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“And he answered, ‘Here I am.’”:

An Educational Model for the Rav’s Halakhah of Suffering

Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik’s Halakhah of Suffering can be brought to the classroom through a values-based analysis of the ‘hineni’ response in Tanakh.  This paper argues for the importance of providing students with the tools to raise the moral, philosophical, theological and social questions such an analysis entails, and allowing students to grapple, indeed struggle, with them.  The benefits of such an approach are considered and recommended.

Medinah Korn has an M.A. in Tanakh from MaTaN, where she currently serves as the Head Librarian.
Introduction


In the many works that comprise the literary oeuvre of Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik, very few relate directly to a concrete vision of Jewish education.  If we would still attempt to construct a sort of Soloveitchikian educational theory, however, it might seem most logical to begin with those few.
  And yet all of his other published lectures and writings contain his theological, philosophical, religious and social views, “as if these had no clear bearing on the field of education.”
  To obtain a broader perspective of our sought educational theory, it is therefore necessary to extrapolate pedagogical messages from within these other philosophical works.


The dilemma of the existence of evil in the world, of zaddik ve-ra lo, the righteous man who suffers, is a topic that teachers tend to shy away from addressing deeply.  By deeply I mean shunning the simple one-liners that silent the inquisitive student, and courageously attacking the problem at its core, at its very essence, raising the many moral, philosophical, theological and social questions and allowing students to grapple, indeed struggle, with them.  While this task did not daunt the Rav on a personal level – various conceptions of dealing with human suffering reverberate throughout much of his writing – he did view the experiential side of teaching as one of the educator’s most intimidating and, at the same time, most crucial tasks.  The Rav relates this feeling with regard to teaching about his experience of the Yamim Noraim, the Days of Awe, when he was young:

From an intellectual standpoint there is much I can transmit to my pupils from what I absorbed from my forefathers and from my mentors about the significance of the day, about the sanctity of the Days of Awe.  What I cannot pass on are the experiences that I myself underwent on those days.  I cannot give rise in them to … the emotion I felt when I heard my grandfather, Rabbi Haim, tremulously breathe the words which describe the service in the Temple on the Day of Atonement.... One could well-nigh see that at that moment Rabbi Haim dwelt in another world …. This is a feeling that a Jew must personally experience; it does not lend itself to transmission via theological tractates and essays, homilies and sermons.  It is a feeling – and it must be experienced! … I can give instruction on various subjects – but not on this.

While the trouble that the Rav describes here relates to encouraging positive, uplifting emotions, the same, perhaps even greater, difficulty can be imagined when trying to relate methods of dealing with tragedy in a classroom.  Reading the Rav’s approach to suffering may at first make us feel the challenge even more intensely.  Let us first look at the ideas presented in some of his writings and then consider the pedagogical test we face in bringing these ideas to the classroom.

The Rav’s Halakhah of Suffering


For our purposes we will analyze two passages, one from Kol Dodi Dofek
 and one from the more recent publication, Out of the Whirlwind.
  Two messages of suffering are presented in these essays.  In Kol Dodi Dofek, the Rav focuses more on suffering as a means toward self-improvement; in Out of The Whirlwind, suffering is presented as an end unto itself, an inherently valuable and indeed essential experience.  These messages overlap in each of the essays as the Rav describes the dialectic of the existence of man.  Man “oscillates … like a pendulum”
 between two existences, of fate and destiny; of cosmic and covenantal; of an object-like passive existence and an active, creative one; of orderliness and chaos; of physical pain and mental anguish.


In the fateful, cosmic, object-like existence, man is not even so much as an individual.  He is merely a pawn on a gameboard of being, moved at the whim of a Player.  He is the passive man of Creation, a slave in bondage, uninvolved, powerless
.  He lives a “tohu va-vohu [nothing] existence,” anonymous in history, having left no indelible mark, and ignorant of destiny.


