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Many people are perplexed about the secular State of Israel in relation to various Torah concepts, in particular, the concept of the Redemption—in Hebrew, the Geula. This issue cannot be answered by such disciplines as philosophy, political science, or sociology. The issue is a Halakhic one [an issue of Jewish Law), and like any important problem of Halakha, it has practical consequences for Israel’s present and future state of affairs. How, indeed, should one consider the secular State of Israel in relation to the Redemption and world-historical function of the Jewish people? This question requires Halakhic investigation and judgment.

Let it first be noted that in the history of many Halakhic problems, different opinions and solutions have arisen and were based on purely logical arguments. Similarly, throughout history, scientists have held different opinions on various scientific problems which they approached by means of different mathematical equations and empirical data. Whatever their solutions, they were based not on personal propensities but on a consistency between logical reasoning and observation. This applies to the Halakha. For as with scientific questions, what is decisive in the solution of Halakhic questions is the logical operations of the intellect, not one’s emotions or personal predilections.

As already mentioned, many Torah people refuse to accept the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948, or the present State for that matter, as a Halakhically decisive indication of the Beginning of the Redemption. To them Israel is a secular, “Zionist” society, a temporary episode in the history of the Jewish nation, as were other historic movements that appeared in, and disappeared from, the Torah world. In contrast, other Torah people maintain that Israel is really in the initial stage of its restoration, and that any appearances to the contrary notwithstanding, it is progressing toward the fulfillment of its world-historical mission as the light of the nations. Before defending this affirmative position, let us set forth six opposition arguments in the Torah world. Each argument will then be refuted on purely Halakhic, that is to say logical, grounds. Such grounds leave no room for emotionally-charged dogmas or preconceived notions regarding the present State of Israel, even if these dogmas and notions are “religious.”

SIX NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS

THE FIRST ARGUMENT

The Present State Of Israel Cannot Be Related To The Redemption Because Of The Absence Of Visible Miracles
One of the most accepted arguments of certain religious people is that the Beginning of Israel’s Redemption must coincide with the advent of the Moshiach [the Messiah] and be accompanied by miracles.7 The following Gemara is cited in support of this opinion:

Ben Zoma said to the Sages: Will the Exodus from Egypt be mentioned in the days of Moshiach? Was it not said already: “Therefore, behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when they shall no more say, ‘As the Lord lives, Who brought up the children of Israel out of the land of Egypt’; but, ‘As the Lord lives Who brought up and Who led the seed of the House of Israel out of the north country, and from all the countries into which I have driven them’?” (Jeremiah 23:7-8). They replied: “This does not mean that the mention of the Exodus from Egypt shall be obliterated, but that [deliverance from] subjection to the other nations shall take the first place and the Exodus from Egypt shall become secondary. Similarly you read: ‘Your name shall not be called any more Jacob, but Israel shall be your name’ (Genesis 35:10). This does not mean that the name Jacob shall be obliterated, but that Israel shall be the principal name and Jacob a secondary one. And so it says: ‘Remember not the former things, neither consider the things of old.’ ‘Remember not the former things’—this refers to the subjection to the other nations; ‘Neither consider the things of old’—this refers to the Exodus from Egypt (Berachot 12b-13a).

The Gemara clearly implies that the miracles which God will perform at the time of the Moshiach and of Israel’s Redemption will be so great as to overshadow the miracles of the Exodus from Egypt. From this and similar Gemaras, the religious people in question regard as axiomatic that the Beginning of the Redemption can only come through unnatural events, events, moreover, that will be accepted by the world as miracles even greater than those of the Exodus. And since no such miracles have occurred in our time, they draw the conclusion that we are not yet in the period of the Redemption. (Contrary to others, they do not regard the establishment of the State of Israel—three years after the Holocaust—as a supernatural event.)

THE SECOND ARGUMENT

The Redemption Must Come Through Moshiach

If the Redemption could come through a natural historical process, the Moshiach would be unnecessary. But all the teachings of the Torah, the Prophets, and the Talmud bearing on Israel’s return and restoration are coined under the emblem of the Moshiach. All the prophecies about the eventual ascendancy and splendor of Israel point to the time of the Moshiach and his ultimate purpose, which is to restore Torah government in the Land of Israel. The Rambam [Maimonides] writes:

If there arise a king from the House of David whose thinking is only in terms of the Torah, and whose aim is the fulfillment of the commandments, as was the aim of his ancestor David, such that he observes all the precepts of the Written and Oral Law, and if, by virtue of his charismatic character and wisdom prevails upon Israel to go in the ways of the Torah and repairs its breaches and fights the battles of God, the probability is that he is the Moshiach. If he does these things and succeeds, rebuilds the Temple on its site, and gathers the dispersed of Israel, then he is certainly the Moshiach. He will influence the whole world to worship God with one accord. As it is written: “For then I will turn all the nations, that they will communicate in a clear language, that they may all call and understand God’s name and worship Him with one mind” (Zephaniah 3:9) (Mishneh Torah, Book of Judges, “Laws of Kings and Wars,” XI, 3).

The Rambam here affirms that the laws of the Torah will be re-established in Israel as a result of the outstanding intellect and eminence of the Moshiach. But as many religious people point out, there is not even an infinitesimal sign of the influence of a Moshiach in our time. How, then, can this era be called the Beginning of the Redemption? Such a claim contradicts the tradition and the Talmud as well as the Rambam—or so these people believe.

THE THIRD ARGUMENT

The Redemption Necessitates A Return To The Torah

The Third Argument, that we are not in the period of the Redemption, is based on the statement of the Sages that Israel’s Redemption can come only through teshuva, a return to the Torah (Sanhedrin 97b). What we see, however, is that the vast majority of the Jews in the world have yet to accept the Torah. Moreover, the laws of the State of Israel are not based fundamentally and entirely on the laws of the Torah, and most Israelis do not completely observe the commandments required by teshuva. Hence we cannot call this era the Beginning of the Redemption.       

THE FOURTH ARGUMENT

The Redemption Cannot Come Through Those Who Reject The Torah

Many religious people cannot believe that Israel’s Redemption should come through the efforts of “Zionists” whose doctrines and practices are independent of Torah and entirely differentiated from all the concepts of Halakha in their theoretical understanding as well as in their operational practice and functions.

The Gaon Reb Elkhanon Wasserman writes in the name of his Rebbe, the Chofetz Chaim, that the secular “Zionists,” whose aim was to destroy the Torah, abandon God, and establish a secular democratic state, will achieve nothing, because a house built against the will of God has neither the power nor the right to exist. As it is written: “Unless the Lord builds the house, those who build it labor in vain” (Psalms 127:1).

