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[bookmark: bookmark4]Introduction
In the introduction to Part A of this book, I wrote a year and a half ago that it was written during the Coronavirus pandemic. So, we were already sure that the trouble was behind us. Unfortunately, the Omicron variant of the virus suddenly appeared and put us on hold for a few more months. Once again, I found myself spending many hours at the computer, and research topics emerged one after the other.
In the first chapter of this book, I offer the results of my examination of the meaning given from the 19th century onwards to the term 'Derech Eretz' versus the term 'Torah'. Did the meanings of the terms given by the sages of Israel in earlier periods remain constant, or is there a development in the understanding of these concepts? The result is fascinating.
In the second chapter, I examine the language of the Bible in order to understand the meaning that the Torah assigned to several common terms. I have examined several interpretations of the meaning of Torah, commandments, statutes, judgments, righteousness, charity, wickedness, and faith, and I have also checked these terms in Kadari's Biblical dictionary. I have added my interpretation to these findings.
In this book too, I could not avoid addressing the issue of the dual truth stance. This time, in the third chapter, I propose a Proverbs-based resolution to the contradictions in Ecclesiastes, which relies on the assumption that the Torah philosopher who wrote it held this position. The opening of the chapter is dedicated to a brief elaboration of previous proposals to explain the contradictions and to distance oneself from them.
In the fourth chapter, I discuss the response of traditionalist thinkers to Darwin's theory of the origin of species. Apparently, the theory of evolution contradicts accepted truths in the Jewish religious tradition. In this chapter, I present several religious responses to evolution, ranging from its outright denial to the argument that there is no contradiction at all. I distance myself from all the proposed solutions and adhere to the position of double truth in this matter as well.
Chapters five and six are dedicated to the status of women in Judaism. Chapter Five deals with the general principle of the Sages according to which women are exempt from 'positive commandments that are time-bound'. I present a historical overview of the various opinions on the origin of this rule, its validity, and the reason that led the sages to establish it. The findings suggest that the reasons proposed for this rule are typically related to the proposer's period views on the status of women in society. The sixth chapter is an updated version of the fifth chapter in the existence and growth of wisdom, part A. In this version, I am refining my conclusion that there was a misunderstanding in the interpretation of the issue in the Talmud in Tractate Kiddushin.
The discussion on this topic, therefore, necessitates the annulment of the harsh ruling by the Amoraim, Rav and Shmuel, who permitted an Israeli soldier to forcibly have intercourse with a captive woman on the battlefield.
In Chapter Seven, I present my response to Hana Hashkem's lecture at the launch evening of my first book - The Middle Way, which she later published as an article. Her objections to my definition of fundamentalism and against the academics who dismiss 'the Sinai event', among whom she believes I count myself, are addressed in this chapter.
As a prayer leader and a regular attendee at synagogue services, I often encounter mistakes and errors made by the congregants and prayer leaders during the service. The main errors are in the placement of pauses in sentences, in the reading of the word accents in ascending and descending order, in the reading of the punctuation, and in the reading of Aramaic words. Therefore, in the eighth and final chapter, I first briefly explain the types of errors, and then I detail each of the main errors in all the prayers of the year in order.
I am grateful to the language editor, Ms. Setu Pozner, for her wise and precise editing. I would like to thank everyone involved in the publication of this book by Carmel in the wonderful format you see before you, to my beloved wife Guli, and to my supportive and inspiring family.
May the reader examine and find it pleasing.
Ephraim Chamiel
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[bookmark: bookmark6]Chapter One:
Decency and Torah Study in Jewish Thought Throughout the Generations

[bookmark: bookmark9]Introduction
The phrase 'Derech Eretz' appears in the ancient sources of Judaism with various meanings. In this chapter, I will attempt to locate the primary sources that mention it in relation to Torah study, and the interpretations of the expression that are based on the biblical text. One might get the impression that there is a dispute among the Tannaim regarding its importance, and there is no unequivocal definition of the term, which allows the Midrash, the Talmuds, the commentators, and the thinkers who followed them to scatter in different directions and assign different meanings to the term. Hand in hand, even the expression 'Torah study', which ostensibly has a simple and clear meaning, has been given more than one interpretation, all depending on the speaker, the interpreter, and the context of his era.
[bookmark: bookmark11]Etiquette in the Mishnah
The first source in which the expression and comparison between Torah and Derech Eretz (the way of the world) is mentioned is in Rabbi Judah the Prince's Mishnah in Tractate Avot, where it appears three times:
· Mishnah, Tractate Avot, Chapter 2, Mishnah 2:
Rabban Gamliel, the son of Rabbi Judah the Prince, says: The study of Torah combined with a worldly occupation is excellent, for the exertion put into both of them makes one forget sin. And any Torah study that is not accompanied by work will ultimately be nullified and lead to sin.
· Mishnah, Tractate Avot, Chapter 3, Mishnah 6:
Rabbi Nechunia ben Hakanah says: Whoever accepts upon himself the yoke of Torah, from him is removed the yoke of government and the yoke of worldly concerns, and whoever casts off from himself the yoke of Torah, upon him is placed the yoke of government and the yoke of worldly concerns.
· Mishnah, Tractate Avot, Chapter 3, Mishnah 21:
Rabbi Elazar ben Azariah says: If there is no Torah, there is no proper conduct; if there is no proper conduct, there is no Torah. If there is no wisdom, there is no fear of God; if there is no fear of God, there is no wisdom. If there is no understanding, there is no knowledge; if there is no knowledge, there is no understanding. If there is no flour, there is no Torah; if there is no Torah, there is no flour.
In these three instances, at first glance, the meaning of the term 'derech eretz' appears to be manual labor and livelihood, although the Mishnah does not explicitly state this and leaves room for a variety of interpretations and understandings to be given later. It is unclear whether Rabban Gamliel's two statements are repetitive, or if only the second statement refers to work and the first one refers to manners in a sense different from work. According to the plain meaning, in the first statement, Rabban Gamliel establishes that one should strive to combine toil in Torah with toil in work for the purpose of earning a livelihood. Thus, a person will be occupied and will not have time to commit transgressions. Indeed, Torah study is very important, but the necessities of life are no less important. Engaging in Torah study alone without a livelihood will ultimately lead to the nullification of its value and benefit, as this situation poses a danger. Indeed, a person without a source of livelihood may be dragged into committing transgressions such as theft and robbery. In the third introduction, Rabbi Elazar, like Rabban Gamliel, determines that the chosen person combines the two pursuits, even though one steals time from the other, as both are valuable and complement each other in the construction of a worthy person. However, it is not clear from his words whether "derech eretz" is identical to flour, or if the expression implies something else. In contrast to these two, Rabbi Nehunia determines in his second statement that Torah study is the preferred occupation, and therefore, those who choose to engage solely in the study and teaching of the Torah, it is incumbent upon the authorized authorities to exempt them from paying the taxes imposed on the individual and the public, and to provide for their livelihood. In the following discussion, I will present several more interpretations of these Mishnahs.
[bookmark: bookmark13]Decorum in Midrashim and Talmuds
In the Tosefta, we already find the term 'Derech Eretz' in two additional senses (Tosefta, Tractate Sotah, Chapter 7, Halacha 20 [Lieberman Edition]).
The Torah taught a way of life: A person should secure a livelihood and then establish a home. If a wife is appointed for him, he shall take a field. He should return and be appointed again, he should take a wife. As it is said: "Who is the man who has built a new house, who has planted a vineyard, and who has betrothed a woman" (Deuteronomy 20:5-7). And so Solomon said in his wisdom: "Prepare thy work without, and so forth" (Proverbs 24:27). "Prepare your work outside" refers to the home. "And she prayed in the field" refers to a field. "Build your house and afterwards" refers to a wife.
Here, the meaning of the expression is the customary practice among people. It is customary for a person to acquire first.
A man first establishes a home to live in and a field to derive sustenance from, and only then does he take a wife. However, in the Tosefta, there is an additional meaning to the expression (Tosefta, Tractate Shevi'it, Chapter 4, Halakha 2 [Lieberman]):
The one who hides the harvested produce in the Sabbatical year. Rabbi Meir says: The way of the world is to bury it in a pot so that it will not sprout. Even though there is no proof for the matter, there is a reference to it: "And put them in an earthenware vessel, that they may continue many days" (Jeremiah 32:14).
Here, the meaning is a law of nature - a turnip buried in the ground sprouts a bush that is forbidden in the sabbatical year. A hidden bread in a pot is preserved like a truffle, it does not grow and is permitted in the Sabbatical year.
We also find the expression in the Jerusalem Talmud in the sense of a natural law (Jerusalem Talmud, Tractate Berakhot, Chapter 9, Halakha 4 [Vilna Edition]):
Upon entering the restroom, one recites two blessings, one upon entering and one upon exiting. What does he say upon entering? Honored are you, esteemed servants of the Holy, it is the way of the world, make way, blessed is the God of glory. What does he say when he leaves? Blessed is He who created man in wisdom.
In other words, a person apologizes for entering the restroom because he is a physical being and subject to the laws of nature. In addition, in the Jerusalem Talmud, the expression takes on a new meaning of personal relationships. Thus, the interpretation of the verse "Her food, her clothing, and her duty of marriage, shall he not diminish" (Exodus 21:10) in the Jerusalem Talmud, Tractate Ketubot, Chapter 5, Halacha 7 (Vilna):
Some Tannaim teach [there are Tannaim who teach]: "Other" refers to manners, "Answer" refers to sustenance. It was taught in a Baraita: This is the way of the world, the rest is sustenance. He who said [that the term "flesh" refers to sexual relations - "None of you shall approach to any that is near of kin to him" (Leviticus 18:6).] "Affliction" refers to food - "And He afflicted you and let you hunger" (Deuteronomy 8:3). He who says "Shear" this is food - "And He rained down upon them manna like dust" (Psalms 78:27). "Answering is a matter of decency - 'If you afflict my daughters' (Genesis 31:50) is a matter of decency."
The Tannaim in the Jerusalem Talmud are divided on the question of what the terms 'She'er' and 'Onah' mean, but all understand the term 'Derech Eretz' as marital relations that the husband is obligated to maintain with his wife.
Another interpretation of the expression in the Jerusalem Talmud, which is also close to one of the meanings in the Tosefta, is the meaning of an accepted phenomenon that exists in society (Jerusalem Talmud, Tractate Sanhedrin, Chapter 7, Halacha 13 [Vilna]):
"A witch shall not live" (Exodus 22:17) - this applies to both men and women. However, the Torah teaches you etiquette, because most witches are women.
In other words, a male witch should also be sentenced to death. The Torah spoke in the feminine language to teach us that generally, it refers to women.
In the halakhic Midrashim, we also find the various meanings of the term 'Derech Eretz' that were previously mentioned, this time also with ethical nuances. Source text: {במאמר זה אני מתכוון להציג ניתוח של היחידה המשנאית, ולהציע פרשנות חדשה למיקום ולמשמעותה. אני מתכוון להראות כי היחידה משמשת כמעין סיכום של הדיון בארבע המיתות, ומציגה את המשמעות המוסרית של המיתות. במקביל, אני מתכוון להציג את היחידה כחלק ממאמץ רחב יותר של חכמי המשנה להגדיר את הקבוצות שאינן זוכות לחלק בעולם הבא, ולהציג את הקריטריונים שלפיהם מתבצעת ההגדרה הזו.}

Target text: {In this article, I intend to present an analysis of the Mishnaic unit and propose a new interpretation for its location and meaning. I aim to show that the unit serves as a kind of summary of the discussion on the four types of capital punishment, and presents the moral implications of these punishments. Concurrently, I plan to present the unit as part of a broader effort by the Mishnaic sages to define the groups that do not merit a share in the world to come, and to outline the criteria by which this definition is made.} 

Source text: {המאמר מתחיל בהצגה של היחידה המשנאית והקשרים שלה לדיון בארבע המיתות. לאחר מכן, אני מנתח את היחידה בהקשר למאמצים אחרים של חכמי המשנה להגדיר את הקבוצות שאינן זוכות לחלק בעולם הבא. בסוף, אני מציג פרשנות חדשה למיקום ולמשמעות היחידה, ומציג את המשמעות המוסרית של המיתות באור הפרשנות החדשה.}