The Rav maintains that it is “man’s task in this world to transform fate into destiny,” to become an acting,  reacting being, to become an I-individual.  Why?  It is only the man of destiny who can be realistic in “confront[ing] the environment into which he was thrown … [who can] live like a subject, like a creator, an innovator, who can impress his own seal upon his life”
 and upon history, for generations to come.  And it is only when man lives such an existence that he can encounter God.  Indeed, it is in the transition, the passage from an existence of fate to an existence of destiny that this confrontation occurs.  How so?


The catharsis of becoming a man of destiny, the Rav describes, occurs through suffering.  Anyone who is prepared to declare that evil exists and confront it head-on is prepared to suffer.  That same person is not interested in the lama, the “causa and rationale” of suffering, but rather the madua,
 the “norm, the kerygma, the message.”
  Man leading an active existence “asks neither about the cause of evil nor about its purpose, but rather how it might be mended and elevated.”


While contemplating how to act in the face of evil and catastrophe, the man of destiny also asks, “why me?”  He is surprised that he has been singled out for a tragic experience, and is lonely in his quest for meaning.  So too a person experiencing Divine revelation: a person to whom God appears is also traumatized by having been chosen.  And since, as the Rav explains, it is only the man of destiny, not the man of fate, who can experience sorrow (by contrast to pain), then in a sense one who suffers either has experienced of is in the process of experiencing some form of Divine revelation.  The man of destiny is commensurate with covenantal man: he has encountered God and bound himself to a covenantal relationship through his agonizing experience.  

The sufferer, as the recipient of Divine revelation, in realizing that he has been singled out, must respond “Hineni; here I am,” prepared to allow the “catastrophic experience [to] be assign[ed] … a position within [one’s] inner world.”  Revelation, through the experience of suffering, one might say, is what allows man to reach the heights of his “transcendental-covenantal nature.”
  Man cannot make that transition without the willing consent of Hineni.  

In responding Hineni to his call to action he has also demonstrated a sensitive “time-consciousness.”
  He knows that if he does not respond to the Divine call at that very moment, he will miss it.

The Educational Challenge


Why are we educators afraid of incorporating these ideas into our course material?  What is the challenge we face in presenting an intellectual analysis of an experiential dilemma?


First, as we have said, experience cannot necessarily be described in words.  Can one allude to it?  Perhaps.  If the student has undergone a similar experience, our story will speak to him or her intimately.  If the teacher faces a group who has felt emotions similar to the nihility and loneliness that the Rav describes, he or she can proceed smoothly to discuss appropriate responses.  One educator has described how Rabbi Norman Lamm utilized such a situation: 

On the morning of September 11, 2001, I found myself on the uptown campus of Yeshiva University. As it was for the entire country and for much of the world, initial reactions to the attacks on the World Trade Center were little more than shock and disbelief. Particularly for those located so close to the disaster, it was difficult to absorb what transpired that morning. 

In response to the events of the morning, student leaders at Yeshiva quickly organized an outdoor Mincha and Tehillim rally. The main speaker at this rally was Rabbi Norman Lamm … There is one thought that he stressed that I have not forgotten. David Hamelech exclaims in Tehillim "keili keili lama azavtani?".  [“My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?”]  Rabbi Shimshon Rephael Hirsh explains that in Hebrew, one can ask "why" with the use of the word madua or of the word lama.  The word madua means why in its purest sense, wanting to know the reason behind something, what caused it to happen. On the other hand, lama comes from the words "le ma," literally "to what," trying to figure out not what caused something to happen, but rather what is the purpose that is meant to come out of the occurrence. And so when David Hamelech feels deserted by Hashem, he does not ask madua. It is not his place to question the causes of the actions of Hashem. Rather he asks lama. What is meant to come out of the actions of Hashem? What responsibilities do they place upon me?             

