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Theoretical Antinomianism: The Izbicer as a test case
Benjamin Brown

The thought of Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner of Izbica (1800–1854, hereafter also the Izbicer), author of Mei Hashiloah, has fascinated sympathizers of “Jewish spiritualism,” both scholars and popular practitioners, for several decades.
 This 19th century hasidic tzaddik, who had ostensibly approved deviating from halakhic rules in certain cases, has been described as “bold” and “antinomian” and has excited the imagination of both those searching for a path through life and influential scholars. Clearly, this enthusiasm for Leiner is not free of ideological motives. The search for thinkers in the Jewish tradition – an unequivocally nomic tradition – who found spiritual expression beyond the confines of halakhic traditions is part of prolonged efforts by various modern Jewish leaders and movements to find lofty sources of legitimation for their own aspirations to similarly express themselves. While this may, of course, be a legitimate cause, critical scholarship must remain vigilant. It should examine such cases thoroughly, along two complementary axes: the text and its context. In other words, for the case at hand, it must examine critically the sources of the ideas, most importantly those appearing in the Izbicer’s Mei Hashiloah, as well as the sources providing insight into his persona and the historical context of his actions. In this paper, I conduct such a re-examination, which yields new and surprising insights into Leiner’s thought. Consequently, I argue the following: (a) the textual inquiry reveals that the Izbicer did indeed write in the spirit of a “soft-antinomianism” that, under certain circumstances, permits and even requires deviation from Halakhah. On the other hand, he was careful to qualify and limit his instructions to ideal people and situations that are far removed from actual reality. (b) The contextual examination reinforces the interpretation whereby the Izbicer’s antinomian discourses were not aimed at endorsing (and certainly not encouraging) deviations from Halakhah. Rather, they were an aid in developing an approach that accepts human nature as is rather than struggling against it, an approach that constitued a reaction to the radical positions of R. Menahem Mendl of Kotzk (hereafter also: the Kotzker). 
If this interpretation is correct, however, it leads to a further question: If the Izbicer had no real intention for these radical positions to be acted upon, why did he express them in the first place? 
The texts themselves provide no answer to this question, and we can only attempt to solve the conundrum through deductions based on the context. Regardless, our deduction work can contribute much towards understanding the broader religious phenomenon represented by the Izbicer rebbe; a phenomenon I call “theoretical antinomianism.”
 The primary purpose of this paper is raising this fundamental question and offering preliminary paths to its solution. Mordekhai R. Yosef Leiner of Izbica serves as the test case for this endeavor.
At the outset, I must note that Joseph G. Weiss had already, in a remarkable paper published in 1964, interpreted the antinomianism of Mei Hashiloah as an instance of utopian messianism and, therefore, lacking relevance to contemporary reality.
 While later scholars of the Izbicer rebbe may have been familiar with Weiss’ paper, they preferred nonetheless to pursue other interpretive approaches which presented him as  “bolder.”  Although I do agree in principle with Weiss’ analysis, I find it important to present my own interpretation, which differs from Weiss’ in several ways. In contrast to Weiss, I
 do not find strong mystical dimensions in the Izbicer’s thought;  I do find (in continuation to a trend set by Morris M. Faierstein)
 many personal and responsive dimensions that may render a better understanding of that thought;  I emphasize Weiss’ correct observations about Leiner’s temperate character and nomic inclination, ascribing to them paramount importance; and most importantly, my analysis attempts to discover through 
why precisely the Izbicer turned to antinomianism when he himself ultimately nullified its significance.
I begin with a brief introduction to the Izbicer’s life and core teachings as reflected in existing literature (this section is intended primarily for those who are unfamiliar with Leiner and his teachings; those who are, may proceed to the next section). This is followed by a discussion of the problems this sort of interpretation raises. I conclude with a further discussion of the fundamental nature of theoretical antinomianism.
Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner, a biographical and theological sketch
Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner was born in 1800, in Tomashov (Tomaszów Lubelski), to a prominent and well-to-do family that claimed many illustrious rabbis as ancestors.
 As a young man, Leiner joined the court of Rabbi Simcha Bunem of Pshiskhe (c. 1765–1827) and quickly distinguished himself in this elite group. Rabbi Bunem led a Hasidism emphasizing personal responsibility, ‘truth,’ ‘interiority,’ the study of the Torah (including philosophical treatises) and an avoidance of external collective expressions in the worship of God.
 After Rabbi Bunim’s death, he was succeeded by Rabbi Menahem Mendel of Kotzk (1787-1859), and Rabbi Leiner became his disciple. The Kotzker carried his mentor’s teachings in certain areas to further extremes, making them even more demanding, while diverging from R. Bunem’s thought in other areas. The Kotzk hasidic court was known for its strict and forceful rebbe who tasked his disciples, as well for a hasidic doctrine centered on ‘truth’ (or ‘interiority’), ‘holiness’, and constant striving for spiritual elevation. Indeed, hasidic literature is rife with allusions to the Kotzker’s extreme demanding nature, but it seldom explains just how this demanding nature was translated into practice. A perusal of the Kotzker’s collected dictums, though, suggests that his primary and most radical demand was that followers attain ‘holiness’ (kedushah). If we were to unpack this term, we would find that the Kotzker attached to it the meaning of “Sanctify yourself by that which is permitted to you”
 primarily as applies to sexual relations in marriage. The Kotzker despised the corporal and always sought to suppress it: This was, to a great extent, the primary manifestation of his demand for ‘spiritual elevation’ and the reason he viewed everyone else as narrow-minded. He preached maximum abstinence in marital life, even going so far as to endorse withdrawing from involvement in the affairs of home and family. Apparently, he did not prescribe specific standards, but rather demanded of each follower that he push his limits as far as possible. The Kotzker also despised material comforts and worldly pleasures. He opposed compromise with oneself, creating an environment of constant challenges and continuous restlessness. Thus, contra to the conventional perceptions of the Kotzker (as an ‘existentialist’ rebbe
) he did not truly demand personal ‘authenticity’: after all, as rightly noted by Rachel Elior, he himself charted the path and was the arbiter of absolute truth. The demand for ‘truth’ and ‘interiority’ should also be understood quite differently than it has thus far; as contempt for social conventions and as blind obedience to the rebbe’s single truth.
 The Kotzker scorned the masses knocking at his door, and he abused his students and sharply rebuked them for their weaknesses.
Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner spent thirteen years at the Kotzk court, during which he grew increasingly dissatisfied with R. Mendel’s leadership. Many years later, he compared this period of his life to the time David spent in the cave of Adullam before emerging to claim his crown.
 In 1839, on the eve of Simhat Torah, Leiner hosted a ‘tish’ in the Kotzk court, symbolizing his assumption of leadership. A few days later he led a select group of the Kotzker Rebbe’s students who had similar reservations about his leadership and left Kotzk. Soon thereafter he set up his own court in the distant town of Izbica. The Kotzker subsequently began a gradual process of seclusion and withdrawal from his public leadership role, while Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef warmly embraced his public role and began giving homilies to his disciples. These homilies were eventually collected in his famous book Mei Hashiloah. The growing number of Izbicer hasidic followers, including former disciples of the Kotzker, riled supporters of the Kotzk court. Indeed, the Gur hasidim, who saw themselves as the followers of the Kotzker and eventually became the largest hasidic sect in Poland, continued their antagonistic relations with the Izbica court for decades (the Gur court was founded in 1859, years after Leiner’s passing). Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner died in 1854 and was succeeded by his son, Rabbi Ya’akov Leiner (1814-1878).
The Izbicer’s collected homilies were published posthumously in Mei Hashiloah. The first volume came out in 1860 and created an immediate uproar.
 Additional volumes were published in 1922. The Izbicer’s ideas 
also appear in the works of his disciples, most famously Rabbi Tzadok Hakohen Rabinowitz of Lublin (1823-1900). These were collected in later edited volumes.

Leiner’s teachings were never written out as a cohesive doctrine, but rather as a collection of sayings in a variety of circumstances, written down by his disciples.
 These sayings contain many contradictions, yet they also reveal a much more systematic mode of thought than one finds for most hasidic leaders; the Izbicer revisited certain topics from multiple angles and developed a specific set terminology for his discussions.
 The main themes of his thought are summarized below, following the outlines of the existing scholarly literature.

