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THE ETHICS OF FRIENDSHIP
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The more I reflected upon vhat was happening,'npon
vhat kind of men were active ijgp pelities, and upon the
state of gur }aws and customs, and the older Erew
the dore I ‘realized.,. it was impossible tg d;
anything withour friends ang loyal followers,

'(Ehistle VII)
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And acquire a friend, (Avot, 1:6) How? This teaches
that a person should 8cquire a friend; he should eat
with him, read with him, study with him, sleep (in the
‘same. house) with him, and reveal his secrets to him,
tpg'sécrets_of the Torah (that is, methods of deduction
and reasoning) and the secrets of worldly things.

| (Avot d'Rabbi Nathan, 8)
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Let the honor of your friend be as dear to you as
four own, :

- - - (Avor, 2:153
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who elevates himself at ot
fr?::d's shame, has no share in the vworld to come,

(Yerushalmi Chagigah, 2, 1)
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He who takes upon himself a8 position of political

guthority in order to benefit from it is comparable to
an adulterer. ' e

(P'sikta Rabbati, Aseret

' Ha-Dibrot, 10)
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The king has the right to tax the peaople for his

needs or for the needs of war...ind he-may send within
all the boundaries of Israel and take strong men,

war‘rfxors.‘ and mafke of them an army. Msh | "Etb.h,m'laeﬁtm, t: \'?_
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This section--"And thou shalt

1 put over cthee 3
king"--was not uttered as

. a commandment, but againsc
their complaints. It was apparent to Him (co God) thar

they ithe Israelites) were certain to complain and to
say, "And let us, too, be lika #il the pations.”

(Rashi, ibid.)
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And he has a Sefer Torah written on his behalf; when
he goes to war he takes it with him and when he returns
he brings it back with him when he Judges it is by his
side, when he relaxes it is with him, as 1t is said:

"And it shall be with him and he shall read from it all
the days of his life."

(Mishnah, Sanhedrin, 2:4)
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The king does not judge nor is he judged, he does not
beat witness nor is he restified against.

{Mishnah, Sanhedrin, 2:2)
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Any government which has nd advisers is not a
government. -

"(Pirkei .d'Rabbi Eliezer, 3)
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Rabbi Nehorai teaches: "This section (Deuteronomy

17:15) was not said except against their demands, as it
is said, "And you shall say, I shall put over me a

king". )
(Sanhedrin, 20h)
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"And thou shalt put..." is not a commandment but a .
free choice: when they cowmplain and demand a king, it
is permitted to appoint him.

(Bialik, Sefer ha-Agadah, p. 569)
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‘Rabbi Shimon ben Camliel sSays: "rhe warp)-
virtue of three Lhinzs——truth-(fnithfu!nﬂss}
and peace,. And they are all nne thing; whEn qut; . ;
done--then truth and peace are also-acconplish;&l o
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(Jerus;lem Talmud, P an’,
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Rabbi Joseph said: "This refers only to the kings of
Israel (That is, the kings of the ten northern tribes),
but the kings of the House of DPavid judge and are
judged, as it is said, "The House of David, thus saith
the Lord, execute  justice in  the  morning..,"
(Jeremiah, 21:12)

(Sanhedrin, 19a)



THE ETHICS OF ANGER
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Rabbi Eliezer said: "“.,,be not easily moved to
anger..."

‘(Pirkei Aboth, 2:15)
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wise, his wisdom leaves him; if he is a propher, hkis
ability to prophesy leaves hinm.

(Pesachim 66b)

a372) voiv Tt MiyYx ‘0 (ow) AFYR3p k173D BT ap33n AUa3 nwyn
. - e ooy . R '..y . .o LTI bR - -
272K ,XEDR 13 YTA 79 0w AN ,baEn aia NBD XIpIY 7 (n;?g

,13 ,0I037) omra 32) = A1 TTI3F YT n03dm nrp DRt KY DR Y3 §Bd
{» ##r An event occurred in the synagbgue of Tiberius where
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosi quarreled over a matter of
law until a Scroll of the Torah was torn as a result of
their anger. Rabbi Yosi son of Kisma was there. He
said: "I will be surprised if this synagogue does not

become (a house of worship for) idolatry--and so it
was. '

{(Yebamoth, 96b)

A man should study ever to keep cool. He makes his
inferiors his superiors by heat (that is, anger).