This must be our response to tragedy as well, explained Rabbi Lamm to the hundreds of students and faculty assembled on the lawn outside of Rubin Hall. It is futile to try to understand the reasons or causes for such a horrible occurrence. What we can do, however, is to try our best to figure out the ends to which events such as the attacks of September 11th are meant to bring about in our lives.  In the illustration of the Rav, we must view the whirlwind of that horrible day as a way that Hashem is calling out to us. We must be ready to respond, to listen to His voice, and to take action when needed.
 

Rabbi Lamm’s words resonated perfectly for this audience, having just witnessed such a horrifying catastrophe.  Would these words have the same impact on one who was not in Manhattan that morning?


Several educators have established, however, the need for developing discussion-based lessons to both connect with the witnesses and bring the messages to those who have not experienced existential trauma.  After all, if we have claimed that one cannot encounter the Divine without experiencing some form of suffering, do we not owe it to our students to give them the tools to recognize the call?


Professor Isadore Twersky, z”l, has delineated that 

when we speak of the “educated person,” it is clear that we are discussing not only the sum total of a person’s knowledge, but also, and perhaps most significantly, a system of attitudes.  We attempt to establish not what a person should know, but what a person is, his nature, spiritual character, modes of behavior, spiritual and moral aspirations.  Every educational philosopher admits that education intends to shape a certain kind of personality in accordance with values and beliefs.  The educated person reflects, as in a mirror, the ideal person, who represents the embodiment and fruition of these values.

Our goal is not just to educate toward knowledgeable students, but toward spiritually rich students.  The risks we take in leaving emotions off our educational agenda should weigh more heavily on our conscience then creating an opportunity to present them.  Susan Handelman has described the initial frustration of a student of hers in a Bible course she taught in a large State university, at thinking she needed to repress getting 

emotionally wrapped up in the text.  Why not get emotionally involved …. Why am I discouraged [from trying] to experience books …. I have been trying to read the Bible critically.  It’s difficult because its language demands both an intelligent and passionate reading.  Isn’t reading supposed to change us and the world in some way?

By contrast, the educator who does encourage the pedagogy of emotion in his or her classroom can savor

the initiative, creativity, energy, and dedication that are released when students know they can express themselves freely … [This burst] shows, by contrast, how accustomed they are to holding back, playing it safe, avoiding real engagement, or just going through the motions.

This educational theorist was speaking about the students “playing it safe,” but her ideas here certainly apply to the teachers who avoid certain topics because they are more difficult or problematic to tackle.  

This challenge is one that Rabbi Twersky calls us to with regard to shaping an educated person in Torah.  Yael Unterman has also called for creating new goals for the Yeshivah in nurturing spiritual completeness in helping students develop a relationship with God.  She challenges us to “strive to distinguish what “resonates” in them [the students] in whatever they learn from us, by asking them, ‘How is what we just learned relevant to you?’”
  

Would we not teach the commandments of loving and fearing God just because they do “not concern intellectual or rational understanding … [just because they have] different meanings for different people, and therefore are difficult to prove or define [?]”
  We would not dare.  Maimonides, in his explanation of these commandments, left us with a pedagogical legacy of an ability to bring those emotional, abstract concepts somewhat closer to the human logical sphere.  We can attempt to do the same in suggesting methods for dealing with the messages behind the emotions of suffering.  I would like to suggest that teachers begin to open the discussion by looking at the broader Biblical context of the Hineni response that the Rav deems necessary as a reaction to suffering.  Highlighting the aspects of the Biblical texts that allude to the depth of experience that the Rav has described can give students a reference point and a rudimentary vocabulary for conceptual analysis.  Such an approach, rather than using blatant disaster as the starting point, starts with the Divine encounter and the struggle that such a confrontation entails.  This path is one that suggests a “trace, that hints, points, invites, but does not compel”
 students to encounter these ideas.  It allows them to cover ground at their own pace by starting with the scenes of Abraham’s, Samuel’s and Moses’ encounters with the Divine, that may not seem so much like suffering to them at first glance.

