


stolen goods. This is based on the 
idea that not all these assets were 
stolen, even though the owner is 
a known thief. (Mishneh Torah, 
Hilchot Geneivah 5:1-2, 7-8) Perhaps 
this was true when assets and their 
sources were easily identifiable; 
it is difficult to see how such a 
differentiation applies to liquid 
and financial assets in our modern 
global economy. 

Moreover, the purpose of the 
donors is to cleanse themselves 

of a moral stigma through charity, 
that now becomes a form of 
bribery, making the community a 
partner to their crimes. 

All the rights of the Jewish king 
mentioned in the book of Samuel, 
are halachic obligations on the 
individual. Rambam, the Tur and 
the Shulchan Aruch grant the same 
right to non-Jewish kings as well as 
those not of the Davidic dynasty 
on the basis of ‘the law of the 
land is the law’. (Choshen Mishpat 
369) However, such a right is not 
granted to a ruler who acquires 
authority against the wishes of the 
population. Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
has a responsum in which he 
argues, that since the government 

In view of the communal and 
national orientation of Judaism, 
Rabbi S. R. Hirsch defines Judaism 
as a nation rather than a religion, 
it is logical that there should be 
an emphasis on the obligation of 
society to their responsibility for 
the weak and the impoverished. 
Such an obligation gives society 
a stake in the private property of 
its citizens in order to fund this 
responsibility. It is common practice 
today to see this as referring to 
philanthropy, however, throughout 
Jewish history the funding for 
social responsibility came primarily 
from taxation. 

One of the moral justifications for 
taxation is to be found in the laws 
of the king that appear in parshat 
Shoftim. Actually, the Torah only 
mentions the election of a king and 
his obligations, while the right to 
taxation is described in the book 
of Samuel (1:8:11-17). This sequence 
is, from a moral viewpoint, a 
revelation of Divine Wisdom as it 
places the curbing of public sector 
corruption and fiscal excess, prior 
to the right to tax. If there is to be 
a recognised religious obligation 
to pay taxes, there needs to be a 
moral dimension to the behaviour 

of the tax authority. The same 
morality seems to apply also to 
the modern system of funding 
through charity, but it extends not 
only to the use of the funds but 
also to their source. Institutions, 
organisations and synagogues are 
constantly faced with the problem 
of donations of money earned 
from illegal or unethical behaviour. 
It is true that communal needs 
are extensive and there are many 
mitzvot involved in satisfying these 
needs. At the same time, this may 
be a case of the end justifying the 
means, which is always a slippery 
moral slope. 

There are two moral aspects that 
need to be considered: 

There does not seem to be a 
halachic necessity to investigate 
the source. However, there is a 
concept of a known thief, for 
whom there are special halachic 
rules; for instance the rabbinic law, 
that the buyer of something that 
is afterwards found to have been 
stolen is not required to return it to 
the owner, does not apply where 
the seller is publicly known to be 
a thief. There is a ruling that one 
may have a benefit from the assets 
of a thief, while one may not buy 

of the United States of America is a 
beneficial one, allowing its Jewish 
citizens freedom of religion, they 
are obligated to obey its laws 
including those of taxation. In 
Israel, Rabbi Ovadiah Yosef has 
ruled that the Knesset acquires 
the right of the king to taxation, 
through the democratic electoral 
process (Yachve Deah, part4, 
section 63). There are opinions 
that the laws of the State of Israel, 
cannot obligate religious Jews, 
either because the majority of the 

legislators are not religious nor 
are the laws based on the Torah 
(Chazon Ish, Sanhedrin, section15), 
or because the law of the king does 
not apply to that government. 
This is based on the Ran (Nedarim 
28), that the basis for obeying this 
king’s laws flows from his ability 
to expel those who do not obey 
them. However, no Jew can expel 
another from the Land of Israel, 
denying them this validity. 

It seems, however, that this 
discussion in all its forms, regarding 
the fiscal rights of the king, is 
irrelevant to the question of 
taxation. In democratic countries 
the tax income is not the private 
property of the king nor of the tax 
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