The foundation of the Izbicer’s doctrine is the notion of God’s will. The divine will encompasses the entire world and nothing can exist or occur without it. Man’s actions, speech, and event thoughts, are all determined by Heaven. Man’s nature is determined by Heaven and thus, his flaws are Heaven-sent as well.
 Man may be under the impression that he is exercising free will, but was in fact made to feel this way because God wishes him to make every effort. God’s existence is the only reality and, therefore, He determines all of man’s actions. This may not be how world appears to us; it may appear to exist independently, but that is because we are only able to perceive the world’s superficial layer – its ===‘hue’ or ===‘attire’ – and are unable to see its reality – its ‘depth’. God’s will is concealed in our world.
God’s will is not confined to the existing world, but also contains a normative aspect: God wishes for a certain person to do something specific or act in a certain manner under certain circumstances. God’s will was revealed in the Torah, and this provided the ‘rules,’ that is; the halakhic commandments. But our surrounding reality, with all that occurs in it, is laden with divine messages that also convey God’s normative will. Unfortunately, that will is hidden to us here as well, and we are at best able to apprehend its ‘hues’ rather than its ‘depth.’ Thus, for example, when a person identified a certain deficiency (hisaron) in oneself, it was undoubtedly placed there by God’s will; but what does God’s normative will demand in this respect? Did God plant this deficiency in order for him to overcome it, or the opposite, so that he is ‘defeated’ by it? Ostensibly, a deficiency (that is, an inclination to sin) would most likely imply that God wishes the person to overcome it. But, what about impulses that cannot be overcome through the greatest of efforts? In such cases, it is likely that God wills the person to be ‘defeated’ by the forces implanted in him; but perhaps man can, in fact, overcome this deficiency and it is merely his “biases” (negi’ot: the forces stemming from man’s desires and distorting his rational judgement) which lead him to choose the easy path and blame God’s will? This conundrum keeps man in a constant state of doubt. 
The Izbicer does not shy away from this doubt, which he views as the believer’s fundamental state of existence. He calls for man to constantly strive to understand God’s will, even when it is concealed. He presents two main types of religiosity: one, embodied by the biblical Joseph and by the tribe of Ephraim who followed in his footsteps, does not search for God’s will in lived reality, but rather is satisfied with acting in accordance to the ‘rules’; The other type of religiosity, embodied by the biblical Judah and the entire tribe of Judah, seeks to understand the ‘depth’ of God’s will in all its manifestations, above and beyond the ‘rules.’ Indeed, this search (berur, often translated as “clarification” or “self-scrutiny”) sometimes leads one to the conclusion that the essence of God’s will contradicts such ‘rules.’ The Izbicer did not shy away from the obvious consequent conclusion: “this matter will sometimes demand action that contradicts Halakhah.”
 And if this provocative declaration was not enough, the Izbicer suggests, using thinly veiled hints, that one indication that a specific act is the will of God, is the fact that a person feels an uncontrollable urge to commit that specific act. Such an urge, if the person can honestly determine that it cannot be overcome, is no other than an expression of God’s will implanted in that person. The clearest expression of this position is found in the Izbicer’s thoughts on the ‘beautiful woman’ (Deuteronomy 21:10-14): “sometimes, man’s impulses overcome him to the point where he is unable to move under any circumstance, and then it is clear that this is by God, as found in Judah.”
 This section reveals the secret of Judah’s paradigmatic character: One way of knowing whether a certain force is derived from God’s will is simply the fact that man feels that this force is more powerful than he – even in the case of sexual desire! Indeed, the Izbicer’s central discussion of Judah actually pertains to the story of Judah and Tamar, in which Judah transgressed sexually. 
Leiner is empathetic and understanding of the types who wish to avoid doubt and stick to the safety of the ‘rules,’ but seems to sympathize primarily with the other type; those who face doubts head-on. The first approach is rooted in fear-of-God and humility, and it is seen by Leiner as a “contraction” or “self-narrowing” (tzimtzum) approach; the second approach is rooted in love for God, and is viewed by Leiner as an expression of “expansion” (hitpashtut). Both terms are borrowed from the Kabbalah, where they refer to the divine light emanating onto the world, but Leiner here applies them to mankind. In the future, he promises, the “expansive” approach will persevere, since God’s will shall no longer be hidden, but open and accessible to all.  
Three main innovations have thus been identified by scholars in the thought of the Izbicer: (a) his “religious determinism,” i.e. his bold denial of free will,
 a hasidic version of the doctrine of predestination; (b) the constant doubt regarding the ‘depth’ of God’s will as opposed to its visible ‘hues’
; and most importantly, (c) “legitimization of transgressions”: The Izbicer’s supposedly ‘bold’ and ‘antinomian’ call to diverge from Halakhah when a person is certain that this is “the depth of God’s will.”
 It is this final element of Leiner’s thought that we focus on in the discussion below.
The Izbicer’s antinomianism: textual and contextual issues
Several scholars have already objected to the characterization of Leiner’s theology as fully antinomian. Shaul Magid has described the Izbicer’s approach as ‘soft antinomianism,’ because he does not disqualify religious law in its entirety, but rather suspends it under certain circumstances, usually extraordinary ones.
 Furthermore, nearly all scholars of the Izbicer have noted that he set conditions for actions that contravene the Halakhah: such actions are permitted as an exception rather than the rule,
 and only a man who has transcended his personal “biases” may be certain that he is not being misled by his heart. Nonetheless, scholars usually believe that, even within these limitations, the Izbicer opens the door to deviations from Halakhah. This, in and of itself, is enough to consider him a “bold” thinker who challenges the supremely nomic Jewish tradition.
We find, however, such an interpretation faulty on a number of levels: Textually, it tends to minimize the value and validity of the exceptions for deviating from the Halakhah; Contextually, that is, historically, it tends to overlook the simple fact that there is not a single shred of evidence of deviations from Halakhah in the Izbica hasidic court, be it among its successive rebbes or among its followers. These two points should be elaborated.
First, textually: Leiner discusses the limitations on deviating from Halakhah numerous times, and these limitations are, furthermore, extremely strict; to the point that they leave no opening for actual deviations in the real world. Thus, for example, the Izbicer determines that true insight into the will of God is possible only when the person has no relationship to the matter at hand,
 when he is completely free of desires,
 and when one can derive no pleasure from the deviation from Halakhah.
 If the desire anticipates the thought of committing the act, “then the act requires self-scrutiny (berur), since perhaps the desire emerged out of some bias (negi’ah) caused by a worldly delight.”
 In another, somewhat opaque text, he reiterates that when a man brings himself into a position where he is “affected” in favor of the deviation, he is incapable addressing God’s will, and furthermore, warns that in such a case the man would be doubly responsible for the sin.
 In some of the texts, the Izbicer stipulates explicitly that the path of expansion (hitpashtut)  may not be taken until the person at stake adopts the opposite qualities of fear-of-God and humility.
 In yet another place, he is even more exacting, determining that only when a person is “perfect”  is he allowed to worship God through “expansion”; only then he is guaranteed to be fulfilling God’s will in all his actions.

A sin for the sake of Heaven, the Izbicer elaborates, can be sacred only if it is acceptable both in the eyes of God and of men.
 Similarly, he warns that “a man must not think himself clever enough to transgress against the laws of the Torah even by a hair, and he should see that he also appears innocent in the eyes of people.”
  Moreover, transgressing for Heaven’s sake is appropriate for certain specific individuals, while Halakhic law is the well-trodden path intended for the masses. Thus, even when the act of transgression is aligned with God’s will, it should be avoided so as not to mislead others who may not be worthy of this path.
 
 If all this is not enough, the Izbicer mentions elsewhere that a man wishing to act in accordance with hitpashtut “must hold
 himself,”  from doing so
 and in yet another place, he simply states that this path is not at all suitable to our times, since “now … it is impossible to truly discern the blessed God’s will just through the Torah and commandments.”
 Indeed, a large portion of the Izbicer’s discussions of “holy sins” are in fact explications for the actions of biblical heroes and righteous leaders of the distant past.
Which leads us to the historical context. The fact that there is no historical evidence of Halakhic transgressions by Izbica’s rebbes or their followers cannot be seen as mere happenstance. In such cases, we cannot simply say that the fact that “we haven’t seen is not evidence” (Mishnah, Eduyoth 2:2). As noted, the Izbicer hasidim were engaged in bitter rivalry with the Kotzk court, and later also with the powerful Gur hasidim, who undoubtedly were “lying in wait for them,” grasping at any act that might justify their denunciation. If such acts had occurred, and even there were merely rumors of such acts, the Izbica’s enemies certainly would have used them in their propaganda. The silence in this respect is a clear sign of the absence of such acts.

