Chapter Five: The Charisma of the Zadik	Comment by JA: This biggest problem with this is that the author does not write very clearly. That requires you to rework his sentences.

1. Charisma as produced through activity

Scholars disagree about how Hasidism differs from previous instances of religious revival in Judaism. They nevertheless agree the Zadik is a figure of central social and spiritual significance.[footnoteRef:1] The Hasidim developed their conceptualization of the Zadik out of earlier Jewish sources. Drawing on these sources, they identified the Zadik as the human manifestation of the ninth sefirah (Yesod). Consequently, the Zadik assumed the ninth sefirah’s symbolism as the chief intermediary between the upper and lower worlds. Yet the distinctively Hasidic understanding of the Zadik is most apparent in that the Zadik is not merely taken to be the realization of a human ideal; rather, he serves as a social leader who uses his extraordinary spiritual powers to aid the Jewish community.	Comment by JA: Too literal.  The sentence is hard to parse.  Perhaps: 
Scholars disagree about how Hasidism differs from previous instances of religious revival in Judaism. They nevertheless agree the phenomenon of the Zadik is of central social and spiritual significance.	Comment by JA: Shorter sentences are easier to understand.	Comment by JA: לסייע does not mean save [1:  On the Zadik in Hasidim, see: Scholem, Pirkei Yesod, 213–258; for a scholarly summary of the Zadik in Hasidism, see Moshe Idel, “Bibliographic Appendix,” in: Scholem, Mehkarei Hasidut, 226–229. See also: Margolin, Miqdash Adam, 379–426.] 

	The concept of charisma, central to understanding the social efficacy of the Zadik, is elusive and ambiguous. Research on Hasidism generally employs the definition of charisma developed by sociologist Max Weber: charisma is “a certain quality of an individual personality, by virtue of which he is set apart from ordinary men and treated as endowed with supernatural, superhuman, or at least specifically exceptional powers or qualities.”[footnoteRef:2] This definition, however, is problematic: for example, it is hardly self-evident which “powers” or “qualities” are “exceptional;” how they are manifested in the world; or how they are supposed to entrance the masses. Moreover, Weber’s definition is ontological, suggesting that charisma is an individual quality that is inherent in its subject from birth. Since Weber formulated his definition at the beginning of the twentieth century, several behaviorist theories of charisma have been advanced in the world of sociological research. According to these, charisma is not simply a quality existing within the leader himself but is rather born of an interaction between the leader and the community. That is to say, charisma does not simply exist in a person, but is rather produced through activity. A leader does not involuntarily exude charisma but also shapes and enacts that charisma, often in a conscious and intentional way. Said differently, charisma is a combination of qualities and practices enacted amongst a charismatic individual and his community. These qualities and practices produce a consciousness of the transcendence of authority. It is therefore incorrect to speak of a true or comprehensive charisma. Therefore, it is insufficient to contemplate the expression of a leader’s charisma in attempting to understand his genesis as leader. Instead, one must consider the various ways in which the charismatic leader expresses himself as such, i.e., one must consider how he employs rhetoric and other techniques to impress his charisma upon the community.[footnoteRef:3] While the idea that charismatic individuals employ various techniques to influence their communities is hardly new, it is worth noting that we do not refer to rhetoric here in the narrow sense. Rather, by rhetoric we mean to suggest a wide range of techniques that are today considered pseudo-scientific: for example, certain types of magical influence exercised by some men over others, such as those of Marsilio Ficino in Renaissance Italy, or of Anton Mesmer on the eve of the French Revolution.[footnoteRef:4] Building on this idea, in this chapter we will take as axiomatic the behavorist conceptualization of charisma as something produced through activity. Behaviorist theories of charisma have been empirically verified by research in management studies wherein managers have been able to consciously train themselves to adopt certain techniques that produce charisma.[footnoteRef:5] Accordingly, in what follows we will presume to analyze the Zadik’s charisma by analyzing its constitutive practices. 	Comment by JA: I assume you got this from somewhere.  Probably a good idea to leave a note from where. I imagine that there is more than one English translation of Weber	Comment by JA: Deleted “Yet”.  Hebrew writers love contrast words and it often reads better leaving the contrast implicit
	Comment by JA: Sometimes you have to leave stuff out for the translation to work	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I would suggest deleting these sentences. At least without the context of the preceding chapters, I think they distract from the main line of argument. 	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I would suggest deleting these sentences. At least without the context of the preceding chapters, I think they distract from the main line of argument. 	Comment by JA: I do not really understand this sentence in the original nor do I really get what he is driving at in the translation. Perhaps leave a note for the author?	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: Or more literally: the practices that constitute it and by which it is carried out [2:  Weber, Charisma, 29.]  [3:  For a discussion of these approaches in sociological literature and for charisma as rhetoric: Csordas, Safah Charisma ve-Yeziratiyut, 133–153. ]  [4:  Robert Darnton, Mesmerism and the End of the Enlightenment in France, Cambridge 1968, 3–81; Ioan P. Couliano, Eros and Magic in the Renaissance, Chicago 1987; Charles Lindholm, Charisma, Oxford 1990, 36–49. For the potential relevance of applying scholarship on magic in the context of Hasidism, see: Idel, Hasidism, 377 (It was Idel who first led me to Couliano’s book). ]  [5:  See for example: Jay A. Conger and Rabindra N. Kanungo, Charismatic Leadership in Organizations, Thousand Oaks 1998.] 


2. Speaking Torah

The Hasidic Zadik’s public discourses, otherwise known as “speaking Torah,” have been a defining feature of Hasidism throughout its history. Such discourses are already attributed to the Baal Shem Tov. According to Solomon Maimon’s memoir, this practice was also central to the court of the Maggid of Mezeritch. Apparently it was the Maggid who set the precedent for his disciples, rendering such discourses into a core practice for Zadikim.[footnoteRef:6] Traditions concerning the Baal Shem Tov’s circles relate that the Zadik would speak Torah during the Sabbath, at se’udat shlishit. Solomon Maimon, however, does not specify at which meal the Maggid of Mezeritch would deliver his discourses. Only in subsequent generations does it become clear that Zadikim, including the Zadikim of Chernobyl, spoke Torah at other meals during Sabbath.[footnoteRef:7] Moreover, Zadikim did not limit themselves to speaking Torah only on the Sabbath and other holidays; but rather did so at other times as well, for example at wedding feasts and upon visiting cemeteries. 	Comment by JA: Zadiks looks funny to me.  Perhaps put in parentheses (pluarl of Zadik). [6:  On speaking Torah at the third meal of the Sabbath: Weiss, Studies, 32–34; Jacobs, Their Heads in the Heavens, 26–42; Idel, Hasidism, 425–432. According to Immanuel Etkes, the Maggid of Mezeritsch would transform speaking Torah into “the first intermediary in assuming leadership of the public” (Etkes, The Zadik, 293). For a compilation of Hasidic sources on speaking and hearing the Zadik’s words of Torah: Goldhaber, In the Tents of the Zadikim, vol. 1, 371–442. In this connection, Zev Wolf of Zhitomir’s remarks on how the Maggid would prepare his disciples to speak Torah are well-known (Zev Wolf of Zhitomir, Or ha-Me’ir, Krakow 1798, Tzav, 82a). For scholarship on the Torah speech of particular Zadikim, see: Green, Ba’al ha-Yisurin, 149–150 (on Nahman of Breslav); Uriel Golman, “Hasidism in Poland in the First Half of the Nineteenth Century: A Typology of Leadership and Community,” PhD dissertation, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2011 (on the visionary of Lublin); Mor Altschuler, “The Or Yizhak of Isaac of Radvil” on http://www.jewish-studies.info/or-itzhak.htm, accessed 12/31/2013; David Assaf, “‘Nifgeshot al yedei eyzeh hitvakehut’: mesorot zikkaron polmosi al pegishatam shel Rival ve-ha-Rabi me-Aftah.” Israel Bertal et al. (eds), Hut shel hesed (Jerusalem, 2013), vol. 1, 247–269.]  [7:  On the tisch in Hasidism, see: Wertheim, Halakhot ve-Halikhot, 165–169; Nadler, Kugel, 195–202. For a sociological analysis of the tisch in Hasidism of the latter half of the twentieth century, see: Heilman, Haredim, 83–93. For a similar analysis of se’udat shlishit in the Hasidism of Toledot Aharon during the same period, see: idem., 140–167. In what follows, we will leave the Yiddish term “tisch”—which literally means “table”—untranslated. For more general Hasidic perspectives on eating, see Jacobs, Their Heads in the Heavens, 149–159 (Jacobs relates to the tisch only in the final passage of his article). Sarah Prianti, “Eating in the Torah of R. Nahman of Breslav: Mystical and Theurgical Perspectives” (Thesis, Ben Gurion University, Be’er Sheba, 1999). For a collection of Hasidic sources, see: Goldhaber, In the Tents of the Zadikim, vol. 1, 216–267.] 

	The Zadik’s affect while speaking Torah, and in particular, his expressions of reticence to do so, drew the attention of Hasidim, who would in turn draw conclusions about the Zadik’s stature and modesty from these expressions of reticence. Speaking Torah was taken to symbolize a certain stage in the Zadik’s process of assuming leadership.[footnoteRef:8] For example, one Hasidic tradition relates a story about the tension that arose between the Maggid of Mezeritch and Nachum of Chernobyl when the Maggid heard that his disciple Nachum had been discoursing on Torah in public without mentioning either his teacher or his sources. Nachum is said to have responded that everything he said was based on the teachings of the Maggid himself.[footnoteRef:9] A similar story relates how R. Mordechai Dov of Hornosteipel took up the mantle of leadership at his grandfather’s behest while the latter was still alive, but only began to speak Torah later. This symbolized his self-image as a leader and completed the process of his assuming leadership.[footnoteRef:10]	Comment by JA: I diverged a little from literalism here for the sake of the flow	Comment by JA: I think you misunderstood this passage. See how I translated it [8:  For a theory of preaching as a demonstration of authority, obviously not unique to either Hasidism or Judaism, see e.g.,: Claire M. Waters, Angels and Earthly Creatures: Preaching, Performance, and Gender in the Later Middle Ages (Philadelphia, 2004), 13–30.]  [9:  Mishkenot Ya’akov, vol. 1 (1994), 51; Skver Tehilim, Introduction, 16–17.]  [10:  History of the Zadikim, 28.] 

	The significance of speaking Torah in public was recognized not only by the Hasidim but also by the Mitnagedim and the Maskilim. The latter ridiculed the Hasidim for conferring a special status upon se’udat shlishit and for their custom of speaking Torah in the course thereof. They were particularly hostile to the custom of some Hasidim of basing their discourses on biblical verses that had been suggested by the audience. The Maskilim rejected Hasidic claims of the authenticity of their ecstatic mystical experiences outright. While Hasidim construed certain bodily gestures during a Zadik’s Torah discourse as evidence of his intensely focused consciousness or an ecstatic mystical experience—i.e., of his soul having reached a higher level—critics of Hasidism interpreted these same gestures as grandstanding, or even more grotesquely, as dozing off in the middle of the discourse.[footnoteRef:11] 	Comment by JA: קהל  here does not mean community.  Think of it like a stand-up comedien telling jokes based on comments from the audience.	Comment by JA: I do not like the possesive ‘s on Hasidim.  Just looks funny.  Perhaps I am being a little obsessive. In any case see my correction which I believe reads better	Comment by JA: I think this is what he means [11:  Wilensky, Hasidim u-Mitnagedim, vol. 2, 77, 165–166, 317; Yosef Pearl, Megalleh Temirin (Vienna, 1819), 13a, 40b; R. Isaac Baer Levinson, Emek Refa’im, 132.] 