The Hineni Response and Its Pedagogical Implications


The word hineni, literally translated ‘here I am,’ appears in several scenes in Tanakh as a model response to God’s calling.  It points not only to an open readiness to listen to and recognize God, but also indicates a willingness to assume responsibility for God’s message, to act in a leadership role that demands acknowledging and responding to suffering.  The intensity of the suffering of Abraham, Samuel and Moses evident in each one’s ‘hineni process’ needs to be evaluated one by one in context, and in juxtaposition to the others.


Abraham


In Abraham’s case, his encounter with the Divine in the Akeidah story is not the first time he has spoken with God.  Indeed, as the Rav points out, the covenant that was established between God and Abraham and his descendants came about through suffering.  Genesis 15 is a “weird scene, full of undefined dread and grisly uneasiness.”
 

(יב) וַיְהִי הַשֶּׁמֶשׁ לָבוֹא וְתַרְדֵּמָה נָפְלָה עַל אַבְרָם וְהִנֵּה אֵימָה חֲשֵׁכָה גְדֹלָה נֹפֶלֶת עָלָיו: (יג) וַיֹּאמֶר לְאַבְרָם יָדֹעַ תֵּדַע כִּי גֵר יִהְיֶה זַרְעֲךָ בְּאֶרֶץ לֹא לָהֶם וַעֲבָדוּם וְעִנּוּ אֹתָם אַרְבַּע מֵאוֹת שָׁנָה: (יד) וְגַם אֶת הַגּוֹי אֲשֶׁר יַעֲבֹדוּ דָּן אָנֹכִי וְאַחֲרֵי כֵן יֵצְאוּ בִּרְכֻשׁ גָּדוֹל:
As the sun was about to set, a deep sleep fell upon Abram, and a great dark dread descended upon him.  And He said to Abram, “Know well that your offspring shall be strangers in a land not theirs, and they shall be enslaved and oppressed four hundred years; but I will execute judgment on the nation they shall serve, and in the end they shall go free with great wealth….”

By Genesis 22, God has already seen quite a lot of willing action on Abraham’s part.  And yet He tests him again.  The Hineni response in this chapter of Genesis is a catalyst theme; it is the actions of Abraham, both in response to God and to Isaac, that prove the strength of his Hineni.  In answering Hineni to God’s call, Abraham shows an interest in a relationship with the Divine, an interest in transformation from cosmic man to covenantal man, or, in the terms Rav Soloveitchik uses in Kol Dodi Dofek, from a man of fate to a man of destiny.
  Though Abraham, as a father, must be experiencing inner turmoil at the thought of losing his only son, of losing everything that God promised him in previous encounters, the reader sees only pure “courage and discipline … untainted by the slightest hint of partiality or self-indulgence”
 on his part.


Note also the nuance in the way God addresses Abraham at the very last moment before he sacrifices Isaac:

(יא) וַיִּקְרָא אֵלָיו מַלְאַךְ ה' מִן הַשָּׁמַיִם וַיֹּאמֶר אַבְרָהָם אַבְרָהָם וַיֹּאמֶר הִנֵּנִי:
Then an angel of the Lord called to him from heaven: “Abraham! Abraham!”  And he answered, “Here I am.”

The word va-yikra has not been used to initiate any previous dialogue with Abraham.  Further, God calls Abraham’s name twice, urgently, emphatically.  When the hineni response is coupled with this manner of speaking, the Revelation-level, covenantal-level relationship is produced.  The pace of the chapter decelerates: Abraham has passed the test.  It is Abraham’s story that is chosen for the Torah reading on the second day of Rosh ha-Shanah as the paradigm hineni response over other possibilities in Tanakh.  Abraham has suffered, and questioned, and through that process has concretized his relationship with God through action.