The above paints a rather “dull” picture of the hasidic court in Izbica: No  “boldness,” no deviations from the Halakhah; rather, it was an established group listening to Verter (hasidic homilies) on elevated figures from the distant past who sought God’s will and in exceptional cases allowed themselves to deviate – a privilege reserved for people of their spiritual stature. In other words, the Izbicer hasidim cannot be characterized as a group following “soft antinomianism;” rather, they are characterized by neutralized antinomianism or, as I have suggested above, theoretical antinomianism. If this is the indeed the case, the question arises: why did the Izbicer rebbe dwell on this topic so much, and what was the purpose of his homilies on the subject?   
This brings us back to my question about theoretical antinomianism: what is its purpose? What is the point of antinomian expressions if they are immediately neutralized? To state this more bluntly: why would a thinker 
write: “you are permitted to and sometimes even required to be a bad boy, but only if you are smarter than Einstein, more benevolent than Mother Theresa, and funnier than Charlie Chaplin” rather than simply stating “be a good boy”? There are a number of possible answers to this question: Sometimes it is an expression of adherence to a radical tradition even when it has transitioned into a nomic one (this is one of the possible explanations for the existence of theoretical antinomianism among Hungarian rabbis);
 In other cases, it might be a means of stirring up spiritual agitation; and sometimes a means of justifying the sins of one’s forbearers and establishing their holiness. Additional explanations abound. 
In this specific case, the question should be answered at two levels: the particular, relating the specific circumstances of the Izbica Hasidic court; and the universal, relating to theoretical antinomianism in general. At the particular level, I argue that theoretical antinomianism enabled the consistency of “following through” on the Izbicer’s hasidic path, which developed to a great extent in response to the Kotzker tradition. At the universal level, I wish to argue, following Joseph Weiss, that theoretical antinomianism is in fact a utopian phenomenon and should be understood within the broader context of utopianism.

The particular: The Izbicer’s theoretical antinomianism as a response to Kotzk   
Existing scholarly literature appears to be overly focused on the ‘radical’ and ‘bold’ aspects of the Izbicer’s thought and, therefore, tended to neglect other aspects that might illuminate his approach and, specifically, his personality.  Contextually, the existing scholarship has not paid enough attention, in my opinion, to the issue of the relationship between the Izbicer and the Kotzker, or to the Izbicer’s character as a leader and person.
 Textually, I refer primarily to the Izbicer’s “ethic,” and in particular to the part of his theology which addresses the desirable and undesirable qualities of the human soul.
  These can better illuminate the Izbicer’s doctrine as a whole and account for his allegedly radical expressions.

The thirteen years Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner spent at the court of the Kotzker Rebbe were undoubtedly a difficult time that left him bitter. His desertion from the Kotzker’s court and the subsequent harassment by Kotzker hasidim were probably also traumatic.
 Consequently, it is worthwhile considering to what extent one can explain the Izbicer’s doctrine as a reaction to that of the Kotzker Rebbe. Certainly, the styles of leadership with which they led their respective hasidic courts were immensely different. While the Kotzker rebbe rebuked his students and berated them for slacking in their efforts at ‘elevation,’ the Izbicer is depicted as an amenable, welcoming man who offered his disciples comfort and support.
 
The Kotzker’s approach to attaining holiness entailed, as noted, the imposition of strict norms in all that pertains to abstinence from worldly pleasures. He preached avoiding the pleasure of eating, the quest for money, and most importantly perhaps, sexual congress. David Biale described him as “perhaps the most extreme ascetic in the whole history of Hasidism.”
 Even if there were other hasidic leaders who equaled or surpassed him in austerity, the Kotzker nonetheless features on the list of the most abstemious figures in Hasidism. Several of his injunctions on the subject were collected in later posthumous works ascribing such quotes. As usual in hasidic thought, most of them build on verses, but not on their plain meaning. : “Thou shalt not commit adultery” says the verse, and Rashi explains: “adultery is said only about [intercourse with] a married woman.” The Kotzker gave his own interpretation to Rashi’s comment: “about the woman married to the person himself.”
 Interpreting Jacob’s words to Laban (Gen. 31, 40) in a non-literal fashion, he states that man’s religious achievements in the day depend on his being “[as] ice at night”. The verse says: “When a man shall sanctify his house to be holy unto the Lord…” (Lev. 27, 14). The Kotzker interpreted the verse as follows: “A man is called holy only when his house [=marital life] is sanctified.”
 One of the Kotzker’s grandsons testified that he saw an inscription quoting his grandfather to have said: “The Torah portion Kedoshim [Lev. 19, 1 – 20, 27] begins with the words ‘Ye shall be holy’ and ends with the words ‘their bloods are upon them’. [This means:] May it cost you with blood, but be holy.” The “bloods” mentioned here insinuate not only the highest degree of sacrifice but also, almost certainly, to the term “boiling of the blood” [retihat hadamim] that in rabbinic literature indicates the inflammation of sexual desires.
 The Torah’s permission to marry the captive “beautiful woman” (Deut. 21, 10-14), which the Sages interpreted as an outlet for the Evil inclination, was re-interpreted by the Kotzker as room for the man to show that he overcomes his evil inclination out of his own choice, even when the Torah does not mandate it.
 
These hyper-halakhic norms, which are not part of the positive law of  Halakhah, are defined in rabbinic terms as “stringencies”, “fences”, “safeguards” or pietistic virtues” (‘humrot,’ ‘gedarim,’ ‘syagim,’ or ‘midat hasidut.’ They are often justified using the classical line of reasoning, based on the Midrash for the verse “Ye shall be holy” (Leviticus 19: 2), whereby the verse means “Sanctify yourself in what is permitted to you.”
 The Izbicer’s position regarding these hyper-halakhic norms is not clear, because of the   seeming contradictions in his thought, but it appears in general to have been negative.
As a rule, Leiner does not necessarily perceive “holiness” to refer to the holiness of man, but also, and perhaps primarily, to the holiness of the People of Israel by virtue of their very being and relationship to God.
 Nevertheless, the Izbicer speaks positively of “Sanctify yourself in what is permitted to you” in several places,
 and even pronounces that going beyond the letter of the law is an expression of love for God.
 When a person vows to accept the “fences and safeguards,”  he thereby completes the Torah and all of creation, “as if he had become God’s partner in the act of genesis.”
 According to the Izbicer, the fences and safeguards assist man in following God’s laws, and anyone who does not accept any fences or safeguards is called a “scorner” (letz).
 In contrast, when a man guards himself from desires, God dwells in him always.
 When a man wishes to enter a place harboring spiritual danger, he should guard himself against dangerous qualities (anger, lust), or alternately, set comprehensive safeguards.

Alongside this advocacy for fences and safeguards that a person accepts freely in order to avoid transgressions, Mei Hashiloah also contains quite a few expressions of reservation. Fences, according to Leiner, are not the essence of the Torah.
 One can and one should attempt to attain holiness by following the Halakhah and its “fences” (probably referring to regular halakhic law rather than to hyper-halakhic norms); but even if one fails to attain it in this manner, one still contains the holiness imbued in him by God’s will, which promises a Jew that he will purify his heart.
 The above indicates that, according to the Izbicer, the principle of “sanctify yourself in what is permitted to you” does not require abstinence from the worldly pleasures permitted by Halakhah, but rather that they be indulged “with temperance (yishuv hadaa'at)
 rather than impulsively.”
 Furthermore, according to the Izbicer, the people of Israel wished to achieve a state in which “they could expand (hitpashtut) to all they desire and have no need for fences and safeguards,” and God instructed them that if they were to look to the “Giver” – that is, God Himself, he who enables them to achieve this state –then “you will be permitted to expand to all pleasures from above, and still everything will be [done] in holiness.”
 (Note that even when enjoying all the pleasures of the world it is possible to attain holiness). As a rule, the Izbicer awaits the time and circumstances where fences and safeguards will no longer be necessary.
 He sometimes phrased this even more radically: someone who restricts himself without understanding the purpose is “a fool
,”
 and furthermore, strictness where it is not necessary could ultimately lead to a violation of the prohibition “Thou shalt not add thereto
”
 (which, according to conventional rabbinic interpretations, is a prohibition against adding further laws beyond those written in the Torah or derived from it). Leiner interprets the verse “a perverse 
and crooked generation” (Deuteronomy 32:5) to refer to what he sees as two deviations from the right path:
Perverse is one who persists against God and does not follow the will of God because he is constantly indulging his own pleasures; and crooked is the opposite, [one] who adopts ascetic practices and altogether unnecessary restrictive norms, and one who tortures himself too much, which is also a transgression, as is said: “he that is cruel troubleth his own flesh” [Proverbs 11:17].