Even secular authorities recognized speaking Torah as indicative of an individual having reached the status of Zadik. An 1845 regulation issued by the Russian authorities prohibited Zadikim from performing public ceremonies and effectively from giving public performances such as delivering public discourses and consecrating cemeteries. That these performances were taken to be characteristic of Hasidism not only by its adherents but also by its opponents confirms that they are essential to any scholarly characterization of Hasidism as a cultural phenomenon.	Comment by JA: לכבוד כמחבר,
מה זה קידוש בתי עלמין? למיטב ידיעתי, אין טקס הקדשה או של בתי עלמין ביהדות. אם בחסידות החשיבו קברי צדיקים כמקומות קדושים, ההקדשה נעשתה על ידי קבורת הצדיק. האם אני טועה?	Comment by JA: See edit

Between Theoretical and Ethical Discourses

Like other Zadikim, the Zadikim of Chernobyl spoke Torah frequently, several of them even offering self-reflections on the practice. In a discourse on the commandment of shiluah ha-ken, Nachum of Chernobyl discusses the Zadik’s obligations. A Zadik must use the Shekhinah that has descended upon him to guide others and help them attain the proper amounts of divine fear and love. Here is what Nachum says to his audience about the importance of speaking Torah:

Scripture says: thou shalt not take the mother with the children (Deut. 22:6), for the Torah is called “mother.” And he who hearkens to the sage’s teaching, by way of allusions, will adhere to the principle that the Torah is his guide and that he should not treat it as a sort of song (b.Sanhedrin 101a), studying it only for its beauty and splendour, its diverse species of theoretical insight—rather, he should study it for its ethical instruction. And ethical instructions are called “children.” For just as a child is bound to his father, as in “the children may go out with binds, ”—i.e., with their binds to their Father in Heaven—similarly, by way of this ethical instruction, he will be bound to God, and for this reason, it is called the instruction of Thy father (Prov. 1:8), using the language of tying and prohibition. And for this reason, he admonished thou shalt not take the mother with the children, for it is not possible to take the both of them in to your mind. Rather, thou shalt send away the mother (Deut. 22:7). I mean—the main principle for you should not be theoretical insight, but the children thou may takest unto thyself, and this is ethical instruction.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Me’or Einayim, Likutim, 406.] 


The distinction between the “mother” and the “children” here corresponds to a distinction internal to the discourse itself, between the discourse’s aesthetic and intellectual aspects (i.e., “its beauty and splendor” and its “theoretical insights”), on the one hand, and its “ethical instruction,” or the actions that are realized because of it, on the other. Nachum emphasizes that it is impossible to focus simultaneously on both the discourse itself and its ethical implications. Thus it is incumbent upon each person to decide which he will prioritize—though Nachum makes it clear that the correct choice is to prioritize the ethical implications. Nachum’s preference for focusing on the discourse’s ethical implications in fact reflects a longstanding trend within Hasidic preaching. For example, one of the oldest exponents of Hasidism, Yaakov Yosef of Polnoye, polemicized against preachers who focused excessively on form rather than on drawing their audience closer to God. Alternatively, it is also possible that Nachum’s discourse had a more contemporary target, and was intended as a polemic against Zadikim whose discourses he took to be overly-theoretical, namely, the Zadikim of Chabad. 	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I think wider makes sense here, since his example, Yaakov Yosef, was a rough contemporary rather than predecessor
	It is related that Avraham of Trisk once chastised his son-in-law for speaking Torah when there was no need to do so: “You are speaking Torah? We have a tradition from our ancestors in Chernobyl, may their memories be for a blessing, that one should not speak Torah unless it is burning up between his lips and he cannot help himself. Only then should he speak. He shouldn’t simply speak whatever comes to his mind.”[footnoteRef:13] In one of his discourses, Avraham (who in fact spoke Torah at every possible opportunity) explains R. Mordechai’s apparent reticence to speak Torah. He presents, in the name of his father, the conditions that a Zadik must meet before speaking Torah: [13:  Haggadah im Perush Arba’ah Ofnei ha-Kodesh, 109.] 


I heard the following from my father, may his memory be for a blessing: He said that when a True Sage presents his Torah insights, it must be according to the Secret of Impregnation and Birth. Just as a woman is supposed to spend nine months pregnant, and a mother who gives birth prematurely will have offspring that die, so too is the case for the True Sage’s Torah insights. He must let these insights tarry in his mind before giving birth to them and revealing them, so that at first, they will remain in his mind in the Secret of Impregnation. That is, he should first contemplate whether his speaking Torah will yield desireable actions, i.e., whether they will make an impression upon the hearts of listeners, stirring them to worship the Creator, Blessed be He. But if he does not undertake this contemplation, his Torah insights will most certainly die—i.e., they will not be realized—and this is the Secret of Impregnation[footnoteRef:14]… This is the case for the True Sage’s Torah insights: As long as they remain with him in the Secret of Impregnation, he must guard himself against various false thoughts and imaginings. For he might chance to think that his Torah insights are great and wonderous, which might in turn cause him to become arrogant and prideful—and this [very process] will destroy his Torah speech, which will then be like dead offspring—heaven forbid! For this reason, one must divest himself of all such false thoughts and imaginings, and must clothe his Torah speech in garments appropriate to the listeners…i.e., he must clothe his Torah speech in the garments of fear and love, and speak them with the aim of stirring the hearts of Israel to fear and love the Lord….For in truth, his Torah speech contains great depths and heights, the power to perform yihudim in the upper worlds. But for his listeners, he must clothe his Torah speech in garments suitable for their level of apprehension.[footnoteRef:15]   	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I would suggest adding a footnote to explicate this concept [14:  According to the editors of Likkutei Torah ha-Shalem, the citation of R. Mordechai extends to this (Likkutei Torah ha-Shalem, 242–243).]  [15:  Magen Avraham, Teze, 298–299.] 


This discourse presents a series of contrasts, at the basis of which lies the transition from concealed to revealed and the tensions between clothing and divestment. Torah speech must remain concealed until it is ready to be birthed, as if impregnated in the mind of the Zadik. This must only occur once the Zadik is convinced that the audience is ready to accept what he has to say. The Zadik must divest himself from any prideful thoughts regarding his Torah speech, and must clothe his Torah speech in such a way that it is accessible and apprehensible to his listeners. In the remainder of the discourse, he goes on to emphasize that the Zadik must conceal his Torah speech throughout the week, only revealing it on the Sabbath. R. Mordechai’s words, like R. Nachum’s, can be understood as a veiled polemic against Torah speech that is overly-theoretical. Moving in a different direction, in the discourse’s injunction to protect one’s Torah speech, like a pregnancy, until the audience is ready to receive it, one can perhaps detect an apologia for R. Mordechai’s tendency to “speak Torah” only infrequently. Yet another apologia, this time for the simplicity of R. Mordechai’s and R. Avraham’s Torah speeches, can be seen in the discourse’s injunction to garb one’s Torah speech “in garments appropriate to the listeners.” On this reading, the apparent simplicity of their words is intentional, meant to be an external garment that conceals the true depths of their Torah speech, the latter of which has the power to “perform yihudim in the upper worlds.”
	David of Talna occasionally presents the Zadik’s speaking Torah as “Torah innovations.”[footnoteRef:16] The common understanding of this concept relates to halakhah. Yet it is clear that R. David conceptualizes the Zadik’s Torah innovations precisely in contrast to such casuistry. An expression of R. David’s critique of such discourses may be seen in the following: [16:  For example, see Kehillat David, Zakhor, 96.] 


It is written: the secret of the Lord is with them that fear Him (Ps. 25:14). Those that truly fear Him are the men of truth who know how to keep secrets, for secrets are not to be revealed. Those who conceal the secrets of the uppermost and only hint at them with wisdom; those who clothe all the mysteries of the uppermost in words of rebuke and ethical instruction, it is they who are the referent of the secret of the Lord is with them that fear Him and His covenant to make them know it—i.e., the secrets of the Torah are revealed to them. This, in contrast to those who contend that the purpose of Torah knowledge is drawing pointless distinctions and making futile explications. No mysteries or secrets of the Torah shall be revealed to them, and their words are unfit to be ascribed to Moses. As the Sages said: Moses knew everything that faithful students in the future would innovate. Whoever is faithful in revealing mysteries and truly fears the Lord lays claim to the knowledge of Moses our Master, peace be upon him. For our Master Moses too repeated the entirety of the Torah in Deuteronomy and did not reveal any profound secrets alluded to therein. Rather, he clothed all of the secrets of the Torah in hints and words of rebuke and ethical instruction. Those who truly fear the Lord and who follow this path are the truly intelligent in this generation. It is they who bring their intelligence to bear on all Israel and who bring them into the life of light and holy sparks. And through this life of light, they bring holiness and purity to dwell within them, such that they will leave off all evil desires and attributes.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  Kehillat David, Behar, 169.] 


R. David notes that Zadikim clothe their Torah speech in the garments of rebuke and ethical instruction and contrasts the Zadik’s manner of discoursing with another manner of so doing. Though R. David’s objection to “distinctions” would seem to suggest that the target of his critique is halakhic casuistry, the preponderance of his speech suggests that the real target of his critique are those who disclose the secrets of the uppermost. R. David uses this critique to bolster his own image by implicitly comparing himself to Moses and his Torah speech to Moses’ Torah.[footnoteRef:18] Still, both can be taken as the target of R. David’s critique if we assume that his target was scholastic Kabbalistic discourse more generally, which included theosophical debates. [18:  See note 55 below.] 

	The three generations of the Chernobyl Zadikim thus present very similar explications of speaking Torah. They all exphasize that Zadikim must speak Torah only infrequently, and that when they do, they must have a practical goal and present simple content. These explications of speaking Torah can also be understood as apologia for the Zadikim, i.e., an apologetic in the form of a polemic. But a polemic against whom? It is possible to read the Chernobyl Zadikim’s discourses as targeted critiques of the Chabad Zadikim, with whom they came into regular contact. In Russia, the Chabad Hasidim were known for the unique characteristics of their preaching: for their lengthy discourses and complex, highly theoretical, Lurianic worldview. This idea—i.e., that the Chernobyl Zadikim took the Chabad Zadikim as their target—will be further substantiated in a later chapter.[footnoteRef:19] But here it is important to note that the Chernobylers’ opposition to the Chabad methodology was not exclusively about the intellectualist character of Chabad discourse. Rather, the Chernobyl Zadikim took issue with Chabad’s tendency towards exotericism; i.e., their practice of revealing the Kabbalistic contents of Torah. Still, it is possible that the Chernobylers’ polemics are also aimed at those who opposed Hasidism, i.e., the Mitnagedim, in general. On this view, both Avraham of Trisk’s and David of Talna’s explications for the simplicity of their sermons should be seen as apologetic. The Hasidim, perhaps, sought to defend their manner of speaking against the Maskilim who were beginning to become popular in the same areas[footnoteRef:20] and who may have criticized the Hasidim for both the simplicity of their preaching and their pretensions in teaching complex Kabbalah. [19:  See chapter 9, section 1.]  [20:  On the Chernobyl Zadikim’s opposition to the Haskalah, see chapter 10, section 2.] 


Reticence to speak Torah

In addition to the Zadikim who spoke Torah (even while maintaining that they should be brief and infrequent in so doing), there are reports of Chernobyl Zadikim who did not speak Torah at all, as the following quote suggests: “The Great Maggid, R. Mordechai of Chernobyl left eight sons. Five of them spoke Torah every Sabbath; the Rav and Maggid from Trisk spoke Torah even on weekdays if someone held a feast (and so too did his sons), and R. Yohanan of Rachmastrivka and R. Yizhak of Skver did not speak Torah at all.”[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Mi-Pihem u-mi-pi Kitvam, 43.] 

