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Moving Beyond Hate
Dina Brawer

Hate permeates political discourse 
and many aspects of our daily  
experiences. We encounter overt or 
nuanced forms of hate in the street, 
in the workplace, and in politics. 
That hate is even extended to com-
plete strangers, those we fear will  
impede our agendas or whose opin-
ions we abhor. Although it may feel 
as though hate-filled speech and ex-
periences are reaching new peaks in 
intensity, this condition is not new. 

The Talmud (Yoma 9b) attributes the  
destruction of the Second Temple in  
70 C.E. to sinat chinam, the gratuitous 
hatred of an entire generation who 
were otherwise upstanding citizens 
involved in Torah study, mitzvot, 
and good deeds. Although we tend 
to associate the ugliness of hate with 
wicked behavior and associate peo-
ple’s hatred with compelling reasons, 
this was not the case. The talmudic 
sage Rabbi Eliezer described the phe-
nomenon: “People who eat and drink 
with each other, and stab each other 
with verbal barbs.” So, how are we  
to reconcile such hatred by people 
otherwise engaged in good behavior, 
and how are we to understand what 
is gratuitous about it? 

Rabbi Eliezer Papo, in his 19th- 
century guide to ethical living, Pele 
Yoetz, writes that every type of hate 
is called sinat chinam because any 
arguments or justifications we  
generate for our hate are ultimately 
self-delusions. Papo doesn’t explain 
why justifying hate is delusional, but 
the work of contemporary  

psychologists in understanding mor-
al judgment may clarify it. We use 
two types of cognition: intuition and 
reasoning. Intuition is subtle, emo-
tive, and happens with rapid flashes 
of moral judgment that occur ef-
fortlessly. In contrast, reasoning is 
a controlled and deliberate assess-
ment process, heavily influenced by 
our intuition, that leads us to generate 
post-hoc justifications for our ini-
tial judgments. In fact, tiny flashes 
of disgust, disdain, or anger can lead 
us to dislike something even before 
we know what it is. This rapid and 
unconscious process may shed light 
on sinat chinam: our justifications 
for hate are delusional because they 
are formulated to support our ini-
tial intuitive judgments. We become 
convinced by our own arguments, 
and, in turn, what began as an un-
conscious flash of dislike becomes 
entrenched hatred. And as society 
distills into more fragmented  
partisan arenas, it becomes harder 
to step outside of one’s own internal 
justifications and arguments. 

How can we move beyond sinat chi-
nam and work toward healing our 
society? Our moral judgments are 
quick and intuitive, but these flashes 
of affect can be transient. Learning 
to pause after an initial judgment,  
reflect, and (re)consider our opinions  
in light of other perspectives is 
essential. Listening to others, reas-
sessing our claims of certainty, and 
developing empathy are initial steps 
to healing sinat chinam. 

The Talmud concludes that no 
amount of mitzvot can remedy sinat 
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NiSh’ma On this page, our four commentators examine a line from Martin Buber that challenges us to turn from blaming  
others to seeking a clearer understanding of our own behaviors and culpabilities. Our online version is interactive, 
and we welcome your comments.  —S.B.

Jay Rothman: “Baseless hatred,” say our sages, caused the destruction of the 
Second Temple and Jewish dispersal. Today, it is palpable in our careening world, 
including within our own fractured community. In Israel and the U.S., hearts are 
hardening and existential battles are fought. Creative and cooperative ways to heal 
rifts and move forward together to address urgent and shared problems are commonly 

overshadowed by radical disagreement. However, 
this isn’t the essential problem. Rather, it is our 
approach to engaging such differences. 

In my life-long professional study and practice of 
conflict and its creative engagement, I am guided 
by Martin Buber, who wrote: “The origin of conflict 
between me and my fellowman is that I do not 
say what I mean, and that I do not do what I say.” 

