396-40%; Moshe Samet, "M, Meodelson, NH. Veizel, ve-Babbanei 1xocam,”
Aebideerton fe-Toldos "Am Yiseaof ve-Erez Yivea'ael 1 {1970 233.57.

- e st ¥nlnme of Sgfe Wetivo! Ha-Shafom {(see above, . 18 appears with foug

pages of Twkoo's nnesduction, bt the priating of this easay was literally abaa-
doncd mid-senrence without any cxplanaticn. Sanuel Joseph Fing, wha appar-
ontly had the manuscript of this introdoction, Laer cited some otber sectons of it
in Ha-Kaemel s (LR70). 506,

2. Tmbhna hailed Joseph for his propect we s prosaic and poctic ode W him, prub-

lishedl as Birkkas Yosa Ohomfurh, 178350 Thibne's presence in vilna is atested
1o, arcog clher things. by the exisience of the anti-hasidie decree of 1781 copied
i Dwlne's handd {weivh this copy dawsd spring of 17832 See tfondlechai Wilonsky,
Flasfelime y-Mimagelion Jorozaleny, 10200, 14002-10.

This stands in significant contrast with the lettor of approbation Tabne received
frum K. Yebezkel Landao, dwe distinguished and accluimed Chicf Rabbi of Prague,
whir statcd thae Dulne's Bikle was wosdy of suppon procisely because o did not
mix "the sacied aod profane” by dncluding o Geroman trastation. See {iadricl b
liaac Polak. Ben Gomd (Amsierdarm, 38510, 44, The diffcrence in perspeotives
alearly has everyding 1 do with the differences bercon Prague and Yilna. T g
voerman-speakige city like Praguc, B Laodaw was explicitly concerned with the
“stunbling Block o chililren and the Banal ored thar weould rescll From sech a
translaten, in 2 Slavie Vilna, s ceoe was nonexistent,

These lelters are cived in 8. Finn, K Neemgeal, 177, 2235-26, and e Juned
1787, 1t appears that Tuboe exdier returned o Viloa st this later date or unly
requested the loetters at this tooe aod heck thom sent o fim.

- These letwrs are: pringed i 3. Fino, Sofeet Fsratel Ovilna, 14710, 138 42 Sew P-

140 for the commens regacding the aninnsity ewards Moendclssahio, See alsoe A
tlimann, Moses Mordelmobe, $00-032,

i Y. Klavsnor, "R Yosel Ten Bliyithu,* 74-53%.
%o | have discussed the guestion of Jablioic raditions in e eurly Haskalaly in jov

baok, The Livils of Enlightenment: fews, Germans, and tve Bightesub Cenlisry
Sy of Scripiore (Cambridpe, [RI6), 177-222,

- This kind of exegedeal pursul i evident in & iwanwscripl of by R Yissaklar Har,

thee Brather of the ¥iloa Gaon. aod an edition of the Bille pubdished by sane
Vilng Jews an 1784, both of whacel are described Ly »). Fian in Kirvah
Ne'vaangb, T02, 5. Scc also Dezalel Landau, Ia-GCeon be-Flastd mi-vifm
Clerasaleen, 149630, 124-32; [ Eikas, "Ha-Gra ve D-Llaskalah.”) 208 06 and Jaw W,
Hanix, How Do W Know thise Midrash and the Fragmentation aof Modern
Scfuins Calbany, 1905), 454-39.