Samuel


We find similar language in Samuel’s hineni story.  The dialogue that contains the hineni response in Samuel chapter 3 is the very start of the contact between God and Samuel, the beginning of God’s search for Samuel to recognize Him.  And a search it is indeed, as Samuel did not yet know God, “terem yada,”
 and mistakenly assumes that Eli the priest is calling.  Even though Samuel does not respond directly to God the first few times, he demonstrates a zealousness to recognize a Thou when he responds hineni and hurries to Eli.
  When God finally calls Samuel’s name twice in a row, using the word va-yikra to describe His tone of voice as it were, Samuel can respond appropriately:

(י) וַיָּבֹא ה' וַיִּתְיַצַּב וַיִּקְרָא כְפַעַם בְּפַעַם שְׁמוּאֵל שְׁמוּאֵל וַיֹּאמֶר שְׁמוּאֵל דַּבֵּר כִּי שֹׁמֵעַ עַבְדֶּךָ: 
The Lord came, and stood there, and He called as before: “Samuel!  Samuel!” And Samuel answered, “Speak, for Your servant is listening.”

Though it might seem that Samuel is just following orders from Eli to respond as an obedient servant, it is obvious that Samuel is prepared to connect with God on a hineni level from his previous hineni answers.  God, as a new Thou for Samuel, acknowledges the newly emerged I in Samuel:

(יט) וַיִּגְדַּל שְׁמוּאֵל וַה' הָיָה עִמּוֹ וְלֹא הִפִּיל מִכָּל דְּבָרָיו אָרְצָה: (כ) וַיֵּדַע כָּל יִשְׂרָאֵל מִדָּן וְעַד בְּאֵר שָׁבַע כִּי נֶאֱמָן שְׁמוּאֵל לְנָבִיא לַה':
Samuel grew up and the Lord was with him: He did not leave any of Samuel’s predictions unfulfilled.  All Israel, from Dan to Beersheba, knew that Samuel was trustworthy as a prophet of the Lord.

The fact that Samuel was shaken up by his dialogue with God on that night is manifest in the fact that he does not run to tell Eli what has happened.  The boy Samuel returns to the comfort of his covers and lies there, perhaps trembling in the “shock [of] being confronted with infinity,”
 until the morning.  At dawn he clings to his routine; maybe, he thinks to himself, he does not have to respond after all.  He hesitates.   “U-Shmuel yare,”
 he was afraid – of what lay in store both for him and for his beloved mentor Eli.  What could a child understand of leadership?  How can he now rise above Eli and predict his downfall?  He is tormented, utterly confused by a foreign encounter in the mysterious darkness of the night.  He feels he cannot share this experience: he is lonely.  

Ultimately he moves beyond this emotional turmoil to transform himself into a leader.  This process takes time, though, and is not without its roadblocks.  Samuel does not approach Eli himself; Eli begs for an explanation from him.  Samuel becomes a leader who will respond when asked or when forced perhaps, but will not completely initiate action.  Later, Samuel follows God’s command to anoint Saul, but not without taking the nation’s request personally; an undercurrent of tension exists between Saul and Samuel as they try to share the leadership role.  Samuel is not completely confident in his ability as a leader, as is evident by his request from the nation to testify before God that he has done them no wrong.
  God sought a leader in Samuel because he demonstrated a passionate service to Eli, and by responding hineni to the Unknown, a willingness to serve an Authority faithfully.

Moses

Rav Soloveitchik uses Moses as his ideal example of one who experiences the “trauma … caused by the surprise of being singled out.”  God tries to establish the Revelation-level relationship in His first contact with Moses:

 (ד) וַיַּרְא ה' כִּי סָר לִרְאוֹת וַיִּקְרָא אֵלָיו אֱלֹהִים מִתּוֹךְ הַסְּנֶה וַיֹּאמֶר מֹשֶׁה מֹשֶׁה וַיֹּאמֶר הִנֵּנִי:
When the Lord saw that he had turned aside to look, God called to him out of the bush: “Moses! Moses!” He answered, “Here I am.”