The common approach to conflict, and difference, 
is to distance and blame the other side. An alter-
native approach would have us ask: What does this 
conflict most essentially have to do with me? What 
does it mean for me? Buber answers: everything. The 
other side, my “Conflict Thou,” is a mirror to my 
disappointed hopes, hurts, and failings. Who wants to attend to that? Demonizing and distancing 
the other side is easier. However, confronting the self through one’s “Conflict Thou” is a path for 
discovering what is reflexively meaningful. Saying and doing follow. 

Hatred ceases when one is true to oneself — meaning, saying, and doing one’s truth — and thus 
true to others, too. 

Natalie Boskin: Often 
the contradiction Buber notes 
between our thoughts and 
actions arises when we ignore 
the complex nature of our values.

For example, the countless forms of baseless 
hate imbedded into language can fall out of 
our mouths if we have not fully realized what 
it means to love the stranger — on political, 
social, and interpersonal levels. Hate can be 
accidentally, yet actively, perpetuated when we 
have not integrated this love into our words and 
actions. To fully integrate our values, we must 
think both independently and communally. 
By taking time to think on our own about the 
moral edges of complicated realities, we can 
begin to prepare ourselves to react to difficult 
moments with integrity. And when we listen 
to the stories of our fellow humans, especially 
those with different backgrounds from us, our 
eyes are opened to complexities that we could 
not see on our own. 

Especially in a country whose government 
debases people in every news cycle, we all carry 
unseen injuries from hurtful moments that litter 
the landscape of “just a normal day in 2018.” 
And, hurt people hurt people; the cycle churns 
on. Rothman notes that “hatred ceases when 
one is true to oneself” and being true to oneself 
requires constant and critical self-reflection to 
help us consider whether our values are man-
ifest in our actions. It is our responsibility to 
reflect on the moments when we hurt those 
around us so we may strive to truly say what 
we mean, do what we say, and always operate 
from a place of loving-kindness for ourselves 
and for our fellow humans. 

Natalie Boskin graduated from the University of 
Puget Sound with a special award recognizing the 
originality of her writing. Since returning to the Bay 
Area in 2015, she has been working at her child-
hood synagogue, Kehilla Community Synagogue, 
where she teaches in and helps run the youth 
education programs. 

Jay Rothman is president of the ARIA Group, a U.S.-based international association of conflict 
engagement and community development practitioners and action researchers. He is also a fellow at  
the Leonard Davis Institute at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.
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Zoe Jick: Jay Rothman’s analysis emphasizes Buber’s idea that conflict arises 
from the difficulty of saying what we mean and doing what we say. Rothman offers 
an alternative approach, where we are each responsible for asking, what does this  
conflict have to do with me? Often, it is difficult to turn inward with enough scrutiny. 
Without this self-knowledge, we cannot reap the benefits of deep discovery — the 

kind of discovery that would allow us to say what we mean and then to do what we say.

I could add my voice to the chorus that encourages each of us to live with the kind of integrity that 
Buber’s sentiment advocates. But I fear I’d rarely practice what I preach. What I can do, though, is 
remember a tool for lessening conflict. Even when we fall into the (possibly inevitable) trap of not 
saying what we mean, we can still better avoid conflict by practicing the art of apology. This too is 
difficult; a good apology can be exposing. But when we are exposed, we cannot hide what we mean, 
and then we can be held accountable to do what we say. 

Zoe Jick is the associate director of Jewish Content at the Oshman Family JCC in Palo Alto, Calif. Previously, 
she was the founder and director of Beit Midrash TLV at BINA’s Secular Yeshiva in Tel Aviv. 

“The origin of conflict 
between me and my 

fellowman is that I do not 
say what I mean, and that 

I do not do what I say.” 

– Martin Buber,  
The Way of Man According to Hasidism

Samantha Sheanin: This summer, I struggled to find space for myself as a woman whose voice and role as a teen community 
leader was challenged by a man. In seeking to be elected president of a regional youth group, I had given a speech encouraging female 
empowerment to the young women I was aiming to serve. Upon being elected, I found myself facing daily criticism and degrading 
comments from my male counterpart. This individual left no space for my work or input, and I allowed him to take that space from me. 