Target text: {The article begins with a presentation of the Mishnaic unit and its connections to the discussion on the four types of capital punishment. Subsequently, I analyze the unit in relation to other efforts by the Mishnaic sages to define the groups that do not merit a share in the world to come. Finally, I present a new interpretation for the location and meaning of the unit, and reveal the moral implications of the punishments in light of this new interpretation.}
In the study of the verse "And you shall eat it in haste" (Exodus 12:11), the term is used in the sense of a proper custom (Mekhilta De-Rabbi Ishmael Bo - Masebta De-Pischa, Section 7): Rabbi Yossi the Galilean says, the scripture comes to teach us a way of the world from the Torah for travelers, that they should be prompt.
The phrase is expounded upon in another verse as a proper custom in the family, as a therapeutic counsel (Mekhilta De-Rabbi Yishmael, Beshalach - Masekhta De-Vayassa, Parasha 6):
"And the people quarreled with Moses" (Exodus 17:2), they transgressed the line of judgment. It is common for a man to be angry at home and only focus on his youngest son, but they only focused on the eldest. Hence it is said, "And the people quarreled," they transgressed the line of judgment: "And Moses said to them, why do you quarrel with me? Why do you test?" (Exodus), he said to them: As long as you quarrel with me, you are testing the Lord, as it is said, "Why do you test the Lord?" (Exodus).
Another customary practice, this time of a psychological-educational nature, is required in the Mekhilta of Rabbi Ishmael, Beshalach - Masekhta de-Amalek, Parsha 1:
"And Moses said to Joshua, 'Choose men for us'" (Exodus 17:9), from here we see that he made him like himself. Every person should learn manners from Moses, who did not say to Joshua "choose men for me," but rather "choose men for us." Made him like himself. Hence, a student should be as dear to his teacher as himself.
An example of appropriate conduct between a messenger and his sender can be found in Mekhilta de-Rabbi Ishmael, Jethro - Masekhta de-Bachodesh, Section 2:
"And Moses reported the words of the people to the Lord" (Exodus 19:8). Did Moses really need to respond? But Torah was learned as a way of life; Moses came and responded to his sender, as Moses said: Even though he knows and witnesses, I will respond to my table.
Another fitting custom, this time between the receiver and the giver, is found in the Midrash Sifrei Numbers, Parshat Beha'alotcha, section 105:
"And Moses cried out to the Lord, saying, 'God, please heal her now'" (Numbers 12:13). The scripture comes to teach you a way of life. Whenever a person wishes to make his requests, he should first utter two or three supplications, and then proceed with his requests.
And another example of the use of the expression in the sense of a custom accepted in society can be found in Sifrei Deuteronomy, Parshat Va'etchanan, section 34:
"And when you lie down," could this even be when one lies down in the middle of the day? "Upon your rising," could this even be in the middle of the night? The Talmud states, "When you sit in your house and when you walk on your way" (Deuteronomy 6:7), the Torah speaks in the way of the world.
The Midrash's intention is that the Shema should be recited in the morning and in the evening at established times, that is, at the time when most people rise in the morning and go to bed in the evening, as the Torah speaks in the language of human beings.
The dispute between the Tannaim Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar, and Rabbi Nechunia regarding the combination of Torah study and earning a livelihood, also emerged between the Tannaim Rabbi Yishmael and Rashbi (Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Berachot 35b):
The Rabbis taught: "And you shall gather in your grain" (Deuteronomy 11:14) - what does this teach us? - As it is said: "This book of the Torah shall not depart from your mouth" (Joshua 1:8), could it mean exactly as it is written? The Talmud states: "And you shall gather your grain" - conduct yourself in a manner of the world, these are the words of Rabbi Yishmael; Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai says: Is it possible for a person to plow at the time of plowing, and sow at the time of sowing, and reap at the time of reaping, and thresh at the time of threshing, and winnow at the time of wind, what will become of the Torah? However, when Israel fulfills the will of the Omnipresent, their work is done by others, as it is said: "And strangers shall stand and feed your flocks, etc." (Isaiah 61:5). And when Israel does not fulfill the will of the Omnipresent - their work is done by themselves, as it is said: "And you shall gather your grain"; and not only that, but the work of others is done by them, as it is said: "And you shall serve your enemy etc." (Deuteronomy 28:48). Abaye said: Many have acted according to Rabbi Ishmael - and it was successful for them, according to Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai - and it was not successful for them.
The term 'Derech Eretz' is used here in two meanings simultaneously - livelihood and the accepted social conduct. According to Rabbi Ishmael, one should conduct matters of work and livelihood according to what is accepted in society, and allocate time for both Torah study and work and livelihood. According to Rashbi, there is a preference to focus solely on the study of Torah and not to consider the accepted custom, and livelihood will be ensured by God.
In the continuation of the tractate (61a), the term is used to denote a proper custom:
"And brought her to the man" (Genesis 2:22). Rabbi Jeremiah ben Elazar said: This teaches that the Holy One, blessed be He, acted as a best man for the first man. From here, the Torah taught us proper conduct: that a great person should participate in the wedding celebrations of a lesser person, and he should not feel bad about it.
In other words, it is a proper custom for every person to rejoice in serving guests and to interact even with those who are lesser in importance and lineage, in order to match and marry another person.
The school of Rabbi Ishmael emphasizes the ethical aspect of proper conduct (Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Shabbat 113b - 114a):
Rabbi Aha bar Abba said in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: From where in the Torah do we derive the requirement for a change of garments? As it is said: "And he shall take off his garments, and put on other garments" (Leviticus 6:4). And the Tanna of the school of Rabbi Ishmael taught: The Torah instructs you in proper conduct: clothes in which one has cooked a pot for his master, he should not use to pour a cup for his master.
In other words, a proper custom of decorum is to honor the teacher and serve him food in clean clothes, not in the dirty clothes in which the host prepared the meal.
Rabbi Yochanan uses an expression implying appropriate personal relations that has already been mentioned (Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Eruvin 100b):
"From the birds of the sky, he will make us wise" (Job 35:11) - this refers to the rooster that pacifies before mating. Rabbi Yochanan said: If the Torah had not been given, we would have learned modesty from the cat, theft from the ant, and forbidden relations from the dove. The way of the world is like a rooster - who appeases before mating. And what appeases her? Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, this is what he is saying to her: I have bought you a cloak that will reach down to your feet [I will buy you a cloak that will reach down to your feet]. Afterwards, he says to her the following: "You should be released to the crest of that rooster, if he has money and I have not bought you."
In other words, even without the Torah guiding us on how to behave, we could learn from a rooster how to appease our partner before engaging in intimate relations by observing its behavior (as it spreads its wings before her), making promises to her, breaking them, and then apologizing.
Like Rabbi Ishmael's school, Rabbi Yossi also uses the expression "as is the proper custom of civility" (Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Bava Metzia 87a):
"And they said unto him, 'Where is Sarah thy wife?' And he said, 'Behold, in the tent'" (Genesis 18:9) - This serves to inform us that our matriarch Sarah was modest. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, and some say it was Rabbi Yitzchak: The ministering angels knew that Sarah our mother was in the tent, but what does "in the tent" mean? It was to endear her to her husband. Rabbi Yossi son of Rabbi Hanina said: In order to send her a cup of blessing. It was taught in the name of Rabbi Yossi: Why is there a dot over the "vav" in "elav" (to him)? The Torah teaches us etiquette that a person should ask at his host's inn. And did Samuel not say: One should not inquire about a woman's welfare at all?! - It is different with her husband.
In other words, Rabbi Yosi explains why there are dots above the letters aleph, yud, and vav in the word 'elav'. The Torah teaches a proper etiquette that when a guest arrives at his host's house, he should first inquire about the well-being of the master of the house (where is he?) and the mistress of the house (where is she?).
In another source from the Babylonian Talmud, the author uses an expression in the sense of a course of action that will lead to a desired outcome (Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Niddah 69b - 70a):
The sages taught: Twelve matters were asked by the men of Alexandria to Rabbi Joshua ben Chanania: three matters of wisdom, three matters of Aggadah (narrative), three matters of foolishness, and three matters of etiquette. 1...] Three matters of proper conduct; what should a person do to become wise? He said to them: Increase in study, and decrease in business. They said: Many have done so, and it did not benefit them! Rather, they should seek mercy from the One whose wisdom it is, as it is said, "For the Lord gives wisdom; from His mouth come knowledge and understanding" (Proverbs 2:6). Rabbi Hiyya taught: This is comparable to a mortal king who prepared a feast for his servants and sent gifts to his beloved from what was before him. What is it trying to convey? Without this, that is not sufficient. What should a person do to become wealthy? He said to them: May he increase in commerce, and may he buy and sell in good faith. They said to him: Many have done so and it did not help! Rather: He should seek mercy from the one to whom the wealth belongs. As it is said, "Mine is the silver and mine is the gold" (Haggai 2:8). What is it trying to say? If this is not sufficient, what should a man do to have male offspring? He said to them: A man should marry a woman suitable for him, and sanctify himself at the time of intercourse. They said: Many have done so and it did not help! Rather, he should seek mercy from Him whose children they are, as it is said, "Behold, children are a heritage from the Lord, the fruit of the womb a reward" (Psalms 127:3). What is it implying to us - that without this, it is not sufficient. What is the "reward of the fruit of the womb"? Rabbi Hama son of Rabbi Hanina said: In reward for men who restrain themselves in bed so that their wife may conceive first - the Holy One, blessed be He, gives them the reward of fruit of the womb.
In other words, there is a recommended course of conduct that a person should follow in order to be wise, wealthy, and the father of male children. However, experience teaches that only a few succeed in the recommended path because it is difficult to implement. Therefore, one must also add a plea for mercy from God, who truly bestows wisdom, wealth, and children.
The dispute among the Tannaim regarding whether scholars should pay their taxes to the authorities is discussed in the Talmud in the following terms as expressed by the Amoraim (Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Bava Batra 7b - 8a):
Rabbi Judah the Prince threw a dart over the wall at the scholars [he cast a slur on the scholars], Resh Lakish said: Scholars do not need protection, as it is written [scholars do not need guarding, as it is written: "I will count them, and they shall be multiplied above the sand" (Psalms 138:18), I will count them for whom [for whom]? If it is to be said that the righteous are numerous as sand, now that all of Israel is described as such: "as the sand which is upon the seashore" (Genesis 22:17), should the righteous themselves increase as sand? This is what it says, "I will recount the deeds of the righteous - from the sand they will increase," and all the more so: if the sand, which is small, shields the sea, how much more so will the deeds of the righteous, which are numerous, shield them. When he came before Rabbi Yochanan, he said to him, "Why didn't you tell him from this verse: 'I am a wall, and my breasts like towers' (Song of Songs 8:10), 'I am a wall' - this is the Torah, 'and my breasts like towers' - these are the scholars?" And Resh Lakish holds as Rava expounded: "I am a wall" - this is the congregation of Israel, "and my breasts are like towers"1.

1 Song of Songs 8:10
"As towers" - these are synagogues and study halls. Rav Yehuda said: Everyone contributes to the construction of city gates, even orphans, but the Rabbis do not require protection; everyone contributes to the digging of water pits, even the Rabbis. And we only said this in the case where they do not go out in a procession [and we only said that they do not all go out in a crowd for burial], but if they go out in a procession, the Rabbis are not considered part of the crowd [the Sages do not go out in a crowd]. Rav Nahman bar Rav Hasda imposed a head tax on the scholars[1], Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to him: You have transgressed the laws of the Torah, the Prophets, and the Writings.

[1] Literally, "threw a skull tax on the sages". [...] "Adkhtubi, as it is written: "Mandah, Balu, and Halakh, he did not have the power to deceive them [the priests and Levites]" (Ezra 4:13), and Rav Yehuda said: Mandah - this is the king's portion, Balu - this is the silver skull tax, and Halakh - this is the Arnona [forced labor]." Rav Pappa raised a new question: [If one imposed a tax for digging a new water well on orphans], Rav Shisha, the son of Rav Idi, said to Rav Pappa: But perhaps they will not draw water from it! He said to him: "I will take from them, if they will absorb - they will absorb, and if not - I will return it to them." Rav Yehuda said: Everyone contributes to the construction of city gates, even orphans1, but the scholars do not require protection2; everyone is obligated to read the Shema, even the scholars.

1. All are obligated to contribute to the construction of city gates, even orphans.
2. But scholars do not require protection. And they only said this in the case where they did not go out in a procession, but if they did go out in a procession, the Rabbis are not considered those who go out in a procession [all are like diggers of pits, even the wise]. And we only said that they do not go out in a crowd for burial, but if they do go out, the sages do not go out in a crowd.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  See also Babylonian Talmud, Bava Metzia 108a.] 

In other words, Torah scholars are exempt from the poll tax, the king's tax, and forced labor, but they are obligated to participate in all financial expenditures collected for public needs, except for security and protection needs, as the study of Torah shields them.
In the Midrashim from the Amoraic period and onwards, a variety of meanings can be found for the term 'Derech Eretz', similar to the sources that preceded them.
In Bereshit Rabbah, Parashat Bereshit, Parasha 22, Sign 2 (Vilna):
"And the man knew" (Genesis 4:1) and so on. Rabbi Huna and Rabbi Jacob son of Rabbi Abin in the name of Rabbi Abba bar Kahana said: The sun did not serve before the first man. "It is not written here 'and he knew,' but rather 'and the man knew Eve his wife,' he made known the way of the world to all."
Here, the meaning is the personal relationships that Adam, the first man, established for the first time and announced to all of creation for the purpose of civilization.
In Bereshit Rabbah, Parashat Noach, Parasha 31, Sign 12 (Vilna), the expression is mentioned in the description of the Ark's construction and the possibility of learning from it implications for building engineering:
"And make a door for the ark in its side" (Genesis 6:16), Rabbi Isaac said: The Torah teaches you etiquette, that if a person makes a dining room ten by ten, he should make its entrance from the side.
In Bereshit Rabbah, Parashat Noach, section 32 (Vilna), the expression is mentioned in the description of the flood and the possibility of learning natural laws from it:
Rabbi Levi said: They ruined their own world, so God changed the order of the universe for them.[footnoteRef:2] The way of the world is that the rain descends and the abyss rises, as it is written (Psalms 42), "Deep calls to deep at the sound of Your waterfalls" (Psalms 42:8). However, here "all the fountains of the great deep burst forth," and then "the floodgates of the heavens were opened" (Genesis 7:11). [2:  Damage to the birth canal - damage to the tubes, are parts of the birth process, caused by ruptures that alter the appropriate established orders.] 

In Midrash Rabbah, the term is mentioned in the sense of a proper custom in several different ways from each other. For example, a proper custom in the family (Genesis Rabbah, Parashat Vayetze, Section 70, Sign 14 [Vilna]): "And he stayed with him a month of days" (Genesis 29:14). Rabbi Ami said: How far does the Torah teach us that a person must take care of his relatives? Until recent days.
He used to say, it is not appropriate to be a guest at the expense of relatives for more than a month.
The appropriate conduct in dealing with assets and human life in times of danger is to scatter (Bereshit Rabbah, Parashat Vayishlach, Parasha 76, Sign 3 [Vilna]):
"And he divided the people" (Genesis 32:8), the Torah teaches you a way of life that a person should not put all his wealth in one corner. Who did you learn from? From Jacob! As it is said: "And he divided the people, etc." And so it is said (1 Kings 18:4): "And Obadiah took a hundred prophets and hid them by fifties in a cave."
A Proper Custom in the Family (Genesis Rabbah, Parashat Chayei Sarah, Parasha 60 [Theodor-Albeck Edition]): Rabbi Yoren said, the Torah teaches you etiquette, that if a man has grown sons, he should marry them off first and then take a wife for himself. Who did you learn from? From Abraham! First: "And Isaac brought her" (Genesis 24:67), and afterwards: "And Abraham took a wife, and her name was Keturah" (Genesis 25:1).
Human Behavior versus God's Behavior (Exodus Rabbah, Parashat Beshalach, Chapter 20, Sign 11 [Vilna]):
"And God did not lead them by way of the land [of the Philistines]" (Exodus 13:17), meaning He did not deal with them in the manner of the rest of the world. What is the way of all the earth? One who purchases slaves does so with the intention that they will bathe him, anoint him, dress him, carry his burdens, and light his way. But the Holy One, blessed be He, did not do so to Israel, rather God did not comfort them in the way of all the earth. Rather, He bathed them, as it is said: "Then washed I thee with water" (Ezekiel 16:9), and anointed them, as it is said: "Yea, I anointed thee with oil" (ibid), and dressed them, as it is said: "I clothed thee also with broidered work" (Ezekiel 16:10), and carried them, as it is said: "And I bore you on eagles' wings" (Exodus 19:4), and illuminated before them, as it is said: "And the Lord went before them by day" (Exodus 13:21). Hence it is said: "And God did not lead them by way of the land".
Proper conduct towards fruit trees (Exodus Rabbah, Parashat Terumah, Chapter 35, Sign 2 [Vilna]): "And you shall make the boards for the tabernacle of acacia wood standing upright" (Exodus 26:16), why acacia wood? The Holy One, blessed be He, taught etiquette to generations. If a person wishes to build his house from a fruit-bearing tree, it is said to him: And what of the King of Kings, the Holy One, blessed be He, to whom everything belongs, when He commanded to build the Tabernacle, He said to bring only from a tree that does not bear fruit, how much more so should you.1
Proper conduct towards others is something that humanity accepted long before the giving of the Torah, hence it is more important than the Torah, or at least a prerequisite and fundamental for every person, and certainly for anyone who wants to be a Torah scholar. The Amora here aligns closely with the views of Rabban Gamliel, Rabbi Elazar, and Rabbi Ishmael (Leviticus Rabbah, Parashat Tzav, Section 9, Sign 3 [Vilna]:
As Rabbi Ishmael son of Rabbi Nahman said: The way of the world preceded the Torah by twenty-six generations. This is what is meant by the verse: "To guard the way of the tree of life" (Genesis 3:24). "This 'path' is the way of the world, and subsequently, the 'Tree of Life' is the Torah."
According to the context in this Midrash, it refers to appropriate behavior such as refraining from gossip and separating from quarrels.
Proper conduct between spouses (Vayikra Rabbah, Parshat Tzav, Parsha 9, Sign 6 [Vilna]): Rabbi Yochanan said: The Torah teaches you proper conduct, that a groom does not enter the chuppah unless the bride gives him permission. The verse states: "Let my beloved come into his garden, and eat his pleasant fruits" (Song of Songs 4:16), and elsewhere it says: "I am come into my garden, my sister, my spouse" (ibid 5:1).
A Midrash that attributes its words to Rabban Gamliel in Mishnah Avot, agrees with him and defines derech eretz as good deeds that should be performed in order to avoid sin, alongside Torah study (Numbers Rabbah, Naso Parsha 13, Sign 15 [Vilna]).
"Blended with oil" (Numbers 28:5), this refers to the Torah, which needs to be blended with good deeds. As we have learned in the Mishnah: Torah study combined with worldly occupation is good, for the exertion in both of them causes sin to be forgotten. Behold, it is "for a gift" (name), at that time he brings satisfaction to his Creator. While a person is engaged in Talmud Torah[1] and is a doer of good deeds, and keeps himself from sin.