Indeed, in the eyes of the Izbicer, those who torture themselves too much and those who transgress for the sake of bodily pleasure are equally guilty. This rebuke certainly could have been aimed at the Kotzker Rebbe. And if this wasn’t clear enough, the Izbicer is even more explicit elsewhere—denigrating both those who “spare” their body too much and those who torture it, noting that: “the righteous man who denies his body worldly pleasures, is called someone who is not on the path to God.”
 
The Izbicer’s various declarations for and against fences and safeguards are not necessarily contradictory. A number of sources reveal that the Izbicer believed that at the beginning of man’s journey, and especially when “desire is strong in him,”
 he must adopt the path of “fear-of-God” and “restriction” (tzimtzum), which entails total obedience to the rules of Halakhah, and sometimes even hyper-halakhic fences and safeguards.
 At this stage the fences and safeguards are an expression of virtue, since the individual determines them in accordance to his personal spiritual character, that is, with intention to God’s will that is focused on him
 (although there is a certain amount of ambiguity here as well, since this stage is usually characterized by a lack of clarity as to the will of God).
 However, as one progresses in one’s worship of God to the stage where one is completely pure and refined, one may adopt the path of hitpashtut, including exposure to worldly pleasures.
 In the Izbicer’s own words: “after you fence yourself in forcefully and resolutely, you shall be constrained on all sides and you will be allowed to expand yourself to everything you wish and you will need no fence.”
 At this advanced stage, pleasures are not forbidden because they are infused with the same holiness as the perfect man himself, and they are the will of God.
 At this stage, one may also abandon the fences and safeguards with which one constrained oneself, since they were only appropriate for the time and situation in which they were initially adopted.
 Moreover, at this stage it is “good to be a little immersed in desire, rather than totally dry.”
 All the same, anyone familiar with the ways and occupations of the hasidim knows well that no one would dare declare that he had completed the process of purifying his soul, that he was completely free of all desires and negi'ot and that he is capable of focusing himself entirely on the “depth of God’s Will.” The path of “expansion” (hitpashtut) remains, here as well, mere “theoretical antinomianism.”
Now we can proceed to unpack the Izbicer’s “theory of doubt.” Man is undoubtedly doomed to doubt, and doubt is often the difference between locating God’s will through the “rules” and finding it above and beyond these rules; scholars of the Izbicer have sought to identify this doubt with the existentialist feelings of a believer in search of the way, however, in fact, doubt plays a different, much more conservative role for the Izbicer: doubt elicits constant self-suspicion, a fear that one’s notions of God’s will are nothing but an illusion caused by one’s biases (negi'ot), and that these notion ultimately lead one to follow the “rules” – traditional halakhic rules. Indeed, the Izbicer repeatedly declared that in any situation where there is doubt, and even in a situation where there is no doubt but there should be, man is required to adhere to the qualities of fear-of-God and humility
; the very qualities of restriction (tzimtzum) and limiting expansion (hitpashtut). 
As demonstrated in the previous section, when it comes to immediate reality, the Izbicer does not approve of deviating from Halakhah; nor does he appear to be enthusiastic about “fences and guards”, and certainly not about excessive sexual abstinence, as we have shown here. Abstinence is seen at most as a temporary means of dealing with a specific challenge, but Leiner generally rules out extreme asceticism. Ultimately, he supports the ‘middle road.’
 In practice, this means the traditional mainstream halakhic path. If one rules out “less than Halakhah” as well as “more than Halakhah”, one is left with Halakhah.

The differences between the Izbicer and Kotzker are also apparent in their ethics. Although the Izbicer’s principles in this realm are not always explicit, they are strongly suggested. As noted, the Kotzker used to rebuke his disciples forcefully and even aggressively in order to steer them onto the path to holiness and elevation. A perusal of Mei Hashiloah suggests that what the Kotzker’s disciples saw as righteous wrath, the Izbicer saw as mere expressions of “anger,” a quality he is most contemptuous of. The Izbicer opposes anger to Yishuv hada'at (“equanimity”) or nayha (“composure, ), that is, to patience, moderation and restraint.

Rabbi Leiner directs that one should be strict with oneself, but gentle with others.
 Anger is a fault of the gentiles (whom the Izbicer is less than fond of),
 while the virtue of Israel is that they are composed even when angry.
 When a person feels anger or desire, he should not pray.
 Even those who are unintentionally angry will be punished.
 Even when one is forced into a dispute (a conflict), one must conduct oneself with moderation and patience.
 The Izbicer even suggests a behaviorist solution in order to overcome anger: a person should conduct oneself with grace, even towards those one is angry with, and thus gradually remove the anger from deep in one’s heart.

Another important part of Leiner’s ethics has to do with the relationship between anger and desire. As noted, the Kotzker was focused on battling human desires – sexual, as well as for other earthly pleasures – and his “holy wrath” was employed primarily in pushing his disciples to transcend them. While the Izbicer certainly understood the rationale behind this method, he ruled it out. He is relatively tolerant of desire, even if he sees it as a reprehensible and lesser quality. Since human nature is the result of God’s will, powerful desires are also the outcome of His Will, and thus are often beyond one’s control. In such cases God does not intend for the individual to overcome them, but rather “defeats” him. Leiner provides at least two concrete examples of situations related to sexuality where deviation from Halakhah is permissible in order to focus on “the depth of God’s will”: The story of Judah and Tamar (Genesis 38), where the Izbicer defends Judah, and the story of Zimri and Cozbi (Numbers 25), where he defends Zimri son of Salu, who is usually reviled in traditional commentaries. Neither of these stories, it should be noted, are mentioned in passing or as part of some punctual 
discussion, but rather were brought up in paradigmatic arguments that the Izbicer referred to again and again, both explicitly and implicitly, in other parts of Mei Hashiloah.
 As noted, the Izbicer was willing to accept that strong sexual urges, where “man’s desires overcome him to the point of immobility,” indicate that the desire is God’s will.

The two negative qualities of anger and desire appear in many of the Izbicer’s homilies, though not consistently. They are often presented as opposites,
 but with his usual inconsistency he also argues at least in one place that the root of desire is anger.
 The Izbicer argues in other places that anger is a remedy for desire,
 thereby admitting the efficacy of anger and even perhaps advocating its use. In yet another homily, he states that such use should be made “just a little,”
 while in other places he asserts that anger is worse than desire,
 and that it has no place among the people of Israel.
 Thus he argues that anger should be expunged completely, even at the expense of overcoming desire. A study of the context for these discussions leaves almost no doubt that they are in fact a critique of the doctrines of Rabbi Mendel of Kotzk. As Faierstein has already noted, the Izbicer’s perception of anger can and should be seen as opposition to the Kotzker’s path.
 Leiner actually suggests that the Kotzker wished to escape desire, but in the process fell into a more serious sin: anger. Indeed, in one homily the Izbicer stated that “the heart cannot be free of thoughts and wishes for even a single moment, and when one removes thoughts of desire from one’s heart, they are replaced by thoughts of anger and the like.”
 The solution to this conundrum, the Izbicer argues, is to fill one’s heart with love of God.