THE FIFTH ARGUMENT

To Regard The Present State Of Israel As A Factor In The Redemption Is An Appalling And Unacceptable Paradox

It needs to be understood that the man of Torah sees in history the working of God’s Providence, which has enabled the Jewish people to survive twenty-four hundred years of one decimation after another. The Jews sacrificed themselves to sanctify God’s Name in the time of the Greeks and Romans. They survived the Crusades which destroyed one-third of world Jewry. They survived the Spanish Inquisition, the false incriminations of the Church, the pogroms and persecutions of Russia. Finally, they survived the Nazi Holocaust, the most monstrous in history. These unparalleled sufferings and slaughters would, without the slightest doubt, have led to the historic death of any other people. Nevertheless, the powerful faith of the Jews—powerful because it is based on the profundity and rationality of Torah learning—preserved them through all these dark tunnels of torture.8
Now, in our time, when Klal Yisrael (the Community of Israel), with the help of God, has reached freedom, the religious man cannot believe that this freedom should result in the abandonment of the Torah. He is appalled by this paradox. In view of all the terrible trials and tragedies the Jewish people had to endure through history for the sake of the Torah, rather than assimilate and become like the nations, the religious man cannot accept the existing State of Israel as a function of the Redemption—not when this State imitates the nations and constantly violates the Torah. Given this emotionally-charged understanding of things, the religious man is not likely to acquiesce in this paradoxical historical situation. Instead of leaving it as a dilemma, he rejects entirely the establishment of the State of Israel as indicative of the Beginning of the Redemption and considers it only as another episode in the Jewish history of survival.

In short, if God decided to usher in the Redemption, it makes no sense that He should choose secularists—scorners and enemies of the Torah—instead of Moshiach and lovers of the Torah to rebuild the House of Israel in Eretz Yisrael.

THE SIXTH ARGUMENT

The Establishment Of The State Of Israel Is Contrary To The “Three Oaths”

Finally, we come to the famous argument of the “Three Oaths,” specifically, the one in which God abjures the Jews not to come up to and storm the Land of Israel before the proper time (Ketubot 111a). This brings us back, full circle, to the First Argument; for the oath in question conclusively indicates—or so many religious people believe—that without miracles (accompanying the Moshiach), no permanent government in the Land of Israel can be established.

All the arguments against the thesis that Israel is in the period of the Beginning of the Redemption have now been stated. These arguments will be refuted in the sequel, and a positive conception of the Beginning of the Redemption will be articulated by means of a systematic treatment of the Written and Oral Torah.

THE SIX NEGATIVE ARGUMENTS REFUTED

A critical analysis of the six arguments against the Beginning of the Redemption will show that they have no logical and evidential validity.

THE FIRST REFUTATION

Visible Miracles Are Not Required For The Beginning Of The Redemption

The First Argument, that the Beginning of the Redemption must come through miracles, is explicitly refuted by this previously quoted statement of the Rambam: “Do not think that Moshiach will have to perform signs and wonders, bring anything new into being, revive the dead, or do similar things. It is not so.” In the immediate sequel the Rambam goes on to say:

Rabbi Akiba was a great Sage, a teacher of the Mishnah, yet he was also the armor-bearer of ben-Kozeva. He affirmed that the latter was King Moshiach. He and all the Sages of his generation thought that ben-Kozeva was King Moshiach until he was slain in his iniquity. Inasmuch as he was killed, it became known that he was not the Moshiach. Yet the Sages had not asked him for a sign or token (Mishneh Torah, Book of Judges, “Laws of Kings and Wars,” XI, 3).

This statement of the Rambam nullifies the First Argument.

THE SECOND REFUTATION

The Beginning Of The Redemption Can Come From The Community To The Individual

The Second Argument, recall, is this: To contend that the Beginning of the Redemption can come through a natural historical process is to contradict the Talmud, which says that all the prophecies in the Torah about Israel’s ultimate Redemption, ascendancy, and perfection must be related to the time of the Moshiach and to his basic function, which is to establish Torah government in the Land of Israel.

To refute this argument it will first be necessary to clarify certain Halakhic concepts concerning the Beginning of the Redemption. As stated in Isaiah 60:22 and discussed by the Sages in Sanhedrin 98a, Israel’s Redemption can come by two different historical processes, which depending on the existential character of the Jewish people. One is termed B’Eto, meaning, “in its time,” signifying a natural historical process; the other is termed Achishena, meaning “hastened” or “before its time.”9 These two concepts designate two alternative processes of the Divine Redemption of the Jewish people. Accordingly, if Klal Yisrael does teshuva—returns to the Torah—they will merit immediate Redemption. God will send the Moshiach, a descendant of King David, to take the Jews out of the Exile, just as He did in the time of Moses. With this Moshiach as His servant, God will then perform miracles greater than those He performed in the time of the Exodus from Egypt. This is the Achishena or “hastened” process of Israel’s Redemption.

But even if Klal Yisrael does not do teshuva, there is a determinate time in history when the Redemption will perforce occur, when no prolongation of the Exile is possible. Just as a determinate period of 400 years had to elapse before the Exodus from Egypt (see Genesis 15:13), so there is a determinate period in which the Exile must be ended, as explicitly mentioned in the Mishna, Eduyot 2:9.10 This is the B’Eto or “natural” process of Israel’s Redemption. What needs to be emphasized, however, is that even if Klal Yisrael does not merit the hastening of the Redemption, it will commence by a natural historical process, in stages of development determined by God’s infinite supervision [or what may be called the infinite computational system by which God rules history].11
Consistent with this B’Eto or natural (and unhastened) process of Israel’s Redemption, consider the incomplete elements of the following stages. First, we see that the Jews (namely those in the Free World), are not subjected to gentile rule. Second, we see that the Jews have regained control (of a major part) of the Land of Israel, and that every Jew has a right to settle in Eretz Yisrael (as here qualified). Third, and what is especially significant, more and more Jews (from every walk of life and profession) are returning to the Torah, are doing teshuva.12 Finally, a Jewish government rules over the land (but it is not a Torah government and will not be until Klal Yisrael as a whole returns to the Torah).

The general character of the “unhastened” process of Redemption is described by the Jerusalem Talmud—the Yerushalmi—as follows:

Rav Chiya and Rav Shimon ben Chalafta were walking in the valley of Arabel in the early morning, when they saw the morning star, the dawn as it was rising in the sky. Said Rav Chiya to Rav Shimon ben Chalafta: “Great teacher, thus will be the Redemption of Israel: little by little, stage after stage, until the Redemption will be completed. And as the dawn of the morning spreads in the sky, wider and wider, until the entire sky becomes bright by the appearance of the sun, so will be the Redemption, little by little at the Beginning, and gradually becoming wider and wider” (Berachot 1.1).

The Yerushalmi illustrates the Redemption by drawing upon the Book of Esther and asking:

What is the reason for the statement, “Even when I sit in darkness, God is my light” (Micah 7:8)? So also at the Beginning: “And Mordechai was sitting at the king’s gate” (Esther 2:21). And afterwards: “Then Haman took the apparel and the horse” (ibid., 6:11), and afterwards “and Mordechai returned to the king’s gate” (ibid., 30). And (again) afterwards: “and Mordechai went forth from the presence of the king in royal apparel” (ibid., 8:15). And afterwards: “the Jews had light and gladness, joy, and honor” (ibid., 16). 

The first half of the Yerushalmi [referring to Rav Chiya] is quoted by many people who talk about the Beginning of the Geula, but the other half—the above quotations from the Book of Esther—is not explained by any of the commentaries. 

The words of the (always concise) Yerushalmi are perplexing. What did Rav Chiya add or disclose when he compared the Redemption to the dawn? In view of the fact that the Sages always speak in symbolic language, did a Torah master like Rav Chiya have to explain that the Redemption will come in stages by comparing it to the dawn of morning—as if the statement would not have been clear enough without this analogy?