{Emerson, Lectures)

A'2°yS XAY TADA3 V*NIFD MiEDAY i
o wmen -t - - - =y

NS 19D 73uDpY ANBRR 1113 yapsn
- . - - . - - L e
»

-3

wgg?n 22 Ary V% i oicn ,yan a3 Ve in&:eu e ,n0 NIisy T31yn

LU e 2 B - TR s s TTE T

_'n-':.'-w.:..-\ 1%;?}on nﬁ‘o“’c‘e’a’rs“%&-s'ag’lét‘}?e;a‘o"& 3 f"-’?né’??‘- :a1n‘7d N2k

, op shatters his utensils out of anger and scatters hnis

t#4r coins out of anger should be considered as one who

engages in idolatry; for this is the nature of the evil

inclination: ¢today it tells him: "Do this," and

tomorrov it tells him: "Do that,”™ until it tells hin:

"Go and  worship idols"~-and he goes ahead and
warships.,

(Shabbat, 105b)
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Rabbi Ben Petura explained the passage: “That thy brother
may live with thee.” [LEVITICUS 25:36]

Two men were traveling through the desert, and only one
had a flask of water. The water was enough to keep only one man alive
until they reached the next water hole. If the owner of the flask of water
kept it for himself, he would reach the spring; if he shared it with his
fellow traveler, both would die. Rabbi ben Petura said: “The verse: ‘That
thy brother live with thee’ means that the water should be shared, even
though both men die.”

But Rabbi Akiva said: “‘That thy brother live with thee’
means that your life takes precedence over your friend’'s. The water
should be used to save a life.”

olfico Mo

HIS MIDRASH POSES A

question that modern philos-

' ophers, particularly those
who try to deal with the ethics of conser-
vation and the environment, have redis-
covered. Today the problem is called the
“lifeboat question™: A ship goes down and
a lifeboat is launched; it is capable of car-
.Tying nine people to safety. Twelve people
clamber aboard the nine-passenger life-
boat. The siightest wind, any wave, will
swamp the boat. Should three people be
forced out of the boat to save the nine?

And if so, how do you pick which people .

should be thrown into the water?

The environmental philoso-
phers consider this question extremely
relevant because the world population
could someday exceed the world's capac-
ity to produce food. If that happens, they
ask, do we share equally what we have, so

that the whole world might starve to

death? Or do we allow some nations to die
to keep the rest alive?

_ Qur Sages dealt with this
problem centuries before the advent of
environmentalism. However, they did not
pose the question in world terms. They
posed it in simpler, more human terms:
Two people are in a life-threatening situa-
tion. Only one can get out. Should one per-
son escape or should both die together?

On the question of self-sac-
rifice and survival, two rabbis offer oppos-
ing views, Rabbi ben Petura gives the
romantic answer, a kind of Romeo and Ju-
liet answer: If we cannot live together, we
chall die together.

But Rabbi Akiva, whose de-
cisions are generally the ruling ones, gives
a more rational answer, even though it is a
much harsher one: We must choose life. If
we cannot choose life for all, then let us
choose life for those whose lives can be
chosen.

And how shall we decide
whose life should be saved? No one can say
with absolute certainty that one life is
worthier than another—that this one de-
serves to die less than that one. These are
subjective judgments that vary from indi-
vidual to individual. Rabbi Akiva says, in
effect, let us leave the decision to some



objective standard, to something already
decided. In this case it happens to be
“whose water is jt2"

Today we use pretty much
the same standards to decide questions al-
most as important as life and death. For
example, who shall work and who shall iose
his job. If a factory with 400 employees has
to cut back to 250, the Owner can make the

al decision. This decision could result in -

2 smaller, more efficient work force. It
might also result in favoritism, or keeping
relatives, or some kind of kickback. As a
general rule, the decision is taken out of
the judgment of individuals and left to the
objective standard of seniority. The people
who have worked the longest are the last
laid off. The calendar decides.

This objective method allows
for what may seem to be unfairness. A
harder worker might be laid off while a |a.
zier one is kept on. A family head with four
dependents may have to go while an un-
married person stays. But what if the fam-
ily head has a millionaire father, and the
unmarried person supports aged parents?
No person can decide absolutely who
needs the job most; there are tog many
factors and human judgment is fallible.