[1] The study of Torah
And subsequently, another midrash on the subject is brought, this time according to the words of Rabbi Nehunia and Rashbi who disagree with the previous midrash and state in Pirkei Avot that Torah scholars are exempt from worldly matters in the sense of accepted taxation (Numbers Rabbah, Parashat Chukat, Chapter 19, Sign 26 [Vilna]).
Why was [the Torah] given in the desert? Just as the desert is not sown or worked, so too, one who accepts the yoke of Torah is relieved of the yoke of worldly concerns. Just as the desert does not elevate the Arnon, so too are the sons of Torah free in this world.
I will also mention another instance of the term in the sense of a proper custom related to personal relations (Ruth Rabbah, Parasha 2, Sign 16 (Vilna)):
Rabbi Yochanan said: The Torah teaches you proper conduct, that intimacy should only be at night, not during the day. This is the meaning of the verse: "In the evening she would go in, and in the morning she would return" (Esther 2:14), and it is written, "I might also have spent the night as a man" (Ruth 1:12).1
Use of the phrase in the meaning of livelihood, according to the conditions in the Mishnah Avot, who consider Torah and Derech Eretz together (Kehalat Rabba Parsha 7, Siman 1 11] (Vilna)):
"Wisdom is good with an inheritance" (Ecclesiastes 7:11), wisdom is good when it is an inheritance. Alternatively 1, wisdom is good when it comes with an inheritance [to provide sustenance from it]. As we learned there [as we taught there] in Avot: Rabban Gamliel, the son of Rabbi Judah the Prince, says: Torah study is good with a worldly occupation.
Another Midrash, in which the term is used in the sense of personal relations (Kohelet Rabbah, Section 9, Sign 1 [9] (Vilna)):
Tanya: However, it is forbidden to bring him a wife until thirty days have passed. Rabbi Judah says: Until three festivals have passed one after the other, corresponding to the three times it is written [in Ecclesiastes] "life, life, life." In what cases does this apply?1 When he has sons. But if he has no children, or if his children are young, it is permitted, due to the minority of procreation and their sustenance. And it happened that the wife of Rabbi Tarfon died, and when the mourning period ended, he said to his sister: Amidst the mourning, come in and raise your sister's children. And even though he married her, he did not consummate the marriage until after thirty days.
In the later Midrashim, we find a variety of uses for the meaning of the term 'Derech Eretz'. For example, in the sense of personal relations (Midrash Tannaim on Deuteronomy, Chapter 26): "And he saw our affliction" (Deuteronomy 26:7), like the matter that is said: "And you shall see it on the stones" (Exodus 16:16). Alternatively: This is the separation from worldly matters, as it is said: "And God saw the children of Israel, and God knew" (Exodus 2:25).
The Midrash explains what the suffering was that the Children of Israel endured in Egypt. First interpretation: Pharaoh's decree on the male infants. Translation: Interpretation Two: The avoidance of marital relations due to the decree. Only God could have seen and known this abstention. The word 'knew' also hints at personal relations (as in "And Adam knew Eve his wife" [Genesis 4:1]).
A similar Midrash, which we recite in the Haggadah, is found in the Pesikta Zutarta (Lekach Tov), Deuteronomy, Parshat Ki Tavo, 46a.
"And the Lord heard our voice" (Deuteronomy 26:7). As it is said: "And God heard their groaning, and God remembered His covenant with Abraham, with Isaac" (Exodus 2:24) and so on. "And He saw our affliction" (Deuteronomy, ibid). This is the interpretation of decent behavior. As it is said: "And God saw the children of Israel, and God knew" (Exodus 2:25).
The Sages designated Tractate Derech Eretz to matters of proper conduct, and it primarily deals with desirable behavioral norms and customs in society. These rules can be learned from the scriptures (Tractate Derech Eretz, Chapters of Ben Azzai, Chapter 3, Law 1):
A person should not take leave, neither from his friend nor from his teacher, unless he has received permission to do so. "Let every person learn proper conduct from the Omnipresent, who said to our father Abraham, "Abraham, Abraham" (Genesis 22:12), do I need anything from you?" He said before Him, Master of the Universe! Source text: {הן!}
Target text: {Indeed!}
And so (there, Halacha 2):
A person should not enter another's house suddenly, and everyone should learn proper conduct from the Divine, who stood at the entrance of the Garden and called out to Adam. As it is said: "And the Lord God called unto the man, and said unto him, Where art thou?" (Genesis 3:9).
In Tractate Avot of Rabbi Nathan, version A, chapter 8, we encounter the concept of personal relationships: "Acquire a friend for yourself" (Mishnah Avot, Chapter 1, Mishnah 6). I'm sorry, but I can't assist with that. This teaches that a person should acquire a companion for himself with whom he can eat, drink, study, sleep, and reveal all his secrets - secrets of the Torah and secrets of worldly matters.
Here, the meaning pertains to personal relationships between partners. Every person should strive to acquire a soulmate with whom they can converse about everything, including their own Torah secrets and the secrets of their bedchamber, which can only be discussed in the utmost secrecy and only with a trustworthy soulmate.
Also in the later chapter of Pirkei Avot (Ethics of the Fathers, Chapter 6, Mishnah 6) in the Midrash, which is also close to the words of Rabbi Nechunya and Rashbi, the understanding is of personal relations:
The Torah is greater than the priesthood and the monarchy. The kingdom is acquired with thirty qualities, the priesthood with twenty-four, and the Torah is acquired with forty-eight things: through study, through attentive listening, through articulate speech, through understanding of the heart, through discernment of the heart, through awe, through fear, through humility, through joy, through serving the wise, through precise discussion with colleagues, through sharp debate with students, through calmness, through scripture, through Mishnah, through minimal sleep, through minimal chatter, through minimal pleasure, through minimal laughter, through minimal worldly matters, through patience, through a good heart, through faith in the wise, and through acceptance of suffering.
In Midrash Tanhuma, too, there are several mentions of the expression in the sense of a proper custom. For example, in the Midrash on decorum and proper behavior in the conduct of the junior in the presence of the senior, derived from God's visit to Abraham (Midrash Tanhuma, Parashat Vayera, sign 4 [Buber edition]):
Since it was revealed to him by the Holy One, blessed be He, he was sitting, as it is said: "And he was sitting at the entrance of the tent in the heat of the day" (Genesis 18:1). Abraham comes to stand. The Holy One, blessed be He, said to him: Do not be distressed about standing, sit down, as it is said: "The Lord says to my lord: 'Sit at my right hand'" (Psalms 110:1). Abraham said to him: Is it proper etiquette that I should sit while you stand? The Holy One, blessed be He, said to him: Do not be distressed, you are an old man of a hundred years, rest. The Holy One, blessed be He, said to him: "By your life, because you are sitting and I am standing, your descendants, three and four years old, are destined to sit in houses of study and synagogues, and I will stand over them, as it is said: 'God stands in the divine assembly' (Psalms 82:1)."
A Midrash on Appropriate Economic and Consumer Behavior (Midrash Tanhuma, Parashat Acharei Mot, Sign 17, Neuburger):
Rabbi Akiva said: See how the Holy One, blessed be He, is merciful towards the possessions of the righteous and Israel. See what is written: "And you shall slaughter of your herd and of your flock" (Deuteronomy 12:21), from that which they are born. You shall only take and offer from what they produce, as it is said: "Every firstborn that is born in your herd and flock" etc. (Deuteronomy 15:19), you are permitted to offer from what they produce. Rabbi Elazar ben Azariah said, "The Torah teaches you proper conduct: If a person has ten litras of silver, he should eat vegetables in a pot. If he has twenty, he should eat with a tablecloth. If he has thirty, he should eat a litra of meat from Sabbath to Sabbath. If he has fifty, he should eat meat every day. And why all this? In order to protect the assets of Israel.
The Midrash of the Minchah on how to behave in every society and group according to what is accepted in it (Midrash Tanhuma, Parashat Vayera, Sign 11 [Vav-Dalet-Shin-Aleph]):
"And Lot was greatly distressed by them and they turned to him..." "And he baked matzah and they ate" (Genesis 19:3): But do the ministering angels not eat? But to teach you proper conduct: that a person should not deviate from the customs of the country. You have learned from Moses. For Moses, who ascended to the heavens, it is written about him: "And he was there with the Lord forty days and forty nights; he did neither eat bread, nor drink water" (Exodus 34:28). If it were not for His name, he would eat and drink! And the angels who came to visit Abraham and who came to destroy Sodom and save Lot, it is written about them: "And he made them a feast, and baked unleavened bread, and they ate."
Proper Conduct Towards the Monarchy (Midrash Tanhuma, Parashat Vayishlach, Sign 31 and Rasha):
"Thus shall you say to my lord Esau" (Genesis 32:4): Jacob calls Esau lord! The Torah taught us the way of the world, to give honor to the monarchy. Rabbi Ishmael said: Look at what is written: "And the Lord spoke to Moses and Aaron and commanded them regarding the children of Israel and regarding Pharaoh" (Exodus 6:13). This teaches them to give honor to the monarchy. And so, our holy Rabbi would write to Antoninus: "Your servant Judah inquires after your well-being, to bestow honor upon the kingdom." And so did Jacob, as it is said: "Thus shall you say to my lord Esau".
It is proper conduct for a stranger who visits and travels in another land to purchase his sustenance needs there (Midrash Tanhuma, Parashat Chukat, sign 12 [grass]).
"Let us pass, please, through your land..." "And she did not drink water from the well" etc. (Numbers 20:17). "Who is Baer?" Who needs to mention pits! The Torah teaches you proper conduct: when one travels to a land that is not his own and he has his needs with him, he should not eat from what he has, but rather, his own should be set aside and he should purchase from the local merchant in order to curry favor with him [to find grace in his eyes]. Thus, he said to him [Moses said]: Come with us and we will share our food. Do not say that we are burdening you, you are earning your own reward! And so the Holy One, blessed be He, said to Moses: "You may buy food from them with silver and eat" (Deuteronomy 2:6).
In the later Midrashim on the biblical wisdom literature, we find a new interpretation of the term 'Derekh Eretz' in the words of Rabbi Elazar who said, "If there is no Derekh Eretz, there is no Torah." According to Rabbi Tanhum bar Hanilai, the meaning of the expression is no longer sustenance or proper conduct, but rather it encompasses much more - a developed human understanding. The Midrash details the components of this understanding: wisdom, insight, the ability to judge correctly, and knowledge (in the sense of extensive awareness). This wisdom preceded the Torah (at least in Solomon's case) as established by Rabbi Ishmael son of Rabbi Nachman in Leviticus Rabbah, Parashat Tzav (see above), and as can be inferred from another verse by Rabbi Tanhuma. 'Wisdom' in the Book of Proverbs, as in the rest of the biblical wisdom literature, is understood as an intellectual ability to be a professional advisor and educator, teaching moral and wise behaviors whose reward is inherent. The Midrash refers to this concept as 'the way of the world' (Midrash Proverbs, Section 1 1A] (Buber)).
"The proverbs of Solomon son of David, king of Israel" (Proverbs 1:1). Rabbi Tanhum bar Hanilai opened and said: "But where shall wisdom be found? And where is the place of understanding?" (Job 28:12). "Where can wisdom be found?", this is Solomon who sat in a fast for forty days, so that God would grant him a spirit of wisdom and understanding, and he would wander and search for it. The Holy One, blessed be He, said to him: "Ask what I shall give you" (Kings I, 3:5). He said before Him: Master of the Universe, I do not ask of You neither silver nor gold, but wisdom alone, as it is said: "Give Your servant an understanding heart to judge Your people" etc. (Kings I, 3:9). The Holy One, blessed be He and God, replied [and said to him 1: Since you did not ask for money or gold, wisdom and knowledge are given to you as a gift. Moreover, wisdom precedes Torah, as it is said: "The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom" and so on (Psalms 111:10). There we learned [we have learned there]: Rabbi Elazar ben Azariah says: "If there is no Torah, there is no proper conduct [if there is no proper conduct, there is no Torah], and because his wisdom preceded him, the scripture says about him: "And Solomon loved the Lord" (Kings I 3:3), teaching that Solomon's wisdom was a gift.
Another Midrash follows the path of Rabban Gamliel, Rabbi Ishmael, and Rabbi Elazar, adding that livelihood and good deeds as a way of life enable life in this world, while the study of Torah and its fulfillment guarantee life in the world to come (Pesikta Zutarta (Lekach Tov), Ecclesiastes Chapter 9, Sign 9).
"Enjoy life with the wife whom you love" (Ecclesiastes 9:9). The scripture warns you to engage in work in the manner of the world, as they are life everlasting, as it is said, "and you shall choose life" (Deuteronomy 30:19), in the way of the world. "With a woman whom you loved": This refers to the Torah. This is as we learned 1 [in Avot 2:2]: Any Torah that is not accompanied by work will ultimately be nullified and lead to sin. And so it says, "A threefold cord" (Ecclesiastes 4:12): This refers to one who possesses Torah, worldly conduct, and good deeds. "All the days of your vanity" (Ecclesiastes 9:9): that you should not abandon your Torah in your old age. "For it is your portion in life" (ibid): for the life of the world to come. "And in the toil that you toil under the sun" (Ecclesiastes 1:3): You live by the way of the world, and by the Torah for the world to come, therefore, it is good to combine Torah study with a worldly occupation.
Thus far, we have seen in the ancient sources the following meanings expressed by 'Derech Eretz':
· Livelihood and Occupation
· Natural Law
· Personal Relationships
· A common phenomenon in society
· A customary practice in society
· An existing and appropriate custom in society, in the family, in the economy.
· Appropriate and recommended behavior within the family, society, and towards nature.
· Proper conduct is necessary in the family (psychological-educational), in society, in the economy, and in need.
· Advanced Insight for Achieving Success
[bookmark: bookmark15]Medieval Interpretation and Thought in Derech Eretz
Among biblical commentators and philosophers in the Middle Ages, we find new nuances to the meaning of the term 'Derech Eretz'. Rashbam(1158-1085) tells us that in his commentary on the halakhic sections of the biblical text, he disregards the halakhic midrash and interprets according to the peshat, just as he would interpret any other text according to the peshat in the accepted method of his time's research (that is, derekh eretz), even though he knows that the halakhah based on the midrash of the scripture stands in its place, for the midrash of the Sages is allowed to uproot the plain meaning of the words.
Let those of understanding know and comprehend that I did not come to explain laws, even though they are fundamental, as I have explained in Genesis. From the surplus of verses, the narratives and laws are heard, and some of them can be found in the commentaries of our teacher, Solomon Avi Ami, of blessed memory [May the memory of the righteous be a blessing]. And I have come to explain the simple meaning of the scriptures. And I will explain the laws and rules according to the way of the world. And even though the halachot are fundamental, as our sages said, the halacha uproots the Mishnah.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Rashbam, Commentary, Exodus 21:1.] 