I am trying to learn from Buber’s line to say what I mean and do what I say. Although I had worked to encourage my female peers 
and to inspire and motivate them, I did not follow my own advice. I failed to call out my counterpart for his unacceptable actions, and I did not 
set boundaries for myself when he devalued my time and priorities. This painful encounter led me to realize how important it is that I stand up for 
myself. In reflecting on which actions I should have taken, I hope to strengthen my skills and confidence in order to advocate for myself and others 
as I grow into adulthood.

Samantha Sheanin is a senior in high school and serves as the president of a local youth group.
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The Case for Incivility 
Shaul Magid

When asked what he thought of 
“Western Civilization,” Mahatma 
Gandhi ostensibly responded, “I think 
it would be a good idea!” The notion 
of what it means to be “civil” and 
thus “civilized” has a long history that 
goes back to the ancient world. The 
word comes from the Latin civitas, 
to be a citizen, which in Roman law 
meant to be a free male of a particular 
stature. In the era of colonialism, and 
even before, it meant to be Christian. 
Those who did not know the truth of 
Christ were “uncivilized” and in need 

of moral education. Jews were often 
considered “uncivilized” because of 
their non-Christian mores and  
behaviors. 

So today, when the question of civility 
is so prevalent, it is important to grap-
ple with the word’s troubled history, a 
history that speaks more to power, po-
licing, and colonialism than it does to 
some agreed-upon collective behav-
ior. The anti-colonialist writer Frantz 
Fanon wrote that “non-violence” — a 
term loosely associated with “civility” 
— was used deceptively by the French 
in Algeria. The occupied North Afri-
cans should respond to their situation 
through non-violence whereas the oc-
cupiers could continue the violent 
control of their lives. And during the 
late 1960s, Black nationalists criticized 
the white call for civility as a tool of 
racism to discredit them, another way 
to keep the Black man in his place. 

Today, “civility” is largely a term that 
those in power — including but not 
limited to liberals — use to express a 
style of privileged discourse on mat-
ters of dire concern. Its usage implies 
that cultural and political behavior co-
heres to a set of principles. Civility is 
a policing tool that determines what 
can and cannot be said. But, who de-
cides what is uncivil? Republicans, for 
instance, claimed Democrats treated 
Judge Brett Kavanagh “too harshly” 
and yet seemed to ignore the argu-
ably “uncivil” way he addressed them. 
Female protestors were deemed “un-
civil” — an angry mob — when they 
exercised their “civil rights” by verbal-
ly accosting senators in a hallway. 

I want the call for civil discourse to 
be fully understood in all its implica-
tions: Civility supports not tolerance 
but control. And control is often a 
way to maintain power by determin-
ing the rules of the debate that will 
almost always seek to benefit those  
already in power. I am not in favor of  
civility uber alles, above all. I believe 
that injustice has to be contested 
and often that injustice is not sim-
ply a matter of wrong vs. right but a 
matter of who controls the system of 
injustice. Fighting injustice without 
fighting the system that produces it is 
civil. Fighting the system will often be  
uncivil since civility is an expression 

of the system itself. While I do not  
advocate violence, I do recognize that 
there are times when incivility is justi-
fied, even necessary, to get to the root 
of the systemic problem. “Civility”  
itself can be a violent act — an act of 
coercive disempowerment — when it 
is used as a tool of control.

There is an important distinction in 
rabbinic teaching between “argument 
for the sake of heaven” (makhloket 
l’shem shamyaim) and “baseless hatred” 
(sinat hinam). “Baseless hatred” might 
be closer to unacceptable incivility. 
But “argument for the sake of heaven”  
is done with pure intent, though 
sometimes it takes on uncivil forms. 