But here we may ask: If every negative quality is the result of God’s will – which is why the Izbicer is relatively tolerant of sexual desire – why shouldn’t he be equally tolerant of anger? Is this not also God’s will? In a discussion seemingly addressed directly at the Rebbe of Kotzk he purposely abandons from his passive stance to emphasize that a leader of Israel must be “good to all of Israel” and should treat them with mercy rather than anger: After all, “the quality of anger has no place in Israel.”
 According to the Izbicer, a man who accumulates anger – even a righteous servant of God – cannot be credited for everything since he does not share the fundamental character of the People of Israel.
 The Izbicer is familiar with the various excuses with which hasidim justify the anger of the Tzaddikim: that anger is necessary for a proper rebuke; that it is anger for the sake of Heaven; or anger rooted in love and caring; or holy anger at sinners and evil men. He does not find these excuses convincing. In his opinion, a forceful rebuke is only effective when used against exceptional people such as Moses, while ordinary people must be rebuked amenably.
 The anger of the wise scholars can be positive – after all the Izbicer could not reject anger completely when the Talmud is amenable – but only when it is well aimed and precisely measured. Even the slightest exercise of excess, can doom one to the abyss
. Even righteous anger can thus be wrong.
 Leiner rejects all attempts to justify anger with the argument that it is rooted in love (often drawing on the verse “ whom the Lord loveth he correcteth.” Proverbs 3:12). Love, he states, must be expressed is a pleasant way rather than by “stricture”
 ( hakpadah – a word often used to describe the more lofty anger of the Sages). There are also some contradictions in the Izbicer’s stance on anger at transgressors: in some places he deems it permissible,
 while in others he determines that even they should not be rebuked too harshly.
 “Every Jew who stumbles [sins], stumbles into the Lord Almighty’s bosom,” he argued.
 Even the righteous, Leiner argues, view the world through “garments.” and through these lenses they see the Lord’s anger and follow it from this perspective. However, when, in the time of Redemption, God removes these “agarments,” all will see that He was never angry at Israel and, thus, the anger of the righteous will disappear as well.

Historical accounts of Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner leave no doubt that his personality was very different from that of the Kotzker Rebbe. Their common teacher, R. Bunem of Pshiskhe, said that R. Mordekhai Yosef was like “the waters of the Shiloah that go softly [Isaiah 8:6] but penetrate into far depths.”
 Unfortunately there is a dearth of sources from his own times, and scholarship must make do with later sources. However, the fact that descriptions in these sources are extremely consistent, even when they are unrelated, supports our confidence in their reliability, at least until more reliable sources that contradict them are found. Below I excerpt Bialer’s description of the Izbicer’s personality, as contrasted with the Kotzker, 

The atmosphere in Kotzk became more strained and jittery day by day. As the Rabbi withdrew from his disciples and rejected the common people … Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef’s standing in Kotzk grew. He drew to him the young hasidim and the common masses, attracting them with his simple fatherly attitude. Rabbi Leibele [Eiger] as well, troubled by his own criticism [towards the Kotzker], grew attached to Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef and became one of his closest disciples and admirers. He found comfort with him, viewing him as the standard bearer of the Rebbe of Lublin [“the Seer”] – the ideal righteous leader in Rabbi Leibele’s eyes. He remembered that the Rebbe of Lublin placed “love” and “forgiveness” at the center of hasidic thought, while the method of “terrorizing” was developed at Kotzk. Instead of advocating for the people of Israel there was raging indictment. Rabbi Leibele, in his simplicity, his character, his tendency to mysticism, and qualities of grace and mercy, could not find himself in this electrified atmosphere. Intimate conversations amongst the youngest hasidim recounted that the  Kotzker had left the Rebbe of Lublin without bidding him farewell, because of their disagreement over the essence of Hasidism and its roles.

The portrait of the Kotzker emerging from both theological and historical sources reveals that the he sought to uproot human nature in a great storm and bring about “elevation” by radical means. The Izbicer, in contrast, pronounced that man’s nature, including all his “deficiencies,” was God’s will and, therefore, one must learn to accept them as given, with composure and Yishuv hada’at (temperance), and attempt to fathom God’s will from them. The rebbe, the spiritual leader, should not be angry at the hasid who had not achieved perfection, but rather help him make peace with himself and make the most out of his situation. According to Faierstein, the dispute between the Kotzker and the Izbicer was more personal than intellectual,
 and there is certainly some validity to this argument, but it was the different temperaments of the two leaders that ultimately                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             shaped their different methods (or perhaps it was the reverse). The Kotzker’s anger at a hasidim who were unable to overcome their desires or inclinations were not merely a matter of personality, but also an expression of his views on the struggle against human nature. The moderation and inclusiveness the Izbicer displayed towards such followers were likewise, not just a matter of personality, but also an expression of a fundamental position of acceptance and tolerance toward imperfect human nature. 
All this indicates that the Izbicer’s goal was to instill calm. He had no great demands, restlessness or bitterness, but rather the temperate acceptance of oneself and one’s qualities. His attitude towards sexual desire is derived from this as well: it is worth fighting, of course, whenever it leads one to transgression. But when one feels something more powerful than oneself, one doesn’t have to  take unreasonable measures against it or wallow in guilt, but rather understand that this is a force that is part of one’s nature, instilled by God. And if it was instilled by God, then it is God’s will and suppressing it would be going against God’s will.
Assuming this analysis is correct, we may now attempt and answer the question of why the Izbicer rebbe needed to employ his antinomian-seeming arguments. If he was willing to recognize the “deficiencies” in human nature as a product of divine will, the question begs: how far can this be taken? Do you also accept the results of these deficiencies, that is, transgressions? The Izbicer’s response is that in an ideal world, where man truly fathoms the will of God, the answer would be yes. However, in our real world, where man faces “concealment” (of God and truth) and must be wary of his negi’ot -  the answer is no. Thus, the Izbicer is able to maintain the consistency of the central argument that leads him to antinomian radicalism, while at the same time neutralize that radicalism by turning it into a purely theoretical issue and returning to the fold of Halakhah. 
The General Level: Theoretical Antinomianism and Utopia
The above explanation appears to provide a compelling response to the question of why the Izbicer needed to employ (neutralized) antinomian arguments in his debate with the Kotzker rebbe. However, it is worth taking this discussion one step further: Is there some greater, perhaps even universal, significance to theoretical antinomianism, beyond the confines of a specific hasidic debate in the 19th century?

Before attempting to answer this question, I must note that despite extensive searches, I did not identify theoretical antinomianism in other monotheistic religions. Antinomianism does exist in these religions, but in such cases it is carried to its logical conclusion, going all the way in its opposition to religious law or suspending it; nomism certainly exists in them all; but I was unable to find a theologian who presented his readers with an antinomian fantasy and then proceeded to undermine it with unmeetable conditions and other such limitations. All the same, the problem raised by this phenomenon is universal in my opinion, because it refers to the fundamental issue.
As noted, Yosef Weiss has described Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner’s thought as “religious utopia.”
 Weiss was referring primarily to the fact that the religious freedom the Izbicer longed for, as well as his view that all of Israel’s sins weren’t in fact sins, belong to a longed for future, to the days of redemption. Indeed, my analysis of Mei Hashiloah indicates that acting in accordance with the “depth” of God’s will, that which is above and beyond laws, will only take place “in the future”: that is, in the time of the redemption to come, when all blinds are removed and man will be able to fathom the essence of God’s will directly.
 For the sake of precision, we should note that the Izbicer discusses such action also in the reality prior to redemption, or utopian times, but his description remains utopian in nature, since the characters acting in this way are utopian figures representing ideal qualities, total attention to God’s will and elevation above all negi’ot. Theoretical antinomianism is theoretical because it is utopian. It is not applicable to this world because it depends on a reality that cannot exist in this world. Therefore, a true understanding of theoretical antinomianism is linked, and perhaps even contingent upon, understanding the nature of utopia. 
Why, then, do people write utopian books? If they themselves are aware that their visions cannot come true, why are they compelled to imagine them, and all the more so, in such length and detail? The authors of classical utopian novels probably did not contemplate this question, but scholarship and research about them certainly did. Lyman Tower Sargent, in his popular yet instructive book on utopianism, summarizes six main motivations identified by scholarship on the subject. Sargent refers to socio-political utopias and dystopias, but his analysis holds true, with the requisite adjustments, to religious and other utopias as well: 

Literary utopias have at least six purposes, though they are not necessarily separable. A utopia can be simply [1] a fantasy, it can be [2] a description of a desirable or undesirable society, [3] an extrapolation, [4] a warning, [5] an alternative to the present, or [6] a model to be achieved.
 