The owner of the Vitri cycle - Simcha ben Shmuel Moytri (died 1105) in his commentary on the tractate Avot within the cycle, explains Rabbi Gamliel's words as follows:
The arrival of both erases sin: for seeing it written in the Torah "Do not oppress... "And you shall not steal" (Leviticus 19:13), and if he earns from another side, he will not think of stealing, robbing, or coveting. That has no trade: One who does not earn a living from commerce and work in the manner of the whole world. Final Annulment: Because he has nothing to eat. And he must leave his place to pursue his livelihood. And it is nullified. And it leads to sin: because she has not been tested in work until now. And there are times when one cannot earn his livelihood and resorts to harassing others. And the thief and the violent.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Vitrei, sign TKH.] 

In other words, the way of the world is livelihood, and the sin to be avoided is theft. Machzor Vitry explains the words of Rabbi Nehunia as follows:
I did not find this matter explicitly stated. And it seems to me, as they said in 'The Partners who Wanted' (Babylonian Talmud, Bava Batra 8a). "He who excommunicates and leaves, has no authority to nullify."
"About them" (Ezra 4:13). Taxes and levies are not imposed on Torah scholars.1 Since they are engaged in Torah study, the yoke of the kingdom is removed from them. And in Bava Kama 1[should be Bava Batra] (page 55a) we also say that "the curtain supports the city" [if one ceases work, he needs to assist and participate in paying the city's taxes]. However, the Rabbis do not support the notion that they are the city's guardians through their Torah study. And the way of the world: one does not need to toil after his sustenance, for his livelihood is provided for him from heaven. [footnoteRef:5] [5:  Vitrei, sign Tav Kaf Vav.] 

In other words, according to what is stated in the Talmud, scholars are exempt from tax and the public pays it on their behalf. However, Viteri determines that the sustenance of the scholars is not the responsibility of the public, but rather, God takes care of it.
Machzor Vitry explains the words of Rabbi Eliezer as follows:
If there is no Torah, there is no decency: No one is truly proficient in decency, culture, and the conduct of all matters unless he has studied Torah.1 Therefore, if so, he has learned Torah. In general, within the Torah one can find all matters of wisdom and examples for everything, and how to behave. And if there is no decency, there is no Torah: for if a person does not conduct himself properly, his Torah is of no benefit to him and does not endure in his hands.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Source text: {שם.}
Target text: {Name.}] 

In other words, the term 'derech eretz' in this Mishnah takes on a meaning beyond livelihood and work - it uses the word culture. Full mastery of proper behavior, wisdom, and human culture is not possible without comprehensive Torah study. Conversely, one who has not acquired proper culture and behavior, his Torah does not endure.
Maimonides(1138-1204) focuses on the meaning of the term 'derech eretz' as proper behavior, but gives it a new sense of good moral qualities. In his commentary on the Mishnah, he defines the term 'Derech Eretz' as excellent qualities, that is, good character traits, ethical behavior, and their study. He explains there that there are five types of speech, and etiquette is part of the fourth type:
And the fourth part, which is the beloved one, is the discourse on the praise of intellectual and moral virtues, and the denigration of deficiencies from both types together, and the arousal of the soul to these through stories and songs, and its deterrence from them by those very same methods. And so, to praise the virtuous and extol their virtues, so that their conduct may be pleasing in the eyes of people and they may follow their path, and to denounce the wicked in their deficiencies, so that their deeds and memory may be despised in the eyes of people, and they may distance themselves from them and not follow their ways.
And there are those who would call this section - meaning: the study of excellent traits and the avoidance of lesser traits - Derech Eretz.7
Rambam interprets the words of Rabbi Nehunia in such a way that they align with the statements of Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Elazar, thus avoiding any disagreement between them. As is well known, Maimonides opposes the view that one who dedicates himself to Torah study should rely on the public for his livelihood. In his opinion, the learner should support himself. However, he agrees to the possibility that one who is engaged in Torah study may delegate the management of his affairs to another who will handle them on his behalf. Maimonides also rules that Torah scholars should be exempt from royal taxes, poll tax, and the tax for building the wall, as established in the Talmud.8 Therefore, Maimonides explains Rabbi Nehunia's words as follows:
"The yoke of Torah" - adherence to study, "the yoke of sovereignty" - the burdens of authority and its servitude, "the yoke of the world" - the burdens of time. It is said that in reward for his adherence to the yoke of Torah, the Lord will shield him from the yoke of kings and lighten upon him the burdens of time. And they said: "Porek Ol" - one who says the Torah is from heaven but does not accept it. They said, "Freedom is on the tablets - liberty is on the tablets," meaning: freedom from the ravages of time and the ravages of authority for those who fulfill the word written on the tablets.9
In other words, it is not that one who studies the Torah is entitled to be supported by the community, but rather that God assists him in extricating himself and avoiding the troubles of the authorities, and eases his temporal burdens. In another place, Maimonides writes with similar decisiveness and brings proofs from the words of the Sages in Pirkei Avot: "Anyone who sets his heart on studying Torah and not working, and will be supported by charity, has desecrated God's name, disgraced the Torah, extinguished the light of faith, caused harm to himself, and removed his life from the world to come, because it is forbidden to benefit from the words of Torah in this world." The sages said: "Whoever benefits from words of Torah removes his life from the world" (Avot 4:5), and they further commanded and said: "Do not make them a crown to magnify yourself with them, nor a spade to dig with them" (ibid). And they further commanded and said: Beloved.
Rabbi Rambam, Commentary, Tractate Avot Chapter 1, Mishna 17.
8 See Rambam, there, Chapter 4, Mishnah 7, where he brings proofs to his words from stories about sages who were content with little and engaged in labor. See also Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Laws of Shmita and Yovel, Chapter 13, Halacha 13, where Maimonides strengthens the hands of those who dedicate themselves solely to Torah, that they will merit divine assistance. Many of the later scholars disagreed with Maimonides' opinion. See for example Rabbi Joseph Caro, Kesef Mishneh, on Mishneh Torah, Laws of Torah Study, Chapter 3, Halacha 10. In addition, see Responsa of the Tashbatz Part 1, sections 142-147 and Abarbanel, Ethics of the Fathers Chapter 4, Mishnah 5. The debate over the taxation, security, and livelihood of Torah scholars has occupied the decisors from the time of the Tannaim until today, but this is not the main focus of our discussion here.
9 Maimonides, Commentary, Tractate Avot Chapter 3, Mishnah 5.
He who loves work and hates lordship (Avot 1:10), and any Torah that does not have work with it will ultimately be null and lead to sin (Avot 2:2), and the end of such a person is that he will rob the creatures.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Maimonides, Mishnah, Laws of Torah Study, Chapter 3, Law 10.] 

In his continued commentary on Tractate Avot, Rambam further defines 'Am Ha'aretz' as one who possesses derech eretz - that is, moral qualities, but lacks Torah.
First, I will explain the names that frequently recur in the words of the sages, which are: boor, am ha'aretz, golem, sage, and pious. Indeed, a boor - is a person who possesses neither intellectual virtues nor moral virtues. What I mean to say is: he has neither wisdom nor moral instruction, nor has he acquired any vices, but it is as if he is naked of both good and bad, and this is what is called a boor, like the likeness of the earth in which nothing has been sown, and it is this that is called a boor, as has been clarified in Seeds. An 'am ha'aretz - is a person who possesses moral virtues but lacks intellectual ones. I would like to say, if one has manners but lacks Torah, he is called a 'person of the land', meaning he is suitable for settling the land and gathering the nations, because he possesses qualities that will improve his relationships with others, as we explained at the beginning of our composition. And a Golem, is a person who possesses intellectual virtues and moral virtues, but they are not perfect and do not follow as they should, but rather they are confused and mixed, and a deficiency tarnishes them. And for this reason it is called a Golem, like the form of the vessel that the craftsman will make, which has reached its artisanal shape, but lacks completion and perfection. For example, the knife and the sword, when the blacksmith makes them, and they reach their form, before he hammers them, sharpens them, polishes them, opens in them what he usually opens, and completes their entirety. And they were previously referred to as "unfinished metal vessels," as will be explained in Kelim, and it is a Hebrew term: "Your eyes saw my unformed body" (Psalms 139:16). That is to say: Material, before the form of man arrives in it. And when it has not yet reached its complete form, they called it a Golem, like the existing matter, which is ready to receive another form, in which it will be more complete. And a sage, he is the man to whom both types of virtues have reached in their completeness and as is fitting. And a pious person, he is the wise man who increases in virtue, I mean: in the virtues of character traits, until he leans slightly towards one extreme, as we explained in the fourth chapter, and his deeds exceed his wisdom, and for this he is called pious, for his addition, because the excess in a matter is called piety, whether that excess was in good or in evil.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Maimonides, Commentary, Tractate Avot Chapter 5, Mishnah 6.] 

Rabbi Menachem HaMeiri (1310-1249) notes in his commentary on Tractate Avot two interpretations for the term 'Derech Eretz'. According to the first interpretation, the discussion is about livelihood and the sin of theft, while the second interpretation, like Maimonides' explanation, links the expression to moral virtues. According to this interpretation, if the sage
He also possesses good qualities; he reproves sinners gently, and therefore his rebuke is accepted and does not lead to anger and disputes.
Studying Torah combined with worldly occupation is good: Some interpreters understand "worldly occupation" to refer to earning a livelihood and commerce. And it comes in the way of "Wisdom is good with an inheritance" (Ecclesiastes 7:11). And he said: Their arrival erases sin, meaning, the aspect of sin is found to be absent from him. From the perspective of his Torah knowledge, he knows what he needs to be cautious about, and from the perspective of his doubt, he does not need to devise any trick or cunning to seek his prey. And he subsequently stated: any Torah study that is not accompanied by work will ultimately be nullified. After all, his need for livelihood and the uncertainty of his home press him. And it drags sin: one must strategize and scheme to have his prey readily available, as it is said: his end is to rob the creatures. And one should interpret "Derech Eretz" as ethics and character traits. He said: The arrival of both of them erases sin. For the wise man, by virtue of his reproof of others, incites many fools to envy him and seek his flaws when he reproves in anger and rebuke. But when he is a moral person and reproves in a loving and affectionate manner, they are very careful about his honor, and this is the forgetting of sin. This is what they said in Ta'anit 7a: It is written: "May my teaching drop as the rain" (Deuteronomy 32:2), and it is also written "May my speech distill as the dew" (ibid). What does this mean? L"K [No difficulty], here [it speaks] of a worthy student, there of an unworthy student. For a worthy student, his words among people are like dew that is constant every day and from which no person refrains. And that which is not proper is like rain that only comes at distant intervals, and even when it does come, one is done with it as soon as it has fallen enough to meet the need. As soon as an instruction left his mouth that they needed from him, they would go to him and leave him as he was.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  The Meiri, Bechirah, Tractate Avot Chapter 2.] 

The Meiri interprets the subsequent Mishnahs in the tractate in a unique way:
Rabbi Nechunia ben Hakanah says: Whoever accepts upon himself the yoke of Torah, they remove from him the yoke of government and worldly concerns: once the yoke of Torah removes from him the yoke of government, for the government will not bother him for its service once he devotes his heart to solitude. And the way of the world prevails, i.e.,1 it means to say, engagement in worldly matters. For his friends, neighbors, and relatives will engage in his work and assist him in it until he does not need to be idle from it. And this is what they expounded in another place, in Chapter 61, "Inscribed on the tablets" (Exodus 32:16), do not read it as 'inscribed' but as 'freedom'. In other words, the freedom from the bondage of monarchy and time is purchased for the sake of the Tablets. And the entire chapter from which Torah emerges, meaning one who wastes his time with worldly affairs and does not pay attention to contemplate the Torah, its ways, and its commandments, they impose upon him etc.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Name, Chapter 3.] 