	It is difficult to determine whether or not Moshe of Czortkow and Nachum of Makarov spoke Torah both because there exist conflicting traditions[footnoteRef:22] and, in the case of R. Moshe, because of his oppositional relationship with leadership. And it is clear that R. Yaakov Israel, R. Avraham, and R. David all spoke Torah on a regular basis given the collections of sermons attributed to them. Yet for all the others aforementioned, it is possible to detect various degrees of reticence to speak Torah—and with good reason.	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I would suggest adding a note here to explicate R. Moshe’s oppositional relationship with leadership [22:  Another tradition indicates that everyone who lived in a city beginning with the letter “tet” (e.g., Aharon of Chernobyl, Yaakov Israel of Cherkas, Avraham of Trisk, and David of Talna) spoke Torah, while others (including Moshe of Czortkow, Menahem Nachum of Place, Yizhak of Skver, and Yohanan of Rachmastrivka) refrained from such (see Mishkenot Yaakov, vol. 2 [1994], 14).] 

	Aharon of Chernobyl, for example, spoke Torah regularly, but never delivered any original content, instead drawing his material exclusively from the Me’or Einayim of his grandfather Nachum of Chernobyl and the Or ha-Hayyim of Chaim ibn Attar, the latter of which was extremely popular among Zadikim and Hasidim.[footnoteRef:23] Meanwhile, R. Avraham’s grandson related that “when he[=Avraham] spoke Torah at the table on the Sabbath, he would put his hand in his sleeve and use it to cover his mouth so that the others at the table would not hear his Torah speech.” Still, he did not refrain from raising his voice when he spoke Torah in public, asking his audience to turn towards God, so that He would nullify decrees.[footnoteRef:24] This physical gesture of speaking Torak through a sleeve signifies the process of revealing Torah speech only to immediately conceal it. It also symbolizes a tension between the Hasidim’s expectation for Torah speech and the Zadik’s obligation to guide others, on the one hand, and the feelings of inadequacy expressed by e.g., R. Aharon, on the other. Perhaps the Zadik felt that he was not always worthy of the divine experience that necessarily preceded his speaking Torah. Both the practice of exclusively citing others and the simultaneous revealing and concealing of Torah speech should thus be seen as attempts to reconcile this tension. The Zadik attempts to satisfy the audience’s desire to hear him speak during the week while not introducing any falsehood into himself. Speaking Torah thus functions more as an instrument for leading other Hasidim than as a mystical experience for the Zadik himself. For Aharon of Chernobyl and other Zadikim, speaking Torah was thus an inherently paradoxical phenomenon.[footnoteRef:25] [23:  Horodsky, Hasidut ve-Hasidim, vol. 3, 89.]  [24:  Józefów, Beit Shmuel, 71.]  [25:  On R. Aharaon, see Zror ha-Hayim ha-Shalem, 53, section 127; Yalkut Me’orei Or, 133–134, 182. Abraham Joshua Heschel, the grandson of R. Aharon, is attributed with such powerful Torah speech, that merely being under the same roof as the Zadik was supposed to be sufficient to enable one to receive holiness from him, even in the absence of actual speech (Yalkut Me’orei Or, 359).] 

	Yohanan of Rachmastrivka was known for not speaking Torah at all, not even giving rules for repentance.[footnoteRef:26] Thus was he deemed the “Silent Zadik” by one of the Melitz’s correspondents.[footnoteRef:27] If he ever spoke to his Hasidim on the Sabbath, it was certainly never about mundane matters.[footnoteRef:28] As for his resolute silence on sacred matters, R. Yohanan excused himself by claiming that the Hasid’s main task was not to hear the Zadik’s Torah speech, but rather to perform all of his actions with faith.[footnoteRef:29] However, on rare occasions, he also said that he did not have the ability to speak Torah, perhaps attesting to his lack of charisma.[footnoteRef:30] [26:  On the refusal to give rules for repentance, see: Shagiv, Tikkun ha-Berit ve-Siah ha-Safganut, section 4.]  [27:  Ha-Melitz, 10 Kislev, 1883, 863.]  [28:  See below, sectioni 7.]  [29:  Sefer ha-Yahas, 70.]  [30:  See chapter 2, note 108.] 

	Yizhak of Skver was also known for his principled opposition to speaking Torah in public and on various occasions provides different rationales for this. In some instances, he claims that because of his baseness, his Torah is unfit to be heard in connection with the Torah of others, while in other instances, he makes an opposite claim, namely, that the Torah in his mind is so luminous that it will burn up if articulated in words, i.e., that it defies verbal articulation.[footnoteRef:31] Even when his spiritual stature was questioned, R. Yizhak refused to speak Torah. In this connection, there is a tradition from Skver according to which several of Shmuel of Kaminka’s Hasidim went in search of a new Zadik after their master’s death. Upon reaching Skver, they asked R. Yizhak to speak Torah. Though R. Yizhak recognized that speaking Torah was considered a test of a Zadik’s stature among these Hasidim, he refused to cooperate, i.e., he refused to take the test.[footnoteRef:32] Yet it seems that he did not refrain from responding to individual requests. According to the memoir of Elimelekh Wexler—who in his youth was a Talna Hasid, but later in life became a disciple of Yizhak of Skver—R. Yizhak granted his Hasidim’s request to give a public discourse on at least one occasion: [31:  On R. Yizhak’s claims of his baseness, see: Yalkut Me’orei Or, 373–374 [in the name of: Kovetz Beit Deli, (Bnei Barak, 1984), 22]. These words are also cited in the name of Nachum of Makarov, and in a certain sense they suggest that R. Nachum did not speak Torah frequently, but on the other hand, their veracity is doubtful. On R. Yizhak’s claims of his greatness, see Yalkut Me’orei Or, 374. For additional support of the claim that R. Yizhak did not speak Torah, see: Mishkenot Yaakov, vol. 2 (1994), 14–17; Yalkut Me’orei Or, 373–375.]  [32:  Yalkut Me’orei Or, 351–352, in the name of Yaakov Yosef of Skver.] 


He did not speak Torah at the Sabbath table or on holidays like his Talna brethren. Rather, this is what was required for those who asked him questions and who wished to hear his instruction: He would pick a day and designate some time in the morning before prayer, or else in the wee hours of the night after the evening prayer. The other youths who kept company with me and saw that the Master favored me would designate me as their advocate, to plead with him to speak for us. I would find the courage to the approach the Master and say to him something like the following: “Master! In the gemara it is written to announce the firmament that: ‘happy is the one who comes here and bring with him his Talmud.’ But I read talmido with a yod, rather than talmudo with a vav. That is to say, ‘happy is the one who comes and brings with him a certificate attesting to whose student he was in this world!’ But if this is the case, how will it be known that we were your students if you will not teach us your Torah?!” … Then the Master would grant our request and teach us his ways.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  Ish No’omi, mi-Tehom ha-Neshiyah, vol. 2, 177.] 


Wexler’s testimony of R. Yizhak’s refusal to speak Torah reflects the perspective of a young Hasid who was not one of R. Yizhak’s ostensible equals. By contrast, we know that R. Yizhak was in fact accustomed to speaking Torah frequently, perhaps even more so than his brethren, but always in a small circle of family members or among Hasidim he considered his associates—groups to which Wexler apparently did not belong.[footnoteRef:34] On the other hand, at Sabbath meals, R. Yizhak would only tell stories of Zadikim. It is likely that he did so precisely because the audience at such meals was wider, such that it would have been inappropriate for him to speak Torah on those occasions.[footnoteRef:35] It is worth recalling here that Torah discourse was not the sole method Hasidim employed for transmitting their ethical teachings, which could also be conveyed by way of stories.[footnoteRef:36] [34:  “It is known that the Master from Skver’s custom was as follows: On the evening of the Sabbath, before the kiddush, several men would stand before him and he would speak with them in his holiness. In his speech, he would mention some notion related to the parshah for that Sabbath” (Name, Sippurim u-Ma’amarin Yekarim, 5); “the main principles of his Torah would be uttered in conversations between the afternoon and evening prayers, over a cup of tea, among four of his children, and a number of Hasidim including the best students and most virtuous…only the heads of house would not be present for these conversations” (Glaubman, Ketavim, 26). According to Wechsler’s account (see note 33 above), the time to request individual guidance was either before the morning prayer or after the evening prayer. Since I assume that all of these accounts reflect familiarity with R. Yizhak, it seems that contrary to other accounts, R. Yizhak in fact spoke Torah not infrequently, even though he did not do so in public contexts or before large groups of people.]  [35:  So suggests Glaubman (Glaubman, Ketavim, 26). Yohanan Twersky related that “When it came time to accompany the Sabbath queen, [R. Yizhak] would tell his Hasidim many tales of wonderous deeds and legends” (Twersky, ha-Hazer ha-Penimit, 22), while another one of his followers suggested that he spoke of “wonderous deeds and pious notions” (ba-Hazer ha-Zadik, 20–21).]  [36:  In the traditions Zikernick cites in the name of Yizhak of Skver, stories are mixed with Torah. See for example: Zikernick, Sippurim u-ma’amarim yekarim, 17–18.] 

	In any event, it is still possible to see both Yohanan of Rachmastrivka’s and Aharon of Chernobyl’s reticence to speak Torah as expressions of their feelings of inadequacy. Meanwhile, in Yizhak of Skver’s reticence, we see an expression of his elitism, which drove him to conceptualize his Torah speech as fitting only for Hasidic associates. In this light, his various reasons for refraining from speaking Torah can be better understood as serving rhetorical purposes.
	Speaking Torah signified having achieved the status of Zadik and thus constituted a public display of authority. Accordingly, some Zadikim’s reticence to speak Torah served as a basis for drawing comparisons between different Zadikim. For example, R. Yizhak’s and R. Yohanan’s resistance to speaking Torah in public continues to sharpen comparisons both between the two of them, and between them and their brother, David of Talna.[footnoteRef:37]  [37:  These comparisons are discussed in chapter 2, section 10.] 

	Most scholarship tends to construe preaching more as a tool for transmitting certain intellectual and ethical content rather than as an event in and of itself. Moreover, the few scholars that do focus on preaching are more concerned with the sermon, i.e., with the written, literary product, than they are with its source in an oral event, with live preaching. In other words, their perspective is more literary than historical-anthropological. In what follows, I will focus on those Zadikim who spoke Torah extensively, concentrating primarily on David of Talna and the Zadikim of Trisk. I will investigate their Torah speech as part of a wider array of ritual events, while focusing on the event [of speaking Torah] itself and the ways in which charisma is performed.

3. The Zadik as Performance Artist

In the courts of the Zadikim, Sabbaths and holidays served as a framework for major public performances.[footnoteRef:38] Throughout the week, the Zadik would encounter his disciples as individuals, but on the Sabbath the Zadik would come before his disciples in public, experiencing them as a group. On Sabbaths and holidays, disciples were permitted to see the Zadik for long periods of time, dining with him at the tisch (???) and listening to him speak Torah. The Sabbath also provided an opportunity for others who were not a given Zadik’s disciples—for example, other Zadikim, as well as other guests and common Jews—to see him and assess his character. After these Sabbaths, some would decide to establish new relationships with the Zadik. [38:  That the Sabbath can be construed as a “public performance” also from a traditional perspective, see Isaac Alfasi’s remarks on the Sabbath in Hasidim. Alfasi emphasizes the Sabbath’s public character and concludes that “all of the new values of Hasidism are expressed in/through the Sabbath” (Isaac Alfasi, “The Sabbath in Hasidism,” Mehkarei Hag, 1 [1988], 62–63).] 