The intention of the Yerushalmi emphatically illustrated by the analogy of the rising sun, is to show that once the B’Eto (“unhastened” Redemption) process of Klal Yisrael in the Land of Israel begins, it must naturally continue until its completion (in the Geula Shleima, the Final Redemption). Just as the spreading of the light in the sky follows an irreversible process governed by natural or physical law, so, when the dawn of the Redemption comes, it will continue constantly, little by little, wider and wider. Sometimes the process of Redemption may appear in eclipse, as when the dawn is darkened by clouds [like the politics of the present secular State of Israel]. Nevertheless, the general system progresses in accordance with laws which are irreversible. In other words, the Yerushalmi used a celestial analogy to emphasize that the system of Redemption conforms to a law of history and is no less inexorable than a law of nature. And because the Geula B’Eto has to progress in a natural way, the Yerushalmi refers to the events recounted in the Book of Esther as an historical instance of this natural process. 

And yet the probability of the concatenation of events narrated in the Book of Esther is so minute as to indicate that the saving of Jews, at that time, was a concealed miracle computed by God’s infinite wisdom. Similarly, if one carefully considers the sequence of events culminating in the establishment of a Jewish government in the Land of Israel in 1948, it can hardly be doubted that here, too, there occurred, in accordance with the Halakha of the laws of probability, another hidden miracle. Again we see God’s infinite supervision over Klal Yisrael.

Now let us summarize the basic stages of the “unhastened” (B’Eto) process of Israel’s redemption (unhastened because the generation, having not returned to the Torah, do not merit immediate redemption). First, the Jews will not be subjected to foreign rule. Second, many of them will return to the Land of Israel and establish their own government. Third, gradually, more and more Jews will return to the Torah. Fourth, their progressive return to the Torah will naturally eventuate in the appointment or leadership the Moshiach who will establish a Torah government, as the Gemara confirms in Eruvin 43b.13 All the laws of the Torah will be observed. The Sanhedrin will be reinstituted, the wicked will be punished, the righteous will be rewarded, and the Temple will be rebuilt—all under the restored rulership of the House of David. (See Rambam, Mishneh Torah, Book of Judges, “Laws of Kings and Wars,” XI, 1.) 

Had the Redemption occurred in accordance with the laws of Achishena, the process would have proceeded from the individual, the Moshiach, to the community, and by way of evident miracles. As we have seen, however, the Yerushalmi quoted above illustrates the laws of B’Eto which entail a natural process of Redemption, one that proceeds from the community to the individual, Beginning with the community’s physical development and progressing toward its intellectual and moral perfection.

The possibility of Achishena—of Redemption that proceeds from the individual to the community—gives rise to the possibility of false Moshiachs. When such impostors have appeared in history and claimed to possess the ability to perform miracles and bring the Jewish people back to the Land of Israel, their frauds were discovered immediately. It was seen empirically that they could not perform any miracles as Moses did in the period of the Exodus. But when the Redemption proceeds B’Eto from the community14 to the individual, not only is the process a natural one, but as soon as the Jews are no longer subjected as such to foreign rule, one may know for certain that he is in the period of the Beginning of the Redemption (Atchalta d’Geula).15
It needs to be emphasized that the Sages regarded the elimination of subjection to foreign rule as a definitive sign and indication of the Beginning of the Redemption. The Rambam affirms this:

The period of the Moshiach will be realized in this world, which will continue in its normal course, except that independent sovereignty will be restored to Israel. The ancient Sages already said, “The only difference between the present and period of the Moshiach is that political oppression will then cease” (Mishneh Torah, Book of Knowledge, “Laws of Repentance,” IX, 2.8).

It is also important to stress that throughout the long history of the Jews, there was never a period where Redemption proceeded from the community to the individual. What happened was that one or another charlatan tried to deceive the Jews that he was the Moshiach and that he had supernatural powers; but as already noted, his fraudulence was immediately discovered empirically. In contrast, the period in which we now live is a unique state of affairs that logically satisfies the criteria of the Beginning of the Redemption from the community to the individual as described in the Torah, the Prophets, the Babylonian and Jerusalem Talmuds, and, as we shall see later, the Zohar. The Second Argument is therefore refuted.

THE THIRD REFUTATION

Complete Redemption Must Come Through A Return To Torah, 
But Its Beginning May Come Through A Gradual And Natural Process

The refutation of the Third Argument, that Redemption cannot come without teshuva, a complete return to Torah, will be found in the Gemara, Megilla 17b.

The Gemara explains that the Shmoneh Esrei, the Eighteen Benedictions which the observant recite every day, symbolically alludes to the Jews in Exile and to the process of their Redemption from its beginning to its end. Each one of the Eighteen Benedictions symbolizes a complete stage.

The Gemara asks: “Why is the Redemption mentioned in the seventh benediction?” The Gemara replies: “Because the Redemption is going to be in the seventh or sabbatical year of rest for the Land [as stated in Exodus 23:10 and Leviticus 25:2-5]. Therefore the Redemption was mentioned in the seventh benediction.” The Gemara demurs: “Why is it said that in the sixth year there will be sounds and thunderings, in the seventh year there will be wars, and in the Beginning of the eighth year the Moshiach will come?” The Gemara answers: “This is no contradiction because the wars already indicate the Beginning of the Redemption—and that is why Redemption is established in the seventh benediction.”16
The Gemara continues: “What was the reason for mentioning healing in the eighth benediction?” The Gemara replies: “Because circumcision, which requires healing, is appointed for the eighth day, therefore it was established in the eighth benediction.” Again the Gemara asks: “What was the reason for placing the prayer for the blessing of the years ninth?” The Gemara answers: “This was directed against those who raise the market price of foodstuffs, as it is written, ‘Break the arm of the wicked’ and when David said this he said it in the ninth Psalm.”17
The Gemara continues: “And why did they see fit to recite the ingathering of the exiles [in the tenth benediction, i.e.] after the blessing of the years?”18 The Gemara answers: “Because it is written, ‘But you, O mountains of Israel, you shall shoot forth your branches and yield your fruit for My people Israel, for they are at hand to come’” (Ezekiel 36:8).19 And when the exiles are assembled, judgment will be visited upon the wicked, as it says, “And I will turn My hand upon you, and purge away your dross as with lye” (Isaiah 1:25), and as it is written further, “And I will restore your judges as at the first” (ibid., 26). And when judgment is visited upon the wicked, transgressors cease, and presumptuous sinners are included with them, as it is written, “But the destruction of the transgressors and of the sinners shall be together, and they that forsake the Lord shall be consumed” (ibid., 28). And when the transgressors have disappeared, the power of the righteous will be exalted, as it is written, “All the horn of the wicked also will I cut off, but the horn of the righteous shall be lifted up” (Psalms 75:11).... And where is the horn of the righteous exalted? In Jerusalem, as it says, “Pray for the peace of Jerusalem, may they prosper that love You” (ibid., 122:6). And when Jerusalem is built, David will come, as it says, “Afterwards shall the children of Israel return and seek the Lord their God, and David their king” (Hosea 3:5).”