I would like to suggest an additional purpose, beyond the six described by Sargent: [7] reconciling with that which cannot be radically transformed. Literary utopias sometimes do not inspire a desire for radical change, but rather emphasize the distant, unnatural, and therefore unattainable, nature of the longed for goal, and thereby, perhaps paradoxically lead to acceptance of the impossibility of fundamentally changing nature.
This conclusion is relevant to other statements that are not intended to be implemented in practice, such as positions that turn out to be purely “theoretical.” Such statements may be expressions of “fantasy,” but clearly there is more to such fantasy in religious literature such as Mei Hashiloah. It may be a “description of a desirable society” [2], or more precisely, a desired spiritual state. Certainly, a spiritual state where a person can allow oneself to deviate from Halakhah – a state of perfection, free of  negi’ot and a full and clear understanding of God’s will – is desirable and it clearly represents the author’s ideal. Moreover, the very description presents a fascinating and compelling goal for the reader, who at the very least aspires to approach this ideal [6]. At the same time, it is also an extrapolation [3] of contemporary hasidic exemplars, which also reaffirms their “prerogatives” to behave differently from everyone else, even if it does not permit them to deviate from Halakhah in practice. On the other hand, it is also a warning [4], in this case not against descent into dystopia (which apparently is what Sargent was referring to), but rather against giving up completely on the aspiration to achieve God’s will directly – a perspective notably associated with the opponents of Hasidism, the Misnagdim. It is undoubtedly an alternative to the present [5]. As noted, the Izbicer states in several places that the utopian state of fathoming God’s will without “concealment” will be achieved in the future, with redemption, when people will also be attuned to His will directly, with no need for “rules.”
Contemporary research literature on utopia and utopianism has emphasized to the extreme the change-promoting aspects of utopias – aspects that undoubtedly exist – while neglecting to sufficiently develop a discussion of the reverse: the acceptance-promoting or change-neutralizing, or at the very least activism-neutralizing, aspects of utopianism. When utopia is presented as a visionary future state, or alternately as totally imaginary, it can lead the reader to passivity, relegating the utopian state to divine intervention in a distant future (and this, in fact, is one of Marx and Engels’ arguments against utopian Socialism).
 We thus may add to Sargent’s purposes of utopian literature the “acceptance effect” (or, more extremely, the “anesthetizing effect”) [7]: The Izbicer rebbe did not preach radical change, but rather indicates that it is possible and even desirable to accept the limitations of human nature under present conditions in an unredeemed world.
Nearly all of Sargent’s purposes of utopia, with the exception of [1], transform the description of a “theoretical” state into a powerful tool which can actively shape and deploy reality, even when the theoretical state itself is unachievable. The same is true of theoretical antinomianism. The Izbicer did not want people to feel that they were realizing God’s will; he wanted them to aspire to that state, and for that aspiration to cause them to better themselves on the one hand, and to be aware of the uncertainty of their condition on the other. At the same time, however, he did not want this awareness to lead people to deny their physical bodies or their weaknesses, but instead to accept them. The release from these weaknesses and their effects are left to the utopian state.
This might appear to be a complex message, but if we were to focus on the bottom line, we would find it quite straightforward: The Izbicer rebbe does not support the actual lowering of Halakhic standards, that is deviating from Halakhah, nor does he support raising those standards, that is hyper-halakhic norms allegedly aimed at achieving transcendence above frail human nature. If so, what does he support? The plain answer is that he supports the Halakhic standard itself. Indeed, as noted above, the Izbicer noted explicitly in one of his homilies: “In our times… it is not possible to fathom the true will of the Lord …  in any way other than the Torah and the commandments.”
 The Izbicer, the enfant terrible of late hasidic thought, thus turns out to be an almost conservative thinker, preaching loyalty to tradition and to Halakhah, while at most dreaming of an alternate reality, which he relegates to visions of the distant past and future.
One more consideration must be added to this discussion, one which has nothing to do with utopias, but is relevant to the religious world view of a traditional theologian as he deals with biblical texts: the neutralized antinomianism enables a defense of biblical heroes without transforming them and their problematic actions into role models. This reasoning confirms a view of the Izbicer rebbe as thinker loyal to tradition and its values, since it establishes the saintliness of the biblical forefathers.
Conclusions and Perspectives

Having explored the writings of Rabbi Mordekhai Yosef Leiner of Izbica, we appear to have arrived at a new interpretation of his teachings, one in which they are much more conventional than assumed by most scholars and neo-hasidic admirers. As I see it, the Izbicer doctrine developed largely as the antithesis to the Kotzker doctrine; an extreme reaction to the extreme experiences of Rabbi Leiner at the court of Rabbi Menahem Mendel of Kotzk. While the Kotzk hasidim primarily battled desire, and viewed righteous anger as a means of disciplining men, the Izbica hasidic court fought against anger and, while it never approved of desire, it did not view it as harshly as it did anger. While Kotzk created an entire system of norms demanding of individuals “holiness” beyond the Halakhah, Izbica generally disapproved of such demands. While Kotzk thought of God’s will primarily in terms of “ought
” (God’s will is that so and so ought to be done), Izbica emphasized its “is” aspect (God’s will is what is). Kotzk represents the demand that human nature be uprooted, while Izbica represents acceptance of human nature, teaching that even man’s desires and lusts are the will of God. 
The hasid’s question to Rabbi Leiner here is obvious: if man’s lust and desires are also God’s will, then is it also God’s will when he transgresses the Law because of them? The Izbicer, ostensibly committed to consistency (despite the many contradictions in his teachings) would reply: In principle yes, but only in principle, since in the present reality of the yet to be redeemed world, there is never any way of knowing whether it is indeed God’s will or one’s own will dressed in spiritual excuses. In the present reality, where one is unsure of God’s will, you must always be suspicious of yourself: suspect that your self-judgment is contaminated by your  negi’ot (biases) a, and accordingly follow the safe path of the “fear-of-God” and “restriction.” It is now clear why there is no evidence of transgressions by the rabbis of Izbica or their followers. The Izbicer’s antinomianism remained theoretical and utopian, aimed at goals other than practical guidance of hasidic life. In practice the Izbicer remained a true conservative and never legitimized deviation from the Halakhah; he most certainly did not require it. This was left as an object of yearning for an alternative historical reality; part of the general yearning for a distant future. 
� I only note a portion of the scholarship devoted to Leiner and his thought: Joseph G. Weiss, Torat ha-determinizm ha-dati le-R. Yosef Mordekhai Leiner of Izbitsa (Jerusalem: Historical Society of Israel, 1960); Morris M Faierstein All is in the Hands of Heaven: The Teachings of Rabbi Mordecai Joseph Leiner of Izbica (Ktav: Hoboken, NJ 1989) , דון סימן, שאול מגיד, אורה ויסקינד אלפר, רחל אליאור, אלן בריל, ===, אביעזר כהן Jerome I Gellman, Abraham! Abraham!: Kierkegaard and the Hasidim on the Binding of Isaac (Ashgate: Aldershot, Hants, England; Burlington, VT, 2003)` , יהודה בן דור, הרצל הפטר, יפעת לב, ===





� I owe the term “theoretical antinomianism” to one of the anonymous reviewers of my article, “XXXX”. In The reviewer used this term to refer to a phenomenon brought up in the article, and I found it to be brilliantly apt and useful in understanding the phenomenon as a whole. 


� Weiss, XXX, see note X above.


� Morris M Faierstein, All is in the Hands of Heaven: The Teachings of Rabbi Mordecai Yosef Leiner of Izbica (New York: Ktav, 1989).


� This biographical sketch in based primarily on XXXXXXXXX


� For more on Rabbi BunimBunem of Peshischa, see: Rosen, XXXX; Rabinowitz, XXXXX. Uriel Gellman has recently proposed a more moderate interpretation of Rabbi BunimBunem, viewing his more radical image as later, not necessarily reliable one: XXXX.


� BT Yevamot 20a. See below, note 44.