	In the nineteenth century, the Hasidic court functioned as the primary institution for organizing cultural performances of holiness and mysticism. Sometimes, these would take place in the physical complex of the court itself, but other times, they would take place in other communities on the occasion of a Zadik’s visit. A system of mutual expectations would develop between the audience and the court: The audience expected to receive fixed content from the Zadik’s performances, which would take place in fixed times and places, while the Zadik sought to instill the audience with spiritual content, ramifying their endorsement of him. But these performances had an economic aspect as well, helping to supplement the court’s income both directly and indirectly. Directly, as these performances would often facilitate the signing of contracts between Zadikim and certain communities and would sometimes entail a community’s directly paying the Zadikim for their services. And indirectly, through the Hasidim’s “redemption money.”	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: Dear Professor Shagiv,
Depending on where you plan to submit this, I think it would make sense to add a note explicating the concept of redemptions/pidyonot in case it is unfamiliar to an English-language reader.
	Both the tisch and speaking Torah can be conceptualized as theatrical performances. They are organized by an artistic institution that also employs administrative staff, they occur at a predetermined time and in a predetermined location, they include multiple “scenes,” and they revolve around the personality and activities of the artist, i.e., the Zadik.[footnoteRef:39]  Accordingly, the impression the Zadik effected while speaking Torah was part of the more general impression he effected in his “holy work” on the Sabbath. This performative aspect should not be seen as diminishing the Zadik’s seriousness, just as the performative aspect of a drama in no way diminishes its seriousness. Indeed, the Zadik’s performance contained profound and serious content—perhaps even so much so as to effect spiritual change in his audience.[footnoteRef:40] The boundary between artistic performances and other sorts of activities is hardly clear. It should suffice only to mention music created specifically for the purpose of religious ceremonies, for example the Catholic mass, and the fact that it is possible to use similar tools to analyze such phenomena. In recent decades, recognition of the interdepence between cultural practices and artistic performances (and theatrical performances in particular) has transcended the disciplinary boundaries of anthropology and become widespread in both the academic humanities and society more broadly.[footnoteRef:41] [39:  For an explication on the performative aspects of eating during the tisch, see Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, “Making Sense in Food and Performance: The Table and the Stage” in Sally Banes and André Lepecki (eds.), The Senses in Peformance (New York, 2007), 72. For the analogy between performance and preaching (even if not in the Hasidic context), see Saperstein, “Preaching as Performance.”]  [40:  On seriousness as fundamental to public performance in Tsarist Russia, see: Werthmann, Powerful Performances, vol. 1, 4.]  [41:  One major expression of this has been the development of a new, interdisciplinary field of academic research known as “Performance Studies.” Relatedly, there has been emerging research interest in “performance,” which is understood to include a wide range of activities that do not have a clear stage component, such as e.g., sporting, language, and social events. Despite the absence of a stage, all of these events are seen as variously dependent upon more traditional modes of stage performance. For a survey of literature in this field, see: Henry Bial (ed.), The Performance Studies Reader, (New York and London, 2004); Richard Schechner, Performance Studies: An Introduction, Second Edition (New York and London, 2006).] 

	The analogy to theatre supports the idea that these public performances did not simply happen, but rather were organized in a predetermined way in order to create a certain impression among the Hasidim. Though this approach assumes that the Zadikim were sincere in their intentions, it also recognizes that the infinite gap between desired effect and reality compelled them to take certain measures aimed at ‘impression management,’ to use Ervin Goffman’s concept.[footnoteRef:42] It is further assumed that taking measures aimed at impression management does not somehow corrupt the authenticity of an event in which such measures are taken. To the contrary, the taking of such measures is thought to be necessary, and is often even done semi-unconsciously in the execution of an event. Such an analysis does not deny the claim that speaking Torah constitutes an authentic mystical experience. Rather, our discussion does not concern itself with questions regarding the authenticity of the Zadik’s experience that have so vexed both supporters of the Zadikim and detractors alike. Our assumption is that regardless of whether or not the Zadik’s experience is authentic, he must perform in a certain way so as to influence his audience and persuade them of its authenticity. That is, he must engage in some degree of impression management or at least be conscious of some of its aspects—which is not to say that the Zadikim faked their experiences, as it were. From the perspective of the Zadik, the fact that he is sometimes unable to have a mystical experience in no way casts doubt upon the authenticity of his other experiences. The Zadikim were obligated to present themselves as having a mystical experience on the Sabbath and their failure to perform as such was likely to throw their holy status into question. Impression management was thus necessary not only to externalize their experiences, but also to persuade of their authenticity, regardless of whether or not those experiences actually occurred.  [42:  This concept is discussed through The Presentation of the Self in Everyday Life. See Goffman, The Presesntation of the Self.] 


4. The Tisch in Talna and the Revival of Sinai

In his memoirs, Pinhas Minkowski (1859–1924), the hazzan in the court of David of Talna, recounts the following about the Zadik’s encounter with his Hasidim:

As is known, a journey to the Zadikim stands on three things: On prayer, on redemption money, and on ‘tables.’ A Zadik’s prayer, of course, is his whole power and strength. Indeed, the Hasidism of the Ba’al Shem Tov was founded on the belief that through his prayers, the Zadik can ascend to the hights of the heaven and repair worlds. As for one who has attained this rank, whatever the Holy One, Blessed be He decrees, he can annul. However, when it is time for his prayer, the Zadik must always seclude himself in his chamber. This is the case throughout the year, save for when he comes out in public to recite the teki’ot and circle the bima before Kol Nidre, calling out ‘light is sown for the Zadik’ (Ps. 97:11). Also, he comes out during the hoshanot and the haqafot, and in other isolated instances. The matter of redemption money is simple. A Jew acquires the Zadik’s blessing in exchange for redemption money and the blessing is considered a valid purchase. This is an individual matter, for each Hasid has different needs and he only seeks…on their account. But as for the sublime hour in which the Zadik and his Hasidim are united, in the eyes of Hasidim, it is like the centerpoint of the Shekhinah’s descent upon the Zadik. This is the matter of the ‘tables,’ which takes place in public, on the Sabbath and on holidays. And it is that which encompasses that holiness which draws near the hearts of a thousand Hasidim, weaving them together into a single thread.[footnoteRef:43] [43:  Minkowski, Mi-sefer Hayai, vol. 1, 115–116. Though it is doubtful whether he intended as much, Minkowski’s distinction between prayer and the tisch also serves as a distinction between two directions of mystical activity: Prayer is described as the Zadik’s ascension up to the supernal worlds, while during the tisch, the Zadik remains in his place and the Shekhinah descends upon him before all the Hasidim. However, in general, the relations between ascent and descent are more complex. In many Hasidic accounts, ascent is a rank that precedes the extension of emanation, while the Shekhinah’s descending to the Zadik is described as a stage that immediately precedes his ascent. On the relations between ascent and descent, see Idel, Hasidut: Between Mysticism and Magic.] 


Even if Minkowski was not entirely accurate with respect to the details,[footnoteRef:44] his distinguishing between three types of practices is useful: There are (1) practices that the Zadik either can or must execute independently; (2) practices in which the Zadik encounters individual Hasidim; and (3) practices in which the Zadik is in public—the function of which is to allow for the interaction between the Zadik and an audience of Hasidim. [44:  For example, not all of the Zadikim secluded themselves for prayer, while others who did seclude themselves did not reenter their communities at the times Minkowski suggests. In any case, his account reflects not only the Hasidim’s journey to the Zadik, but also the Zadikim’s journeys to their Hasidim.] 

	Later on in his memoir, Minkowski described David of Talna’s court, presumably as it was in the 1870s, in great detail. It is the most detailed account of a Hasidic court that we possess and moreover, appears in other Talner sources as well wherein it is not attributed to its original author. In his account, Minkowski emphasizes the importance of the tisch as a public performance, claiming that it was precisely its public nature that instilled it with its importance. Without the audience, the tisch would be no different from any ordinary Sabbath meal. In the course of his account, Minkowski sets out to describe the fixed order of the Sabbath in Talna. His description opens on Friday morning, when the quotidian activity of the court has already ceased:

Already on Friday, the chaotic everyday life of the court has ceased, and a new life, preparing for the glory of the Sabbath, has taken its place. No one is admitted to receive greetings from the Zadik,[footnoteRef:45] nor to receive redemptions unless his soul is in immanent danger on account of a serious illness or problems giving birth or something similar. In winter, in the third hour after noon, before the sun has set, the Zadik receives the Sabbath in his house, in his chamber, with a few important minyanim and related guests, who pray in a secondary chamber. After the prayers, he goes into the chamber by himself and secludes himself there for several hours where he is completely closed away.[footnoteRef:46] 	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I assume that this is a technical term, and for this reason think it is best to leave untranslated and add an accompanying footnote explaining its significance. [45:  Receiving greetings was an established ritual in the courts of Zadikim in Ukraine. See: Assaf, Derekh Malkhut, 429–431. On the public significance of this ritual in the court of Chernobyl as compared with that of Talna, see: Yalkut Shmuel, 317. ]  [46:  Minkowski, Mi-sefer Hayai, vol. 1, 116.] 


Afterwards, Minkowski described how a crowd would gradually amass in the assembly hall, the “salash,”[footnoteRef:47] the room pregnant with expectation, awaiting the accouncement of the Zadik’s impending appearance: [47:  On the salash and the physical structure of dynastic courts, like the Talner court, see: Assaf, Derekh Malkhut, 376.] 


And all would await for the et razon; i.e., for the moment when the voice would be heard, announcing that the Zadik had opened the door to his chamber and was preparing himself to join the table. Once the news had been conveyed that the Rabbi was heading to the ohel, both the crowd already gathered and individuals still in their own abodes would ready themselves, dressing in their ??? and washing their hands as they recited the blessing over the bread, rushing to arrive before the Zadik so they could greet him and delight in the radiance of the Shekhinah at his meal.	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I was unsure how best to translate this without losing the biblical valence.	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: Again, because I take this to be a technical term referring to a specific physical structure within the Hasidic court [gravesite], I think it is best to leave untranslated and add an accompanying footnote explaining its significance.	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I was not sure how to translate אבנטים in this context, as I take it to be a technical term of Hasidic dress with which I am unfamiliar

And how glorious was R. David when he appeared in the company of his family and servants and the local religious functionaries. He would be dressed in satin finery and high on his head would wear a round, upright, and pointed hat with a fringe of sable or xxx. The Zadik would walk slowly upon the platform (mesilah) that had been erected for him. Because of his great physical stature, when he would walk upon that high and narrow bridge, flanked by groups of escorts on both sides, it would seem as if he stood at least a head above the masses. As he approached the dining room, a voice could be heard: “The Rabbi approaches!” Hundreds of hands would reach out for him belonging to the guests who had not yet had a chance to greet him, and he would answer them gracefully, with a pleasant countenance and the look of a man immersed in deep thought: “peace be upon you.” The whole of his path to the ohel was lined with a great audience, everyone glorifying his holiness and that of his family.[footnoteRef:48]	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: Once more, I am doubtful of my translations here as I believe the Hebrew may be implementing technical terminology specific to Hasidic dress with which I am unfamiliar [48:  Minkowski, Mi-sefer Hayai, vol. 1, 116–117.] 