Rashi explains that the words “transgressors cease” mean that all will repent, will return to Torah, and that no one in that period will deny that the Torah is God-given. From this it follows that until that period there will not as yet be a complete return to Torah. But the period defined by the cessation of transgressors is several periods after the Beginning of the Redemption mentioned in the seventh benediction (before the appointment of the Moshiach).

We see from this Gemara that, whereas the complete Redemption by the Moshiach depends on the Jewish people’s return to Torah, the Beginning of the Redemption can occur even in a period when the wicked prevail!20 This Gemara clearly refutes the Third Argument.     

THE FOURTH REFUTATION

The Establishment Of The State Of Israel 

Proves By Definition That This Was By The Will Of God

The Fourth Argument, recall, is the Chofetz Chaim commentary on Psalms127:1: “Unless the Lord builds the house, those who build it labor in vain.” The Chofetz Chaim deduced from this axiom the prediction that the secular “Zionists” would not be able to establish a state in the Land of Israel because their aim was to destroy the Torah, abandon God, and build a secular democratic regime. But these secular “Zionists” did in fact establish the present State of Israel. Thus, if one accepts the axiom of the Chofetz Chaim, the proof that we are in the Beginning of the Redemption follows by definition: “Unless the Lord builds the house, those who build it labor in vain.” A Jewish state in the Land of Israel cannot be established through human effort alone, but only by the will and supervision of God. Hence, seeing that the Jewish state is a reality, we must conclude that its coming into existence is the Beginning of the Redemption as determined by Divine laws of history. In short, according to the teaching of the Chofetz Chaim, the proof that we are in the Beginning of the Redemption is the very existence of a Jewish state in the Land of Israel.

THE FIFTH REFUTATION

“The Wicked Will Prepare And The Righteous Shall Wear”

The Fifth Argument considers it unreasonable that the Beginning of the Redemption should come through the efforts of people whose doctrines and practices differ radically from the theoretical understanding and practical functions of the Halakha. But the refutation of this argument is clear from the Halakha itself. The Rambam writes in his Introduction to the Mishnah:
A man may say: “Behold, we observe the case of a stupid person who lives in tranquility in the world without toiling in it, while others serve him, even a man of wisdom who manages his affairs.” But the situation is not as it appears at first glance, because the security of that foolish person and his welfare is a preparation for some other person whom the Creator determined would [eventually] merit it. Although the fool, with his great fortune of money and property, may instruct his servants to construct a beautiful palace, and to plant a vineyard, as kings do, it is possible that his great palace was unwittingly prepared for a sage who, a thousand years hence, will come and be forced to seek refuge from the sun’s heat, and will do so in the shadow of one of the palace’s many walls, which, in certain situations, will save his life. As Job says: “The wicked will prepare and the righteous shall wear” (27:17). Or, some day, from that vineyard a cup of wine will be taken to make theriac, a medicine that will save a wise and righteous man bitten by a poisonous snake. This is the wisdom of God, that He can determine in nature causes or means whose effects or consequences will only be seen in the years to come. (See Isaiah 25:11.)

It seems that the source for this statement of the Rambam is in tractate Avoda Zara 2b. There it says that after the Redemption of Klal Yisrael, God is going to judge the whole of humanity. In an allegory intended to convey the meaning and purpose of history, God asks the nations:

“What was your occupation and goal?” The nations will reply: “Master of the universe, we have established economy and technology and many markets for business. We have advanced hygiene and cleanliness, and have erected many bathhouses and places of entertainment. We have gathered much silver and gold, and all this we did only for the sake of Israel, that they might obtain without great effort their food and pleasures, and have enough time to study Torah.”

And God will answer them: “You great fools—all that you have done you have done only for your own interests and for the gratification of your own desires. You have established market places in order to place courtesans therein; baths, to revel in them. As for your accumulation of silver and gold, that is Mine, as it is written: ‘Mine is the silver and Mine is the gold, says the Lord of hosts’ (Haggai 2:8).

And when God asks other nations: “In what were you occupied?” they will reply: “We have built many bridges, we have captured many cities, we have waged many wars, and all this for the sake of Israel, that they might engage in the study of Torah.”

Then God will say to them: “You fools—all that you have done you have done for your own interests. You have built bridges in order to extract tolls, you have subdued cities so as to impose forced labor; as to waging wars, I am the Lord of battles, as it is said, “HaShem is a man of war” (Exodus14:13) [which means that the winning of wars is determined by Laws of Divine Guidance].

Here is not the place to explain the profundity of every detail of this allegory and its Gemara. But its general idea must be elucidated in accordance with the logic of the argument.

In the time of the Moshiach, God will judge humanity. He will communicate, so-to-speak, with the nations on the Day of Judgment. Even though they will recognize that God is the Master of the Universe, and that past, present, and future are open before Him, the nations will nonetheless think they can deceive God by telling Him that all that they had done was for the sake of Israel, when in fact their political and economic systems, their arts and sciences and technologies, were developed merely to serve their own greed and pleasures, their self-preservation and egoistic aspirations. But how could any nation have the audacity to tell God that it had developed its technology so that Israel should study Torah? How could nations speak falsely to God when they know that God knows the truth? Of course, the words of this Gemara are symbolic. Still, they must be logically related to empirical reality and to truth itself.

The great Gaon, Reb Chaim of Brisk, explains that the reply of the nations is literally true when viewed from the perspective of the Torah system. For according to the Torah itself, and to the Prophets and the Sages, all of creation—this planet in particular—exists for the sake of Torah, for whose study and fulfillment Israel was created. (Compare Rashi on Genesis 1:1 and Isaiah 43:21: “This people I have created to relate My praise.”) All the events of human history are correlated and linked to fulfill the purpose of the Torah. The vicissitudes of humanity lead, through an infinite interrelational and transformation system, to the time of the Moshiach, when Israel will be recognized as the goal and peak of human progress. Then everybody will know that “HaShem is One and His Name is One” (Zechariah 14:19)—which means that the totality of existence is the result of God’s actions. When the Moshiach comes and the nations are judged, everyone will then see that the entire effort of the human race was related and directed to the purpose of the Torah, which is to destroy all forms of idolatry on the one hand, and, on the other, to exalt HaShem by revealing his infinite wisdom, power, and graciousness.

Thus, when the nations will say that their arts and sciences and technologies, as well as their political and economic systems and activities, were pursued only for the sake of the Torah, they will be telling the truth; for at that time they will be able to see the logical laws and purpose of history which relate all things to the Torah. But God will answer them: “Of course you now see the true reality of your actions; but in the past, that is, in your historic existence, you did not possess the wisdom to discern the ends to which your actions were being guided. All your labors and mental efforts were motivated by collective egoism and animalistic desires. Lusting for national wealth, power, and glory, you trampled upon the laws of morality. You harnessed your national energies, physical and mental, to destroy the human soul. The knowledge of which you are most proud is merely of matter and body. You closed your eyes and ears to the esthetic beauty of divine creation. You failed to appreciate the higher intellectual levels of existence.”

The principle of the Rambam, that “the wicked will prepare and the righteous shall wear,” is extended here not only from individual to individual in the course of time, but also to the whole history of humanity, that is, to the nations whose actions and technologies were often the result of avarice, vainglory, and a malicious desire to wage war and enslave peoples. However, by virtue of God’s providence or infinite interrelational and transformation system, the wickedness of these nations, together with their technologies, contributed to, or helped prepare the grounds for, the period of the Moshiach, Torah government, and the perfection of humanity.