Cieed e )L FInn, Kt Seoiageeat, 166,

R Shicaouly Zalman had manied ingo this family at some point before 17981,
since ar e time of his premmatuce deathoin 1788 be lack lofe bobingd a daughter af
seven O LN, Sicinschineiden, dr Vilna, 1790,
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Digspive she philanthropy and appreciation foc leacminy evidend amoeng mem-
bers of the Peseles clan, the fact that 2 daughiter of this monied family would
maccy A sclhwolar o e obvious means sas ool o b ke for grnied. anoecho of
e somewhat unusual sockal circomestance of this marrizge weas heaerd mom peeaa
nions laer i thes wairing of thiz cowple’s mandson, who wenl out of his way w
noe Ot by grancchinoter “wag o daogleer ol due princely offspring of Yilne, and
AUl shies cheoses it wa ka1 wiles of one of the princes of the cite but wished o
have: a portion of [acob as hor inhoeritinee” Sce Shalom b, Joshoa, Sofer Dfored
Shartoem ve Emet (Vidna, 18730, 1b.

K. Shlomeb Zaboan, e any eveon, was [olly acoepped ow this family ancl is
deseribes] by B, Yoberked Feivel as having “dweclled amaong thom for mosr of his
[bnchl life” {Tofdor Adam, 293, and sco alse the comments e Jise lemsr of
approbation, the dedication, 3nd p 680 bomont, By the ey 1780, K Shlomul
Zalhoan bad paned a cespected reputadon it Yilna, and s stalure was such thatl
It weas inwvited o sigm, aloogside Joseph and arvele Leily Peseles, the docomaents
gitached wr the anti-tHasidic berem of 17810 Scc M. Wilcnsky, Hasidim u-
Mumaisdian, L,

. 3hlomoh Zalman's membceship in the Pescles family was flso roflected in
e lact tlaat T shared o toanbaone with Tiow Baer Peseles Gand anather student
of the G1a), whiclh stood 0 che wmediare right of the grave of the Gaon Dnnself.
See B3, IFmn, &rvab Nelemaaat, 107, and Eliczer Leooi, Volezdin: Sigeardl shel
Ber-"fr pe-shed Yesbive! Br fayasn (Tel-Avie, 1070}, 435

, AMresge Haskel, introduaaicmn; and see MM Steinschmeider, 0 Vilea, 87,
- Tofdor Acdam, 231-23h.
. Seo Tudab Leib Margaliot, Azed ‘Felen {Frankfun am Oder, 1862, 164 the intro-

diction of B Saul Shiskos e Sl be-Yosbor, his commentary o Hitkbor o
Affas (Vilna, TH3YY, and the Yicgrapbical eesay abool the Gaon, writen by bis
song B Abraham and . Yehuda Leib and prined in de G vidoome of e swan-
dard cdition of the Skufhar drubb This lattor descripiion was aleo the basis of
the boef biographical cntre thae appeared in Tevin's afpor Bk, 3oa. R
Shlomoh Zalown was also brictly landeel in wory different terms in Isase Hacr
Levansoluy, Toudeh be-¥Frea'sl (Vilna and Horodna, THZE), 151-52.

E. Doy Baer Teewes £ 1801, was che aurhinr nf Resvde! ha-Fahat: (Horndna, 17977,
Given that the cthers =ho signed this looer weere membces of the Tescles Family
and thos relatives of 4 Yelweekel Foivel, B Treves sigoamre o scoms out of
place. dince vicwaily i biogaphical oformaton abeur hun has suvived, 6 is oot
kmeren if b s had sonone commecnon 1o thls extended Bomby,

Bt is somewhal homorous, though tellng, thar gwe absence of Toscph Pescles™ sig-
MAle Wads dppErenily conspicucus enonglt o prompt an apologotc posscripe
offering an explanation.

Soc, o, Toldot ddapr, 29k, 37h, S, 37E-38a, 590, G0, Saa-93a, 101w, see also
the ropont of an cxchange botween B Yebeckel Feivel, K Shlomob Zabman, and
Oie laten's fathor-in-law, Wiohicl Mikhel Poscles, on p 68l

In e inicoduction, R Yehozkel Feivel statcd that be wes advisee] o identify his
cnnlemporary sources 1 specitically shorc up the veracity of 1 Shlomoh Zalman's
cupranndinany acliviliss, see the pevious oote.