This account highlights the distinction between R. David’s seclusion in his chambers in the early hours of the Sabbath with his impressive, even regal appearance immediately prior to the Sabbath meal. From the perspective of the audience, the Zadik’s seclusion serves to heighten the expectations around his subsequent public appearance at the Sabbath table. Because the Zadik minimized his encounters with his Hasidim throughout the week, his seclusion prior to the tisch was taken to be symbolic of the mundane weekday. Likewise, R. David’s slow passage over the mesilah (apparently a sort of small bridge) from seclusion to royal coming-out was taken to be symbolic of the transition from the realm of the mundane to that of the sacred; from the days of creation to the Sabbath. In light of the fact that only hours prior, the piyyut “Lekha Dodi” would have been sung, during which one physically turns towards the door to receive the Sabbath, it is possible to see the Zadik’s entrance into the salash as the completion of the process of bringing the Sabbath into the public space. Thus, R. David was transformed into a living symbol of the Sabbath.
	Minkowski went on to describe the blessing over the wine, ritual handwashing, the blessing over the bread, the singing of atkinu se’udata, the tasting of fish and sauce, and the partitioning of shirayim. Afterwards, the musical portion of the evening would commence: songs would be sung and the court hazzan would perform new niggunim. After the music came the peak event of the Sabbath, namely, speaking Torah:	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I think it would make sense to add a footnote here explaining each of these.

The Zadik would begin to speak Torah, beginning in a very hushed voice such that those who were far away could hear not a word of what was said. He would repeat the opening verse several times, his voice rising a half-note each time. In the terminology of music, a song like this is called chramatisch. That is to say, ascending only by a half-note…and not by full note, which is called diatonish…[footnoteRef:49] The ascension [in tone] brough on with each new word heightened the intensity and dynasim, so that by the end, his voice would thunder thoughout the entire ohel, each word flaming like a fire, like a hammer striking the audience. The core of the “Torah” was not what was actually spoken, but rather the speaker, and how it was spoken. Most of his Torah is printed in books: Magen David, Birkat David, and Kehilat David. However, it is as if his words are only effective when they are heard from a live speaker, whereas they have almost no value at all when they are merely read in a book—then they are more like soulless corpses. In this manner, the Sages said: “from the mouths of scribes, and not from the mouths of books.” In general, R. David’s Torah had a much different effect among his supporters—for no one ever saw him holding a book, and besides this, in his oral discourses he would mention Rabbinic legends and the tales of the Kabbalah.[footnoteRef:50] [49:  Here Minkowski describes R. David’s speech by listing the characters that accompany the text of Ex. 33:23. Minkowski even suggests that this sermon is printed in Birkat David or Kehilat David, but I could not find it in either, nor in Magen David or in any of R. David’s extant works not collected in his books.]  [50:  Minkowski, Mi-sefer Hayai, vol. 1, 117–118.] 


The disparity between R. David’s oral discourses, which relied upon books, and his way of life, which was far removed from the world of books, was a source of wonder, yet apparently only further augmented peoples’ support of him. In this connection, one must also consider both the above description of R. David “repeat[ing] the opening verse” as well as the characterizations of his voice. From Minkowski’s account, it is clear that his gradually raising his voice by half-notes corresponded to gradually increasing the volume of his voice. The words spoken at the greatest volume were also those spoken at the highest notes, which would make sense given the hushed quality of R. David’s voice—a point Minkowski also makes note of. Minkowski emphasizes that it was precisely R. David’s execution of his oral discourses, rather than their contents, that endeared him to people as a preacher. It is possible that his professional interests as a musician informed his method of delivery. In any case, what is clear is that his repeating the verse several times while changing both the tone and volume of his voice served to draw the audience’s attention from the content itself to the performance thereof. By repeating the verse multiple times (sixteen, according to one of Minkowski’s accounts—), R. David would effectively divest the verse of its discursive or semantic significance and re-invest it with the significance of a mantra, thereby transforming it into a sort of piece of music. It is safe to assume that the verse’s new efficacy as a piece of music was not lost on either R. David himself nor his audience.[footnoteRef:51] Minkowski also dwells on the spacial diffusion of sound, claiming that the gradual increase in volume made it such that the Zadik’s words were gradually heard throughout the entire space. The words of the Torah thus formed a real, physical connection between the Zadik and his Hasidim. We might even say that the sermon’s acoustics endowed the gradual diffusion of the Zadik’s words with mystical significance. [51:  On the non-semantic quality of the mantra, see for example: Frits Staal, Rules Without Meaning: Ritual, Mantras, and the Human Sciences (New York, 1989), 191–197.] 

	Considering the various parts of the Sabbath evening allows us to view it as a sort of process. It begins with the Zadik’s seclusion in his chambers, which constitutes a sharp separation between him and his Hasidim, and is followed by a gradual drawing closer. This drawing closer begins when the Zadik leaves his chambers, continues through a number of shared rituals, including the partitioning of shirayim, and reaches its zenith with R. David’s words of Torah reaching the last of the audience. Both the separation and the drawing closer are depicted in a very physical manner, though this physicality itself is the expression of spiritual processes. The physical separation represents a spiritual separation from the mundane experiences of the weekday, while the physical drawing closer is, in reality, the manifestation and diffusion of the sacred into the mundane.  	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: Uneven parallel; representation vs. is in reality
	Minkowski’s depiction of the tisch in effect reveals the latter to be a theatrical performance executed by the Zadik and his court. It takes place at a predetermined time and in a predetermined location, in special costumes, and in accordance with a fairly fixed script that includes a religious and ritualistic scene (the meal), a musical scene (zemirot), and a  mystical scene (the overflow of words of Torah). The performance takes places in front of an audience of Hasidim who watch, listen, receive shirayim, and perhaps even understand the words of Torah that are spoken. Minkowski presents the musical scene as intended to aid the Shekhinah’s infusion into the Zadik so that he can reach the rank of speaking Torah, which follows.[footnoteRef:52] However, from the viewpoint of the Hasidim, this scene has independent aesthetic value. From the perspective of space, a distinction must be drawn between the performance area, i.e., the table in the salash, and the Zadik’s chambers, the latter of which constitute a backstage of sorts: The performer secludes himself there prior to the performance so that he can physically and mentally prepare. He can also act naturally in that space, free from the obligations of performance.[footnoteRef:53] Although we know that his physical preparations include changing costumes, we cannot know what sort of mental preparations the Zadik undertakes in the hours when he secludes himself. It is possible that they include preparing the Torah that he will speak, perhaps reviewing it. Even if most Hasidim reject the possibility of such an advance preparation, at least one Talner tradition relates that R. David was accustomed to preparing his Sabbath Torah speech as early as Wednesday evenings![footnoteRef:54]  [52:  “The Zadik lifted his headed and with his dreaming eyes, indicated to me to begin singing. This was always the case before he would speak his Torah, while the rest of the community would look at me jealously, on account of my good fortune in life—for I had merited to be a messenger for the Shekhinah’s descent and dwelling upon the Zadik.” (Minkowski, Mi-sefer Hayai, vol.1, 119).]  [53:  The use of dramaturgical terminology is taken from Goffman, The Presentation of the Self. For references to dramaturgical analyses of גינוני מלכים, see Burke, What is Cultural History, 68.]  [54:  Knesset David, 115.] 


According to Kabbalistic and Hasidic sources, the Zadik is the incarnation of Moses’ soul, and his words of Torah are an aspect of the Torah that is expressed in every generation.[footnoteRef:55] Among the Chernobyl Zadikim, this link was especially prominent in the sermons of David of Talna, wherein speaking Torah was presented as a central practice of the Zadik.[footnoteRef:56] [55:  Piekarz, ha-Hanhagah he-Hasidit, 18–22, 26–30; Idel, Hasidism, 425–428.]  [56:  This link was also articulated by R. David’s grandfather, Nachum of Chernobyl. See: chapter 8, note 169.] 

	R. David identifies the Zadik who speaks Torah to his Hasidim with the figure of Moses,[footnoteRef:57] and his words of Torah are elevated to the status of Oral Torah, since they too are taken to be an explication of the Written Torah.[footnoteRef:58] This also has a polemical dimension: Whoever is not connected to the Zadik, i.e., whoever does not listen to and obey the Zadik’s words of Torah is likened to one who only believes in the Written Torah and effectively rejects the Oral Torah. These expressions against those who reject the Oral Torah can be understood as a polemic against the Maskilim, who rejected the Zadikim.[footnoteRef:59] In any case, this double identification—of the Zadik with Moses and of the Zadik’s words of Torah with the Torah of Moses— sharpened the Hasidic requirement to have faith in the Zadik, since the latter was effectively identified with the requirement to have faith in the Torah.[footnoteRef:60]  [57:  Birkat David, Tezaveh, 92–93.]  [58:  For example: Magen David, Shavuot, 336–337.]  [59:  For example: Birkat David, Toledot, 35.]  [60:  Magen David, Shavuot, 337; Kehillat David, Shavuot, 192.] 

	David of Talna was unsatisfied by the parallels between the Zadik and Moses, and between the Zadik’s Torah and the Oral Torah. He suggested another parallel: between speaking Torah and the events at Mount Sinai. This conceptualization of speaking Torah as an event of gradual divine revelation that manifests in the Zadik’s performance was not only articulated by bystanders such as Minkowski, but is reflected in the words of the performer, i.e., David of Talna, himself. This conceptualization is most pronounced in R. David’s sermons for Shavuout, wherein he emphasizes that speaking Torah on Shavuot is a special event that recapitulates the events of Sinai. Consider, for example, the following:

It is known from scripture that every Sabbath, we attain the rank of the Giving of the Torah. For just as Israel merited to stand upon Mount Sinai through their receiving the Torah, for their contamination ceased to exist and they merited a speculum of light, so too every Sabbath, we attain the rank of the mystery of the Sabbath which is the Sabbath[footnoteRef:61]… There are two aspects to the Sabbath…And the two Sabbaths are a hint to the supernal Sabbath and the lower Sabbath. The supernal Sabbath has the rank of the mystery of the Sabbath, and the lower Sabbath consists in the commandment to eat and drink on the Sabbath. It is only possible to receive the supernal Sabbath by way of the intermediary that is the lower Sabbath, i.e.,. the commandment to eat and drink on the Sabbath, and this only if the garments, i.e., the eating and drinking on the Sabbath, are directed to nothing besides God alone. [61:  Zohar II, Kallah a.] 

	Similarly, the Torah was received by way of garments and an intermediary, and this is our Master Moses, peace be upon him, for he was an intermediary and messenger between Israel and their Father in Heaven,[footnoteRef:62] אתפשטותא דמשה בכל דרא, and so on,[footnoteRef:63] and in each and every generation, it is only possible to receive the true Torah by way of the true disciples, who are at the rank of Moses….	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I could not find a suitable translation for this citation. [62:  Exodus Rabbah 3:5.]  [63:  It seems that the source of this citation is the Tikkunei Zohar, which contains many similar expressions relating to gilgulim (i.e., the transmigration of souls). See e.g.,: Tikkunei Zohar, 69, 112a. On this motif in Zoharic literature, see: Liebes, Millon, 303–304. On Hasidic references to Moses as an immanent force in all members of Israel (on the basis of various dicta), see: Piekarz, ha-Hanhagah he-Hasidit, 18–19.] 