A clear Halakhic principle may be elicited from the above discussion of the Sages’ understanding of the motives, actions, accomplishments, and ultimate historical purpose of the non-Torah world. The preparation for, or the means to, a Torah end, be it for a righteous individual or an entire generation of Torah, can be effectuated by a wicked person or by an entire generation of wicked people. In this connection, consider the case of a Jew who takes interest from another Jew—both thereby violating the Torah. If the lender dies, his children do not have to return the interest. In support of this Halakha, the Gemara quotes the verse, “the wicked will prepare and the righteous shall wear” (Baba Metzia 61b).

It is logically incorrect to ask, “How can the wicked be instrumental in bringing about the Beginning of the Redemption?” because that is exactly the explicit rule of the Halakha just cited; again, “the wicked will prepare and the righteous shall wear.” We see from the Rambam and the Gemara that this is not only a symbolic expression but a pragmatic function of Halakha as well as a fact of history.

It seems that two extremes, the religious and the wicked (for example, atheists who entirely reject the Torah), are committing the same error. The wicked think that they are the cause, and that theirs are the aims, of the State of Israel—of its establishment and development. Meanwhile, their religious antagonists think that that is exactly (and regrettably) the case. They are both mistaken. God’s infinite system of supervision determined Israel’s Redemption. And this Redemption is for the sake of the righteous, for those who will return to Torah, for the Moshiach and for the future of Klal Yisrael, the community of Israel.

This is sufficient for the refutation of the Fifth Argument. Since a clear Halakha has been established—once again, that “the wicked will prepare and the righteous shall wear”—there can be no valid objection to the possibility that the wicked should take part in the Beginning of the Redemption. But they are only helping to prepare the physical foundation for Israel’s complete Redemption, and for the enjoyment of the righteous, now and in the future.21
* * *

Because so many religious Jews reject the present State of Israel as a function of the Redemption, some enlargement of the Fifth Refutation may be helpful before turning to the Sixth.

We have seen that various religious Jews cannot believe that the present State of Israel is an instrument of the Beginning of the Redemption because this State is the enemy of, and an obstacle to, the Torah.22 They deem it paradoxical—as logically absurd and unacceptable—that the Torah, which helped the Jewish people survive 2,000 years of statelessness, dispersion, and repeated slaughter, and which at last brought the Jews back to their own land where they could enjoy freedom under their own government, should nonetheless be abandoned as a result of that regained freedom.

What these religious Jews present here is not a logical paradox but an objection based on offended emotions. The period in which we live is a reality, an existing fact determined by the divine laws of history. The existence of this historical fact, like any fact of nature, cannot be explained by sentiment. A fact of nature is not a poetic vision or a mystery. Facts of nature are defined and determined by logical concepts and mathematical relations. They are not influenced by the attitudes of philosophers and poets, or by the feelings of discontented or disillusioned observers. The Halakhic determination of our present period is a matter of reason, not sentiment, whether the sentiment is that of a Torah man or of an outsider of Torah. If this period fits the pattern of the Beginning of the Redemption as defined by the Halakha, if its character and historic function do not contradict the teachings of the Written Torah and the logical concepts of the Oral Torah concerning the Divine Plan of Redemption and its relation to empirical reality, then any sentimental, sociological or philosophical notions to the contrary must be rejected as subjective and irrelevant for understanding the period in which we are now living.

To understand this period Halakhically and to see the logic of its redemption-order, it is enough to recall a few basic principles. First, if the Redemption is by a predetermined time (B’Eto), the Redemption process unfolds in a natural way. This is the case when the generation—some righteous individuals notwithstanding—lacks the merit to be worthy of miracles. Second, before the complete Redemption, the individual has freedom of choice: he can choose to keep the Torah, with all its commandments, or he can reject it entirely.23 Now, inasmuch as the present generation, as a whole, has not done teshuva and, therefore, is not worthy of obvious miracles, the Redemption had to begin by a natural process. It would have been impossible for the Torah people—a small minority—to expel the oppressors from the Land of Israel and establish a Jewish government, if only because no Torah man of that period would have let himself get Halakhically involved in an armed rebellion, where every moment Jewish life is placed at hazard. Any student of Torah would certainly agree that no genuine Halakha man of that particular generation would have made decisions involving the slightest doubt of danger to life—pekuach nefesh—even for one individual.24 So, by God’s infinite supervision, the idea of overthrowing gentile rule and of establishing a Jewish government in the Land of Israel had to animate the secularists, people who could readily use the weapons of war to establish a Jewish state and to facilitate thereby the ingathering of Jews to Eretz Yisrael. These secularists, inspired by the great ideal of freedom for the Jewish people and of Jewish sovereignty in the Land of Israel, were not aware of, or concerned about, the Halakha and its constraints on the risking of Jewish life, to say nothing of other Halakhic rules that would have been impediments to their “Zionist” uprising. And so, inasmuch as the Redemption had to come about by a natural process, it could only have been initiated by non-Torah people.

If the reader will ponder this explanation, he will see that, Halakhically, in our time, the Atchalta d’Geula—Beginning of the Redemption—could not have happened in any other way.

THE SIXTH REFUTATION

The “Three Oaths” Are Not Related To The Jews While They Are In The Land Of Israel

The Sixth Argument, we saw, is based on the famous “Three Oaths” (Ketubot 111a).25 The first of these oaths, which alone is pertinent to this discussion, abjured Israel not to go up and storm Eretz Yisrael—in Hebrew: shelo yaalu bechoma. In other words, the Jews are to refrain from attempting to invade the Land of Israel by force in order to liberate the land from foreign rule.

Many commentaries have asked: “What is the source of the oath—not to go up and storm the Land of Israel?” The answer will be found in the Zohar (Exodus 32a).26 The Zohar states that, even though the Land of Israel is given to the descendants of Avraham through Yitzhak and Yaakov, who have the commandment of circumcision on the eighth day after birth, still, because Ishmael, the offspring of Avraham and Hagar, was circumcised when he was thirteen years old, he merits the privilege to be in Eretz Yisrael while the land is devoid of Jews. And so long as Ishmael’s descendants occupy the land, they will prevent the Jews from returning should they attempt to do so by force. But when the Jews settle in Eretz Yisrael, Ishmael’s privilege to be in the land will be terminated. Thereafter, if Ishmael’s descendants wage war against the Jews, they, the Arabs, will lose. Even if other nations come to the aid of the Arabs, they will not win. The control of the Land of Israel will remain in the hands of the Jews. This prediction of the Zohar was written many centuries ago and is being realized in our time. But therein is the esoteric as well as the exoteric meaning of the oath abjuring the Jews not to storm the Land of Israel when they are in exile.27
The distinction between the status of the Jews when they are in exile and when they are in the Land of Israel helps solve a great difficulty in understanding the Ramban (Nachmaides), a difficulty that has perplexed many generations, but whose solution will completely nullify the Sixth Argument. 