Rabbi Akiva knew that when
it comes to deciding who is worthier of life,
no human mind or heart can choose. Per-
haps one of the travelers is the father of a
large and needy family, and the other a re-
vered scholar and teacher. How tg choose?
Perhaps one is young with life still before
him, but he isn't a very good person, and
the other is an old man who has lived all
his life according to the commandments,
How to choose? Perhaps one man is a
bachelor, and rich, but given time he might
leave his money to charity which would
save many lives, and the other a poor man
on his way to the wedding of his only child.
How to choose?

Rabbi Akiva seems to say:
First, we must choose life. We must save
lives—if not all lives, then those which can
be saved. But since we cannot decide
whose blood is redder, we cannot choose
between two lives when both can be saved,
We must leave such a decision to circum-
stances, or ta God.[J

STUDY QUESTIONS

1 Which of the two Rab-
binic authorities, Rabbi ben Petura and
Rabbi Akiva, do you agree with?

... .. .2 If you were to follow
Rabbi Akiva’ advice, and in the act of sav-
ing your own life deny someone else the
chance to live, would you be violating the
Talmud's warning against regarding one
man’s blood as redder than another's?

3 Does Rabbi ben Petura

; Suggest that we are obliged to sacrifice our
; own lives to help another human being? Or
. deos he urge us to refuse to make a choice
" between our own surviva) and someone

else's?
Whose position is more real-

 Istic, Akiva's or ben Petura's?

4 How would you reconcile

Rabbi Akiva's argument with another To-

rah precept, urging every Jew to love his

. neighbor as much as he loves himself [LEV-
~ITICUS 18:18]. Is it possible to love one's

neighbor and still deny him a drop of water
that might keep him alive a while longer?
‘Does the commandment to

love one's neighbor take precedence over
one's own survival?

S Do you think that the life-
boat analogy effectively describes the sit-
uation in today’s world? Or can you think
of a better analogy for the problem of
scarce resources?

6 The distribution of food
and wealth is a continuing source of con-
flict in the modern world. Some nations are
plagued by persistent problems of famine
and overpopulation.

Is it reasonable, and consis- -
tent with the teachings of this midrash, for
the wealthier nations to sacrifice some
portions of their wealth to provide ade-
quate food supplies to poorer regions? Are
Prosperous peoples responsible for those
who are less prosperous? Up to what point?

: 7 What role does chance
play in determining who lives and who dies
in a time of crisis? Give an example and

expiain your answer,



PESAHIM 25b ST

A man came to Rava and said to him: The governor of my
town has ordered me to kill another man If I do not kill as
he ordered, he will have me killed. What shall I do? :

Rava replied: Do not kill another, even if your own life is forfeit. How

do you know that your blood is redder than his? Perhaps his
is redder. .

BABYLONIAN TALMUD

N THIS MIDRASH HALA-
khah the legal question is
quite clear: May I kill an-
other human being to save my own life?
Rava's answer is equally clear: You may not
kill an innocent person, even if you must
sacrifice your own life. '
This decision seems very
broad; it might even be read to mean that
no killing is justified because there is no
way to tell whether your “blood is redder
than his.” In other words, how do you know
that you are worthier of life than the in-
tended victim? o '
However, we must remem-
ber that Mishnah and Talmud are case
law—decisions on individual cases—and
are not legislation. The centuries during
which Mishnah and, Talmud grew included
many decades of persecution and subju-
gation. In those years, many of the cases
brought before the rabbis dealt with ques-
tions of life and death, ransom and sacri-

fice. These very serious problems often
required long and technical discussions.
But the decisions in each case were based
on specific facts presented to the rabbini-
cal court. The rabbis were not acting as
lawmakers or legal philosophers; they were
deciding individual cases in which individ-
ual lives were at stake.

When Rava said, you cannot
kill another merely to save your own life,
his judgment was on a specific case. The
case involved a man being ordered to kill
another for no reason, except that if the
man did not carry out the king's cornmand,
he himself would be put to death. Rava did
not mean to include I}n his c}’eﬁjifsiog every

ossible killing in defense of life. For ex-
gmple, he did not mean to rule out killing

someone who is intent on taking your life,
a person the Talmud calls a “pursuer.” The
case for self-defense is handled fully, and
quite differently, in other sections of the
Talmud.