Again we see the double name-calling, the word va-yikra, and the ready and willing hineni response.  We know however, from the Samuel analysis, that a hineni response does not necessarily indicate an Abraham-type immediate action.  And Moses’ indeed argues with God:

1. וַיֹּאמֶר מֹשֶׁה אֶל הָאֱלֹהִים מִי אָנֹכִי כִּי אֵלֵךְ אֶל פַּרְעֹה וְכִי אוֹצִיא אֶת בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל מִמִּצְרָיִם:
But Moses said to God, “Who am I that I should go to Pharaoh and free the Israelites from Egypt?”

2. וַיֹּאמֶר מֹשֶׁה אֶל הָאֱלֹהִים הִנֵּה אָנֹכִי בָא אֶל בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל וְאָמַרְתִּי לָהֶם אֱלֹהֵי אֲבוֹתֵיכֶם שְׁלָחַנִי אֲלֵיכֶם וְאָמְרוּ לִי מַה שְּׁמוֹ מָה אֹמַר אֲלֵהֶם:
Moses said to God, “When I come to the Israelites and say to them ‘The God of your fathers has sent me to you,’ and they ask me ‘What is His name?’ what shall I say to them?”

3. וַיַּעַן מֹשֶׁה וַיֹּאמֶר וְהֵן לֹא יַאֲמִינוּ לִי וְלֹא יִשְׁמְעוּ בְּקֹלִי כִּי יֹאמְרוּ לֹא נִרְאָה אֵלֶיךָ ה’:
But Moses spoke up and said, “What if they do not believe me and do not listen to me, but say: The Lord did not appear to you?”

4. וַיֹּאמֶר מֹשֶׁה אֶל ה’ בִּי אֲדֹנָי לֹא אִישׁ דְּבָרִים אָנֹכִי גַּם מִתְּמוֹל גַּם מִשִּׁלְשֹׁם גַּם מֵאָז דַּבֶּרְךָ אֶל עַבְדֶּךָ כִּי כְבַד פֶּה וּכְבַד לָשׁוֹן אָנֹכִי:
But Moses said to the Lord, “Please, O Lord, I have never been a man of words, either in times past or now that You have spoken to Your servant; I am slow of speech and slow of tongue.”
5. וַיֹּאמֶר בִּי אֲדֹנָי שְׁלַח נָא בְּיַד תִּשְׁלָח:
But he said, “Please, O Lord, make someone else Your agent.” 

In the first argument, Moses is traumatized by the “Why me?”, “Mi anokhi?”, as the Rav delineates:

The individual who was elected by the Almighty out of the crowd with which he identified until the last instant suddenly finds himself different from others.  In his dialogue with God he is lonely, since no one joined him in this paradoxical adventure, no one shares the burden which was foisted upon his shoulders …. The indescribable content of the great message ... can never be told and explained.  The elected remains a solitary figure...

Moses’ problem is his own self-definition as it relates to God.  He does not want the task, because, as he claims in his fourth appeal, “lo ish devarim anokhi,” I am not a man of words.  Why should the anokhi be me?


God remains patient after Moses’ weak argument that the people will ask for His name; the Thou continues to search for the I as He outlines the detailed direction Moses will receive.  God is even patient with Moses as he claims that perhaps the nation will not believe him, as if to say it is not he, but rather the nation, who cannot – or will not – accept the I responsibility.  But God will not take no for an answer; when Moses begs for a replacement, God responds indignantly.  The scene which began as puzzling has turned dreadful.  Moses is not given another chance to speak for himself, and the I responsibility is almost forced upon him.

Perhaps the hineni response already committed Moses.  Moses said hineni showing an inner basis for the I that just needed a little encouragement to emerge.  As God saw potential in Samuel that made it worthwhile to call him several times over until he answered, He “fights” to bring out the I that He sees in Moses.