Commenting on the Rambam’s Book of Commandments (Sefer HaMitzvot), the Ramban states that “we are commanded to conquer (lareshet) the land that God gave to the children of Israel ... and not abandon it to other nations or to desolation, as it says, “And you shall drive out the inhabitants of the land and dwell therein” (viy-horash-tem et ha’aretz viy-shav-tem ba)” (Numbers 33:53). The two key Hebrew words have been hyphenated. The first, viy-horash-tem, corresponds to the word yerusha which, according to the Ramban, means “to expel.” The Ramban holds, therefore, that the Jews are commanded to conquer the Land of Israel, that this comes under the category of an obligatory war (milchemet mitzvah) which applies to every generation, including the present one. As for viy-shav-tem, this corresponds to the word yeshiva which simply means that the Jews are obliged to settle in the land. Hence, even when the Jews are in exile, the mitzvah of yerusha and yeshiva, to conquer and dwell in the Land of Israel, is valid.

However, the Rishon Rabbi Yitzchak de Leon raised a substantive question against the Ramban. In his Megilat Esther, one of the great commentaries on the Book of Commandments, he asks: How can the commandment in question be construed to obligate the Jews to conquer the Land of Israel when the oath shelo yaalu bechoma prohibits such conquest? Unable to overcome the contradiction, de Leon remained perplexed about the dictum of the Ramban.

We have here a most interesting fact. The oath which forbids the Jews from storming the Land of Israel, and which today is used as an argument against the thesis that we are witnessing the Beginning of the Redemption, and that the State of Israel is an instrument of this Redemption process—the same oath was used against the Ramban’s understanding of the commandment to conquer the land and dwell therein. We are the heirs of a dilemma that has persisted for centuries. In fact, however [and as Dr. Zimmerman was the first to show], there is no contradiction at all between the oath and the commandment as construed by the Ramban.

The dilemma may be reformulated as follows. According to the Talmud and all the Rishonim, whereas the word yerusha means to conquer the Land of Israel, the word yeshiva means to live in the land. The Ramban holds that Israel is at all times obliged to fulfill this commandment. (Hence the obligatory character of the commandment is not limited to the time of the coming of the Moshiach.) But the question arises: How is it possible that the commandment to conquer and dwell in the land should prevail in our time (or in the Ramban’s time, for that matter) in opposition to the oath forbidding the Jews from storming Eretz Yisrael?
To solve this dilemma it will first be necessary to explain certain concepts of Torah and Halakha. The Torah was given and written in the language of man, that is, in a language appropriate to the common understanding of man. But the Torah gave the people commandments with which they were unfamiliar. Hence it was necessary for the Torah to state the preliminary procedures required for the fulfillment of these commandments. The preliminary or preparatory stage of a commandment is called, in the Talmud, a hechsher-mitzvah—hereafter rendered as “pre-mitzvah”—which is distinguished from the actual performance of the commandment as such, which is called kiyum-ha’mitzvah—hereafter rendered as “mitzvah per se.”28 

For example, the Torah says you shall celebrate the holiday of Succot by dwelling in booths. Building a succah is only a pre-mitzvah. To fulfill the mitzvah per se, one must dwell in the succah itself. Consistent therewith, no blessing is said over the building of the succah, but only when sitting in the succah. Similarly, the Torah says you shall make tzitzit (fringed garments) on the corners of your garments. The mitzvah per se is to wear the tzitzit; to make them is only a pre-mitzvah. Hence we recite the blessing when we put on fringed garments, not when we make them. It is to be noted, however, that whereas the mitzvah per se is a constant whose fulfillment cannot be circumvented, the pre-mitzvah is only mandatory when it is indispensable for the fulfillment of the mitzvah per se. Thus, a man must put on tefillin (phylacteries) every day—this is the mitzvah per se—but he does not have to manufacture them, which is but a pre-mitzvah. And so, in every (positive) commandment, the Torah speaks in the language of a pre-mitzvah, the preparatory stage of the mitzvah per se. This is a very important rule of Torah scholarship, one that solves many difficulties which have perplexed commentators.

Now, in many instances, there is no determined sequence for the pre-mitzvah and the mitzvah per se. A pre-mitzvah can be done after as well as before a mitzvah per se. Thus, a man can fulfill the mitzvah of being in a succah—he could sit in his neighbor’s succah—without having first made one himself, and he could then make a succah during the intermediate days of the festival. This said, the supposed contradiction between the “Three Oaths” and the Ramban may now be dissolved.

When the Torah says viy-horash-tem et ha’aretz viy-shav-tem ba, and when the Ramban uses the equivalent terms, yerusha and yeshiva—you shall conquer the land and dwell therein—the conquering of the land is only a pre-mitzvah. The mitzvah per se is to settle in the land. In other words, the mitzvah proper is not to conquer the land but to live in it. (The reader should keep the Halakhic distinction in mind because many people have erred on this subject. They thought that conquering the land—kibbush ha’aretz—is a mitzvah per se (kiyum-ha’mitzvah). This is incorrect. The conquest of the Land, which is expressed by the word yerusha, is only a pre-mitzvah (hechsher-mitzvah). The actual fulfillment of the mitzvah is yeshiva, living in the Land of Israel.)

Now, consider again the oath shelo yaalu bechoma—they shall not go up and storm the Land of Israel. That the oath refers to the Jews while they are in exile is evident from the Halakhic understanding of the word yaalu—they shall go up.29 For the word yaalu (or any of its cognates) relates only to the Land of Israel. That is to say, in every place where the Talmud and Midrash speak of anyone coming to Eretz Yisrael, the Sages always use the language of “aliya,” which means ascending or “going up” to the Land. Conversely, whenever anyone left Eretz Yisrael, the Sages always use the language of “yerida,” which means descending or “going down” from the Land.30
In his Responsa (1-3), the Rashbash (Rabbi Shlomo ben Shimon, 1400-1467) elaborates on the concept of aliya. Quoting the Ramban and the Tashbatz (the work of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemach), the Rashbash points out that aliya to the Land of Israel is a hechsher-mitzvah (a pre-mitzvah), whereas living in the land is a kiyum-ha’mitzvah (the mitzvah per se). Furthermore, Rabbi Abraham of Sochochov, in his Avnei Nezer (Ch. 454), affirms the preceding and adds that an oath made by a man not to make aliya is not a violation of the Torah because, like yerusha it is only a hechsher-mitzvah (pre-mitzvah).31
With the above Halakhic definitions and applications, resolved is the 700-year difficulty in the Ramban, whose understanding of the commandment to conquer the Land of Israel seems to contradict the “Three Oaths,” specifically the oath that prohibits such conquest. Since aliya means to go up to Eretz Yisrael from the Diaspora, then, clearly, the prohibition shelo yallu bechoma—they shall not conquer the land through aliya—only applies against Jews in exile who might want to mobilize for an invasion of Israel from the Diaspora itself. On the other hand, the oath does not apply to Jews who, individually, by way of immigration and the permission of the nations, have already settled in the Land. Indeed, once they have done so, the mitzvah of conquering the Land comes into force. They may then wage war from within Israel to liberate the Land from foreign rule. Halakhically, this constitutes a perfectly logical reversal of the liberation and settlement of Eretz Yisrael. Since conquering the Land is only a pre-mitzvah, it can be undertaken after the mitzvah per se, the settling in the land. This is why the commandment to conquer the Land can be realized even today in complete consistency with the great Ramban.