If one wants to observe Jewish incivil-
ity, study a page of Talmud; it is one 
of the most uncivil texts we have. It 
is not insignificant that the sages call 
their enterprise milk-hamtah shel Torah 
(the war of Torah). Yes, there is honor 
and respect, but there are no false  
pieties, no niceties, no empty praise, 
few manners. Sometimes it came to 
fisticuffs, blood flowing, even the  
violent act of excommunication. In 
the talmudic imagination, there is  
really no civil way to determine  
Divine will. There is the “war of Torah.” 

I would advocate a robust adversarial  
response to this moment that may not  
always be civil. The trick is to occupy 
the space between an “argument for 
the sake of heaven” and “baseless ha-
tred.” Civility is a manipulative tool. 
Let us not succumb to its promise of 
neutrality. Our present moment is too 
fragile for that. 

Elevating Strange Thoughts
 Ariel Evan Mayse

Cultivating a disposition of joy 
is among the core teachings of 
Hasidism. This optimistic posture 
is described by the Hasidic masters 
as a matter of choice rather than 

Jewish sensibilities are approaches to 
living and learning that permeate Jewish 
culture. The ideas, values, emotions, 
and behaviors they express — emanating 
from Jewish history, stories, and sources — 
provide inspiration and guidance that help 
us to respond creatively and thoughtfully 
to life’s challenges and opportunities. 
Sensibilities are culturally informed 
senses. This month, Sh’ma Now explores 
the Jewish sensibility of sinat chinam, 
gratuitous hatred.

Shaul Magid is the Jay and Jeanie 
Schottenstein Professor of Jewish Studies 
at Indiana University and Brownstone 
Visiting Professor of Jewish Studies at 
Dartmouth College. He is a Kogod Senior 
Research Fellow at the Shalom Hartman 
Institute of America and rabbi of the Fire 
Island Synagogue.

Rabba Dina Brawer was born in Milan, 
Italy, and recently received Orthodox 
s’mikhah from Yeshivat Maharat in New 
York. She founded JOFA UK as a platform 
for communal discussions around 
religion and gender, and she produced 
#YourTorah podcast, a journey to discover 
Mishnah. As one of Hillel’s OOI Rabbinic 
Entrepreneurs, she is looking forward to 
building an intentional Jewish community 
in Boston, where she recently relocated 
with her family.

chinam, only its counterpart: ahavat 
chinam (gratuitous love). This means 
developing a frame of mind that is 
magnanimous, forgiving, and com-
passionate. Mathieu Ricard, a French 
scientist turned Buddhist monk, sug-
gests that, just as we invest time in  
exercise for a fit body, we need to 
dedicate time daily to cultivate com-
passion and benevolence. If we do so, 
we reduce our inclination for hatred. 
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circumstance. Joy, or simkhah, 
represents a conviction that the 
cosmos shimmers with God’s vitality 
and that this sacred life-force is 
present in all things — including 
obstacles. Sadness cuts our ties to the 
people around us, becoming a heavy 
stone upon our religious life. Joy, on 
the other hand, fosters connectivity 
and enables meaningful encounters 
with others. 

Many Hasidic masters describe anger 
as a form of idolatry. Rage is an 
unforgivable indiscretion precisely 
because it threatens the fabric of one’s 
religious life, denying the presence 
of God in all experiences. Like the 
philosopher Martha Nussbaum’s 
argument that anger is essentially 
infantile, the Hasidic rabbis describe 
rage and vexation as childish hubris 
that forestalls the primary goal of 
one’s life: to work as an agent of 
compassion and kindness. 

Hasidic traditions emphasize that 
nearly all hatred is baseless, pointless, 
and spurious because it is a projection 
onto others of our own failings. In 
the late 18th century, Rabbi Ze’ev 
Wolf, from Zhitomir, taught that such 
feelings prevent religious growth. 
When shrouded by a cloak of hatred, 
we tear down positive attributes 
through highlighting shortcomings, 
limiting our own potential. Baseless 
hatred both fractures human society 
and bars spiritual growth. 