This is apparcot in the wideb-acoepled biography o the Viloa Gaon, AR
Eifyabu, where the boel eooy on B Shlamoly Zalman is accompanied Ty 2 note
immediately referring Qe reader v Tofdof Adam, See pp. 36a-30k.

1. Etkes, “Mevasrci ha-Hashalah,” 104-05%

T an anticle cigled “Bikkovet Jo-3cfor ha-Mikhbad Toldet Adam " and dated 1835,
Lovinsohn cited a long lst of spedln passoges Qo were probleoade, oo huding
atmbred citations that wseere either inaccurale or non-existeol Levinsolo, whe
clamed @ bave reocivad a copys of Trfodor Adeem as a gifi from e autoer himesell,
indicated] that he haed notod these problems inothe marging of his copy some:
twenly pears calien, This “Bikkorct® sqas later printed inhis Feepsl (% arsaw,
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19030, 3245, andd is mentionod in T, Brkes, “Mevasrei ha-Haskalah ® 103 1 37
Arcund the time Levinsohn wrome bis review, Leopold Zanz published o leter,
“Hosator Ie-loldot B Azarish i ha-Adumim.” Kerem floned 7 {18458 119-24,
whrich stated that Shicashun bud writien to hin and poioted out that the audhor of
Toldod Adam ook many passages fromm Meor Eaepine and other books.” See pp.
120-2¢ The Cikation oo thas source appeorcd inccriectly in ILN. Seinschoeiders 7
Vilng. 87, a pacdlemn wlreacly neted by Etkes. Credil for the: correct citation aluwe
bednngs tr D, $al Coben,
This list cluces I Dravid Kimbi, B, Momassel b Lstuel, Ko Moses Hayyim
Luzzatte, R lsaiah Bedin (Pik), % Pinhas Elividm | lurwits, and othors Sce 1B
Levirsubhin, “Wikkoret lo-Scfer ba Nikbhlad," passin.

30 Nee, eg., Toldot ddgm, 2b (uken om Wessely's inmoducton o Fe'edon fsoo

beloow, no 451, 300 [unpagmatedlt and po 442 (raken Trom bl Bo-Hevor, the
prospectus Foc e jouroul Ha-Meeset, po 8 see below, n 460 Unforunarcly, oven
whore T Yeheckel Vervel cited o writer and text by nume ancd supplicd whar be
indicated was o full uete, one sometimes linds consicderable rovision and
oneniclalican.

See abxree, o 16, Bosides the sditte primciias, there weero tom otier editions that
appeared inthe 1700 @ aduch B Yelusekel Feivel might bave bad aceess,

[erlin, 1782-1785 This work i actually o collection of four pamphlews, the first of
which was Wesscly's arymioal maniesto poblishod uder the e P Shalfom
ve-fimm in the spring of 1752 The threg additional essays, publishes with ditfe -
et riles, were witen by Wessely in 1782, 1784, and 745, Those essays served
tex deferd aod clanfy bis call for cotucanonal relorm agains mountiog oalicism. Al-
though only the second and fouth of hese essays are cied b Toddes Az, it
can e assumid that B, Yehezkel Fervel was also familiar with e oiginal mani-
fesoe o which the later cesays refir.

Fored'ow, bu snfer Haskiana! ba Nefesh fe-Pa-Halham e Shalem Rabberne Mashoh
mr-fAesiay ha-Nira Mordelson, wans. Yishad Beter [Bing {Bedin, 1757

Thix prospecoes was connprised of o dosenption of Ma-Messsy, o loger af lsaac
Fuchel to Wessely, und Wessely's oply, all dated] in the winter aof 1782-83. Toldor
Acbar made use af o few lines of Wesschy's lemer, Mo ba-Basor, §

