Aryeh Frimer responds:

The length of my response has been limited by the editor; I will therefore be brief. Having studied Prof. Ross’s rejoinder (as I did her book), I find that she has not responded to the central critique of my review which relates to her theology and halakhic analysis. Regarding the former, I argued that the theology she presents in this volume – as nuanced, profound and erudite as it may be – cannot hide the fact that it is simply at odds with a number of the basic tenets and principles of faith that have characterized Orthodox Judaism over the millennia. In particular, I noted that Jews have traditionally accepted a Sinaitic revelation as a one-time historical reality, with new insights into that original revelation gleaned in every generation. However, the new theology proffered by Dr. Ross maintains that Divine revelation with halakhic ramifications is an ongoing process and continues down to our very day. Hence, it does not require that Moses’ prophecy be unique, or that the entire written Torah was revealed to him (Torah miSinai). Secondly, it denies the Torah’s immutability, and takes exception to its gender related religious obligations and exemptions (e.g., time determined commandments) – whether they find their source in the Torah she-bi-khtav or Torah she-be-al peh. And, finally, it posits that a halakha interpreted and transmitted predominantly by males, cannot be accurate and dispassionate, but perforce reflects a male perspective and bias. As a result, this novel theology questions Hazal’s authority as interpreters of the Torah, and contests the accuracy of the mesora – the transmission of the oral tradition. If this is the case, then - no matter how nuanced or sophisticated Prof. Ross’s reasoning and rationale, no matter how sincere and sanctified her motivation, no matter how beneficial her formulation – the suggested theological approach would seem to contravene the seventh, eighth and ninth Maimonidean principles of faith. I sit in judgment of no one’s faith, but a theology that rejects three such principles is certainly not in consonance with how classical Orthodoxy has understood itself over the generations.

In addition to the frontal challenge to Hazal’s authority, the work reveals a lack of appreciation of the workings and dynamic of the halakhic process. The charge of “methodolatry” serves merely as an attempt to further sidestep the halakhic system. Moreover, Jewish law, first and foremost, calls for intellectual integrity. I am, therefore, deeply troubled by any goal-oriented analysis, which exhibits a conscious attempt to equate human temporal need with the Divine will.

Prof. Ross has confused my lack of acceptance of her carefully crafted arguments, with a lack of understanding. Since she considers my faith naïve and theology unsophisticated, we will just have to agree to disagree. Prof. Ross claims that the classical view of revelation is “a simplistic and theologically inadequate view…which is not necessitated by the sources.” By contrast, we have sought to document that it is well rooted and affirmed by some of the keenest and most sophisticated minds of Jewish history. My conclusion that Dr. Ross has not succeeded in her primary objective – to bridge the gap between classical Orthodoxy and unabashed feminism - is very disappointing for me personally, and for many others who consider themselves Orthodox feminists in both practice and creed.