It is astonishing that, in his commentary to the Song of Songs, the Ramban predicted that the Jews will enter Eretz Yisrael with the approval of the nations! Hence it is in conformity with the Ramban’s Halakha that the Jews, having been allowed by the nations to enter the Land of Israel (and thereby to fulfill the mitzvah of settlement or yeshiva), were thereafter able to conquer the Land and establish their own sovereign and independent state (thereby fulfilling the mitzvah of conquest or yerusha). Nor is this all.

Once the Jews have settled and conquered the Land of Israel, then, according to the Ramban, they are forbidden by the commandment of conquest (yerusha) to give up their possession of any part of this Land. This commandment, as understood by the Ramban, together with the previous Halakhic analysis of the oath, shelo yaalu bechoma, refutes all arguments of those who quote this oath to disqualify the Jewish possession, conquest, and government of the Land of Israel.32 

Furthermore, this refutation is clearly and explicitly defined in the Midrash, and in a most telling way. As is known to any talmudic student, the Halakha uses very concise and even abbreviated (though logically defined) language. In contrast, the Midrash is usually elaborate and explicit. Thus, referring to the Song of Songs, the Midrash (in II, 7) quotes the oath under discussion using the following words: “shelo yaalu bechoma min ha’golah”—which clearly states that the Jews should not storm Eretz Yisrael from the Galut—the Diaspora! We see here that, for the sake of those who are not Halakha men, and who therefore may not know the definition of the word yaalu, the Midrash—which is written for everyone—made the effort to state explicitly that the term aliya means min ha’golah—from the Diaspora. (See Rashi on Shabbat 30b.)

Conclusion

At this point let us summarize the previous analysis. According to the Ramban, it is the duty of Jews who live in the Land of Israel to establish their sovereignty over the Land. This Halakha of the Ramban is valid for all times and therefore applies to the Jews who live in Israel today.33 As a result of the exile and dispersion of the Jews, there took place a logical reversal of the commandment to conquer and settle the Land of Israel. Settlement had to occur first, consistent with the oath prohibiting armed invasion, followed by conquest. The order in time is not restrictively determined because “conquest” is only a pre-mitzvah and can be accomplished after fulfilling the commandment to settle the Land.

It is therefore profoundly interesting to see that the Beginning of the Redemption has in our time taken place in accordance with the Halakha. First, there were waves of Jewish immigration to Eretz Yisrael for centuries preceding 1948. Second, in that year, and with the approval of the United Nations (as predicted by the Ramban), the Jews established the State of Israel. Then, by means of two wars—the War of Independence of 1948 and the stunning Six-Day War of 1967—the Jews conquered the heartland of Israel, the Land which belongs to them as decreed in the Torah. By this logical reversal in the Torah, first settlement (yeshiva) and then conquest (yerusha), the divine oath was not violated, as the history of the establishment of the State of Israel bears witness, because this new State of Israel was created exactly through this process. In the Divine Plan for the rebirth of Israel, the order of the Beginning of the Redemption clearly followed the laws of Torah and Halakha. The reverse order would have failed, for it would have violated the divine oath.

But what is utterly astonishing and incredible is that in Psalm 69:36, King David predicted the Beginning of the Redemption in the special sequence in which it has actually occurred! This psalm, which is almost a condensation of the Book of Lamentations, describes the tribulations the Jews will have in exile. It begins: “Save me, O God, for the waters are come into my soul. I sink in a deep mire, where there is no standing. I am come into deep waters and the flood overwhelms me. I am weary with my crying; my throat is dried. My eyes fail while I wait for my God.” Then, after elaborating on the suffering of the Jews in exile, King David assures them that, in the end, “God will help Zion, and He will rebuild the cities of Judah, and they shall live there (YESHIVA) and conquer it (YERUSHA)!34 Everywhere else in the Bible of Israel the word yerusha is written first, whereas the word yeshiva always occurs second. But here, in his prophecy of the future Redemption, King David first mentions yeshiva—living in the Land of Israel—and only second does he mention yerusha—conquering the land. This is the only place in the Bible of Israel where the order is reversed!

* * *

The arguments that the present State of Israel cannot exist Halakhically because of the divine oath have thus been shown by Dr. Zimmerman to be completely invalid, as are all other arguments which deny the instrumental function of the State of Israel in the Atchalta d’Geula—Beginning of the Redemption. To the contrary, not only has the oath not been violated, but the Jews now living in Eretz Yisrael should bear in mind their duty to liberate the Land as stated in the Torah and as understood by the great Ramban.

*___________________________

1 Originally published in Jerusalem by the present author as a separate booklet under the title Israel’s Return and Restoration: The Secret of Her Conquest (Jerusalem 1987). The text (here slightly abridged) represents my rendering of Chapter 1 of Dr. Chaim Zimmerman’s Torah and Existence. Unless indicated by (P.E.), endnotes are based on that book.

2 The Rishonim lived between the eleventh and fifteenth centuries. They were followed by the Achronim who deferred to the superiority of their predecessors. Rashi is the acronym of Rabbenu Shlomo ben Yitzhak (1040-1105). As previously noted, Rambam is the acronym of Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon known as as Maimonides (1135-1204); Ramban is the acronym of Rabbi Moshe ben Nachman (1194-1240) known as Nachmanides (P.E.). 

3 The Rambam included belief in the advent of the Moshiach as one of Thirteen Basic Principles of the Torah. These are printed in the Jewish prayer book. 

4 The Kabala and works like the Zohar are not mystical. Rather, they are couched in allegorical form to conceal what are thoroughly rational teachings about man and the universe, but which teachings would confuse the ignorant and arm the wicked. See Chaim Zimmerman Torah and Reason, pp. 136, 269-291 (P.E.).

5 It should be noted that the partial return of Jews to Eretz Yisrael after the destruction of the First Temple was not from the four corners of the earth, as was the case after 1948 (P.E.).

6 It should be noted that Dr. Zimmerman speaks of seven arguments, to which he addresses seven refutations. To simplify the exposition, I have rearranged the order of these arguments and refutation and have combined what he designates as the Third and Fifth Arguments concerning the (supposed) impossibility of the Redemption given the secular character of those who founded the State of Israel. See Torah and Existence, pp. 27, 28, 32, 67.

7 For a profound discussion of the role of the miracles in relation to the Redemption and free will, see ibid., pp. 44-67 (P.E.). 

8 “And your seed shall be as the dust of the earth” (Genesis 28:14). The Midrash comments: “As the dust of the earth can be blessed only through water, so will your children be blessed only for the sake of the Torah, which is likened to water; and as the dust of the earth is trodden upon, so will your children be downtrodden beneath the powers, as it is written, ‘And I will put it unto the hand of them that afflict you...’ (Isaiah 51:23); and as the dust of the earth wears out all utensils even of metal, yet itself remains forever, so will your children outlive all and exist forever” (P.E.).

9 These two periods of B’Eto and Achishena involve different premises and rules for the process of Israel’s Redemption. Their states of affairs are Halakhically differentiated. A comprehensive Halakhic discourse of talmudic and Zoharic sources can be found in Divrei Taam p. 241. The Divrei Taam explains that many talmudic statements, which appear to be contradictory, are actually related to the two different processes concerning Israel’s Redemption. 