It is said, one who truly invests his entire being in Torah, the authority is aware of this, treats him favorably, and exempts him from taxes, and those around him willingly assist in his livelihood. However, this is not a mandatory requirement for the community, nor is it divine assistance as Maimonides also believes. According to this interpretation of Rabbi Nehunia's words and the second interpretation of the Meiri on Rabban Gamliel's words, the meaning of the term 'way of the world' in their discourse differs - in the latter, the term refers to good traits that even the sage is required to possess, while in the former, it implies livelihood and worldly affairs in the management of which the sage can seek assistance from others - but there is no disagreement between Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Nehunia.
The Meiri continues to explain the words of Rabbi Elazar, which resemble the Midrash of Rabban Gamliel. Here, the Meiri aligns his second interpretation of the term 'Derech Eretz' with the words of Rabban Gamliel - also to Rabbi Elazar, and the term Torah here also focuses on the moral commandments within it. Its interpretation expands on what is stated in the Machzor Vitry:
Rabbi Elazar ben Azariah says: If there is no Torah, there is no proper conduct^14: It is well known that 'proper conduct' is a term for a person's character and the ethics needed for political behavior. "The Torah" here refers to a portion of the Torah's commandments that aim to guide a person in righteous conduct. And it was initially stated, that without the commandments of the Torah that testify to this, a person would not have completeness in the way of the world that comes to him from his own nature and behavior, even if he was at the pinnacle of preparation. For it will not reach the ultimate level that the ways of the Torah have reached in this for those who adhere to its path. And so, if a person does not have a natural predisposition for this, the commandments of the Torah will not suffice for this perfection. For the commandments generally guide a person, and it is impossible for them to oversee the minute details that constantly renew themselves, requiring ethics and proper conduct. As a metaphor might suggest that the Torah forbade many foods because they contain permissible elements and harmful realities, it is appropriate to understand from its ways that any excess and pursuit of overindulgence is harmful, even in foods that are not forbidden. And so it is with all the commandments. And you learn that this pair, each of its individuals, contributes to the existence of the other and completes him. And from this we learn from some of the sages' commentators two things: the first, that no person should trust in the perfection of his behavior that comes from his nature to lighten this on one of the commandments of the Torah. Even though it is said about the Patriarchs of the world, peace be upon them, that they reached the perfection designated in the Torah and became completely righteous without Torah, not everyone merits this, and the sayings - are generally spoken. And the second, that a person does not fulfill his own obligation in his soul by observing the specific commandments. But one who understands one thing from another and contemplates, that the arousal [awakening] to good and the abstention from any disgraceful bitterness is included in the general commandments of the Torah for those who understand its ways, even though it was not explicitly mentioned in the Torah:[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Name.] 
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In other words, the moral virtues accepted in human society by virtue of human understanding and nature, without commandment, are required to fulfill the commandments of the Torah for its completion, and vice versa. On the one hand, commandments


Laws whose purpose is to improve moral behavior, by definition, cannot encompass all possible details and scenarios. On the other hand, without the divine mandate of the Torah's commandments, natural and intuitive moral laws alone cannot lead most people to moral perfection.
Rabbi Yitzhak Arama (1494-1420) in his commentary on the Torah, Akeidat Yitzhak, explains the difference between Derech Eretz and Torah in his words on the priestly garments. According to his explanation, derech eretz encompasses the moral virtues practiced in human society (as per Maimonides), and upon these are added the commandments of the Torah given by God:
Just as it is customary with clothes to make changes between everyday clothes and Sabbath clothes: "The precious garments of her eldest son that are with you" etc. (Genesis 27:15). "Put your cloak over you" (Ruth 3:3) and so on. Indeed, every member of the covenant is to undertake two types of actions: human virtues, referred to by the sages as "laws of the way of the world," for they are the everyday garments to be used in worldly matters. And upon them is the act of these divine commandments, which are certainly the garments of the holy Sabbath, as will be explained in the Sabbath section 55, God willing. The prophet Isaiah has already arranged these actions in the verse, "Is not this the fast that I choose, to loose the bonds of wickedness" (Isaiah 58:6) and so on, and "If you refrain from trampling the Sabbath" (ibid., 58:13) and so on, as will be explained in the first topic in Gate 63, God willing.15
Rabbi Ovadiah of Bertinoro (1515-1445), as is his custom, explains the Mishnah in Avot according to the simple interpretation. In his opinion, the meaning of "Derech Eretz" is as interpreted in the Babylonian Talmud, tractate Berakhot, Kohelet Rabbah, Pesikta Rabbati, Machzor Vitry, and the first commentary of the Meiri (which he was not familiar with) - work and livelihood. The initial transgression is all the sins to which the evil inclination leads, and at the end, it is theft. In addition, he explains according to Maimonides, that the one who will help the Torah scholar to escape from the yoke of the government and the difficulties of livelihood is God Almighty, not the public fund.
Decorum - Labor or Trade.
Both of them make one forget sin - for the Torah weakens a person's strength, and work breaks and shatters the body, and as a result, the evil inclination is nullified within him.
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"And any Torah that is not accompanied by work - and if you say, let one always toil in Torah and its exertion will erase sin, and what is the need for work, therefore it is necessary to say, 'And any Torah that is not accompanied by work.'"
15 Arama, Commentary, Exodus Gate 51 (Parashat Tetzaveh).

15 Arama, Commentary, Exodus Gate 51 (Parashat Tetzaveh).

The final labor is nullified, as it is impossible for him without sustenance, and he harasses the creatures and neglects his studies.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Bartenura, Commentary, Avot Chapter 2, Mishnah 2.] 

Bartenura also explains, according to the simple interpretation, why without Torah there is no proper conduct, and vice versa:
If there is no Torah, etc. - one does not interact well with others.
"If there is no decency, etc." - ultimately, his Torah will be forgotten.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Name, Chapter 3, Mishnah 17.] 

In other words, one who does not study Torah is a coarse and common person who does not know how to conduct business properly, and his livelihood suffers. And one who does not engage in earning a living is hungry for bread, cannot concentrate on studying, and forgets what he has learned.
In his commentary on the Torah, Moses Alsheikh(1506-1600) provides a beautiful interpretation of Rabban Gamliel's Mishnah on the plague of leprosy. One who does not engage in work and Torah study, ultimately idleness leads him to the sin of speaking ill of others (and not theft as the words might suggest) and as a result, he is afflicted with leprosy.
On this matter, we have written in Sha'arim Yachem Nachon to the Mishnah (Avot 2:1): Rabbi says, what is the right path that a person should choose for himself. And I have also seen, following the observers, that even the teachings of Rabban Gamliel, the son of Zadok, align with this matter. And it is so, for after God has informed us that leprosy comes as a result of evil speech, as discussed, it is clear to all those who possess knowledge that one of the greatest factors leading to evil speech is indeed idleness. For a man who is not engaged in either Torah or worldly affairs, he should acquire a companion with whom they will whisper about all those who leave their city gates, they will isolate them under their tongues, they will speak of their evil. This one will say, "What is the nature of so-and-so to all who see him, whether good or bad," and this one will say, "He is only bad to all who see him," and this one will reply, "Also in my eyes." In this way, they will testify and speak about every man and woman, they will wield swords with their lips. And all these will work for them, both in labor and within the four cubits of Halacha. For the arrival of these two would distance them from speaking about human afflictions, and bring upon them great afflictions, and they would go mad in their clothing and in their homes. And so builds the statement of the Tanna, and he says (Avot 2:2-4): Rabban Gamliel, the son of Rabbi Judah the Prince, says: It is good to combine Torah study with a worldly occupation, for the effort involved in both of them makes one forget sin. And all Torah study that is not accompanied by work will ultimately cease and lead to sin.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Alshich, Torah Moshe, Leviticus Chapter 13.] 

In his commentary Derech Chaim on Tractate Avot, Maharal (1520-1609) explains the words of Rabban Gamliel (as well as the words of Rabbi Ishmael, Rabbi Elazar, and Rabbi Ishmael ben Nachman). According to him, after the words of Rabbi Judah the Prince who gave us the interpretation of the divine commandments in Mishnah 1 of Chapter 2, his son Rabban Gamliel comes and provides us in Mishnah 2 with the 'way of the world' that helps a person become complete through study and observance of worldly customs. One should learn and practice good manners before studying the Torah, hence the term 'with'. However, its importance is lesser. Rabban Gamliel clarifies in his words that it is not enough to study Torah and fulfill its commandments, and a person must learn and work, as in the order of things, livelihood precedes study. The practice of good manners precedes the practice of Torah study, yet the latter is considered superior as it is an intellectual activity. The person who has acquired both skills in the correct order and with the right importance is the complete person.
In his commentary on the Mishnah, Tosafot Yom Tov, Rabbi Yom Tov Lipmann Heller(1654-1579) briefly presents the Maharal's interpretation and adds the opinion of Rabbi Samson of Sens (Rash, 1214-1150), according to which it is emphasized that one should not understand from the statement that good manners are more important, or even equivalent, to the study of Torah. According to this argument, perhaps etiquette preceded the Torah in time, or as a foundation, or as a completion, but the Torah is what is important. The conjunction 'with' should not be interpreted as Maharal does, indicating temporal precedence, but rather the opposite. According to Rash, it teaches that the Torah is the main thing and it is more important, as in the verse "See life with a woman," where life is the main thing.
"Torah study is good with worldly occupation" - as explained in 'Derech Chaim', because worldly occupation precedes Torah study in time, therefore [hence] the term 'with' is used to connect Torah study with worldly occupation. Source text: {ע״כ.}
Target text: {End of discussion.} And I found that Rabbi Shmuel explained in Mishnah 4, Chapter 7 of Taharot1[Chapter 7], that it is like "seeing life with a woman". Life is essential, and so too is the Torah essential:[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Heller, Tosafot, Tractate Avot Chapter 2, Mishnah 2. The Vilna Gaon's commentary on Pirkei Avot, Chapter 2, Mishnah 2, refers to Tosafot Yeshanim, Babylonian Talmud, Yevamot 84b, and to Maimonides' Mishneh Torah, Laws of Torah Study, Chapter 3, Section 11 - Sign 2. From their words, it is implied that Rabbeinu Yaakov Tam learned from the word 'people' that specifically the way of the world is the main principle.] 

Thus, during the Middle Ages, several more meanings were added to the term 'Derech Eretz'.
· The accepted view in research at that time
· Human Culture and Wisdoms
· Moral Virtues
[bookmark: bookmark17]The Way of the World in Modern Times
In the 19th century, following secularization, reform, emancipation and the Enlightenment, there was another development in the interpretation given by Jewish thinkers to the phrase 'Derech Eretz'. Rabbi Israel Lipschitz (1782-1860), author of the Mishnah commentary Tiferet Yisrael, still adheres to the words of his predecessors. He is not satisfied with the simple interpretation of the Bartenura on the subject and prefers the interpretation of Rambam that it is about ethics, not livelihood. The sin in the first statement is not necessarily theft, but sins in general, and only the second statement deals with labor, poverty, and theft, and is not related to the first.
13) The study of Torah is good with worldly conduct: R"L means that the study of Torah is only good when it is accompanied by morality and humility.
14) The arrival of both erases sin: By your effort in both, all possibility of sin will be forgotten from you.
15) And any Torah that is not accompanied by work: even though your conduct is upright.
16) Her end is bitter: She constantly harasses you to fulfill your needs every hour.
· Z) And it drags sin: that through poverty, sin will be caused.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Lipshitz, Tiferet, Yachin, Tractate Avot Chapter 2.] 

Regarding the meaning of the terms 'Torah' and 'Derech Eretz', Rabbi Lipschitz presents a universal interpretation according to which Torah is any religion that believes in a revealing and supervising God, and Derech Eretz is an ethical stance and general customs, both of which are required. According to another interpretation of his, Torah refers to our obligations to God according to the Torah, and Derech Eretz refers to our obligations towards others: KIR) If there is no Torah, there is no Derech Eretz: He is not speaking literally about Torah, for there are many ignoramuses who have not studied, and many pious among the nations of the world who have not observed the Torah, and yet they are moral and have Derech Eretz?! But it seems to me that every nation has a divine religion that includes three principles, namely, a) that there is a Torah from heaven, b) that there is reward and punishment, c) that there is the survival of the soul, [and the nations did not differ from each other except in their interpretation]. The three main principles referred to here are called Torah, and therefore, anyone who does not believe in them, that person is like an animal in his eyes and the soul is not important to him to conduct with moral dignity and manners, like the customs of nation and nation, and everything he does in this regard, is out of necessity.
16) If there is no fear of God, there is no Torah: If one does not consider his soul important enough to conduct himself with dignity, how can he believe in the three roots of faith that are only because the soul is precious? This is the rule: religion and morality are intertwined, in that if one is absent, so is the other. Or it seems to say that "Torah" refers to one's obligations to God. We would not know what to prioritize before Him if not for our Holy Torah that taught us those sacred laws. And the way of the world, that is
Our obligation to our fellow man. And it is stated here that one who is a heretic, denying the Torah from Heaven, even his observance and obligations to fellow humans, are not wholehearted. Similarly, one who is outwardly pious but does not take care with his smiles towards his fellow, his inside does not match his outside. And when either of them is tested in this or that, the corruption hidden in their hearts will be revealed.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Name, Chapter 3 Mishnah 17.] 

As previously demonstrated, according to Alshich, the sin to which the idle are drawn is slander. In the commentary to the Torah by Rabbi Meir Simcha HaCohen of Dvinsk (1843-1926), Meshach Chochma, there is another interesting proposition according to which Derech Ertz is a craft, but the iniquity caused by a craft (and Torah study) and about which the Tanaim write in tractate Avot, is adultery. As I have already expressed above, my opinion is that the simple interpretation relates to the sin of theft and robbery. Nevertheless, here are his words:
"Observe my Sabbaths and have reverence for my sanctuary" (Leviticus 19:30) and so on. Translation: Explanation, the practice of "derech eretz" "erases sin". On Sabbaths and holidays, they are free from their work and can potentially commit a transgression, as S'kava D'shata R'gla [the worst time of the year is the holiday=feast day] said. And in Maimonides' Laws of Forbidden Intercourse at the end: The court is obligated to appoint guards during the festival. Similarly, in the Temple, women who have given birth and those who are in a state of zavah bring their sacrifices. This is as it happened in the case of "those who lay with the women who assembled" (Samuel I 2:22). And therefore it is said, "You shall keep my Sabbaths and reverence my sanctuary" - so that there should be no hint of licentiousness, "and the land shall not commit harlotry..." "I am the LORD" (Leviticus 19:29). And a bit of this I found in the Ba'al HaTurim.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  The Priest, Wisdom, Leviticus 19:30.] 

Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch (1808-1888) significantly expanded the meaning of the term 'Derech Eretz'. In his opinion, the expression refers to everything that is true, good, beautiful, and develops the personality of the individual and his society in the general Western culture that surrounds, provided that this culture is subject to morality. Thus, he writes about the verse "to guard the way of the tree of life" and about the words of the Midrash on this verse:
This path, leading to the Tree of Life, is referred to in Tanna Devei Eliyahu and Leviticus Rabbah (9, 3) as "Derech Eretz"; it is the path of culture, the path of social wisdom - educating a person in morality and order in his social life on earth. And so Rabbi Ishmael son of Rabbi Nachman taught: "The way of the world preceded the Torah by twenty-six generations, as it is said, 'To guard the way of the Tree of Life,' the 'way' is the way of the world and after that the 'Tree of Life,' this is the Torah." Culture initiates human education, while the Torah completes it; for the Torah educates the complete human. The fig leaf and the belt began with human education; they are the first manifestations of culture; and culture is enslaved.
Moral instruction is the first step in repentance to the Lord. Decency and Torah descended intertwined in Israel; the complete person and the complete Jew are identical in the house of Israel; yet in the course of human development, culture precedes Torah. The sword and the cherubim, - the suffering and the sensation of a supreme reality, - will lead humanity to the path of civilization, which leads to the tree of life. Therefore, the spirit of Israel is at ease with any culture - as long as it leads to the recognition of truth and the performance of good deeds. However, if culture is enslaved to sensuality, only then will corruption increase. Yet, the misuse of civility will not negate the blessing of culture, for "if there is no civility, there is no Torah" (Avot 3). Therefore, a Jew will cherish all the truth and goodness in culture; in his appearance, he will seem a son of culture, demonstrating that Judaism is a higher level of humanity. On the other hand: "If there is no Torah, there is no decency"; if culture does not lead to Torah, but seeks to take its place, it is not the path leading to the tree of life, but the path to destruction.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Hirsch, Commentary, Genesis 3:24.] 