� I employ the term ‘existentialist’ only to denote an accepted, not necessarily true, representation of the Kotzker; I endorse Jerome Gellman’s critique of its use in a hasidic context. XXXXXX


� Rachel Elior, XXXX


� Samuel 22:1. Rabbi Gershon Henech Leiner, XXXXXXXX


� XXXXXXX. In his memoire, Yechezkel Kotik recalls his shock at the famous sermon about Zimri, which he read in the book of an Izbicer Hasid employed by his father. It was this shock that led him to abandon Hasidism when he came of age. Yechezkel Kotik (David Assaf, ed.) What I Have Seen: The Memoirs of Yechezkel Kotik, (Hebrew). Tel-Aviv: TAU Press, 1998, pp. 295-296


� For example, XXXXXXX


� ……………………..


� In the following paragraphs, some of the Izbicer’s commonly used terms are presented in double parentheses.


� For a discussion of his faults, see: XXXXX


� Sefer Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, וישב, ד"ה וישב, דף טו ע"א. For further comparisons of Judah and Joseph, and of the tribe of Judah with the tribe of Ephraim (descended from Joseph), see שם, ח"א, וזאת הברכה, ד"ה ואל, דף סו ע"ד;  שם, ח"ב תצוה, ד"ה ושמת, דף יח ע"ג (עמ' 36); שם, ד"ה ויהלום, דף יט ע"ב (עמ' 37);  שם, ח"ב, תשא, ד"ה ששה, דף יט ע"ג-ע"ד (עמ' 88); שם, ח"ב, בהעלותך ד"ה אם, דף כט ע"ג-ע"ד (עמ' 58); שם, ח"ב, תהלים, ד"ה ובתבונות, דף מט ע"א-ע"ב (עמ' 97) ; שם, ח"ג, ויגש, ד"ה ויגש, דף סט ע"א-ע"ב (עמ' 137).. This same topic was also studied by Faierstein, Ben Dor, Cohen, Elior and others: See note XXX above.  


� Sefer Mei HashiloachHashiloah ח"א, כי תצא, ד"ה וראית, דף סב ע"א


� Weiss, XXX


� Elior, XXXX


�  === החוקרים הנ"ל == 


�  ===


� See for example, Sefer Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, אחרי ד"ה ואל, דף כה ע"א (עמ' 49).


� Sefer Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, בהעלותך ד"ה ויעשו, דף כח ע"ג (עמ' 56); שם, ח"א, חקת, ד"ה ויסעו, דף נב ע"א-ע"ג.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, תצוה, ד"ה, כל, דף כט ע"ב-ע"ג


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, לך, ד"ה הרימותי, דף ז ע"ג-ע"ד


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, יתרו, ד"ה אנכי3, דף כה ע"ד


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ג, בא, ד"ה קדש, דף סט ע"ב-ע"ג (עמ'138).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, ברכות, כו, ד"ה אברהם, דף ט ע"ג – דף י ע"א. וכן שם, שלח, ד"ה ועשו1, דף מט ע"ד


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, נח, ד"ה וכל, דף ה ע"ב-ע"ג.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שלח, ד"ה ויהי, דף מט ע"ג


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שלח, ד"ה ועשו2, דף מט ע"ד – נ ע"א.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, וירא, ד"ה עתה, דף ט ע"ג-ע"ד.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, שם, נח, ד"ה ויאמר, דף ה ע"ג.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, חקת, ד"ה ויקחו, דף נא ע"ד –  נב ע"א.


� ===


� One notable exception, as mentioned, is Faierstein’s article, XXXX (note XX above)


� Important exceptions in this respect are Faierstein and Don Seeiman


� The Izbica tradition tries to play down the acuteness of the rift and the tensions that followed it: ====R. Yeruham Leiner, Tiferet Yerhuham, ===


�See below, ===


� Biale, Eros and the Jews (supra, n. � NOTEREF _Ref463964729 \h � \* MERGEFORMAT �3�), p. 130. Biale adds in a footnote that ‘Ger Hasidism, which derived from Kotzk, lacks this ascetic element’ (p. 273, n. 30). This is certainly not true for the days of the Beys Yisroel and onward.


� Namely, his wife. R. Menahem Mendel of Kotzk Emet VeEmunah, (R. Yisrael Yaalov Araten, editor), (Jerusalem 2005), paragraph 612. 


� Emet VeEmunah, para 895.


� Emet VeEmunah, par. 812.


� Emet VeEmunah, par.  809.


� XXXXXXXXx. This instruction is well known thanks to Nachmanides’ commentary on Leviticus. Ibid.


� XXXXXXXX  


� See, for example: Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, קידושין, ד"ה האשה, דף סג ע"ג-ע"ד (עמ' 126); שם, ח"ב, שמיני, ד"ה סימני2, ד, כ"ד ע"ב (עמ' 48). 


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, בשלח, ד"ה ויאמר, דף כד ע"ג.  


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, מטות, ד"ה איש1, דף נד ע"ד – דף נה ע"א. וכן שם, איש2, דף נה ע"ב.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, תהלים, ד"ה ובמושב, דף ג ע"ג. 


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, קדושים, ד"ה קדושים4, דף כה ע"ג (עמ' 50).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, מסעי, ד"ה ענין, גף לג ע"ג (עמ' 66);. Elsewhere, however, he stipulates that man should not test himself at all and should never knowingly put himself in danger spiritually, even if it is for the sake of honoring Heaven. Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב יתרו ד"ה לא תשתחווה. 


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, בא, ד"ה זאת, דף כב ע"א-ע"ב.


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"א, קדושים, ד"ה והתקדשתם, דף לח ע"ד.


� The Hebrew term Yeshuv hada’at – a key concept in the Izbicer’s doctrine – is difficult to translate. Finkelstein suggested “calm and careful consideration” (supra, ===, p. 87) and Seeman used “ cognitive and emotional equanimity” (supra, n. ===, p. 266).


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"א, קדושים, ד"ה קדושים2, דף לז ע"ג.. Likewise, also see: Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, תהלים, ד"ה אנכי, דף מט ע"ד (עמ' 97). . A late and hostile source tells us about his objection to the common hasidic custom of not eating Gebrokts (a matzah cooked with water): Avraham Yissakhar Binyamin Alter, Meir Einei Hagolah (Piotrkow: Fullman, 1928), I, article 237 (pp. ===).


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שופטים, ד"ה כי, דף סא ע"ג-ע"ד.


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"א, בשלח, ד"ה ויושע, דף כג ע"ד-כד ע"א.


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"ב שופטים ד"ה צדק1, דף לו ע"ד (עמ' 72).


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, שמיני, ד"ה ואת, דף כד ע"א (עמ' 47).


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"א, האזינו, ד"ה הצור, דף סה ע"ג.. The Izbicer refers here to the Midrash on this verse: Regarding Hillel we found that when he wanted to better his body, he said that he was going to reward the kindness of his lodgings, and explained that the body is the lodgings of the soul. In support of this he quoted the above verse from Proverbs. Midrash Leviticus Rabbah 34:3. It is also presented in the context of the Talmudic debate over the nature of the ascetic: “R. Eleazar explains that he is termed sinner, that is because he defiled himself … Resh Lakish says: He is termed pious [and termed cruel], as it is said: The pious man weans his own soul but is cruel … R. Jeremiah b. Abba said that Resh Lakish said: A scholar may not afflict himself by fasting because he lessens thereby his heavenly work.” BT Taanit 11a–11b. Addition in square brackets is my own, following the suggestion of the Maharsha.


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"א, חגיגה, ד"ה תנו, דף כ ע"ג – כא ע"ד.. Elsewhere R. Leiner qualifies this and argues that rejecting the pleasures of this world is a sin, but that when this is aimed at revealing God’s true will, it is good: This is Joseph’s quality. Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, נשא, ד"ה איש2, דף כח ע"א-ע"ב, עמ' 55).


� Mei HaShiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, מטות, ד"ה איש, דף לג ע"א-ע"ב (עמ' 65).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, מטות, ד"ה איש1, דף נד ע"ד-נה ע"ב; ibid., איש2, דף נה ע"ב; and some of the sources in the following notes.