The Jerusalem Talmud treats
a similar case a little differentiy:

If 2 company of Israslites on 4 journey meets a
band of heathens who say, “Deliver us up one of
your number, and we will kill him; if not we will
kill you all.” Then they [the Israelites] may not
do this [give up one of their number), But if they
[the heathens] say, “Deliver us up such a one,
[mentioning him by name)] and we will kill him;
if not we will kill you all" Then they [the Isra-
elites] may deliver him up. One Rabbi said: Yes,
but only if the named one had committed a crime
for which he is lMable to be put to death.-Rabbi
Johanan said: Even without this restriction.

Here the law is clear If the
“heathens” say they will allow the group,
the Jewish community, to g0 free if the
Jews select one person to be offered as
sacrifice, then the group must risk the
chance of death. No Jewish community
may choose who shall die and who shall



live. “How do you know that your blood is
redder than his?" However, if the “heath-
ens” name the person who shall be killed

to save the group, this person may be’

given up.

The law is clear, and yet an-
other midrash tells us what happens when
the law is applied too strictly: Ulla ben
~Kishev was under sentence of death by a
Roman governor. Roman soldiers sought
Ulla everywhere. He ran away and founc
refuge with Rabbi Joshua ben Levi, in the
town of Lud. The Roman soldiers learned
that Ulla was in Lud and encircled the
town. The Roman governor offered the
Jews of Lud a choice: either give up Ulla for
execution, or the town and its inhabitants
would be destroyed. oo .

The law was clear: Ulla had
been named specifically by the Romans,
and the townspeople had the right to de-
liver Ulla to the executioners to save many
lives. But, the Midrash continues, the Jews
of Lud refused. They said they would all die
rather than turn one of their teachers over
to the Romans. Rabbi Joshua ben Levi went
to Ulla and told him of the choice before
the Jews of Lud. Joshua persuaded Ulla to
give himself up to the Romans. Lud and its
inhabitants were saved.

The Talmudic midrash does
not end there. A story is added, as if to
make the point that righteousness does not
always follow from strict application of the
law: Rabbi Joshua ben Levi was a very
learned and pious rman. So much S0, says
the midrash, that the prophet Elijah fre-
quently spoke to Joshua in his dreams. But
after Joshua persuaded Ulla to give him-
self up to the Romans, Elijah did not ap-
pear in Joshua's dreams. So it went for a
long, long time. Joshua prayed and fasted,
fasted and prayed until, after years, Elijah
finally reappeared to him. When Joshua
asked Elijah why he had not appeared to
him for so long, Elijah said, "Shall I reveal
ryself to an informer?” Joshua defended
himself, “But I only followed the law given
us by the sages. And Elijah answered, “Is
this a teaching that a godly person should
follow?"0

STUDY QUESTIONS

4 What would your advice
have been had someone asked you the
same question that was asked of Rava?

2 Under what conditions
does the Talmud allow one person to kill
another? What moral and legal principle do
the rabbis invoke to justify killing?

Do you believe there are
conditions under which one may kill? What
about war?

3 Can you think of any
modern nation that simply refuses to de-
fend itself against aggression (on the
grounds that such defense would inevita-
bly lead to the taking of life)? What do you
think would happen to such a nation?

4 The Jerusalem Talmud
seems to waver over the question of
whether or not it is right to hand someone
over for execution, and particularly when
that someone is Jewish and his execution-
ers are non-Jews. One rabbi takes the po-
sition that it Zs permissible to hand over
that individual, but only if he has actually
committed a capital crime. Rabbi Johanon,
however, takes the position that it simply
doesn't matter whether or not the accused
individual has committed any crime at all.

Which of these two positions
do you agree with and why? Do you be-
lieve that it is ethically and legally just to
sacrifice an innocent man if his sacrifice
will assure the survival of the community?

5 Had you been in Rabbi
Joshua’s predicament, what would you
have done?

6 Shculd one’s first and
deepest loyalties be to family and friends,
or to the community and its laws?

7 Why does Elijah rebuke
Rabbi Joshua and call him an informer?
Didn't Rabbi Joshua do exactly what at
least one Talmudic ruling urges?