	This is the meaning of and there were thunders and lightenings and a thick cloud upon the mount (cf Ex. 19:16), for this is the increase of voices and the lightenings are the breaching of the light. Moses spoke and God answered him by a voice (cf Ex. 19:19). By way of Moses having spoke by way of these new matters of Torah. It was by way of this that God answered him by a voice and that they merited the increase of voices and the breaching of the light…each and every Sabbath, the Giving of the Torah is reawakened, and Israel merits the increase of voices. It was for this reason that on the Sabbath, the Ari, may his memory be a blessing, would raise his voice slightly in prayer.[footnoteRef:64] For each and every Sabbath, the rank of the thunder and lightening is achieved.[footnoteRef:65] For by way of the words of Torah that are renewed every Sabbath, Israel merits to receive the Torah, at the rank of Moses spoke and God answered him by a voice, and they merit the increase of voices. And they merit the rank of and the Lord descended upon Mount Sinai (cf Ex. 19:20), which extends down from the heavens, such that we are reawakened to receive the Torah.[footnoteRef:66]  [64:  For example: Sha’ar ha-Kavvanot (Jerusalem, 1987) vol. 1, 2 (exegetical introduction to Birkat ha-Shahar).]  [65:  For example: Yalkut Shimoni, Shemot, ch. 35.]  [66:  Birkat David, Shavuot occurring on Shabbat, 146–147.] 


R. David’s words here are clearly an adaptation of a sermon given by his father, R. Mordechai, who was in turn influenced by his father, R. Nachum. In his sermon, R. Nachum depicts the Sabbath as an intermediary given to man so that he can conjoin to the supernal Sabbath, which is within the Godhead.[footnoteRef:67] R. Mordechai develops his father’s idea that the lower Sabbath is an intermediary for conjunction, though he adds to this an identification of the Sabbath with the events at Mount Sinai. I.e., he adds the idea that on the Sabbath, the rank of thunder and lightening is attained, as well as the tradition according to which the Ari would raise his voice in prayer on the Sabbath.[footnoteRef:68] In the passage above, R. David presents ideas similar to these, yet he incorporates ideas relating to the figure of the Zadik, who he explicitly identifies with Moses. He also emphasizes the idea that the Zadik’s speaking Torah on the Sabbath is a sort of Sinaitic event. Just as the people of Israel would not have been able to receive the Torah without Moses, so too the Zadik’s role as intermediary is presented as indispensable to the Hasid. And since R. David links the Sabbath to the Torah, the implicit conclusion is that the Zadik’s Torah must be heeded in order to attain the rank of the supernal Sabbath. [67:  Me’or Einayim, Ki Tavo, 352–353.]  [68:  Likkutei Torah ha-Shalem, Likkutim, 222–223.] 

	Put another way, R. David suggests that there is a congruence between two different triangles. The points of the first triangle are Moses, Torah, and the happenings at Mount Sinai. The points of the second triangle are the Zadik, his words of Torah, and the event of speaking Torah. The congruence R. David draws is not at all surprising when one considers statements of a similar nature made by other Zadikim.[footnoteRef:69] Yet what is unique about the passage cited above is that R. David relates to the physical vocal expression of the Zadik’s speaking Torah, and draws a parallel between this vocal expression and that at Mount Sinai, namely, the thunder and lightening. When the Zadik deliberately raises his voice, he reproduces for his audience the experience of Mount Sinai, in which recreation the audience also participates.[footnoteRef:70] Moreover, that the Zadik interprets the significance of the event as it is occurring adds to both its symbolic and theatrical contexts. That is to say, R. David does not merely describe the events at Mount Sinai in principle, but rather seeks to create the impression of a live reenactment among his audience.[footnoteRef:71] If Minkowski accurately reflects the impression R. David’s words made among the audience, it would seem that the latter accomplished his mission. [69:  See note 55 above.]  [70:  The Ari was said to have raised his voice in prayer, it seems that R. David means to refer to the delivering of sermons.]  [71:  Minkowski was not the only one to have depict R. David as gradually raising his voice while speaking Torah; see also the remarks of Ish No’omi (Elimelekh Wechsler) in chapter 2, note 94.] 

	Minkowski’s descriptions illustrate the importance of understanding the Zadik’s sermon in the broader context of the tisch. They draw attention to the fact that the impression made by the sermon principally derived not from the content of the sermon but rather from the quality of its performance, which could overshadow the content. That speaking Torah entailed both a content component and a performance component explains why it was so effective in different communities. While one can be impacted by the performance alone, it is a much more powerful experience when one can understand the content as well. And it is a profounder experience still if the content is self-reflective, i.e., if it is connected to the event taking place itself.

5. Sabbath with Avraham of Trisk

Much like David of Talna, Avraham of Trisk was also dedicated to creating a special Sabbath experience in his court, designing events with theatrical characteristics to ensure as much. Jacob Moses Safrin of Komarno relates the following story about speaking Torah in the court of Avraham of Trisk:

I heard from the Rabbi and Hasid, our Teacher Yuda Yampel…who heard from our holy Rabbi R. Jacob Moses Safrin of Komarno, may the memory of the righteous be for a blessing, that his father, the holy Rabbi, our Master and Teacher, R. Eliezer Tzvi of Komarno, was once sent to the holy Rabbi R. Avraham the Maggid of Trisk to see his holy work. He arrived there on Shabbat Teshuvah, and when the holy Rabbi washed his holy hands for se’udat shlishit, it was five o’clock in the evening, and after blessing the bread and eating a bit of challah, he began to speak new Torah insights. He spoke at great length, speaking Torah for hours on end, all before a great crowd of Hasidim and other notable men, the likes of whom numbered to several thousand souls. The holy Rabbi set their hearts ablaze so much so that they were riven by tears. In the middle of his holy speech, he cried out several times: “If only we should be so worthy that even the least among us attains the lower She’ol!” And their cries reached the heart of the heavens, and every heart broke, and every eye shed tears.	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I am not certain that this is a correct transliteration of this name.
After speaking Torah, the holy Rabbi spoke with his holy son, the Rabbi Liebale Twersky…and the holy Rabbi R. Jacob Moses Safrin of Komarno desired greatly to know what the holy Rabbi was whispering to his son. When he finished praying the evening prayer, he met the aforementioned son and asked him if he would be so generous as to reveal to him what his holy father had whispered to him after speaking Torah. But he did not wish to reveal this to him. The next day, on Sunday, he entreated him again, and he did so yet again on Monday, but he refused. On Tuesday, he entreated him so much that he felt embarrassed. He answered him: And if I tell you, will you believe me? He replied: Why should I not believe the words appropriate to his honorable rank? So he told him how his father had asked whether he had already shared his Torah, for when he had been speaking Torah, he was so completely conjoined with holiness and caught in the supernal worlds that he did not perceive at all whether or not he had shared his Torah, so he had needed to ask about it.[footnoteRef:72]	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: Again, I am unsure of this transliteration as I could not confirm it. [72:  Sefer Gedulat Yehoshua…mi-Kevod…R. Avraham Yehoshua Friend, vol. 2 (Brooklyn, 1989), 57.] 


This story conveys the powerful experience of both the Zadik and the Hasidim when the former would speak Torah. The strong impression made on the Hasidim can be explained both by the content of R. Avraham’s oral discourses, which likely concerned themes such as rebuke and repentance, and by the rhetorical effect of his raising his voice. According to the narrator of this account, Moses of Komarno, he became ecstatic when it was related to him that R. Avraham had not even been aware of his speaking Torah. Moreover, it seems that R. Avraham’s son having concealing the matter for three days further added to the impression of its veracity. Of course, this account also recalls Solomon Maimon’s well-known account of speaking Torah in the court of the Maggid of Mezeritsch—for both of these accounts dwell on the centrality and complexity of speaking Torah as a practice of the Zadikim.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  Hayei Shlomo Maimon, 144.] 


Avraham of Trisk Explains the Tisch in His Court

Many Hasidic discourses treat the spiritual status and even holiness of the Zadik’s eating, though it is difficult to find treatments of the Hasidic tisch specifically,[footnoteRef:74] i.e., of the ritual meal the Zadik shares with his Hasidim. Nevertheless, according to R. Avraham it is possible to see a specific connection to the Hasidic tisch in the Rabbinic dictum: “Whoever partakes in a meal at which the talmidei hakhamim are present, it is as if he has enjoyed the radiant splendor of the Shekhinah” (cf b.Berakhot 64a). R. Avraham begins by asserting that “the true sage” (which he uses frequently as an epithet for the Hasidic leader) does not eat for the sake of enjoyment, and rather uses his eating-time for performing yihudim and serving God. Later, R. Avraham turns to discussing the various meals that are prepared for the community:	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I have opted to leave this phrase untranslated on account of its diverse significations across different Jewish contexts, and my sense that any of the standard English translations would betray its significance in the Hasidic context	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I would suggest adding a footnote to clarify what this means [74:  Nadler, Kugel, 196–197.] 


Similarly, when the talmidei hakhamim  would sit at his table, he would not dine alone but rather with a group of people who would listen to him. He would set aside parts of his meal  for the guests that came to him to seek the Lord. Thus even when he was eating, he would fulfill the three obligations of fasting, voice, and money; [i.e.,] repentance, prayer, and charity. This is what Rashi explained in connection with the dictum “Whoever partakes in a meal at which the talmidei hakhamim are present…” The aim in this is not that he takes bodily pleasure in the meal, for if this were the case, how would this meal be superior to any other meal where he was eating not in the presence of the talmidei hakhamim, for in those cases, he still partakes of the meal! Rather, the aim is that he takes pleasure in the fact that the talmidei hakhamim are present, and sees how his table is prepared before the Lord, and that he eats in light of those three things; i.e., fasting, voice, and money. For then, even if he is not at that rank, still, since his soul takes delight in this, in his watching how the talmidei hakhamim eat in holiness and purity before the Lord. Because of this it is as though he enjoys the radiant splendor of the Shekhinah. And according to the gematria, the radiant splendor of the Shekhinah (ziv shekhinah) is equivalent to fasting, voice, and money. Thus, he is considered as though he himself were at this rank, eating in holiness and purity on account of these three things. And for this reason, the talmidei hakhamim’s eating in holiness before the Lord, and all those present enjoying and delighting in this is at the rank of and Aaron came, and all the elders of Israel, to eat bread before God (cf Ex. 18:12), all of which makes for a great yihud of the four letters of the tetragrammaton, with the help of God.[footnoteRef:75] [75:  Magen Avraham, Yitro, 223–223.] 


The Zadik is depicted as symbolically fulfilling the traditional triad of fasting, voice, and money at the meal: The fast is symbolized by his determination to not partake in the meal, voice is symbolized by speaking Torah (which is not so much a symbolic expression as a proper one—), and money is symbolized by his partitioning some of the meal for guests, i.e., the custom of shirayim, which symbolically respresents the gift of charity.[footnoteRef:76] [76:  On the custom of shirayim, see: Rappaport-Albert, She’altiel ve-Yehoyada, 101–104, note 24. For a collection of Hasidic traditions on this topic, see: Goldhaber, In the Tents of the Zadikim, 1, 269–300. On the lack of references to this custom in the Zadikim’s sermons, see also: Nadel, Kugel, 197.] 

	These elements invest the tisch with new significance, especially given the social background in the nineteenth century, when a large community would have been present at such a meal. For economic and other reasons, this event was actually not intended as one in which the Hasidim would eat; in fact, the Hasidim would attend the tisch after having already eaten at their own homes! While a Hasid would not attain the Zadik’s level of eating, the Zadik’s contemplation while eating would spiritually elevate the Hasid as well. R. Avraham changes the focus of the tisch from the Hasid’s eating to his contemplation while eating, thereby transforming that eating into a spiritual activity of connecting with the Zadik.
	R. Avraham does not content himself with merely describing reality as it is or establishing guidelines for the future, rather, he aims to detail the exact experience of speaking Torah, from the Zadik’s perspective, as it occurred at the tisch. R. Avraham offered his Hasidim a live explication of the very meal they were experiencing, as well as other meals like it, adding a symbolic significance to the meals’ physical significance. R. Avraham thereby designs the experience of the tisch as it is occurring. He explains to the Hasidim how it is incumbent upon them to understand the experience in which they are participating as a group. Moreover, he suggests that it is incumbent upon them to take pleasure in that experience. Here we see the construction of both significance/meaning and feeling. To draw from Jakobson’s concepts, we can say that the context and referential function of the discourse does not wholly determine its significance, which also gives prominent expression to the message function.[footnoteRef:77] [77:  Jakobson, Linguistics and Poetics.] 


