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The Gartel by Shoshana Brombacher

              "Men see with the eyes, but Hashem sees into the heart."

                        I Sam 16:7

The prophet Achiah of Shilo used to visit young Israel ben Eliezer -- later known as the 
Baal Shem Tov, "Master of the Good Name" -- to teach him the secrets of Torah. And 
one time Israel used the kabbalistic knowledge he had learned to cross the river 
Dniester: he threw his gartel (belt) on the water, uttered a secret Name, and crossed dry 
and safe. But all his life he repented for having used the holy Name of G-d for his own 
convenience.

After years, the Master of the Name stood in front of a river again. But this time Jew-
haters were at his heels, ready to maim and kill him. Again he threw his belt on the 
water and he crossed safe and dry. But he didn't use a Name, just his absolute trust in 
G-d. And that was enough.

The Chassidic explanation for donning a gartel goes along the 
following lines: the very thought that a soul garbed in physicality 
and corporeality would consider entreating the Omnipresent, 
Omnipotent and Unlimited is inconceivable. As a basic 
prerequisite to prayer, one must first leave one's own boundaries 
and free oneself from all existing limitations. While throughout the 
various stages of davening, one ascends the different rungs on 
the ladder of spirituality, the sine-qua-non of davening is the act of 
shtellen zich davenen (getting into davening mode). Gearing up 
for prayer is represented by the gartel - the classical davening 
gear.

        (Likutei Sichos II: 358).   
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LIBO RO'EH ES HA'ERVAH...... 
 לבו רואה את הערוה 

The law:
  
(a) It is  prohibited mid'Oraisa for a person to pray or learn Torah when he can see any of 
the parts of the body that are classified as Ervah, as is learned from Devarim 23:15.
(b) It is prohibited mid'Rabanan for a person to pray or learn Torah when there is no 

separation between his  heart and his  Ervah (genital area), even if he is  not naked 
(SHULCHAN ARUCH Orach Chayim 75:1). The Chachamim were stringent in this 
case since we find a verse that attributes seeing to the heart, "v'Libi Ra'ah Harbeh 
Chochmah" - "and my heart saw much wisdom" (Koheles 1:16) (MISHNAH 
BERURAH 75:4).

The Sources:

תנו רבנן: היה ישן בטליתו ואינו יכול להוציא את ראשו מפני הצנה - חוצץ בטליתו על צוארו וקורא קריאת 
שמע. ויש אומרים: על לבו. ותנא קמא - הרי לבו רואה את הערוה! קסבר: לבו רואה את הערוה מותר. 

We Learned: if he was sleeping naked and the time for recital of the Shema arrived, 
and he cannot even let his head emerge from the sheets due to the cold
he may place his cover over his shoulders and recite.

Others say: over his heart
and the Mishnaic author? surely his heart will see his genitals?
not an issue for he holds that the heart may see the genitals.

תלמוד בבלי מסכת ברכות דף כד עמוד ב 

)טו( יכולות לברך וכו' - הטעם דערותן למטה מאוד ואין הלב שלה יכול לראותה ומ"מ אם הן עומדות 
ערומות יש בהן איסור אחר דהיינו איסור גילוי ערוה לא מצד הלב אלא מצד שנאמר ולא יראה בך ערות 
דבר ואסורה לברך אלא צריכה שתהא יושבת וכמו שכתב רמ"א ע"ז שע"י ישיבתה פניה שלמטה מכוסים 
ואין ערותה נראית ומה שכתב הרמ"א דאז אין לבו רואה ערוה שלהן הוא לאו דוקא לבן דלבן בלא"ה אינו 
רואה ערותן אלא על שלא תהא בגילוי ערוה לגמרי קאמר וט"ס הוא וצ"ל ואז אינו נראה ערוה שלהן 
]אחרונים[
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The Legal Commentators:

משנה ברורה סימן :ע
 
            Gemara:
 
The Gemara in Berachos  25b says that if there is Ervah behind glass that is visible it is 
assur m’dorysa to say Krias Shema. This is learned from the passuk that says  “and an 
illicit thing should not be seen in you”.( Deut.  ) The chazal understood this  passuk 
homiletically to mean that “thing” is the same word as “speech” as  a result we can 
understand this verse to mean don’t speak words of holiness in the presence of an 
Ervah. This is an issur d’orysa that would apply to a man or a woman who have any 
ervah in their vicinity whether it be that of a man or a woman.
 