The Hasidic masters, though, do not 
call for passive acceptance. Rather, one 
must resist baseless hatred through 
offering kindness; one must subvert 
it by transforming it into something 
different. This brings us to the notion 
of uplifting “strange thoughts” 
(makhshavot zarot), a practice that 
played an important role in the legacy 
of Hasidism. The Ba’al Shem Tov, the 
founder of Hasidism, taught that all 
thoughts, emotions, and character 
traits include a sacred spark. Lust may 
be turned into gracious love — for 
God, and for others; pride may become 
dignity and self-respect; and baseless 
hatred may be remade into courageous 
resolve. 

Makhshavot zarot present a unique 
opportunity. Rabbi Dov Ber Friedman, 
known as the great Maggid of Mezritsh 

who died in 1772, offered a parable to 
explain this dynamic. Strange thoughts 
come like a thief in the night, and 
there are only two possible responses. 
One is to throw on the lights, as it 
were, sounding the alarm and causing 
the burglar to flee. This may work 
for a time, but the robber will surely 
return at some point. So, the Maggid 
says, one should lie in wait and grasp 
ahold of the thief! Only then can we 
be sure he will not return. The same is 
true for wayward thoughts. They may 
be ousted and rejected, but sending 
away the “thief” is only a temporary 
fix. Therefore, one must seize and 
sublimate makhshavot zarot so they  
are recreated for a higher purpose.

Baseless hatred has a destructive 
power. Rabbi Abraham Joshua Heschel 
composed an evocative Yiddish poem, 
“On the Day of Hate,” in response to 
watching the Nazis burn books at the 
University of Berlin. Witnessing the 
corrosive power of hatred inspired 
his resolution to address the political, 
ethical, and spiritual issues of his 
day, including the movement for 
Soviet Jewry, the anti–Vietnam War 
movement, and the struggle for civil 
rights. 

In a later essay called “Dissent,” 
Heschel identifies the following 
characteristics as necessary for the 
religious life: “deep caring, concern, 
untrammeled radical thinking 
informed by rich learning, a degree of 
audacity and courage, and the power 
of the word.” As an educator, I take 
Heschel’s demand quite seriously. 
We must combat baseless hatred 
and senseless division with radical 
expressions of love and courage, 
grasping the thief by the hand and 
fighting for the causes we believe in 
without empty or invidious rhetoric. 
In our political climate, we must 
honestly confront our own moral 
failings, considering the ways in 
which we have contributed to a 
culture in which language is debased 
and in which so many people have 
been dehumanized or marginalized. 
True dissent requires a careful dance 
in which conviction and humility 
are thoroughly imbricated. We must 
cultivate joyous courage rather than 
senseless anger, grasping ahold 

of injustice — inner and outer — 
and struggling to reshape it into 
something worthy of the divine 
presence. 

We’re All in the Same 
Boat Now 
Mik Moore

Trump is president. Hate crimes are 
up. People are tense. And American 
Jews are worried. Jews are often 
worried. But what’s interesting now is 
which Jews are worried and why. 

An African American organizer in 
the Northwest, Eric K. Ward, has 
written one of the most important 
— and widely read — articles about 
antisemitism in the age of Trump. 
Published a few months after Trump’s 
inauguration, “Skin in the Game: 
How Antisemitism Animates White 
Nationalism” asserts and defends 
the following: “Within social and 
economic justice movements 
committed to equality, we have 
not yet collectively come to terms 
with the centrality of antisemitism 
to White nationalist ideology, and 
until we do we will fail to understand 
this virulent form of racism rapidly 
growing in the U.S. today.” (The Public 
Eye, Summer 2017) 

A little more than a year later, 11 Jews 
were killed in Pittsburgh’s Tree of Life 
synagogue by a white supremacist, 
angry at its support for the work that 
the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society 
(HIAS) does with refugees. 