Moses struggles with the I responsibility throughout his career, continuing to doubt that he is appropriate for his position.  The most powerful example of his inner struggle is in his complaint after the nation sins at kivrot ha-ta’avah.  The structure of the complaint centers on his personal feeling of anokhi, of the burden of the responsibility he did not originally seek:
(יא) וַיֹּאמֶר מֹשֶׁה אֶל ה’ לָמָה הֲרֵעֹתָ לְעַבְדֶּךָ 
וְלָמָּה לֹא מָצָתִי חֵן בְּעֵינֶיךָ
לָשׂוּם אֶת מַשָּׂא כָּל הָעָם הַזֶּה עָלָי:
(יב) הֶאָנֹכִי הָרִיתִי אֵת כָּל הָעָם הַזֶּה
אִם אָנֹכִי יְלִדְתִּיהוּ כִּי תֹאמַר אֵלַי 
שָׂאֵהוּ בְחֵיקֶךָ כַּאֲשֶׁר יִשָּׂא הָאֹמֵן אֶת הַיֹּנֵק עַל הָאֲדָמָה אֲשֶׁר נִשְׁבַּעְתָּ לַאֲבֹתָיו:
(יג) מֵאַיִן לִי בָּשָׂר לָתֵת לְכָל הָעָם הַזֶּה כִּי יִבְכּוּ עָלַי 
לֵאמֹר תְּנָה לָּנוּ בָשָׂר וְנֹאכֵלָה:
(יד) לֹא אוּכַל אָנֹכִי לְבַדִּי לָשֵׂאת אֶת כָּל הָעָם הַזֶּה 
כִּי כָבֵד מִמֶּנִּי:
And Moses said to the Lord, “Why have You dealt ill with Your servant, and why have I not enjoyed Your favor, that You have laid the burden of all this people upon me?  Did I conceive all this people, did I bear them, that You should say to me, ‘Carry them in your bosom as a nurse carries an infant,’ to the land that You have promised on oath to their fathers?  Where am I to get meat to give to all this people, when they whine before me and say, ‘Give us meat to eat!’  I cannot carry all this people by myself, for it is too much for me.

Moses approaches the leadership role as a masa, a burden, which is all upon him, alai, one that he bears alone, levadi.  The metaphor of pregnancy and birth is strong in this passage; Moses examines whether the responsibility should be his, given that the people are God’s children and not his own.  It is particularly interesting for our purposes that despite the trouble Moses displays with the I-responsibility, he achieves the most intimate relationship with God: “face to face, as one man speaks to another,”
 a level that no one else reaches.  Moses suffers the most, and achieves the greatest result, the closest relationship with the Holy One.  Moses did not “flinch from confronting evil face to face”
 – he addressed problems where he saw them and tried to solve them to the best of his ability.  It makes sense that Moses functions as the Rav’s paradigm “why me?” because, for the Rav, he is also the leader who established profound distress over the prospering of the wicked, by asking God, in that face to face encounter, the “question of questions, [that] prophets and sages, through all the generations [up to the present] have continued to grapple with.”
  If anyone would be enlightened about the answer to this query, it would have been him.  And while he experienced torment and anguish, he did not stop from demonstrating that he knew the response to suffering: liberation.  Moses is the messenger-deliverer of the Hebrew slaves, living in a world of fate, headed toward a world of destiny.


Hineni and Educational Goals

In presenting these texts to the classroom, teachers should use the comparison as a means of “modeling a moral quality or anchoring a philosophical position.”
  This requires a value-oriented and not a pure factual presentation.  While teaching these texts we must ask the students questions about what they think of the characters themselves.  Encourage them to feel the characters emotions, good and bad, and ask themselves, “How does this relate to me?  How can I apply this to my life?”  Each classroom setting needs to create a vocabulary that is appropriate to the level of its subjects.  A teacher might ask students to imagine a scenario where they have felt “shaken” by an interpersonal experience.
  Do they think this experience was effective in producing a desirable result?  What did this frightening experience produce that a more peaceful, orderly one may not have?  

Evil can be used as a code word for any difficulty they have encountered merely in order to help them grasp the concepts on their own terms first.  “[Blank] exists and I will neither deny it nor camouflage it … I am concerned about [blank] from a halakhic standpoint, like a person who wishes to know the deed which he shall do.”