            Rashba:
 
The Rashba says that the understanding of the Gemara is ervah should not be seen. 
Meaning if someone were watching you say the Divrei Kedusha would they see ervah in 
your vicinity or not.
 
            Rambam:
 
The Rambam understood the Gemara to mean you should not see ervah when reading 
Krias Shema.
 
            Shulchan Aruch (75:6):
 
He poskins like the Rambam. Therefore if there’s  ervah in your vicinity and you want to 
say Divrei Kedusha you would either have to turn your head, close your eyes, or make it 
dark to the point of losing the ability to see the ervah.
 
            Mishnah Brurah:
 
He argues with the Shulchan Aruch and says that the majority of Achronim say we hold 
like the Rashba. Therefore none of the above eitzos would work since there is ervah 
that is in your vicinity even though you aren’t looking at it. If there’s ervah in your vicinity 
you have to turn your body entirely away from it not just your head. Closing the eyes 
would not help. It follows  that if a person’s own ervah is  showing there is nothing he can 
do to matir the Divrei Kedusha other then putting on clothes since he can’t turn his body 
away from it.
 
This  is true for all ervah d’orysa but we will see coming up that there is a concept of 
ervah derabanan that even the Rashba would agree the above eitzos would work for.
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Furthermore the Mishnah Brurah holds that regarding the eitzah of closing the eyes or 
turning the face there are other distinctions to be made. If the ervah is  in another 
domain but still visible then these eitzos won’t help. If the ervah is  covered even if it is 
only by a transparent material then these eitzos will help.
 
            Gemara:
 
The Gemara in Berachos 24b said that even if Lebo is Roeh es Haervah it is assur to 
say Divrei Kedusha. That is to say that the ervah is  covered just it is not covered in such 
way that his heart can’t see it. An example would be wearing a loose fitting robe with no 
undergarments or belt. This is not an issur associated with the place but rather with the 
person in this state.
 
          Orchos Chaim:
 
He holds that women do not have a problem of Lebo Roeh es Haervah because of the 
positioning of the ervah. This does not mean that women can make a beracho while 
naked since they still have to worry about the ervah d’orysa being visible as explained 
above. If, however, they were wearing a robe then they would not have any Lebo Roeh 
es Haervah problems.
 
          
       Biur Halacha (Siman 74):
 
When there is ervah in the place it is assur to say Divrei Kedusha m’dorysa. In a 
situation of Lebo Roeh es Haervah it is assur mederabanan to say Divrei Kedusha.1
 

The notion of the heart “seeing” the genitals affords us an insight into the fact that the 
organs have the capability of seeing and must be protected from the visual exposure to 
the genitals. Where the organs are exposed requires a physical separation to 
metaphorically protect them during the doxology and statement of deep faith the krias 
sh’ma entails.
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Halachic Summary:

 
            The Peri Megadim, cited by the Biur Halakha, enumerates five cases in which 
one is prohibited from reciting Keriyat Shema, or other devarim she-bikedusha, due to 
erva.  He writes that the halakha prohibits reciting devarim she-bikedusha when can see 
one's own nakedness, or when "one's  heart can see one's nakedness" (i.e. one doesn't 
have a separation, such as clothing or a belt, between one's upper and lower body), as 
well as when one is  unclad, even if he is unable to see his nakedness.  Furthermore, he 
writes, it is also prohibited to recite Shema if one can see, or if one's "heart" can see, 
another's nakedness. 
 