The Sermon as Mystical Experience for the Audience

David of Talna’s comparisons between Mount Sinai and speaking Torah were by no means unique. A great deal of metaphoric imagery was employed to revivify the notion of speaking Torah. This is why speaking Torah was often presented in terms of the metaphor of mating. In a sermon on parshat Vayekahel, R. Avraham depicts the Sabbath as a climax in the encounter between the Zadikim (whom he calls “talmidei hakhamim”) and the Hasidim. He develops this idea based on a Talmudic dictum (b.Ketubot 62b) that the time for the talmidei hakhamim to fulfill their conjugal duties is from the Sabbath eve to the Sabbath eve. R. Avraham indicates that the talmidei hakhamim are always in conjunction, even on weekdays. The superior rank of the Sabbath must thus be explained in a different way in reference to them:

For him, the division between the weekdays and the Sabbath consists in this: When the Sabbath comes, a greater holiness emanates upon him than does during the weekdays, through which he attains apprehensions of holiness with more nobility and strength. The light of repentance shines upon him with a greater light than it does during the weekdays. It is thus that they gather unto him on the Sabbath to listen to his voice, to hear and receive words of Torah and instruction and counsel in the paths of the Lord from him. For from the greatness of the light of holiness and repentance that emanates upon him at that time, he has the power to emanate and illuminate all of his brothers, the children of Israel, who accompany him. Through the power of his speech, he makes an impression of great holiness, inscribing it upon their hearts so that they too awaken to perfect repentance. For this reason, it is designated by the name “the time of the talmidei hakhamim.” For just as physical mating is designated by the name “time,” so too the time in which the talmid hakhamim adjoins himself to the masses to emanate the spirit of purity and holiness upon them is designated by the name “time.”[footnoteRef:78] [78:  Magen Avraham, Vayekahel, 283–284.] 


In the passage above, the Zadik’s providing ethical guidance to his Hasidim and awakening them to repent is given a mystical expression. Repentance is identified with an emanation of spirituality which overtakes the Zadik especially on the Sabbath and enables him to share that emanation with the Hasidim who listen to him speak. This sermon does not emphasize the mating between God and the Zadik, but rather the relationships obtaining between the Zadik and the Hasidim at the time of the sermon. These resemble a physical mating, in which the Zadik is the source of emanation and the Hasidim are the receipients. Accordingly, the above can be understood variously as suggesting that speaking Torah itself constitutes the Zadik’s mating with the Godhead (the context function), or else as encouraging the Hasidim to repent and even find the Zadik in the Sabbaths of the future world (the recipient function). But that is not all. Based on Kabbalistic statements according to which human mating on the Sabbath expresses the mating of the Sefirot, the above can also be understood as suggesting that such mating actually takes place during the sermon. The sermon is thus transformed from the Zadik’s mystical experience which the Hasidim only witness from the outside, to a mystical experience in which the Hasidim too play an essential role.
	  The context and recipient functions are prominent in most Hasidic sermons. In the sermons cited here, R. Avraham presents the requirement to connect with the Zadik as a requirement for entering the latter’s court on the Sabbath. The requirement serves simultaneously to establish the Zadik’s status as a leader, to regulate the functioning of the Hasidic community, and to support the Hasid’s spiritual improvement. Yet the dominant function of the later sermons is the message function, which emphasizes the spiritualization of bodily existence that will unfold in the course of the sermon itself. Speaking about an occurrence works to actualize that occurrence and to intensity its significance. Drawing from the conceptual vocabulary of philosopher of language John Austin, one might say that the passages under discussion here are not only constative utterances, but also performative utterances—i.e., utterances that aim to change the reality they are describing by virtue of being spoken.[footnoteRef:79] The influence of these sermons even transcends the boundaries of the message itself. R. Avraham emphasizes not only hearing the Zadik’s Torah speech, but also the expectations bound up with his eating and speaking. While R. Avraham does not neglect the content, he emphasizes the importance of delivery in speaking Torah, and the idea that it is impossible to adequately receive Torah through any secondary medium, for example, through reading. [79:  Austin, How To Do Things With Words, pp. in English edition??] 


6. Wonderous Hasidim: Virtuoso Sermons, Sermons on the Sabbath, and Speaking on Weekdays

Identification of a charismatic individual occurs first and foremost by that individual’s community—thus in the Hasidic case, by the Hasidic community. In 1945, the newspaper Nerot Shabbat published a series of accounts of the Chernobyler Zadikim speaking Torah, written from the viewpoint of a Hasid, R. Reuven Diamant. Diamant was a descendent of the Hasidim of Trisk, and saw himself as a disciple of several Trisk Zadikim: Mordche of Kozmir, Moshe Leib of Chelm, and David Aharon of ז'וריק. Accordingly, he devoted an entry in his series to each of his teachers. Diamant’s accounts of the Sabbath with these Zadikim are written from a reverential perspective[footnoteRef:80] and include overly-detailed descriptions of the Zadik’s activities. Needless to say, it is meaningless to ask whether these descriptions are “faithful,” since their whole significance derives from the subjective impressions of the Hasid.		Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I was not sure how to transliterate this place-name. [80:  For example: “Words that are spoken quietly but along with a tremendous melody awaken the inner threads of the heart” (Nerot Shabbat, vol. 47, 166). ] 


Gematria and Notarikon

The Zadikim of Trisk were known for incorporating much gematria and notarikon into their Torah. This phenomenon was common in Hasidism generally, but not among other Hasidic sects from Chernobyl. In what follows, I will not discuss the possible sources of this trend in Polish Kabbalah (e.g., the book Megalleh Amuqot),[footnoteRef:81] nor will I engage in a deep textual analysis of these sources. Rather, I concern myself primarily with the impression this stylistic choice made on the community. [81:  Shagiv, PhD diss., 274.] 

	Sometimes, the use of gematria and notarikon in sermons indicates the preacher’s Kabbalistic inclinations. A former Hasid of Mordechai of Kozmir, the son of Avraham of Trisk, indicated to the profound impression made on him by gematria and notarikon:

Through his gematria, the Rabbi would reveal whole worlds in connection with each and every word and notion. Everything would reflect everything else, everything made into a mirror for everything. But in addition to this, he would find in everything a secret matter that had not previously been considered from the manifest sense of the words. With every word and utterance in the world, the Rabbi would reveal some concealed splendor of the hidden life, the life of the Eyn Sof that illuminates within….the Rabbi’s sermons were full of gematria and notarikon, and would give me a richness of feeling for the life of our people.[footnoteRef:82] [82:  B.M. Ehrlich, “Shnei Zadikim be-Helm,” in Sefer Helm, 206.] 


On the other hand, consider the account of author Israel Joshua Singer, who expressed some sympathies with Russian Hasidism, preferring it to Galician Hasidism.[footnoteRef:83] He and his grandfather paid a visit to R. Mordechai’s table when the latter went to see his Hasidim in Bilgoraj. On his view, Mordechai of Kozmir employed gematria and notarikon in his Torah so as to avoid speaking Torah in a truly learned way.[footnoteRef:84] [83:  See chapter 9, section 3.]  [84:  Y.Y. Zinger, Fun a velt vos iz nishto mer, (New York, 1946), 140. ] 

	It is clear that the primary impression given by Torah teachings full of gematria and notarikon did not consist in the actual contents of the teachings, but rather in what they suggested about their speakers. The following passage by R. Diamant is about Moshe Yehudah Leib of Chelm, Mordechai of Kozmir’s brother who had no sons and ultimately assumed Mordechai’s role in Chelm:

The Master and Teacher of Chelm employed methods of exchanging letters more than anyone: albam, atbash, and ikbakhar. If after exchanging letters, the resulting word still does not satisfy the desired intention, usually applying either notarikon or gematria will bring forth the desired explication. All of these complex matter require a discerning eye and penetrating mind to bring forth precious gems from the verses.	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I would leave a note clarifying what these methods are.
כותב הטורים might be the only one who recorded all the Torah teachings he heard from him. Sometimes, when I would struggle to understand some point of his Torah and need additional clarification, he would reply to me in paragraphs: “Believe me: Everything I say is not prepared in advance. Sometimes, I even say things without myself understanding them; I only trust in my heart that I will not err, and the words emerge correctly since their source is Truth.” Many times, I will need to recall the content of the words, and after clarification, the Torah teaching proceeds perfect and beautiful, a source of wonder.[footnoteRef:85]	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I was unsure of the referent of כותב הטורים here. [85:  Nerot Shabbat, vols. 52–53 (Erev Pesach 1945), 14. For more on R. Moshe Yehudah Leib’s tendency to use gematria and notarikon, see Sefer Helm, 143. ] 


It is not the content of the words, but rather the way in which they are said, their delivery, that makes an impression upon the audience. Not understanding the words can even function, paradoxically, to attest to the greatness of their speaker, and to the latter’s charisma. While Diamant’s questions concerning the interpretation of the Zadik’s speech might be understood as a “performance error” from the perspective of the latter, ultimately, this too augments the impression of the Zadik’s charisma. Since he is merely a vessel for transmitting supernal contents, it should not be surprising that even he does not understand his own speech.
	Even if the use of gematria and notarikon does not necessarily indicate to especially profound content, there is no doubt that they compel the audience to follow up immediately after the sermon. Sermons were not always comprehended by the audience at the time of their delivery,[footnoteRef:86] and it seems that using gematria was the most useful method the Zadik had at his disposal to strengthen impressions of his virtuosity. He could hint to the secrets bound up in the gematria and simultaneously make it such that his Torah was not understood as it was spoken. [86:  See for example: Chava Turniansky, “Oral and Written Sermons as Mediating Between Canonical Culture and the Public,” in Popular Cultural, 190.] 


Mundane speech instead of Torah speech

The Baal Shem Tov and his direct descendents also considered the Zadik’s mundane conversations with the masses to be a form of divine service. They understood these conversations to elevate those who were unable to elevate themselves through Torah and prayer.[footnoteRef:87] R. Nachum of Chernobyl also spoke of the high status of the Zadik’s mundane conversations: [87:  See for example: Netanel Lederberg, ha-Sha’ar le-Ayn: Torat ha-Hasidut be-Haguto shel Rabbi Dov Baer, ha-Maggid mi-Mezeritsch (Jerusalem, 2011), 113–81.] 


The Sages said: “Even the mundane conversations of talmidei hakhamim must be studied,” for of course, it is impossible to learn Torah at all times and physical matters must be discussed, and the Zadikim shall walk in them (Hos. 14:10), for even when they speak of physical matters, they are conjoined with the Holy One, Blessed be He, and their conversation is still Torah. For they elevate souls thereby, just as they do when immersed in Torah, and there are some souls that are more able to ascend through ordinary conversation than they are through immersing in Torah, for they do not have the strength to be immersed in Torah and to ascend through Torah, they can only do so through speech about physical matters.[footnoteRef:88] [88:  Me’or Einayim, Vayeshev, 123.] 