Foos Toddod Adams, Sb-Ga, and of. Mondclssobhn's O F-Netipad, roprnted i A7,

1513, 21

e B 1zndaly Ilovcwits, Sherer lubot ha-Berit 1 (lerasalem, 19700, 300 {Masckhet
Shaweof: B Sheltel T Isaich Forowitz, Veoed bo-drndin, appended wr Sborre
faehnt by Benit, Yol 2, p. ik R Jacelh Einden, Siea Migdal 'O (lilomir, 1874,
16b-17a. Despite the fact thar the relevant passages of these texts are cited here as
dircet quates, they were all edited and revised by I Veleizkel Feivel, thaugh
wAthaut anucl substantive imgaorr,

Tl Ardeem, 150

Thos exsay, fitledt Rebowot, was published in Beln in 1785, CF pp. 3a-34l: with
Tedekent Avlzn, 150,

- Yor cxample, buth Wessely and R, Yebeskel Feivel quored the same secion of R

Shoficl's Viarer bee-dmuedive. soc Wessely's second cssay, Kot T lo-Bet Fia sl
[Heelin, 17820, 1ab+154 und Tofdod Avkens, 15a.

- AT this juncture Toldod Adam {p. 1600 also melodes o parllel passage Fronm

Wesscly's scoond essay, Bde Tur beBor Ysra ef, 174

Folebo! Acteren, 130 of. B, Fmaden, S Mipdal iz, 172,

. lék. '

So T Erkes, “devasted ha-Haskalal,” 1k,

See above, 0. 52,

Rty Tur fe-Ror Fora'el, 150

Swe, oog., fRRs Aol (Amesterdiem, 17G05-1706), 3h-da, O, 450, Wesncly s introdue-
Lum i his commmentary W Levitcws, o G, ol 17, g 6 and Dis lettog 1o the edi-
tor of fla-Mewusef published as pan of their Mapaf ba-Hever, p 8 The last o
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iurces were wsed in Teddot Agdam, 3b, 495, 601610 Sew also nyy article "Malali
Hirz Wesscly and the Cultura]l DHslecalions of an Eightoench-Century Maskil” (o
David Sackin and Shooel Feiner, eds., Sew Pempeciites on the Flasbelfab [fonb-
craning).

Toofedog Adfersn, 1ty

i, 21a. Forther along in the hook pe 2330, 1 Yeohezket Foivel stared len lok-
ing luw with Soriptre by way of an gseeaibie was vy far lvom peder

The: phrase wsed herc is "en mokrg poret mid pesirate,” laken from Slubhbal §2a.
Todedosr Adman, 291

Mendelssehns hemnenentics as descoribed hore sece more Tully Tand uul in the
intraduction o his commentary o Beclesiaswes, sefer Mepiflor Kobefer (Berlin,
P reprinted in GEF VoL 14, pe LIRS1; see alive, 0 270 Moendelssnbns com-
et i this edeductcen mcloded an example ciled from Gen, 44- 14, wehick ooy
harve Ticen the Dasis ol soeme similar comments in Trddor Adam, 94b,

Sos abeonne nL &2

. Tl Acdam, 26a.

.o pp. 3b, Gkl
(5,
T

Soc G VRl 1T el
He specifically mvotonecd Boty pesbar and cissmafbis o de same senlenoe, see p
Ela.

T1o Me'or Fuctyine (Mantua, 157313730 In his “1kkoce le-Sefer ha-Mikhbad,” 33-35%.

Levimsoho peaints ool uther instences in which mawriad from this earlier honle
appoamel in Toldsd Adet; see, e, pp. 1a, 144

Trabedent Ackearrr, Hia.