            The Biur Halakha claims, however, that there may be halakhic differences 
between these categories.  On the one hand, while one is  permitted to recite Shema in 
front of erva as long as one turns one's head, or possibly even if one closes one's eyes, 
this  solution might not help in the presence of one's own erva.  Alternatively, he writes, 
while if one covers one's  own erva with water (i.e. in a mikveh) one may recite a 
berakha, this would not work in the visual presence of another's erva. 
 
            Regarding reciting Shema while unclad, the Sifre (Devarim 258) teaches: "'For 
the LORD your God walks  in the midst of your camp… YOUR CAMP SHALL BE HOLY 
that He should see NO NAKEDNESS in you, and turn away from you…' – From here we 
learn that nakedness causes God's presence to leave…."
 
            Furthermore, the Gemara (Bava Metzia 114b) records that "One should not 
separate terumot while unclad, as it says, 'and He should see no nakedness in you…'" 
 
               Regarding men, the Gemara (Berakhot 24b) also mentions  that one should not 
recite Keriyat Shema while one's  "heart sees one's nakedness."  In other words, one 
should make a demarcation between one's upper and lower body. 
 
The notion of seeing and being seen applies directly as men are obligated to 
present themselves three times a year in Jerusalem in the 3 festivals to bring 
sacrifices in the Temple. The source for this command makes reference to “being 
seen” by the Lord. 

     "Three times a year all your males shall be seen before the Lord your God."

                                               Exodus 23:14
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 Discussion:

The halachic discussions above reflect the fact that there is a clear understanding of the 
function of the heart literally, yet a concession to the mythical reading of the heart as an 
organ that can “see” or be seen. Some add that the Schechina makes  itself felt in the 
very heart which therefore requires protection from the genital area. Others suggest a 
ore rational explanation.2  This idea of protecting the Schechina from certain organs  of 
the body is mirrored in the opposite notion of the obligation to see the divine and be 
seen.

In a discussion on this commandment Rav Eliakim Krumbein3  discusses the notion of 
being seen and presenting oneself for seeing during the three pilgrimage foot festivals 
as follows, which I believe will explicate the Torah’s view of the mythical function of the 
heart. It is based on the ambiguous reading and semantic parsing of the verb to see in 
the kal and to be seen in the niphal.

Our parasha concludes with the mitzva of "aliya le-regel," the obligatory pilgrimage to 
Jerusalem three times a year. This mitzva is repeated several times throughout 
Chumash, each time with a similar expression - "Three times a year all your males shall 
be seen before the Lord your God." As in our parasha, this verse closes the discussion 
of the festivals in both Parashat Mishpatim and Parashat Ki-Tisa.

However, one view in Chazal points to yet another instance in Chumash where this 
mitzva is introduced, in a context seemingly unrelated to the festivals. Towards the end 
of Parashat Mishpatim, Moshe conducts the ceremony of the covenant between God 
and Benei Yisrael at Mount Sinai. As part of this ceremony, we are told, "He [Moshe] 
designated some young men among the Israelites, and they offered burnt offerings and 
sacrificed bulls as offerings of well-being to God" (Shemot 24:5). 

The Gemara (Chagiga 6a) presents two views as to the identity of these burnt-offerings: 
one opinion associates this sacrifice with the korban tamid, the daily offering brought 
each morning and afternoon, while the other view identifies this burnt-offering as an olat 
re'iya. The olat re'iya is the sacrifice required of every pilgrim to the Temple on the 
festivals, in accordance with the dictum, "They shall not appear before the Lord empty-
handed" (Devarim 16:16). The obvious question to be asked of this latter view is: how 
could one bring a pilgrimage offering during a time other than a festival?
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Hash-m calling him. When Hash-m confronted him and asked where he was, Adam answered that  he had run away 
to hide because he was naked (Bereishis 3:10). However, the Torah itself  relates that by  that point in time Adam was 
already wearing clothes (Bereishis 3:7)! Why did he say that he was naked?
The Brisker Rav  answers that we learn from the Gemara here that  as long as one is not "standing before the King," it 
suffices to cover only  the lower part  of  one's body. When Adam ate from the Tree of  Knowledge, it  was sufficient for 
him to cover the lower part  of  his body.  However,  when he heard the voice of  Hash-m calling, he hid to cover the 
upper part of  his body  as well,  because he could not stand before the King with his upper body  unclad, as our 
Gemara states!