In the decades following World War 
II, American Jews worried about the 
John Birch Society, Joe McCarthy, 
and the Klan. Since the late 1960s, we 
have worried about Muslims, Arabs, 
and Black Nationalists.

I was born in 1974; during my lifetime, 
white Christian antisemitism has not  
been an animating concern in American  
Jewish life. Although most Jews never  
trusted the so-called Christian Right,  
the energy, orchestrated by increasingly  
conservative Jewish defense 

Ariel Evan Mayse is an assistant professor 
of religious studies at Stanford University, 
and serves as rabbi-in-residence of Atiq: 
Jewish Maker Institute (atiqmakers.org). 
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organizations, has long focused 
elsewhere: on Louis Farrakhan,  
Al Sharpton, and, recently, Linda 
Sarsour.

President Trump changed this. Since 
he announced his candidacy, he 
has encouraged people to hate by 
denigrating Mexicans, Muslims, 
immigrants, the press, and more. 
He has applauded acts of violence 
(“knock the crap out of them!”). He 
stokes conspiracy theories about 
the “deep state” and illegal voters, 
creating an environment in which 
the public is more likely to see Jews 
behind every misfortune. Referring 
to Jews like George Soros with 
code words and dog whistles, he 
accuses us of possessing too much 
power (“paid for by Soros” Trump 
tweeted about the Brett Kavanaugh 
protests), a fundamentally antisemitic 
trope. In his delegitimization of 
the media (‘fake news!”) and other 
institutional pillars of our democracy 
(“Obama judges!”), he undermines 
the safeguards that serve to protect 
minorities, including Jews. White 
nationalists, like those assembled 
at the 2017 Unite the Right rally in 
Charlottesville, admire Trump, and he 
likes them right back. “Jews will not 
replace us!” they chant. There were 
“very fine people on both sides” he 
said. “Which ones?” we wonder.

Both Trump’s overt support of 
bigotry and bigots such as Stephen 
Bannon and Sebastian Gorka, and 
the shooting at the Tree of Life, 
which was inspired by its support 
for immigrants, have American 
Jews increasingly terrified. Last year, 
an ADL poll showed an increased 
concern among both Jews and other 
Americans about violence directed at 
Jews. Even the left, which assumed 
economic achievement shielded Jews 
from bigotry, is viewing antisemitism 
differently. When Ward put out a call 
to left-wing groups to take a stand 
against antisemitism following the 
synagogue shooting, the response 
from Muslim, Black, and Latinx 
groups was overwhelming.

Even while the left has become 
increasingly sensitive to antisemitism, 
many right-wing Jews, including 
writers at The Jewish Press and Israeli 

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, 
continue to support Trump and his 
hate-filled speech. To do this, they 
play up his Jewish bona fides (Ivanka’s 
family, his support for Netanyahu’s 
administration) and play down Soros’s 
Jewish bona fides. If Soros isn’t a proud 
Zionist Jew, they seem to say, then 
how are attacks on him antisemitic?

Trump has radically shifted the 
“normal discourse” on a wide range 
of issues and behaviors, including 
antisemitism and other forms of 
bigotry. The new normal for American 
Jews is to witness or experience 
antisemitism and see it tolerated or 
even sanctioned by the most powerful 
people in the U.S. We’re right to be 
worried. If we’re going to feel secure 
during the Trump era, it will be due 
in part to the willingness of Jews and 
marginalized communities — most of 
whom are themselves under vicious 
attack from the White House — to 
embrace Rev. Martin Luther King Jr.’s 
call to solidarity: “We may have all 
come on different ships, but we’re in 
the same boat now.” 
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Consider & Converse: “sinat 
chinam” is a guide that walks 
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reflections, prompts questions, 
and provides ways to connect this 
reading with other meaningful 
experiences. It is found online at 
www.forward.com/shma-now.