Even when the Zadik engages in conversation about ordinary subject matters, he remains conjoined with the Creator, and through this conjunction he is able to elevate more base souls. It is clear from the above that the souls under discussion are those belonging to people with whom the Zadik has social relations. The turn to mundane conversations constitutes a sort of descent to the level of these base souls, the Zadik speaking with them in order to elevate them. 
	The descendants of R. Nachum also occasionally spoke of mundane matters. Mordechai of Kozmir was known not only for his sermons rife with gematria and notarikon, but also as someone who occasionally spoke of mundane matters during the Sabbath evening meal. One of his disciples related that R. Mordechai explained this behavior in the following way:

All speeches contain letters, and one can adjoin the letters of the words to make holy zirufim and connect them to make holy yihudim. All of the Zadikim can make holy yiḥudim, but only a Zadik such as this, who has been born in holiness and has additionally inherited the Kabbalah from his holy ancestors, can make holy zirufim.[footnoteRef:89]  [89:  Gedulot Mordechai, 45.] 


R. Mordechai’s claim that mundane conversations are effectively holy zirufim echoes sayings attributed to the Baal Shem Tov and many other Zadikim. These sayings express the idea that mundane conversations can be a medium for conducting religious work. Most interesting in this connection is the distinction between two techniques that can be applied to the letters: yihudim and zirufim. The technique of yihudim is depicted as somewhat ordinary, while the technique of zirufim is depicted as unique to Zadikim of high stature. Said differently, in contrast to what might have been expected, mundane conversations are seen as a sort of elite practice.
	A more detailed examination of mundane conversations can be found in Diamant’s account. Rather than solely offering a retrospective explanation, Diamant discusses the phenomena of the Zadik’s mundane conversation as it is occurring. Further, in his account of the Sabbaths in Mordechai of Kozmir’s court, Diamant paid special attention to the the Zadik’s kabbalat Shabbat and the strong impression made by his lengthy minhah prayers. He does not discuss the kiddush or the tisch, and it seems that R. Mordechai did not speak Torah at the Sabbath meal. But prior to the meal, between kabbalat Shabbat and the tisch, there was a recess worthy of attention:

After the kabbalat Shabbat, there was a short recess in his private chamber before the kiddush. Only select individuals were allowed to enter his chambers, including the author of the Turim. He would sit ensconced, without saying a word, his face aflame, sparkling. It felt as though only his body was among us, while his entire being was in the world outside us: he was all thought, concentrated to an imperceptible point; he was present, without perceiveing our existence. We were under an incomprehensible, inexplicable spell. Then suddenly, it was as if he would awaken. Immediately, he would turn to someone present and begin to ask him about totally mundane matters: his trade-relations, his management methods, and he would wait to learn each and every detail. (He would not do this on weekdays, and would rather take as few conversations as possible.) In the middle of the conversation, he would suddenly stop and declare: we must go to the kiddush.[footnoteRef:90] [90:  Nerot Shabbat, vol. 47 (Vaera, 1945), 167.] 


On Sabbath evenings, the court was used to hold a meeting between the Zadik and his closest Hasidim. During this meeting, the Zadik would display interest in the mundane affairs of his Hasidim, thereby strengthening his relationship with them as well as augmenting their sense of elite belonging. Yet this explication fails to account for particular details of the meeting: The meeting would take place once the Sabbath had already begun, so that it would contain both sacred and mundane content; the conversation would occur after (what was presented as) the Zadik’s mystical, ecstatic experience; and the Zadik would converse only with one Hasid from among the group in his chamber.
	These characteristics are very puzzling, but explicating the event in a symbolic-mystical manner may shed some light on them. The fact that discussion of mundane matters immediately followed an ecstatic experience, coupled with the significance attributed to that discussion, suggest that the discussion be understood as an extension of the emanation that the Zadik attained in his ecstatic ascension. The event both expresses and embodies the chasm between the Zadik and his Hasidim. For while silence symbolizes the realm of the Zadik, discussion of mundane matters symbolizes the Hasidim. Moreover, the mundane conversations do not constitute a departure from a high spiritual level, but rather are inseparable from it. It is precisely these mundane conversations that testify to the mystical experience that must have preceded them and to which they give expression. However, this explanation does not account for why the Hasidim would enter the Zadik’s chambers. Nor does it explain the repetitive character of the ecstatic state, and in particular how R. Mordechai seemed to have successfully achieved that ecstatic state at the same time and in the same place week after week, maintaining it for some time.
	These difficulties can be resolved if we take into account the performative dimension of the events described above. The repetitive character of the ecstatic state indicates that Mordechai of Kozmir was aware of its nature as a performance and that he was perhaps influenced by the presence of his audience. When R. Mordechai went to seclude himself in his chambers, he knew that after some time passed, his closest disciples would enter, that he would have a vision in a state of conjunction, and that he would descend from that elevated state. The Hasidim, in turn, felt that they were entering the backstage of the Hasidic performance, and their exposure to the Zadik’s intimate state created a state of emotional and spiritual elevation within them. The Hasidim may have thought that the ecstasy they witnessed when they entered the Zadik’s chambers was representative of his ordinary state, even on weekdays, and consequently that their mundane conversations were only a result of their relatively low spiritual status. Again employing the conceptual vocabulary of Erving Goffman, one might say that R. Mordechai’s consciousness of both the performance and the audience coupled with his being the “lead actor” transformed him into the director of the performance.
	It is worth emphasizing that the mystical and performative aspects do not contradict but rather complement each other, such that one cannot really be understood without the other. The performance is the outer shell of the internal mystical experience. The claim that R. Mordechai directed the performance in no way diminishes the authenticity of his experience, but rather assumes that that experience must be anchored in the context of performances, both before and after, in order to make it real in the eyes of spectators.[footnoteRef:91] [91:  For additional testimony to Mordechai of Kozmir’s mundane conversations, see Sefer ha-Yahas, 75–76] 

	Mordechai of Kozmir was not the only Zadik who was known to speak of mundane matters in a time and place when it would have been more appropriate to speak of Torah. It is related that R. Yohanan of Rachmastrivka would occasionally converse about business matters with his disciples on Sabbath evenings. His older brother explained that he did so as a holy practice, to conceal major secrets.[footnoteRef:92] If for Mordechai of Kozmir, this custom should be understood as a linguistic activity that did not contradict his speaking Torah regularly, for his uncle Yohanan of Rachmastrivka, it should be understood against the background of his principled refusal to speak Torah. That is, it is possible that R. Yohanan’s mundane conversations should be considered as a sort of speaking Torah whose contents were deliberately concealed.  [92:  Yalkut Me’orei Or, 375.] 


A Multiplicity of Discourses

In another series, Diamant described a Sabbath with David Aharon of ז'וריק in which the Zadik spoke Torah seven times: three times on Sabbath evening, three times on Sabbath morning, and once at se’udat shlishit. The performance of the sermons aroused the astonishment of both Diamant and others in the audience:	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I was unsure how to transliterate this place name.

He presided over the Sabbath table in the beit midrash, which had the capacity to hold a large audience. His Torah on the Sabbath evening would last two hours! He would lecture on man’s deeds, his soul, his mortal nature, the war he waged with his with corporeal aspects that cast him beneath his proper station, his position as the choicest creature and a son among the people of Torah, and the intermediaries that would heal his spiritual ailments and apply a salve to his physical and psychological wounds. Finally, he would combine all this with select verses from the weekly Torah portion that he quoted frequently. As means of interpreting all this, he introduced wonderous ideas: He would adduce Rabbinic dicta, reading them aloud. He would also adduce the most marvelous and novel innovations in the realm of halakhah, such as would arouse the astonishment even of the avrekh meshi, the very best students, whose chief occupation was Torah. He would amaze the prodigies among them who had become confused with regards to some matter, failing to resolve it completely, [meeting them] with passages on passages, fragments of ideas that could be grasped. This too would bring them into a state of perplexity: for they would see how easily he expressed them, sans any struggle at all. They were certain that the Masters to whom they were bound would reach the rank of the great ones. Then a young man would sit before them and his Torah would illuminate them many times over.
	After the tisch ended, everyone would remain sitting, crowded together, like those who wait for some event, something that would stir their curiosity. For usually, after the tisch, the community would scatter and the Master would return home. Then they would bring drink—liquor. Once it had been tasted from his cup, the very same phenomenon would repeat itself: The same verses, and another sermon, during which he would discuss other aspects, and again draw the same wonderous connections, combining different sources, and coupling ideas and diverse sources with the verses.	Comment by Rachel Brooke Katz: I am not sure if this is supposed to relate to a toast of sorts, so I have opted to translate it literally
	When he would walk back to his house, he would be accompanied by nearly all the residents of the city, men, women, and children in song. There was no end to their joy. Here, the Sabbath was made perceptible, existent.
	His home would be full of salads and meats from every household in the city and from all the Hasidim. Another toasting of drink would occur, a sip would be taken, and then again the same speaking Torah would unfold in the usual manner. Then the next day, again, the very same: Torah would be given three times, as on the Sabbath evening. And all of them would deal with the exact same verses!
	Then would come se’udat shlishit. During this meal, in addition to the verses that he had already explained now six times, he would cite other verses from the parashah, the haftorah, and certain mishnayot from the Pirkei Abot particular to that Shabbat. Next would come his glorious lecture, and the combination of various ideas with the verses cited, which provided wonderous counsel.
	The havdalah too would arouse the curiosity of those present. It would last for an hour. When the Zadik would hold the cup, he would repeat temanyah apei (Psalm 119) in a whisper, and afterwords he would repeat the piyyut in Yiddish, which was well-known among the women in Poland, unsure of how to properly transliterate the Yiddish here… After the havdalah, he would dip his finger in the wine and scatter it upon the table ten times, each time letting his finger touch his eyes.[footnoteRef:93] [93:  Nerot Shabbat, 57 (20 Sivan 1945), 47.] 


Although the Zadik’s sermon is depicted as having brilliant content, the audience was impressed not by this content, but rather by the performance: By the virtuosic ease with which the Zadik speaks Torah seven different times in connection with the same verses, on the same Sabbath, all while citing the sources precisely. Further still, it seems that at least one of those Torahs lasted for two hours and entailed a lengthy text. Speaking seven Torahs was meant to prove to the audience that the Zadik had not prepared his discourse in advance. This fact, together with the fact that the audience did not understand the Torah, served as evidence of the Master’s greatness. That is to say, again, the primary force of the sermon was not in its content, but rather in its performance. Following the Zadik’s performance, another Hasid spoke the following words to Diamant, who was considered a talmid hakhamim:

None of this was natural. Rather, it falls under the banner of what the Talmud said of our Master Moses: “the Shekhinah that spoke from out of his throat”….even the first “Torah” that was heard from him stirred thoughts of the man’s greatness; of his memory and the rightness of his expressions as concerns the phenomena of life and their causes. However, one might think that he[=the Zadik] prepared this. Yet when they heard this seven times, and on the same verses; the flow of ideas and his stream of thoughts, as well as the ease of his explication, it became clear that all of this was said without any prior preparation, and it was necessary to conclude only one thing: that his was a superior rank, of which we have no conception, and which is embodied in the words of Talmud aforementioned.[footnoteRef:94] [94:  ] 


Of course, it is possible to say that in speaking Torah, only the Zadik’s extraordinary memory was made manifest, just as it is possible to assume that some of the audience did in fact understand the content of his sermon. Yet still, the Zadik’s speaking Torah seven times served to augment impressions of his charisma in the eyes of his Hasidim. Further, it was seen as corroborating the authenticity of his mystical experience. It seems that the incomprehensibility of the sermon, coupled together with the incomprehensibility of the ritual of his touching his eyes, only deepened the symbolic chasm between the Zadik and the Hasidim in the eyes of many of the latter, conferring the Zadik with an image of transcendence.