3 http://www.vbm-torah.org/parsha.59/46reay.htm



Rashi, in his comments to that Gemara in Chagiga, explains the second opinion. 
Although this occasion was not one of the required pilgrimages to the Temple, the 
offering of an olat re'iya was nevertheless warranted, since this experience, too, 
involved re'iya (beholding):

"And they saw the God of Israel: under His feet there was the likeness of a pavement of 
sapphire... they beheld God, and they ate and drank." (Shemot 24:10-11)

Rashi's interpretation, however, seems quite difficult. A clear distinction exists between 
the "beholding" during the festivals - which involves the people's being seen by the 
Almighty - and that of Mount Sinai, where the people beheld God, as it were. The 
question, then, remains: why do Chazal relate these two sacrifices with one another?

This enigmatic passage in the Gemara calls our attention to the unusual wording of this 
mitzva. The verse literally reads, "... all your males shall be seen the face of God ..." - 
"yera'eh kol zekhurkha et penei Hashem." "Yera'eh" is in the "nifal" construction, which 
does not jibe with the "et" following it. Seeing the face of God would read "YIR'EH et 
penei Hashem," and being seen before God would read "yera'eh LIFNEI Hashem;" but 
what is meant by "yera'eh ... et penei Hashem" - "shall be seen the face of God?"

Similar to the events at Mount Sinai, there are other instances in Chumash when God's 
"face" is said to have been seen. In Parashat Vayishlach, Yaakov proclaims after his 
wrestling with the angel, "I have seen God face to face" (Bereishit 32:31), and later tells 
Esav, "For to see your face is like seeing the face of God" (33:10). This concept appears 
in one other context in Chumash, namely, akeidat Yitzchak: "Avraham named that site 
Hashem Yireh [literally, 'God will see'], whence the present saying, 'On the Mount of the 
Lord He/he will be seen'" (Bereishit 22:14). Here, for the first time, we find the concept 
of "seeing" in the context of the Temple site and, furthermore, the relationship - or 
perhaps play on words - between the object and subject: the one who sees and the one 
who is seen.

The "seeing" in the beginning of the verse - Avraham's name for the mountain, "God will 
see" - is clearly a reference to his earlier remark to his son, "God will see to the sheep 
for His burnt-offering" (22:8). Most likely, as Rav Yoel Bin-Nun posits, the verb "re'iya" in 
the story of the akeida denotes choosing and selecting, rather than seeing. God 
chooses a sacrifice - Yitzchak - and now God chooses that spot as the location for 
sacrifices. Thus, "Hashem Yireh" constitutes both a parallel and precedent to the term, 
"the place that God will choose," which appears numerous times in our parasha.

However, what is meant by the end of the verse - "whence the present saying, 'On the 
Mount of the Lord He/he will be seen?'" At first glance, this verse seems to prophesy 
about a later period, when the people will ascend the "Mount of the Lord" in order to "be 
seen" thereupon. (And thus the pronoun is "he," with a lower-case, referring to man.) 
The problem is that nowhere in this verse is the subject - the person - mentioned. Thus, 
it seems that the One "being seen" in this verse is none other than the Almighty Himself 
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[= He, with a capital H, will be seen]. Indeed, this is how Rashi, as well as many other 
commentators, interpret the verse: "[The mountain] about which the people of all 
generations will say, 'On this mountain God appears to His nation.'"

This verse, then, sheds light on the grammatical enigma of our phrase, "all your males 
shall be seen the face of God..." This phrase implies both seeing as well as being seen. 
God does not only see man, but He is seen by man, as well. He reveals Himself to man, 
and is thus seen, here on this mountain.