Mik Moore, founder of the creative agency 
Moore+Associates, is a digital media 
campaign strategist focusing on public 
policy and electoral politics.
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Introduction

Sh’ma Now curates conversations on a single theme rooted in Jewish tradition 
and the contemporary moment. At the heart of this issue of Sh’ma Now is the 
Jewish sensibility of “sinat chinam”/ baseless hatred. Sinat chinam 
is a term found in the Talmud (Yoma 9b), and it is how the talmudic rabbis 
described the behavior of a generation. According to the Talmud, the Second 
Temple was destroyed in 70 C.E. as a result of the baseless hatred that filled 
communal life. I was drawn to the topic for obvious reasons: our American 
landscape is more polarized than it’s been in generations. And the language 
has become ugly. Antisemitic incidents have risen, and incivility is becoming 
the new norm. This seemed like just the right moment to examine what 
Jewish wisdom teaches us about such hate-filled times.

Sh’ma Now has never viewed learning or “meaning-making” as solely an indi-
vidual activity. That’s why we have included this guide, which is specifically 
designed to help you to consider the idea of going forth independently or 
with others, formally and informally.

How to Begin

This guide offers a variety of suggestions, including activities and prompts  
for individual contemplation and informal or structured conversations. 
We suggest that you use this guide to share reflections and thoughts over a 
Shabbat meal, or, for those who are more adventurous, to lead a planned, 
structured conversation, inviting a small group of friends and family to your 
home or to a coffee shop. If you would like more information about ways 
in which this journal can be used, please contact Susan Berrin, Sh’ma Now 
editor-in-chief, at SBerrin@shma.com. You can also print out a PDF file of the 
entire issue at http://forward.com/shma-now/.

Guidelines for Discussion

If you wish to hold a structured conversation, the following guidelines 
may help you to create a space that allows for honest personal exploration 
through sharing:

•  Create a sense of shared purpose that can foster the kind of internal 
reflection that happens through group conversation. 

•  Remind participants of simple ground rules for conversations. For example: 
Avoid commenting on and critiquing each other’s comments. Make 
room for everyone to speak. Step into or away from the conversation 
appropriately. No one participant should dominate the conversation. Let 
silence sit, allowing participants to gather their thoughts.

•  For each of the questions below, we recommend that you print out the 
article in question, or provide the link to it, and we ask that you take a 
moment to read it in print or on screen, before the conversation begins.

•  Allow people a few minutes to absorb the article, perhaps even to read it a 
second time, before moving into the discussion.
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Interpretive Questions  
can focus the reader on the ideas in the articles.

•  Rabba Dina Brawer, [page 1] the producer of #YourTorah podcast, introduces 
readers to some of the primary sources that address sinat chinam, including 
the writing of Rabbi Eliezer Papo, who wrote a 19th-century guide to ethical 
living, Pele Yoetz. He wrote that sinat chinam — and all forms of hate — are 
self-delusional. Brawer brings into the discussion the role of moral judgment 
and turns to the work of contemporary psychologists to clarify the role that 
cognition — intuition and reasoning — plays in making judgments. Brawer 
wonders about how we — as individuals and society — can move beyond 
hatred. She writes: “Learning to pause after an initial judgment, reflect, and 
(re)consider our opinions in light of other perspectives is essential. Listening 
to others, reassessing our claims of certainty, and developing empathy are 
initial steps to healing sinat chinam.” When have you managed to move 
from a hate-filled conversation to a more accepting and tolerant stance? 
What factors led this change? How do you understand the talmudic story 
about a generation that was filled with hatred leading to the destruction of 
the Second Temple? Why do you think the rabbis included this story in the 
Talmud?