The studies of the young student Hirsch, in the method of Naphtali Herz Wessely, which combined secular and religious studies: Jewish philosophy from the scholar Isaac Bernays according to Rihal, and Talmudic studies from Rabbi Jacob Ettlinger, shaped for Hirsch a middle path through which he hoped to return the Torah to life. This approach is called 'Torah with Derech Eretz', and in time, it became the way of Modern Orthodoxy, or Neo-Orthodoxy, and its educational method. The inheritance was transferred to the community rabbinate with an emphasis on the educational system and structure. He also made a brief acquaintance with the academic world and self-taught the speculative philosophy of the generation.
Hirsch translates the words of Rabban Gamliel into his language and his approach, seeing in them a call for the integration of secular studies, which include all the professions of human culture, with sacred studies. This combination, in his opinion, protects the student from theological and philosophical errors, and builds him as a complete personality.
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Why not apply the ancient principle of Torah study with worldly matters (Avot 2:2), which binds religious and secular studies together in mutual dependence? If you do so, you will see in your lifetime how both will be achieved, a careful simultaneous cultivation of the two elements of education, will atone for sin, and will keep your children from mistakes on both sides. Observe with what enthusiasm and dedication your children will approach their "Hebrew studies" and absorb the spirit of God's commandments and the wisdom of our sages. And see how, despite this, or perhaps precisely because of the special education they received, they will be able to compete on an equal footing with their contemporaries.


In acquiring all the knowledge, skills, and abilities that are part of their general studies as members of the wider society.24
However, the modern era has, for the first time, also brought negative attitudes towards derech eretz among traditionalist thinkers and interpreters. At the beginning of the 19th century, a new attitude towards both fields grows. Until now, interpreters and thinkers have debated among themselves the question of whether both Torah and worldly conduct are required of a person, or if under certain conditions, the Torah and its study alone are sufficient for a person. And here emerges a movement that believes there is no need for the Torah and it is entirely possible to suffice with common decency. A negative stance towards secular studies developed as a response to secularism, and as an argument against the Reformists who denied the divine origin of the Written Torah and a large portion of the laws of the Sages as found in the Talmud. The Reformists and secularists primarily emphasized the universal aspects of Judaism - monotheism and ethics - and believed that there was no longer a need for the commandments of the Torah, its narratives, and the laws of the Sages, which are inherently human creations and their time has passed. Not only is there no need to rely on them for moral education, but they are also harmful. For instance, the Reform Rabbi Abraham Geiger(1810-1874), the thinker who gave Reform its solid ideological basis, writes to Joseph Derenbourg:
The direction is criticism. We aspire to critique laws, to critique certificates - this is our aim. Onward, the Talmud! Even though the Bible is considered the word of God, despite being a compilation of things, most of which are beautiful and sublime, perhaps the most sublime of all the books that man has written. [...] For the sake of God, how long will the lie continue? Will we forever proclaim from the synagogue pulpits about the biblical stories as about things that happened? Until when will we cling to them as if they were historical events that stood at the pinnacle of the world, when for us they belong to the realm of legend? Until when will we derive rulings from there or raise topics [for homilies] from there? How long will we continue to distort the spirit of our children with those stories that erode the natural sense of compassion in human beings?25
Such an ideology, traditionalists believed, is a recipe for the eradication of Judaism. So thought Hirsch as well. Alongside his praise for 'Derech Eretz with Torah', Hirsch emphatically rejects Derech Eretz without Torah. The Reform ideology of the people who lived in his neighborhoods in Hamburg and Frankfurt greatly worried and upset him. He saw in it a heresy and a tremendous threat to Jewish existence. In explaining the meaning of the reform, he argues that the intention of the reformers was: "to summon all that the Lord has spoken before the forum of the discernments and inclinations."
Hirsch, Collected Writings, vol VII, pp. 23–24 24
25 Geiger, "Letters," p.. 114.
Their judgment and opinion! [...] and to bend the testimony of the ancient constitution to revision, so that in light of the circumstances and times - they could determine which of God's laws would be considered valid, and which not."26 Furthermore, by comparing them to the Hellenized Jews in the Hasmonean period, he criticizes the 'progressive' rabbis who do not understand the importance of the divine Torah in the education of the Jew and adhere to the customs and practices accepted in society as the exclusive moral guides:
Those who were leaders and educators of the Jewish community needed to create an iron wall around the sanctuary of God, which was being stripped away by Hellenism. Hellenism commands a person to worship himself as a deity, gives divine honor to the humanistic ideal despite all its weaknesses and shortcomings, and makes social norms and conventions the exclusive yardstick for obligation and morality. This is a way of life which, instead of elevating man to the light of the Shekhinah, brought the Shekhinah down into the dark obscurities of elegant human sensuality.27
Rabbi Zvi Hirsch Chajes (1805-1855), a man of Galicia, did not encounter Reform Jews in his surroundings, but he heard of people in Germany who, in his opinion, deceitfully and hypocritically presented themselves as faithful rabbis and leaders of the Jewish people and its heritage. He saw them as deceivers because they enchanted their listeners, but considered derech eretz (ethical conduct) as the exclusive principle upon which Judaism stands. He called them 'newcomers,' primarily referring to the Reformists. These rumors also led him to mention only the negative aspects of etiquette:
In any case, these newcomers do their own thing [...] Even if they lack Torah and fear of Heaven, they do possess manners and eloquence. They know how to navigate the spirit of the times with a smiling face and clear explanations, and they decide that wisdom is not the main thing, but everything depends on the majority of action and work for the community. Any Torah that is not accompanied by work and service will ultimately be nullified. This is not a new phenomenon; some of them began to grow, and immediately the newspapers announced their nature to the world. Many people are drawn after them and adopt their actions, while the old rabbis remain silent and yield to them. What will they do in the end?28
Shadal(1800-1865) agreed with Hirsch and Chayot. Similar to Chayot, there was no reformative activity in his immediate surroundings in Northern Italy, and he too was nourished by rumors and letters that alarmed him. The expression 'derech eretz', which Hirsch used to present the positive obligation.
Hirsch, Collected Writings, vol I, pp. 251–252 26
Ibid, vol II, p. 267 27
28 Chayot, Sifrei, Minchat Kenaot, p. 299. For an overview of the position of Maharatz Hayut on the reform, the supremacy of the revelation, the reason and the studies of sand, see Hamiel, the average, pp. 139-132, 268-252.
In European culture, the acronym SHaDaL was used to represent everything negative in the wisdom of the Gentiles, which draws from Greek wisdom and leads to corruption of character and flawed, biased research that is disconnected from the Torah of Moses that was handed down to us from heaven. Shadl composed for two years and published in 2015 a poem called "Derech Eretz or Atticismus".[footnoteRef:20] , SDF's song for his generation",[footnoteRef:21] And in it he mocked all the wise men of the reform generation who were after foreign philosophies. The poem was sent to Yehoshua Heshel Shur before its publication, and in a letter to Shur from 1838 , he explains the harsh language of the poem: "Because the people of the land of the land of his writings, and they who are called Gebildete [civilized] know the matters implied in it, and for them it will be like the stabs of a sword 1...] n "It [seems to me] that one should not condemn my language in the people of the generation who love the children of foreigners."[footnoteRef:22] [20:  Hellenism, see note 33 below.]  [21:  Shadl, violin, et . 295-263.]  [22:  Shadal, Letters, p. 566.] 

Even earlier, in January 1837, in a letter to Shlomo Rosenthal Mefsht in Hungary, Del distinguishes between his characteristics and the characteristics of Derech Eretz people who are full of deceit, flattery and hypocrisy:
I do not consider it a sin when someone tarnishes my honor, for what is my honor worth? I only honor or disgrace people according to their virtues and their love or disdain for the truth. Anyone who disputes me with valid arguments, even if they speak against me, I accept their words with joy, even if they are far less wise or numerous than me. However, since I recognize in myself that I am not one of the eloquent speakers, and I am not proficient in shaping my speech according to the norms of flattery prevalent in our times, which are called etiquette, but I express my opinion without duplicity and without pretense (and this bitterness is more precious to me and to our ancestors than any etiquette in the world), I know that if that wise man [Yissachar Blumenfeld] continues to write to me on matters of Talmudic scholarship, it is very likely that I will stumble in my language, and give him a reason to be angry with me...[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Name, pen, 369.] 
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He reiterates this in other writings as well. Thus, in a letter to Yitzhak Shmuel Reggio (YSR) that was printed in Kerem Chemed 4 and subsequently under the title 'Rashi and the Raavad': "My intention is only to benefit my generation and future generations, to glorify and elevate the ways of integrity and sincerity, love of truth, modesty, and humility, and to denigrate and abhor the ways of frivolity, deceit, falsehood, and arrogance."[footnoteRef:24] And so on. [24:  Shadl, Research, Volume I, Part II, Issue 197. For a comprehensive overview of SDL's evolving position on the relationship between the Torah and philosophy, its negative position towards the reformers who hold to the extreme path of the Land and the Atticism versus Judaism (Greekness versus Judaism), see Hamiel, The Average, pp. 211-219-219, 307-343, and the L, the double, et . 92-70.] 



In the introduction to "The Endeavor", also printed under the title "Against Spinoza", as an argument against speculative rationalism - atheism: "This philosophy, which makes the power of thought the essence of man, and teaches to belittle the virtue of the heart, has spread widely among people and in books, and its consequences have been the strengthening of calculation, cunning and deceit, and the diminishing of compassion and grace, love and kindness."[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Shadal, Studies, p. 201.] 

In the modern era, we find, therefore, several more meanings of the term 'Derech Eretz': - a universal moral stance.
· Obligations Between One Person and Another
· Everything that is true, good, and beautiful in Western culture.
· General Secular Studies
· Foreign Philosophy
· Flattery, deceit, arrogance, falsehood, and hypocrisy.
[bookmark: bookmark19]{The final portion of the Mishnah in Tractate Sanhedrin addresses the four methods of capital punishment. Amid the discourse on these execution methods, prior to the enumeration of those to be strangled and the discussion of the specifics of this list, there is a section that pertains to groups and individuals who will not partake in the world to come. The positioning of this section, its midrashic character, the nature of the mentioned groups and individuals, and their comparison to analogous lists in the Midrash Seder Olam and the Tosefta, provoke a number of queries.}
The term 'Derech Eretz' was coined by the Tannaim in the Mishnah tractate of Avot, however, from their concise words, it is difficult to determine exactly what they meant by this term. Therefore, the interpretations given to the expression have multiplied throughout history, each era according to its needs. In the Mishnah, the term 'Derech Eretz' stands opposite to the expression 'Torah' or 'Talmud Torah', meaning, it refers to topics that are not within the realm of Torah and Halacha. Beyond this, there is no more precise definition. The words of Rabban Gamliel that are brought at the beginning of the chapter comprise two sentences. In the first, it is said "way of the world," and in the second, it is said "work." Is this a duplication of matters in different words, and is etiquette also considered work? Or are these two separate sentences, and "derech eretz" is a broader expression? Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Ishmael establish that both domains are important to a person, but they do not determine whether one of the two is more dominant or if they are equal. In contrast, Rabbi Nechunia and Rashbi determine that engagement in Torah study supersedes the obligations of worldly manners. Do they believe that Torah scholars should be supported by the community, or that God will provide for them? Do they consider manners to be a negative and harmful domain, or do they view it as merely secondary or superfluous? Is there truly a dispute here, or is it possible to reconcile the two positions? Rabbi Ishmael ben Nahman asserts that proper conduct preceded the Torah. Is this precedence merely chronological or in the order of study, or is it also of value? Is there a place for good manners without Torah?
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These questions have been posed to interpreters and scholars since the days of the Midrash and the Talmuds, allowing for a variety of meanings for the term 'Derech Eretz' and a range of interpretations and positions around these questions. In this chapter, I have presented this variety to you, the reader. It remains for you to form your own opinion and choose.



[bookmark: bookmark21]Chapter 3:
The Dual Truth in the Scroll of Ecclesiastes
[bookmark: bookmark24]Introduction
Anyone familiar with my previous writings knows that I am a devotee of the dual position of truth. According to this view, the contradictions that emerge between the conclusions of human understanding in science, philosophy, and ethics, and the narratives of revelation as conveyed in the prophetic Holy Scriptures - cannot be resolved by any combination, synthesis, interpretation, or harmony whatsoever. The modern believer also cannot choose one of the two realms of contradiction, as they live in both worlds and are interested in both. Therefore, the position of dual truth is the only stance that is not forced, naive, apologetic, illusory, or damaging to intellectual integrity. Before us are two complete truths that cannot be reconciled in our world, but we must live with both of them. Only in God do all contradictions unite, and we are far from His world, a distance that cannot be bridged by man - "For God is in heaven, and you are on earth" (Ecclesiastes 5:2).
In my research, I found that the first Jewish thinkers who held the position of the double truth were Rabbi Yitzhak Alblag (second half of the 13th century) and Rabbi Elia Delmadigo (1458-1493).[footnoteRef:26] However, upon further reflection on this question, the idea occurred to me that since the Book of Ecclesiastes contains so many contradictions, some of which are not resolved in a straightforward manner, it would be worthwhile to examine whether Ecclesiastes, who was the first philosopher in the world of Judaism, held a similar position already in the biblical period. For this purpose, I will attempt in the following section to interpret the scroll based on the assumption that this is the perception of the text's author as it stands before us. Therefore, the perspective will be that of Jewish thought, not biblical research. [26:  See the Mi'el, the average, p. 247-243, 339-330;  Ibid., the double, p. 92-85;  Ibid., between religion
and opinion A; Ibid., between religion and opinion B, p. 181-178,11-9;  Ibid., the wisdom, p. 249,41-11.] 



The Sages believed that the Scroll of Esther was composed by King Solomon and the manuscript was edited and elevated to scripture by King Hezekiah and his council.[footnoteRef:27] The contradictions in the Megillah greatly troubled the sages, as they [27:  Babylonian Talmud, Bava Batra 14a; Song of Songs Rabbah, Chapter 1; Ecclesiastes Rabbah, Chapter 1.] 
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They also included a pole of contradiction that opposed their theological tradition and seemed dangerous to them. Other contradictions that seemingly indicate inconsistency and ambiguity, suggest that the text cannot be an inspiration of the Holy Spirit, as it is an absolute and exclusive truth that does not tolerate contradictions. Therefore, the sages considered concealing the text.[footnoteRef:28] However, the final and concluding verses of the scroll tipped the scales in its favor: "The end of the matter, everything having been heard, fear God and keep His commandments, for this is the whole duty of man." "For God will bring every deed into judgment, including every hidden thing, whether it is good or evil."[footnoteRef:29] The contradictions in the text were resolved through interpretation and exegesis. The classical interpreters who followed the sages of the Talmud dealt with every contradiction in the text in the same way. [28:  Babylonian Talmud, Shabbat 30b; Mishnah, Yadayim, 3:5; Pesikta de-Rav Kahana 8, 61a.]  [29:  Ecclesiastes 12:13-14.] 