Another basis may be suggested, as well, for the peculiar expression, "be seen the face 
of God." The very concept of "seeing God" poses a serious theological problem, as 
God possesses no visible form. The expression "shall be seen the face of God" may 
very well expresses the hesitation of the Torah, as well as the student, with regard to the 
institution of pilgrimage, the sacrifices offered and the festive celebrations associated 
therewith. Such festivities in the "presence" of God may result in a certain irreverence 
towards God. Unquestionably, the experience of "They beheld God, and they ate and 
drank" poses great danger. The Torah therefore substitutes "yireh" - shall see God - with 
"yera'eh" - will be seen. Similarly, elsewhere in our parasha the Torah makes a point of 
entrenching within us the concept of "yir'a," fear of God, within the context of pilgrimage 
to the Temple: "You shall consume there in the presence of the Lord your God, in the 
place where He will choose to establish His Name... so that you may learn to fear the 
Lord your God forever" (14:23).

This  wonderful meditation on the semantic root of “seeing” in Hebrew allows us to 
further discussion based on the very issue of the heart seeing literally versus 
allegorically. The heart, as seat of desire, sees what the eyes cannot precisely because 
the eyes often see only the surface of things whereas the heart “sees” depth perception 
and is not “blinded” by paradoxical facts  in reality. However I find no discomfort with 
theology and have no problem in “seeing” the face of God and reading it literally for after 
all there is no embarrassment in the Zohar where we are often invited to “see” (“Ta 
chazee”) rather than the usual talmudic “come and listen”, (“Ta Sh’ma”.)The Zohar 
finds no theological embarrassment in beholding the divine. The above discourse 
however does point to the very mirroring of seeing and being seen and possibly in our 
psycho-analytic era this might have been called a projection of the divine.

Back to our halachic considerations when re-enacting the biblical epic encounters 
between the human ad the divine. We routinely recite the Sh’ma as our doxology and 
the very notion of mesiras nefesh and martyrology had Jews dying with this verse on 
their dying breath. it proclaims the unity of the divine in the upper and lower worlds and 
is  the very core theological axion of faith. When reciting this daily the Mishan wishes  us 
to be entirely un distracted by other thoughts and thus invites  us to the obligation to 
cover our nakedness and not only that but to split with a real separation between the 
head and mouth reciting and thinking and the rest of the body. The disagreement then 
lies where to put the split.
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The heart sees and needs to be seen however the halacha wishes  it too to be protected 
from the baser organs and their possible influence or shame.The separation is thus a 
conscious way of making aware this need. the difference of opinions  lie as  to where the 
separation might take place, either “over the shoulders i.e the neck or the waist. 

In order to further stretch this difference I would like to cite an far away pagan source for 
insight.

The body and locus of pain and desire becomes the focus of the gaze and vision. 
Nowhere did I find such a manifestation than in the conflict between heart and desire, 
lust and gaze, nakedness and power than in the following myth.

        ON SEEING AND BEING SEEN: THE HEART AND THE NAKEDNESS4

In the account of Herodotus, which may be traced to the poet Archilochus of Paros, 
Candaules insisted upon showing Gyges his wife when unrobed, which so enraged her 
that she gave Gyges the choice of murdering her husband and making himself king, or 
of being put to death himself. This obvious myth based loosely on historical fact, betrays 
a cross cultural truth regarding nakedness and power.5

Candaules (Κανδαύλης), also known as Myrsilos (Μυρσίλος) was  a king of the ancient 
Kingdom of Lydia from 735 BC to 718 BC. He succeeded Meles and was followed by 
Gyges. His name is the origin of the term candaulism, for a sexual practice attributed to 
him by legend.