10 See also the Zohar (117b): “Said Rav Jose: ‘We have still a long time to be in exile until the day arrives, but all depends on whether the people will repent of their sins, as

appears from the passage, ‘I the Lord will hasten it in its time’ (Isaiah 60:22), that is, ‘if they will be worthy, I will hasten it, and if not then in its time’” (P.E.). 

11 The Gemara in Megilla 17b alludes to the natural process of redemption. See Third Refutation.

12 No less remarkable is the fact that more and more Jews are applying the Torah to the sciences (P.E.). 

13 It should be noted, however, that the reference of Eruvin 43b to the Prophet Eliyahu and his prophecy regarding the days of the Moshiach has no relation to the Beginning of the Redemption (Atchalta d’Geula) but to the later stage of the redemption process. 

14 From a purely political perspective, this will require, inter alia, a basic shift of power from political parties to the people. This can only be accomplished by transforming Israel from a single, nationwide electoral district to a regional or multi-district system in order to make elected officials individually accountable to the people rather than to party oligarchs. The latter can ignore the people because they rank at the top of fixed party lists. 

15 See, for example, Berachot 34b; Pesachim 68a; Sanhedrin 99a; Shabbat 63a. 

16 Many people who deny the Beginning of the Redemption of our time—in Hebrew, the Atchalta d’Geula—and who consider this term to be an expression invented by modern religious Zionists, were not aware that the term is used explicitly in Megilla17b.

17 In our books it is the tenth psalm, verse 15 (P.E.).

18 The Maharsha (Morenu HaRav Shmuel Eliezer, 1555-163l) resolves the apparent discrepancy between the seventh and tenth benedictions. He says that these represent two stages in the conquest of Eretz Yisrael, but that it will not be until the second stage that Jerusalem will be liberated—anticipating its liberation in the Six-Day War!

19 Rashi states that “When the Land of Israel will yield its produce in superabundance, this will signal the approach of the end of the exile. There is no clearer ‘end’ than this.” As quoted in Pathways to the Torah, p. A29.8 (P.E.). 

20 See Chaim Zimmerman, Torah and Reason, p. 80 referring to the Yalkut Shimoni (Emor 23), which states that Klal Yisrael will not return to their land unless the wicked and the righteous are combined (like the four species) in one bundle (P.E.).

21 Notice that, since its establishment in 1948, the State of Israel has emphasized the physical development of the country. (Notice, too, Israel’s stunning victories over Arab states on the battlefield, victories attributed, as may be expected, to her superior scientific-technological infrastructure and military training programs.) But the emphasis on physical development, so natural for a secular government, could not but lead to the spread of materialism in society at-large. Repelled by the vulgar and hedonistic way of life (which Israel has largely imported from the West), religious people uncritically reject the State of Israel as an instrument of Redemption. See Mordechai Alexander (ed.), Torah L’Israel: Selected Teachings of Reb Chaim Zimmerman, (Jerusalem: Tvuno Institute, 1978), “The Soldier of Israel,” pp. 66-69 (P.E.).

22 It should be noted that various Israeli prime ministers and cabinet ministers have openly pursued the goal of transforming Israel into “a state of its citizens,” and have sought, with considerable success in the 1990s, to remove Jewish content from the public school curriculum. See Yoram Hazony et al., “The Quiet Revolution in the Teaching of Zionist History.”

23 On the question of free choice, see Torah and Existence, pp. 49-54 et seq (P.E.).
24 Nevertheless, and as will be demonstrated in the Sixth Refutation, once Eretz Yisrael is under control of the Jews, it would be a violation of Halakha to surrender any part of the land, even if its retention would necessitate war. The contention of certain religious Jews that parts of Eretz Yisrael may be sacrificed on grounds of pekuach nefesh has no basis in Halakha; indeed, it is palpably absurd and even provocative. For on these grounds, Israel would have to surrender land every time her enemies threatened war—and they would be encouraged to do so by the concept in question. Viewed in this light, pekuach nefesh would be a formula for national suicide. Hence, contrary to those who invoke this concept to justify surrendering parts of Eretz Yisrael for the sake of “peace,” pekuach nefesh entails the very opposite policy (P.E.).

25 The second oath bound the Jews not to rebel against the nations of the world. The third oath concerned the nations themselves: they are not to oppress the Jews unduly. Regarding the latter, it is an incontrovertible historical fact that any nation that cruelly oppressed the Jews has either been destroyed or lost its reigning power: for example, Babylon, Persia, Greece, Rome, Spain, Tsarist Russia, and Nazi Germany.

The “Three Oaths” are also discussed in Chaim Zimmerman, Torah and Reason, pp. 140-141 and in Torah L’Yisrael, pp. 9-22. Some aspects of the latter work have been incorporated into the Sixth Refutation.

What Judaic man calls God’s “oath” the non-Torah man calls a “law of nature.” A brief explanation: Like the ancient Greek philosophers, who regarded the universe as eternal, classical physics postulated eternal and self-subsisting laws of nature. The Sages of the Talmud refer to laws of nature as Shevuot—“oaths.” The reason is this. All laws of nature are creations of God (as are the laws or rules of mathematics and logic). These laws are not self-sustaining or independent. Their continued operation depends, every moment, on the Will of God. Were God to withdraw His power, the universe would revert to nothingness. Strictly speaking, therefore, there are no immanent, eternal, and absolute laws of nature. A law of nature is nothing more than God’s “oath” or promise that He will not change some stable form or predictable regularity of existence. God allows the world to function within the limits and constraints of the laws He has created (although He Himself is not bound by these laws). So, what to man is a law of nature is to God an “oath.” But the same may be said of “laws of history,” which may also be called “Laws of Divine Guidance.” For further elaboration, see Chaim Zimmerman, Torah and Reason, pp. 137-141, on which this paragraph is based. See also Torah L’Yisrael, pp. 17-19.

26 See Avnei Nezer the work of the Gaon Rav Avraham of Sochochov.

27 See Kidushin 26a. Although the word yerusha is often translated as “inherit,” its primary meaning is “to expel, seize, take possession or to occupy,” usually by force. For various derivatives of this word (or its cognates), see Lev. 20:24; Deut. 1:8, 2:12, 19, 21, 22; 11:23; 12:2; 18:14; 19:1; 31:3; Jud. 11:23; Isa. 14:21; Jer. 8:10; Ps. 44:4, 83:13. See also Nachmanides, Commentary on the Torah, Num. 33:53 (P.E.).

28 Chaim Zimmerman, Torah and Reason, ch. 23 (P.E.). 

29 Cognates of the word yaalu also connote “to go up against” (P.E.).

30 The terminology of aliya and yerida—of “going up” when one comes to the Land of Israel, and of “going down” when one leaves this Land—is made explicit in both Talmuds and is emphasized in the Babylonian Talmud. See Kidushin 69a, Berachot 63a, Yevamot 122a.

31 See Chaim Zimmerman, Torah L’Yisrael, p. 12 (P.E.).

32 This also refutes those who, on grounds of pekuach nefesh and in the name of “peace,” would surrender parts of the Land of Israel to the descendants of Ishmael (P.E.).

33 Needless to say, this statement has profound implications for the Government of Israel (P.E.). 

34 V’yashvu shom viyreishua (P.E.). 
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