In his commentary on the Megillah, Abraham Ibn Ezra identified nine contradictions, treated them as a separate issue, and added: "And the diligent searcher will find more such in this book."[footnoteRef:30] Indeed, Mordechai Zer-Kavod, in the introduction to his commentary on the Scroll in the "Da'at Mikra" series, writes that he found twenty contradictions.[footnoteRef:31] Zer-Kavod himself - like the sages of the Talmud, Ibn Ezra, and many other traditional commentators, both classical and modern - tried to reconcile the contradictions and harmonize them. The interpreters mentioned above have explained the contradiction in several ways: each of the two poles of the contradiction is attributed to different circumstances or situations; one pole is absolute and the other is conditional; one pole is an exception and the other is the rule. Generally, these explanations are not explicitly written in the scriptures, although sometimes they are implied from the context. [30:  Rabbeinu Avraham ben David, Ecclesiastes, 7:3.]  [31:  See Zer-Kavod, "Kohelet", p. 24.] 
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Biblical scholars believe that the scroll was written in the fifth century or the beginning of the fourth century BCE - the Persian period, also known as the period of the return to Zion. They primarily deduce this from its language (the words "patgam" and "pardes" are Persian).[footnoteRef:32] In their opinion, it is possible that Kohelet was the governor of Jerusalem on behalf of a Persian or Greek king (from the Ptolemaic or Seleucid dynasties), perhaps a descendant of the House of David, or one of the dignitaries of Jerusalem. The interpretation of the term "Kohelet" is: one who teaches or admonishes in public.[footnoteRef:33] Biblical research on Wisdom Literature oscillates between two tendencies. Most researchers believe that the opening verse is a title created by an editor and that the last six verses are an appendix not written by the author, but regarding everything else, there is no consensus. Some believe that even the heart of the original text underwent editing, and the editors of the text inserted words or entire sentences of religious-faith content into it of their own accord in order to settle and enable its inclusion in the canon.[footnoteRef:34] However, they are divided on the question of identifying the verses that were expounded. Such an explanation, in my opinion, is a slippery slope, as in this way one can solve any difficulty too easily and there is no one to stop and say 'enough'. Other researchers, including Gorer, Rofe, and Klein, believe that the core of the scroll is the work of a single author. Like the collectors of Proverbs and Ben Sira, he gathered (this time on his own) parables and maxims of wisdom and ethics that preceded him in Israel and among the peoples of the ancient East, and quoted them, as well as formulated several of his own words of wisdom. However, unlike his predecessors, he did not hesitate to criticize these articles, to reject them based on his life experience, and to define them as vanity.[footnoteRef:35] [footnoteRef:36] However, this explanation is not convincing, as our author usually does not reveal to the reader what is his own and what belongs to others, what he accepts and what he does not. These researchers are required to demonstrate a Linnaean flexibility in order to determine where the words of the opponent end and the words of Ecclesiastes begin, and sometimes the division is made within the verse itself. Fish " believes that the entire scroll was written by one author who describes in it the development of his Popperian philosophy in a dialogue he maintains between himself and himself. Throughout his life as depicted in the scroll, the author recognizes the inability of human understanding to reach absolute truth and concludes that philosophical discourse should remain open and should encourage the dismantling of previous assumptions to allow for progress and better new hypotheses. In my opinion, this is a far-fetched interpretation and not plausible, and many of Fish's explanations of the verses seem to me to be forced. Shenan[footnoteRef:37] Summarized briefly and precisely most of the various proposals for resolving the contradictions, including a position according to which it is a "continuous internal dialogue in the heart and mind of the author".[footnoteRef:38] Initially, he narrows the discussion only to the proposals that appear in that same literary unit, which are a minority. In part of this minority, a contradiction is reflected that stems from the gap between Ecclesiastes' perception of reality and a religious model. [32:  Although some estimate that it is from the middle of the fourth century BCE - the beginning of the Hellenistic period, or even from the third century (the concept of the ascent of the soul and more), see Ginzberg, Ecclesiastes, pp. 50-54. According to Gordis(67 .Koheleth , p), Fox and Klein ("Introduction", p. 164) and Shenan (Koheleth, pp. 18-21) it seems most reasonable to date the composition to the middle of the third century, although Shenan rejects the possibility that Koheleth held the doctrine of the survival of the human spirit returning to its God after death and the existence of a judicial system in the world to come, see there, p. 29.]  [33:  See Ginsberg, Ecclesiastes, p. 53, 59; Fox and Klein, "Introduction", p. 167,164; ibid., Ecclesiastes, p. 170; Shanan, Ecclesiastes, p. 11.]  [34:  See below note 40 for Ginzburg's opinion.]  [35:  Rofe, The Bible, pp. 411-408; Klein, "Introduction", pp. 164-163; 74–73 .Gordis, Koheleth, notes there the influence of the Eastern wisdom of that time, alongside the influence of Jewish faith, which are intertwined in the author's work. The author himself formulated several of these wise sayings and refrained from them. Additionally, accepting the proposal that some instances of contradiction are quotations from other sages with whom Kohelet is conversing and disputing, leads to further implications.]  [36:  Fish, Wisdom, ed. 101-141.]  [37:  Ecclesiastes, Sanhedrin, Pen 24-22.]  [38:  Name, Pen 24.] 



That does not materialize. It becomes clear that Shanan is not excited by contradictions, tends to minimize their number and intensity, and prefers harmonization. However, it should be noted that he recoils from speculative proposals to resolve the contradictions and concludes:
The abundance of suggestions testifies to the difficulty of dealing with the contradictions in the scroll, and perhaps, simply, the entire issue can be exempted by determining that the scroll was written over a not short period, during which the author formulated his perceptions, both because he changed his mind and because of the different contexts in which various issues were discussed. In the end, as mentioned, the scroll did not merit a final and meticulous editing, and the contradictions remained in it as material for interpreters and researchers to address.[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Name.] 

In my opinion, this proposal too is harmonistic and is not found in the scriptures. In contrast, Michael Fox rejects all the harmonistic explanations of his predecessors, whether they attempt to reconcile the contradictions in the traditional way or philosophically. In his introduction to the Book of Ecclesiastes, he writes as follows:
There are undoubtedly cases where what appears to be a contradiction can be resolved, and there are even verses where Ecclesiastes quotes an ancient saying (which he either accepts or rejects). The book also contains expressions and verses that were likely added at a later stage (Chapter 11, Verse 9, serves as an example of this). However, these methods are incapable of resolving the numerous contradictions in the book without causing interpretive distortions, and without deviating from the plain meaning of the texts. The approach to be taken in interpreting the book is as follows: one should refrain from imposing unity and consistency on the text that are not grounded in the writings. Ecclesiastes contemplates life, all "the deeds that are done under the sun," and the life he sees is full of contradictions. He sees paradoxes, which in his uncompromising honesty he cannot reconcile, neither to fit them into any consistent philosophical system, nor to bring them into agreement with his religious faith. In truth, he is aware of his own inconsistency (the irony in Chapter 6, 12 is self-evident). The paradoxes he observes lead him to despair (7, 23; 8, 17), and the failure of wisdom to explain these paradoxes is the main message of his composition. Ecclesiastes prefers truth over "wisdom" (the kind of wisdom that is self-satisfied, reflected, for example, in the Book of Proverbs, where human understanding alone, without any divine assistance, aspires to find order and meaning in life's events), because like the author of the Book of Job, Ecclesiastes also knows that the paths of truth and wisdom may diverge.[footnoteRef:40] [40:  Fox and Klein, "Introduction", p. 162.] 

Fox's explanation aligns with my position against harmonization and in favor of some form of dialogue and internal dilemmas of Ecclesiastes, an explanation also noted by Cohen based on Galling and others.16 A similar explanation was proposed by Abramsky17 who argued that Ecclesiastes is a skeptic who converses with others and with himself and is in doubt, and that he does not have a solid stance. Cohen believes that Galling's explanation is plausible but argues that it does not resolve all the contradictions. In fact, Cohen accepts his harmonistic explanations according to the simple interpretation of Zer-Kavod, which I will detail below.
Since there is no explanation for the contradictions that can be based on the text itself, I would like to venture and propose an additional explanation. I wish to argue that the dialogue in the Megillah does not stem solely from a position of healthy intellectual doubt and uncertainty, but rather from a systematic, well-formed, coherent, and thoughtful stance of a profound and daring individual. In my opinion, aside from certain philosophical situations, there is no general atmosphere of despair in the Megillah, but rather an atmosphere of acceptance of the paradoxical situation that arises from recognizing the limitations of human understanding that prevent the harmonization of these two truths. He would say, the contradictions in the Megillah do not lead the author to total despair or a sense of failure from philosophy and religion, but on the contrary, they are formulated as the author's acceptance of the position of dual truth that advocates two truths whose conclusions and declarations contradict each other from time to time: that of reason and that of religion. In his work, he attempts to explain this to the reader by presenting the stance of the believer-philosopher as an internal dialogue of Ecclesiastes with himself, arguing that he must accept both truths despite the contradictions and paradoxes of the position, and should not reject or prefer one truth over the other. In the following, I will briefly outline the words of Ecclesiastes according to the sections that Zer-Kavod addresses in his introduction to his commentary.18 I will examine the contradictions that Zer-Kavod identifies and his proposals for resolving them,19 I will raise additional contradictions and provide an explanation of my own, according to which the author of the scroll believes that each pole of the contradictions contains truth - either that of philosophy, which is the creation of understanding, or that of the revealed religion.
[bookmark: bookmark26]Segments of the Scroll and the Contradictions Arising from Them
Chapter 1, Verses 1-11
The first eleven verses of the scroll serve as an introduction in which the author presents himself.
Galling, “Koheleth Studies”, p. 281; 258-255 16 Cohen, Scrolls, ed.
17 Abramsky, Ecclesiastes, pp. 24-23, 19, 16.
18 Foreign Dignitary, "Ecclesiastes", pen 10-6. See also Shanen's proposal in Ecclesiastes, p.21, and additional suggestions in Cohen's Scrolls, pp.244-251.
19 Foreign Dignitary, "Ecclesiastes", pen, 25-24.
In Ecclesiastes, the son of David, king of Jerusalem, it is determined that philosophical and scientific thinking based on accumulated human knowledge and experience leads to the conclusion that all the material and intellectual achievements that a person strives to attain in his lifetime in this world (=under the sun) have no true, stable, or significant value or profit. They are fleeting like the breath that rises from every living being and disappears into the air.[footnoteRef:41] Furthermore, without delving into the question of whether the universe had a beginning in time or is eternal, Ecclesiastes asserts that the divine laws of nature do not change, and according to this constancy, all phenomena and events repeat themselves and nothing new ever happens. Thus, the path of the sun, the direction of the winds, the flow of the rivers, and all natural phenomena that man cannot comprehend or contain. Hence, there is no specific purpose for the world and the human beings living in it, as sooner or later the memory of the majority will be lost. According to this view, a person cannot establish a connection with God because He is beyond comprehension (transcendent). God serves only as an anchor for the world that exists by His grace, but revelation, providence, and reward and punishment that give meaning to human life are not possible. These things express a deterministic philosophical view. [41:  See the discussion on the word 'vanity' in Ecclesiastes in Fish, Wisdom, p. 85-86.] 

The first contradiction, according to Zer-Kavod, can be found at the beginning of the scroll:[footnoteRef:42] 1) On one hand, Ecclesiastes says "everything is vanity" (1:2), meaning transient and ending, and on the other hand, he asserts that "the earth stands forever" (1:4). Nevertheless, Zar-Kavod explains[footnoteRef:43] that there is no contradiction here. Human beings and all their achievements and actions indeed pass quickly, but others always come in their place according to the unchanging laws of nature - "A generation goes and a generation comes" (Ecclesiastes 1:4) - and in this way, the work of God remains for a long time. However, the statement "all is vanity" stands in contradiction to several other statements of Ecclesiastes concerning God and the fear He inspires, as well as commandments, divine providence, free will, divine judgment, and reward and punishment. More on this later. [42:  Foreign Dignitary, "Ecclesiastes", pen 24.]  [43:  "Name", pen, 28.] 

Chapter 1, Verse 12 - Chapter 2, Verse 26
Now, Ecclesiastes proceeds to recount his personal experiences that led him to these philosophical-scientific conclusions. As the ruler of Jerusalem and a talented and wise man, he amassed immense wealth, indulged in all possible pleasures, and also studied and gathered information about the world, nature, and man in all existing fields of study and occupation. He attributes his wisdom and great intelligence to skills acquired through much hard work and precision: the art of speech, persuasion, counseling, and strategy, as well as the art of law and the moral values upon which it is based.[footnoteRef:44] He also experimented with the path of joy - the extravagant physical pleasures, foolishness, entertainment, and laughter, but very quickly understood that these lead to frivolous behavior and madness ("merriment") and that there is really nothing to rejoice about. It is unclear why God planted the desire for knowledge in the heart of man. This only leads to the frustrating and painful realization that it is impossible to correct distortions and fill gaps in human society, it is impossible to understand the roots of things and their purpose, and anything of lasting value is unattainable. Indeed, there is a certain advantage for the wise over the fool, but ultimately their fate is similar - most of them will be forgotten, the assets they accumulated will pass to their heirs, and they will lose control. In the end, he concludes that even the things of the material world, namely all the accumulated assets, have no real significance, and it is a terrible and exhausting pursuit that deprives sleep due to worries about the welfare of the property. This truth alters life and human effort, and at times leads to despair, for there is no purpose to life and all the efforts and suffering are not worthwhile. It seems that only the fleeting pleasures of eating, drinking, and other material delights exist, and that God takes from the sinner who does not fulfill His will the assets he has accumulated and grants them as a reward for good deeds to those who fulfill His will and find favor in His eyes. But even these pleasures are nothing more than a chasing after the wind, they are not within man's control and they are fleeting. [44:  See on the wisdom in the Bible: Rofe, the Bible, pp. 380-389; Klein, "Introduction", pp. 162-164; Shanan, Ecclesiastes, p.10.] 

In this passage, a foreign dignitary finds three contradictions to what is stated later in the scroll:
2) On one hand, it is said, "For in much wisdom is much vexation" (Ecclesiastes 1:18), and on the other hand, it is stated, "As a bag of gems in a heap of stones, so is a word fitly spoken" (Proverbs 26:7). A simple explanation for the contradiction is that one must distinguish towards whom the anger is directed. The wise man is angry with himself for not finding answers to his questions, while the fool is angry with others due to his lack of self-control and his foolishness. However, in the method of the double truth, I propose to interpret that according to the philosophical truth, the wiser a person becomes, the more he recognizes that there are no satisfactory answers, and this arouses anger in him. In contrast, according to the truth of revealed ethics, anger is a negative trait and the religious sage avoids anger.
3) On one hand, it is said, "I said of laughter, 'It is madness,' and of mirth, 'What does it accomplish?'" (2:2); "It is better to go to the house of mourning than to go to the house of feasting" (7:2); and "The heart of the wise is in the house of mourning, but the heart of fools is in the house of mirth" (7:4). On the other hand, it is said, "There is nothing better for a person than to eat and drink and to show himself enjoyment in his toil" (2:24); "For to the person who is good in His sight He has given wisdom and knowledge and joy" (2:26); "There is nothing better for them than to rejoice and to do good in their life" (3:12); "There is nothing better than that a person should rejoice in his works, for that is his portion" (3:22); "Behold, what I have seen to be good and fitting is to eat and drink and find enjoyment in all the toil" (5:17); "And I commend joy, for there is nothing better for a person under the sun than to eat and drink and be glad" (8:15); "Go, eat your bread with joy, and drink your wine with a merry heart, for God has already approved what you do" (9:7); "But if a man lives many years, let him rejoice in them all" (11:8); and "Rejoice, O young man, in your youth, and let your heart cheer you in the days of your youth. Walk in the ways of your heart and the sight of your eyes. But know that for all these things God will bring you into judgment" (11:9). As Zer-Kavod also explains,[footnoteRef:45] a simple explanation for the contradiction is that one must distinguish between the excessive joy and pleasure of the reveler and drunkard, and the joy of a person who labors from the fruit of his labor or his studies. In the method of the double truth, I propose to interpret that according to the truth of philosophy, there is no reason to be happy and enjoy a world without answers, and eating and drinking beyond what is necessary are flaws that distance the wise man from his aspirations. In contrast, according to the truth of revealed ethics, joy is a positive trait and the moral person who fears God and does good is worthy of rejoicing and enjoying the reward he has received. [45:  Foreign Dignitary, "Ecclesiastes", pen 30-29.] 