Several stories of how the Heraclid dynasty of Candaules ended and the Mermnadae 
dynasty of Gyges began has been related by different authors throughout history, mostly 
in mythical tones. In Plato's Republic, Gyges used a magical ring to become invisible 
and usurp the throne, a plot device which reappeared in numerous myths and works of 
fiction throughout history. The earliest story, related by Herodotus in the fifth century 
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became a favourite of  Candaules and was dispatched by  him to fetch Tudo, the daughter of  Arnossus of  Mysia, whom 
the Lydian king wished to make his queen. On the way  Gyges fell in love with Tudo, who complained to Sadyates of 
his conduct. Forewarned that the king intended to punish him with death, Gyges assassinated Candaules in the night 
and seized the throne. In his turn, the Lydian king took as his paidika Magnes, a handsome youth from Smyrna noted 
for his elegant clothes and fancy  korymbos hairstyle which he bound with a golden band.  One day  he was singing 
poetry  to the local women, which outraged their male relatives, who grabbed Magnes, stripped him of  his clothes and 
cut  off  his hair. According to Plutarch, Gyges seized power with the help of  Arselis of  Mylasa, the captain of  the Lydian 
bodyguard,  whom he had won over to his cause. Finally, in the more allegorical account of  Plato (The Republic,  II), a 
parallel account may  be found. Here, Gyges was a shepherd, who discovered a magic ring by  means of  which he 
murdered the King and won the affection of the Queen. This account bears marked similarity to that of Herodotus. 

5 The Works of Théophile Gautier: Portraits of the day, By Théophile Gautier J. Wilson] The Jenson Society, 1907
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BCE, has Candaules betrayed and executed by his wife in a cautionary tale against 
pride and possession.

Candaules, King of Lydia, Shews his Wife by Stealth to Gyges, One of his Ministers, As 
She Goes to Bed by William Etty. This image illustrates Herodotus's  version of the tale 
of Gyges.

According to The Histories of Herodotus, Candaules bragged of his wife's incredible 
beauty to his favorite bodyguard Gyges. "It appears you don't believe me when I tell you 
how lovely my wife is," said Candaules. "A man always believes his eyes better than his 
ears; so do as I tell you - contrive to see her naked."

Gyges refused; he did not wish to dishonor the Queen by seeing her nude body. He 
also feared what the King might do to him if he did accept.

Candaules was insistent, and Gyges had no choice but to obey. Candaules detailed a 
plan by which Gyges would hide behind a door in the royal bedroom to observe the 
Queen disrobing before bed. Gyges would then leave the room while the Queen's back 
was turned.

That night, the plan was executed. However, the Queen saw Gyges as he left the room, 
and recognized immediately that she had been betrayed and shamed by her own 
husband. She silently swore to have her revenge, and began to arrange her own plan.

The next day, the Queen summoned Gyges to her chamber. Although Gyges thought 
nothing of the routine request, she confronted him immediately with her knowledge of 
his misdeed and her husband's. "One of you must die," she declared. "Either my 
husband, the author of this wicked plot; or you, who have outraged propriety by seeing 
me naked."

Gyges pleaded with the Queen not to force him to make this choice. She was relentless, 
and eventually he chose to betray the King so that he should live.

The Queen prepared for Gyges to kill Candaules  by the same manner in which she was 
shamed. Gyges hid behind the door of the bedroom chamber with a knife provided by 
the Queen, and killed him in his  sleep. Gyges married the Queen and became King, and 
father to the Mermnad Dynasty.6

But what does it say about us that we are transfixed by the madness of the king’s love for his 
wife? In Herodotus’s version, the emotional subject seems to be the hapless, terrified Gyges, 
bullied onto the throne against his will by his superiors — first Candaules, then the queen. 
Herodotus doesn’t explore Candaules’s erotic psychology at all, beyond saying that he had 
become “passionately in love” with his wife; the notion of his “disordering” is not otherwise 
expressed, though for the Greeks, that love — eros — was already a dangerous amplification of 
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ordinary sexual desire. As the sophist Prodicus of Ceos put it: Love is desire doubled; love 
doubled is madness.7

The shame of nakedness forces us to confront the king’s madness. Love and madness, voyeurism 
and death, power and kingship all play archetypal roles in this historical myth. The whole scene 
is triggered by the king’s insistence on the voyeurism of his wife’s beauty. The gaze on beauty is 
so seductive that it overtakes the plot whereby the queen, now exposed literally to the gaze od 
another man, forces him to choose between possessing her or being put to death. To gaze upon 
that which one must not gaze upon has strange coincidences with the dictum in the bible not to 
gaze upon the divine, “For no man shall behold Me and live”. Death and seeing that which is 
naked are intimately woven together.