� See for example, Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ד, תולדות, דף עג ע"א-ע"ב (עמ' 145).. Sometimes the weakness is not individual, but collective: Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב קדושים, ד"ה וידבר, דף כה ע"ד (עמ' 50).


� See for example, Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שמיני, ד"ה ויהי, דף לד ע"א.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, קורח, ד"ה ויקח1, דף לא ע"א-ע"ד (עמ' 62-61); שם, ח"א, ראה, ד"ה כי2, דף נט ע"ד-ס ע"א.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, שם, ח"א, משלי, ד"ה הכן, דף ז ע"ג.


� As is apparent in Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, רות, ד"ה עיניך, דף א ע"א; שם, משלי, ד"ה גומל, דף ו ע"א-ע"ב.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, מטות, ד"ה וידבר, דף לג ע"א (עמ' 65).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, נצבים, ד"ה לא, דף סד ע"ג-ע"ד.


� For example: Mei HaShiloah, מי השילוח, ח"א, בשלח, ד"ה ויהי, דף כב ע"ג-ע"ד; שם, צו, ד"ה והרים, דף לג ע"א-ע"ב. 


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, לך, ד"ה ויאמר, דף ה ע"ד-ו ע"א (עמ' 11-10).


� He had expressed his support of self-possession and against anger multiple times. These are but a sample: Mei HashiloachHashiloah, מי השילוח ח"א, נח, ד"ה אלה, דף ה ע"א-ע"ג; שם, ח"א, שמיני, ד"ה סימני1, דף לד ע"ב-ע"ג; שם, ח"ב, עקב, ד"ה ובתבערה, דף לה ע"ד (עמ' 70); שם, ראה, ד"ה אך1, דף לו ע"ב (עמ' 71).. Sometimes “self-possession” is opposed not to anger, but to over eagerness or hastiness: ח"א, בשלח, ד"ה סוס, דף כד ע"א; שם, שמיני, ד"ה ואת, דף לד ע"ב; שם, ד"ה ואצבע, דף לד ע"ג.. In some instances haste is nonetheless permitted: Mei HashiloachHashiloah,  ח"א, משפטים, ד"ה, ראשית, דף כז ע"ב; שם, ח"א, הושע, ד"ה ישוב. 


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, תענית, ד"ה תנו, דף סב ע"א (עמ' 123).  


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שלח, ד"ה בהסדרה, דף נ ע"א-ע"ב.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, שופטים, ד"ה כי1, דף לז ע"א-ע"ב (עמ' 73).. Sometimes when they are angry, this anger is the outcome of sacrednessholiness. Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, יהושע, ד"ה ויהי, דף מג ע"א-ע"ב (עמ' 85).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב תצא, ד"ה לא1, דף לח ע"ב (עמ' 75).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, משלי, ד"ה גדל, דף ז ע"א.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב משלי, ד"ה אל2, דף נג ע"א (עמ' 105).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, משלי, ד"ה שפתי, דף ו ע"א.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, XXX


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, XXX. See also: R. Tzadok Rabinovitch of Lublin, Peri Tzadik, === Rosh Hodesh Av, article 1 (p. ===). 


� See for example: Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, תצא, ד"ה כי2; also see below note XXX.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, תשא, ד"ה ויפן, דף כ ע"ב-ע"ג (עמ' 40-39).


� See for example: Mei HashiloachHashiloah, מי השילוח, ח"א, נח, ד"ה וישלח, דף ה ע"ג;   שם, ח"א, בהעלותך, ד"ה והעבירו, דף מח ע"ג-ע"ג.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, וזאת הברכה, ד"ה ויאמר, דף סו ע"א.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, וארא, ד"ה בא, דף כא ע"א.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, נשא, ד"ה וישלחו, דף מז ע"ב.


� 	Morris M Faierstein, All is in the hands of Heaven: The teachings of Rabbi Mordecai Joseph Leiner of Izbica (Ktav: Hoboken, NJ 1989), pp. XXX


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, בא, ד"ה משכו, דף כא ע"ד-כב ע"ג


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, בא, ד"ה משכו, דף כא ע"ד-כב ע"ג


� 	Morris M Faierstein, All is in the hands of Heaven: The teachings of Rabbi Mordecai Joseph Leiner of Izbica (Ktav: Hoboken, NJ 1989), pp. XXX


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שופטים, ד"ה לא, דף סא ע"ג.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, משפטים, ד"ה וכי, דף יז ע"א-ע"ז (עמ' 33).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, האזינו, ד"ה האזינו, דף סה ע"א-ע"ג. 


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, קרח, ד"ה כי, דף לא ע"ד-לב ע"א.. Elsewhere he appears to treat this kind of anger sympathetically (ח"א, יהושע, ד"ה ויהי, דף א ע"ג), but here too, he probably is referring only to measured limited anger.


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, אמור, ד"ה גם, דף מא ע"ג-ע"ד. 


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"ב, שמיני, ד"ה יין, דף כג ע"ד-דף כד ע"א (עמ' 47-46).


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, תולדות, ד"ה וילך, דף יא ע"ג-ע"ד.. He also said that in the time of rRedeption it will be shown that the Jews has eaten only from the good side of the Tree of Knowledge (R. Tzadok Rabinovitch of Lublin, Peri Tzadik, ===, Rosh Hashanah, article 5, p. ===)


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שמות, ד"ה וילך, עמ' דף יט ע"ב-ע"ג; שם, ח"ב, שופטים, ד"ה לא2, דף סא ע"ב.. He also noted that one should not “be angry with one’s friend who is not as strict.” Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שופטים, ד"ה, צדק, דף ס ע"ג.


� R. Tzadok Rabinovitch of Lublin, Peri Tzadik, ===, Naso, article 15 (p. ===)


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, תשא, ד"ה ויאמר2, דף ל ע"א.


� Mei Hashiloah, II, p. 4. This saying, quoted by the Izbicer’s grandaon, was a source of inspiration for the title of the Izbicer’s book, Mei Hashiloah (=waters of the Shiloah), along with the fact that the acronym of his first names in Hebrew are the letters of the word Mei. 


� Yehouda Leib Bialer, “HaAri HaChai,” in Entsiḳlopedyah shel galuyot [Encyclopaedia of the Jewish Diaspora], Vol 5. Lublin (Tel-Aviv: 1956-7), pp. 196-197. As noted at the end of the quote, Bialer views this as the true path of the Seer of Lublin (r. Jacob IsaacYa’akov Yitzhak Horowitz), from which R. Mendl of Kotzk deviated and which the Izbicer returned to and revived. He demonstrates that this path, rather than the path of Kotzk, was suitable to the temperament of R. Jehuda LejbLeib Eiger, the protagonist of his description.  For a similar characterizations of the Izbicer: Shalom Yehzkel Shraga Rubin (Lavi), Pinnat Yikrat (Brooklyn: Sgulah, 1968), p. 102; Shlomo Zalman, Beheilkhal Izbica-Lublin (Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, 1977), p. 18. The Izbicer did not refrain from giving compliments to his dearest disciples (Yo’etz Kim Kaddish Rakatz, Siah Sarfei Kodesh, ===, p. ===. Item 21 בפניהם הקדושים  in DBS) 


� XXXXXXX


� Joseph G. Weiss, 1964, p. XXX


� Mei HashiloachHashiloah, ח"א, שבת, ד"ה מאי, דף יב ע"א-ע"ג; שם, ד"ה והנה, דף יג ע"ג; שם, פסחים, ד"ה אז, דף יד ע"ד.


� Lyman Tower Sargent, Utopianism: A Very Short Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 8   Numbering in parenthesis are the author’s. 


� Roger Paden, "Marx's Critique of Utopian Socialism", Utopian Studies, Vol. 13, No. 2 (2002), pp. 71, 74-75, 78, 88.


� See note 24 above.





�Consider rephrasing: In contrast to Weiss, I do not see in the Izbicer’s thought a strong mystical dimension… I do, however see… many personal and responsive…


�Would recommend rephrasing; omit “my analysis”. “and most importantly, I attempt to discover why precisely the…”


�Or “homilies and ideas”?


�Perhaps: restrain himself


�Perhaps just : why would one write


�KJV


�KJV


�KJV


�נקודתי? 


�Attire is a collective noun. Changed to “garments”


�Ought vs. is are classical philosophic oppositions