Ararinhe wolk actually geosiaed opposition even as i1 owas beiog peineed, o B
Judal Loess's guick and forcelul amack was widely koowo aioong schoelars of
early modern and modern Kurope, See B Judah Loewe b Tesale], Be e fe-tded
[ew Yok, 19090, 12641 Hostility wowards (this book was still ovidon through
the cighieenth cenury, ceinfoercing ils repotiinn a5 2 dangerrms amd berocical
wirrk. For K. Emdens comnwents, soo Seeblby Yaeer 1 Toembong, 1884, £33 (pp.
2oa-h); andd of. R Aviml Bar Shadom Hasilea, Sufpr Fmonay Helbbawdm ((ohannis-
g 153, Ada Sow also Lesmor A Scpal . Hisroricpd Conscioustioss and Retigeous
Tradition iy Azaninl de' Rosst's Mo'or Emayim (Phuladelpbna, 12890, 133-70,
Toddot Adass, T8a-78b and of, Me'or ‘Exgptm, 7b-730, anad Krexary, 1195 74,
Towsdor Adaw, 704 -850

Toldot Adamt, 83 S4a, Oor aulen cites B Elierer Ashkenael and some eas
whicll appeas o the Jaree's Mo wsed b Shoee (13830 Although s possibsle that
K. veheske] Peivel was diectly cating Juon R Asbikeniasi’s wonk, the close resein-
blance of B ¥ehoskel Feneel's citation of Ashlkenasi's sdeas with that of “Azariab’s
formerlation wonld stomphy supgest Ui e ionnediae soorce utilioed i Sl
Addarn was Meor Taepim, The first edition of this late-Renaissance work has a
complicatesd puhlizhing histony, and the passags citing K. Ashkenaei appeans inoan
appendix to some editions uncder the hearding sechoreierd), po 183h, Tt romains
uelear which versinn of tHis sivtconth-contury wreatise B Yehezkel Foiwel acoally
hadiin s lemds, o gpuestion which wocded De impmmnT ooangeer in onder o
eherermnine: thee ol csaend 1o which be plagiarizen this work On these 1esrnd
quuestions an the publishing history of Mo or Enapim, see the appendid of David
Casnel im0 the wilna, VARG edinon, Cassal imseds The citation of B Ashkemes in oh
&, p 124 of this edition.

. This dssue avosc as carly as the cadly thimeentl century, anl was taken up by a

mwmbwer of important medieval werters, See e, Samued tba Tibhon, Yildew ha-
Mecpedme (Presshorg, TS, 172-73; Jacol o Alba Mari Anawli, Mafmrad bo-
Tarfeniefine (Lyck, TH60Y, 3dh; Jnseph dhn Baspi, Menorat Kese 0 dsneh Keled
foesef (Pwesabmrg, 1903, 70-77; lspac Abarbancl. *Teanot Lekukhat mi-Teva ba-
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Keluvam Yemaanua mah sheTeresh ha-Rambuamne Be-Merkevel Yeherked ™ printed
e e standacd exlivicon of Maimanides’ Maorel SYewrklinz, Part i1, p. 71h, tanah
rishisra b and soo Aviczor Raviteky, *Samuel 1o Tilbon and the Esoteric Charac
ot of sho Feide af W Parplemedd,” ALY Kerdews & 01981 11410, However, witl dwe
exceplivn of Atwtanels weriving, the wexts listed here were unly published for the
fivst tione I the nioeteenty century, anck il is nel clear whether R Yeberkel Fereel
could have hadl aceess wothern i manoscnipt. Yebate ba-AMavdne was vited in
‘Azanialys Mazrgf fa Kesef, ol s 1ex), & postscript o Me'se Erayitr, ws alio
ardy published Jor dee Gist time ino W34 see the Vilog, 186 cdition, ed. Daed
Cassel, Pacr 3, pp. 12,

B Yehewke] Beivel's wirling hore aonplics dean these ideas were not Kashlats, b

ralher those of his corrcspondent. 1 have yet w lecate any such souece, and
incleecl, this citation may nor be aothentic ac all.

. Toldor Adam, 80a-8%. The Tundamental distinction wilized hore miened on e

question ol whedier o stalement contradicteed a contingoot o, as, for exanpie,
the naturcal laws that describesd the physical wearld, or 2 necessury roth, best
exemplificd by the rules of logic or cermain meTaptrysical peopeositions.