The use of the eyes as organs of vision then cause the heart to be shamed and forced the tragic 
events that followed.
I believe that the difference in our talmud citation between the exact location of the split between 
the visual/imaginative and the heart, whether the neck or waist might then be further explored by 
appeal to the pagan source above.

Throughout the history of art, and in the contemporary world of film and advertising, images of 
women often have been presented in ways that emphasize their status as sexual beings or 
maternal figures. In 1975 filmmaker and writer Laura Mulvey published a groundbreaking essay 
about images of women in classical Hollywood cinema. This essay, "Visual Pleasure and 
Narrative Cinema," used psychoanalysis to propose that the conventions of popular narrative 
cinema are structured by a patriarchal unconscious, positioning women represented in films as 
objects of a "male gaze." In other words, Mulvey argued that Hollywood cinema offered images 
geared toward male viewing pleasure, which she read within certain psychoanalytic paradigms 
including scopophilia and voyeurism. The concept of the gaze is fundamentally about the 
relationship of pleasure and images. In psychoanalysis, the term "scopophilia" refers to pleasure 
in looking, and exhibitionism in the pleasure of being looked at. Both of these terms 
acknowledge the ways in which reciprocal relationships of looking can be sources of pleasure. 
Voyeurism is the pleasure in looking while not being seen, and carries a more negative 
connotation of a powerful, if not sadistic, position. The idea of the camera as a mechanism of 
voyeurism has been often discussed, since, for instance, the position of viewers of cinema can be 
seen as voyeuristic --they sit in a darkened room. where they cannot be seen, in order to watch 
the film. In Mulvey's theory, the camera is used as a tool of voyeurism and sadism, 
disempowering those before its gaze. She and other theorists who pursued this line of thinking 
examined certain films of classic Hollywood cinema to demonstrate the power of the male gaze.8

Heidi nees has explored the way the imperial, “male”  gaze and objectified depictions of the 
female figure have played a part in (male) modern art.9  Meecham and Sheldon describe 
modernist representations of women as a paradox of modernism, for there is a simultaneous 
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representation of liberation of and enslavement by the modernist vision of women. I would argue 
that the continued misrepresentation of women’s experience and subjectivity long into the 
modernist period is a consequence of the representations being designed in one way or another to 
suit the gaze of power. As modernism gives way to post-modernism, perhaps the centrality of the 
“male”  gaze in the representation of women is more contested. Works such as Suzan-Lori Parks’ 
Venus participates in this negotiation, questioning the privilege of male gaze cast upon an 
exoticized, displayed, nude female. Furthermore, the characters of her play, notably the lead 
character, Saartjie Baartman, are based on actual figures. In the play and in the actual past, the 
Hottentot Venus (Baartman) signifies a female figure subjected to the “male” gaze in life and 
death. Parks’ work, however, aims to reclaim agency for Baartman and turn back the modernist 
imperial, “male” gaze on the female form. Given the depictions of women in modernist (male) 
art, it seems clear there is value in representations that make visible or circumvent the 
objectification of women by the modernist “male” gaze.10

Objectification of the woman’s body has thus cross cultural markings and plays a deep role in 
male psyche. The issue for us is where does Halacha place the splitting that is apparently 
required before the recitation of our doxology. Whether is should be place in the neck area which 
splits the head from the heart, or below the heart. The organs apparently “see”  and must be 
protected from the sight of the baser genitals.

I wanted to suggest that including the heart and the genitals below the “gartel”  that splits, is 
based on the notion that mere intellectual cognitive acts of faith are sufficient. Whereas placing 
the gartel below the heart at the waist level might suggest that both the heart as well as the mind 
need to be disconnected from the genital  influence when meeting the divine.
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