A specific seminar on these matters might be most effective at the beginning or end of a school year, periods that naturally lend themselves to reflection and introspection.  Students may have set goals for the year that they were able to accomplish only under the pressure of the deadlines of the last week of school.  Do they understand the pressure of time awareness that forces them into an acting, hineni, consciousness?  One educator has pointed out that 

“end of a cycle” experiences, while not always as painful as the suffering that the Rav describes, can function in a similar manner. While we are caught up in the middle of a cycle we engage in normal activities, hardly noticing that time is passing. But at the end of a week/year we become aware of the fact that time is passing, and indeed has passed. We experience a sense of loss, and then we are compelled towards action, out of a desire to make the most of time.

Another important point to stress is the positive expressions that can come out of the suffering.
  Can students think of a positive outcome from any misfortune they have known?

At this point in the discussion, I believe it is relevant to bring personal stories that may speak to the students more intimately now that they have the analytical vocabulary.  One personal story rings loud in my ears.  It is the story of two individuals who came together to donate organs on another’s behalf: certainly a sacrificial, proactive undertaking that requires an acute time-awareness.  The following was written by one of the donors just 7 weeks after the death of the recipient who did not survive the surgery.

I am still trying to make sense of it all.... Even though it failed, this endeavor was a good thing.  I felt, in the time leading up to the operation, as good people came together for this, as prayers were being offered not only in Newton, in Columbus, in New York, all over the country and all over the world, that G-d was watching, that He blessed the endeavor, that He saw this a good thing, but as always, did not guarantee the outcome …. After it was over we all tried to find meaning – it was right in front of us. All of us who participated in this endeavor, near and far, were transformed by it. The outpouring of help and real empathy beforehand and afterward were extraordinary …. 

For all adults and children who took part, helped or simply observed, they emerged as better people, they had a benchmark event by which they could measure chesed.  I am sure that years down the line, in ways we know nothing about, in ways we cannot predict, many acts of kindness will be performed by the participants and the children of the participants of the event …. These acts of kindness will be the echo of what happened that day ….

In a curious way, this was Rosalie’s last gift to all of us. By being who she was, she called us to this task.  I know that I, and I suspect that Sabina, did not really think of our doing anything really special.  It was Rosalie who called and we just had to answer.  In the end … this task … made all of us better for having tried. In the final analysis we became better people because of what was done for her. She enriched our lives and left a legacy of chesed that will be manifest for many years to come.

Judaism is a pro-active religion.  “Our religious consciousness”, even in the face of death, the Rav has said, “is life-oriented, and in-life rooted.”
 When faced with or given the choice between life and death, blessing and curse, u-vaharta ba-hayim – choose life, choose action.  Bring the students to understand the possibility of goodness coming out of sorrow, learning their lesson not by asking for compensation for the suffering – not asking lama – asking how we must move forward in the face of adversity.  Teachers and students should recall together, as a learning process, what we may have been trying to forget, despite the difficulties that arise, so we can feel redeemed and cleansed.
  We cannot allow ourselves to hide behind the mask of Adam’s va-ehabe, for which he was cursed with anonymity.
  Let us rather find our path to historical legacy.

Conclusion

The Rav makes the following statement in Kol Dodi Dofek:

The teaching of the rectification of suffering – when it is put into practice – demands of the sufferer both courage and discipline.  He must find within himself and draw upon prodigious resources, and subject himself to a rigorous self-examination and self-evaluation, untainted by the slightest hint of partiality or self-indulgence; he must contemplate his past and envisage his future with complete and unwavering honesty.

Who is the sufferer here?  On the surface it is the victim going through the suffering experience.  The hidden message here is really to the educator.  It is the person at the front of the classroom who must have the “courage and discipline,” must “draw upon prodigious resources,” and more, must have unwavering confidence to fill in the potholes on the road of the lesson ahead.  We must recognize that the sufferer and teacher alike are receiving calls to responsibility: the sufferer has a personal obligation, and we as teachers have a communal one.  Both must answer Hineni: I am ready to take action.
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