•  Shaul Magid, [page 3] a professor of Jewish Studies at Indiana University and 
Dartmouth College and research fellow at the Shalom Hartman Institute of 
America, provides a concise history of the idea of “civility.”  Rather than a 
way of discussing agreed-upon collective behavior, civility has a troubled 
history, associated with “power, policing and colonialism.” He writes, 
“Today, “civility” is largely a term that those in power — including but not 
limited to liberals — use to express a style of privileged discourse on matters 
of dire concern. Its usage implies that cultural and political behavior coheres 
to a set of principles. Civility is a policing tool that determines what can and 
cannot be said.” He goes on: “Civility supports not tolerance but control. 
And control is often a way to maintain power by determining the rules of 
the debate that will almost always seek to benefit those already in power.” 
How do you understand the metamorphosis and multiple uses of the notion 
of “civility”? How has “civility” been used in the Jewish community to 
regulate dissent? How is “civility” used in gendered ways? 

•  Mik Moore, [page 4] the founder of Moore+Associates, a strategic consulting 
firm focusing on policy and electoral politics, writes about the new wave of 
antisemitism in the United States.  He writes, “Trump has radically shifted 
the “normal discourse” on a wide range of issues and behaviors, including 
antisemitism and other forms of bigotry. The new normal for American 
Jews is to witness or experience antisemitism and see it tolerated or even 
sanctioned by the most powerful people in the U.S.” Are you worried 
about antisemitism? How do you understand the Trump administration’s 
relationship to Jews and antisemitic acts? Can someone — especially in a 
leadership role — love some Jews and also be antisemitic? What roles do the 
“left” and the “right” play in speaking up against antisemitism? 
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Reflective Questions  
can help one to integrate the ideas in these articles with one’s own 
sense of self. 

•  Ariel Evan Mayse, [page 3] an assistant professor of religious studies at 
Stanford University, examines what the Hasidic masters thought about 
cultivating a disposition of joy — even in dark times. “This optimistic 
posture is described by the Hasidic masters as a matter of choice rather 
than circumstance. Joy, or simkhah, represents a conviction that the cosmos 
shimmers with God’s vitality and that this sacred life-force is present in all 
things — including obstacles. Sadness cuts our ties to the people around 
us, becoming a heavy stone upon our religious life. Joy, on the other hand, 
fosters connectivity and enables meaningful encounters with others.” 
The masters urge us to resist “baseless hatred through offering kindness; 
one must subvert it by transforming it into something different.” How do 
you understand the notion of transforming hatred into kindness? What 
would help you in this process, and what would hinder the possibility of 
such transformation? In what circumstances would you be stymied in your 
opposition to elevating hate-filled thoughts to a stance of kindness and joy?  

•  In NiSh’ma, [page 2] our simulated Talmud page, four commentators address 
a line from Martin Buber’s book, The Way of Man According to Hasidism: “The 
origin of conflict between me and my fellowman is that I do not say what 
I mean, and that I do not do what I say.” Buber’s writing in general, and 
this line in particular, challenge us to turn from blaming others to seeking a 
clearer understanding of our own behaviors and culpabilities. Jay Rothman,  
president of the ARIA Group, a U.S.-based international association of 
conflict engagement and community development practitioners and action 
researchers, and research fellow at the Leonard Davis Institute at Hebrew 
University in Jerusalem where he spends half of each year, writes: “The 
common approach to conflict, and difference, is to distance and blame the 
other side. An alternative approach would have us ask: What does this conflict 
most essentially have to do with me? What does it mean for me? Buber answers: 
‘everything’.”  Zoe Jick, the associate director of Jewish Content at the Palo 
Alto JCC, writes about the difficulty in turning one’s gaze inward to locate 
the essence of the conflict. And while that might be difficult, she stresses 
the importance of strengthening our practice of apology. She writes, “This 
too is difficult; a good apology can be exposing. But when we are exposed, 
we cannot hide what we mean, and then we can be held accountable to do 
what we say.” Under what circumstances do you not say what you mean and 
mean what you say? What are the factors that pull you from that honesty? 
What might nurture more honesty in our relationships with others? 
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