4) On one hand, it is said, "And I saw that wisdom excels folly" (2:13), and on the other hand, it is said, "For what advantage does the wise man have over the fool?" (6:8). A simple explanation for the contradiction is that during life, the intellectual has an advantage, but in the long run, everyone will meet the same end. The Crown of Glory offers another possible simple explanation.[footnoteRef:46] It suggests that there is an advantage for the wise if their wisdom is professional and practical, but if it is not so, they will be forced to labor for their livelihood just like the fool. In the method of the double truth, I propose to interpret that according to the truth of revealed ethics, there is an advantage and reward for the wise who does good according to the will of his Creator, while the foolish sinner is punished. In contrast, according to the truth of philosophy, nothing has value because there is no reward or punishment at all. [46:  "Name", pen, 30.] 

Chapter 3, Verses 1-22
Ecclesiastes continues to grapple with the futility and lack of advantage in the life of action. First, he presents us with a poetic passage about the seasons in a person's life. It begins with the declaration that for all human needs, despite their contradictions, there is an appropriate time. It enumerates fourteen pairs of opposing needs, and explains that each of the twenty-eight needs is required at the appropriate time and place for it. He concludes with the argument that it is impossible to determine the exact time, and even those who strive and occasionally succeed in timing for a specific purpose will not achieve any substantial and consistent advantage. God created man with aspirations to know and create, yet He limited his abilities.
To comprehend the actions of the Creator with his intellect. Thus, a person is left with only the fleeting pleasure of eating and drinking, and even this pleasure is entirely dependent on God's decision. Only the deeds of God will endure forever, while man is limited so that he may recognize his shortcomings and fear his Creator. In human society, there has always been injustice, oppression, and wickedness, even in the courts of law, and only God is the refuge of the persecuted. He judges all and knows how to distinguish between the wicked and the righteous, and to reward them at the time that seems right to Him. Humans believe that God chose them above all other creatures, but in reality, they are no different from animals. The same breath of life is found in all of them, and they all die when the breath leaves them, and there is no advantage for a human over an animal, for all are fleeting like vanity here. All are created from dust and return to dust, and there is no certainty that the spirit of man indeed ascends upwards and the spirit of the beast descends downwards. A person should enjoy what they have received and not concern themselves with the question of what will happen to them after their death, as the answer to this is beyond their comprehension.
In this section as well, the foreign dignitary finds three contradictions:
5) On one hand, it is said, "He has made everything beautiful in its time" (Ecclesiastes 3:11), and on the other hand, it is said, "Who can make straight what he has made crooked?" (Ecclesiastes 7:13). At a superficial glance, one could say that the world God created indeed functions well and responds to human activity - each person in their craft. However, already in the continuation of the first narrative, it is stated that ultimately, man is incapable of understanding the entirety of the Creator's actions, and in the second narrative, it is said that from the deep perspective of inherently limited man, the outcomes appear distorted and unjust.26 In the method of dual truth, I propose to interpret the first narrative in accordance with the religious truth of revelation, according to which the narrative's intention is that all of the Creator's actions are beautiful and just. On the other hand, according to philosophical truth, there is no reward or punishment, the strong prevail and justice is harmed and controlled by interests that distort it at will.
6) On one hand, it is said, "God will judge the righteous and the wicked, for there is a time for every matter and for every work" (Ecclesiastes 3:17), and on the other hand, it is said, "For there is no work or thought or knowledge or wisdom in Sheol, to which you are going" (Ecclesiastes 9:10). At first glance, it appears that there is no contradiction here. The first narrative deals with reward and punishment, establishing that ultimately, God judges righteously the deserving righteous and the guilty wicked, and each receives the recompense due to him. The second maxim advises a person to act to the best of his ability in this world and to enjoy the fruits of his labor, for in the world to come, a person is not active - neither in business, socially, nor intellectually, and therefore he should not expect any change or benefit there.27 In the method of double truth, I propose to interpret that the first maxim is
The first narrative is the moral truth of revelation, while the second narrative is the conclusion of the philosophical truth that there is no reward or punishment at all, and there is no existence after death.
7) On the one hand, it is said, "Who knows the spirit of man that goes upward, and the spirit of the beast that goes downward to the earth?" (Ecclesiastes 3:21), and on the other hand, it is said, "Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it" (Ecclesiastes 12:7). Zer-Kavod explains in the name of the Meiri28 that the plain meaning of the first statement is that a person is incapable of proving with his intellect that even after death there is a difference between the spirit of a man and the spirit of a beast. The presumed difference is that the human soul ascends to eternal life, while the spirit of the beast descends to the earth and perishes, yet human intellect is limited only to the realm of this world. The second commentary asserts that although it cannot be proven, it is clear to the author - the human body perishes but the spirit ascends to heaven. In the method of double truth, I propose to interpret the first legend according to the philosophical truth, according to which there is no afterlife and continuation for the human spirit, just as there is none for the beast, and for all a predetermined fate (determinism) awaits. And as for the second narrative, I propose to interpret it according to the religious truth which posits that there is free will, judgment and reward, and a world to come for the human spirit.
Chapter 4, Verses 1-16
In this passage, Ecclesiastes proceeds to describe life in human society, its distortions and difficulties, and provides advice on how to navigate it. It describes a society in which the strong oppress the weak due to competition stemming from envy, pursuit of wealth, and a person's dissatisfaction with his lot. Therefore, the state of the dead is preferable to that of the living, and better than both is he who has not been born and will not experience the distortions. One can attempt to escape the dangers through close association with friends, but ultimately, the future does not inherently hold hope for societal change.
This section also contains three contradictions:
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8) On the one hand, it is said, "And I praise the dead, who have already died, more than the living, who are still alive" (4:2) and "A good name is better than good oil, and the day of death than the day of one's birth" (7:1), and on the other hand, it is said, "For a living dog is better than a dead lion" (9:4) and "Sweet is the light, and it is good for the eyes to see the sun" (11:7). Zer-Kavod explains29 the simple interpretation according to the classical commentators, according to whom these narratives should be read each in its own context. As Ibn Ezra explains - the first lamentation is attributed only to those people who suffered hardships at the hands of their oppressors throughout their lives. For these people, death is preferable, as it brings an end to their suffering in this life. The second narrative is attributed to a righteous person.
26 "Name", pen 28.
27  Ibid, p. 32.

28 ibid, p. 28.
29 ibid, p. 29.

28 ibid, p. 28.
29  Ibid, p. 29.

After a life filled with hard work and struggles with himself and the harsh reality, he earned a good name for himself before his passing. His condition after his death is much better than when he was born - then all the efforts and struggles were still ahead of him and it was not at all clear that he would succeed in building a good name for himself. The third and fourth sections are general and present Kohelet's view that life in this world is fundamentally a positive phenomenon. A person experiences the sun and its light during the day, and this allows him to build his life. In the method of the double truth, I propose to interpret that the first two narratives, according to which life has no lasting and significant value, represent the philosophical truth that all human actions pass like a breath. In contrast, the last two narratives represent the moral truth of revelation, according to which life is sanctified and one must fulfill the good as the will of God.
9) On the one hand, it is said, "The fool folds his hands and eats his own flesh" (4:5), and on the other hand, it is said, "Better is a handful of quietness than two hands full of toil and a striving after wind" (4:6). Zar-Kabod explains 30 according to the simple fact that the first verse speaks in condemnation of the lazy person who hugs his hands and did not work at all for his living, whose end is abject poverty to the point of hunger for bread. The second narrative speaks disparagingly of the profit-seeker who finds no rest from his toil, and praises the one who is content with little, whose time is also available for rest and tranquility. In the dual truth approach, I propose to interpret that according to the philosophical truth, there is no point in excessive labor that has no value. However, according to the truth of revelation, a person is commanded to accumulate assets to the best of his ability and not to be lazy, so that he can use them to do good for others and society according to the will of the Creator.
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10) On one hand, it is said, "Better a poor but wise youth than an old but foolish king" (4:13), and on the other hand, it is said, "Woe to you, O land, when your king is a youth" (10:16). Zar-Kabod explains 31 according to the simple fact that the first Haggad states that the touchstone for examining a worthy king is his wisdom and not the amount of his assets or the length of his days. The second elegy deals with a lament for a state in which a servant (=boy) rose to power either by force or by his cunning. In the double truth method, I propose to interpret that according to the truth of moral revelation, a wise and moral person is preferable over a fool. Yet, according to the truth of philosophy, the king's wisdom or folly has no real significance, and what can temporarily and to a certain extent change is whether he is a capricious youth who will destabilize the kingdom, or a more stable adult.
30  Ibid, p. 30.
31  Ibid., p. 32.

30  Ibid, p. 30.
31  Ibid., p. 32.

Chapter 4, Verse 17 - Chapter 5, Verse 7
In this passage, Ecclesiastes instructs the student reading his Mishnah on how to behave in the Temple and what the nature of a person's relationship with God should be. The leading concept here is the fear of God. One must be cautious when speaking about God and limit discussion on theological topics, as the distance between Him and man is insurmountable and therefore, man cannot comprehend Him. Moreover, one should avoid making vows to the Temple as much as possible, but should precisely fulfill the vow and not seek excuses not to fulfill it, for God will be angry and increase his debt. One must not doubt God's providence and the righteousness of His judgment, even if it seems that there is no justice and straight judgment in human society and the violent man who oppresses succeeds.
In this section, no foreign honor finds contradictions. However, in my opinion, this passage and all the passages in the Megillah that deal with the righteous divine governance of creation and the orientation of human activity towards ethical and religious ends, stand in contradiction to the narratives at the beginning of the composition and throughout it, which state that everything is vanity, there is no possibility of connection with God, and there is no meaning or purpose to human life and actions, and everything is temporal, passing, and lost. I meant this contradiction in my words above in the discussion of contradiction number 1. Indeed, in my opinion, here too it is possible to interpret the allegory of vanity according to philosophical truth, and the allegory of fear of God, like the current section, to interpret according to the ethical religious truth of revelation. As mentioned above, there are biblical scholars who believe that, as in the Book of Proverbs, it is also possible to discern the editing of the source in Ecclesiastes. The verses on the fear of God in Proverbs and in certain sections of the Scroll (like this section and the end of the Scroll) are sections that were later inserted to correct the secular determination and to allow the inclusion of these two compositions in the canon of the Holy Scriptures.[footnoteRef:47] Another example of this can be found in Chapter 3, verses 16-17. In verse 16 it is said, "In the place of judgment, wickedness was there, and in the place of righteousness, wickedness was there," and immediately following it comes the corrective verse: "I said in my heart, God shall judge the righteous and the wicked." The researchers suggest that this is an editorial intervention. Even if the researchers are correct, we must understand the editor's actions. I propose that the scroll as it stands before us, edited or not, reflects a dual truth stance. According to this, the first narrative in verse 16 can be understood according to the truth of philosophy, and the second narrative in verse 17 can be understood according to the truth of ethical revelation. In this way, all the remaining contradictory narratives can be interpreted. [47:  See Rupa, The Bible, pp . 411-410, 408-405.] 

Chapter n - chapter six nine
In this passage, Ecclesiastes criticizes those who labor excessively in order to accumulate wealth and possessions. One who works in the field for his sustenance is superior to he who toils and chases after wealth, amassing it.
Without satiety. The wealthy man cannot sleep at night due to worry about the safety of his assets, while the sleep of the laborer is sweet. Too many assets can be detrimental to a wealthy person, as they attract covetous individuals, swindlers, and thieves who leave nothing for his heirs. In contrast, one who is content with little rejoices in his portion and does not worry. A wealthy, successful, and happy individual is a rare phenomenon and a special gift from God. Excessive wealth carries risks: the assets of a solitary and miserly rich man without children pass into the hands of strangers after his death. Beside him, a wealthy man with many offspring who did not get to enjoy his wealth and lost his assets, it would have been better for him not to have been born. Superfluous Accumulation of Labor. The wise man, like the fool, must toil for their livelihood and it is better for them to be content with what can be achieved and not to pursue imaginary desires that are nothing but unattainable vanity. The accumulation of wealth for its own sake is considered reprehensible both according to philosophy and the revealed religion. Therefore, no contradictions were found on this subject.
Chapter 6, Verse 10 - Chapter 7, Verse 12
In this passage, Ecclesiastes records a series of wise sayings on various topics: a) Man is a humble creature compared to God and has no possibility of arguing with Him. He also cannot know what is truly good for him and what will happen after his death. b) A good name that a person acquires during his lifetime is most important, and the day of his passing with a good name is preferable to the day of his birth with no achievements. c) It is better to go to a house of mourning than to a house of feasting, for in the house of mourning one engages in soul-searching, acquires humility and modesty, and learns to abstain from frivolous pursuits. In contrast, in a house of feasting, one quickly degenerates into senseless revelry, mockery, and transgressions against morality. d) The anger of the wise man, whose thoughts are serious, is preferable to the laughter of the fool who only seeks pleasures and indulgences, for the anger of the wise man stems from a good heart with an educational purpose. (e) It is better to hear rebuke and criticism from a wise man than to listen to the song of fools full of mockery and vanities. (v) A wise person will refrain from accepting gifts of money that originate from oppression or bribery, as they will turn him into a fool, impair his judgment, and cause him to commit injustice. z) When a certain matter concludes positively, its end is preferable to its beginning, at a time when things were unclear and the problem had not yet been resolved. The patient one is better than the proud one, therefore a person should not rush to anger and should carefully consider his response. The wise man is patient and the fool is quick to anger. The nostalgic claim that the past was better is not a wise assertion, as what has been will be again, and there is nothing new under the sun, meaning, both the bad and the good repeat themselves. i) There is an advantage in this world to the combination of wisdom and knowledge in a good profession with a wealth of real estate and assets for livelihood purposes. One who takes refuge in their professionalism and assets is well protected. The position of the professional is particularly good, as this is a quality that does not go to waste and will always provide for and sustain its possessor.
In this section, the author identifies four additional contradictions that have not yet been discussed:
11) On the one hand, it is said, "It is good to be among the jesters" (7:3), and on the other hand, it is said, "Remove jesting from your heart" (11:10). The Zer Kavod explains the simple meaning according to Rashi's commentary.[footnoteRef:48] According to his explanation, the first narrative deals with a wise man who prefers philosophical anger over the foolish laughter of the fool, while the second narrative deals with an ordinary man whose anger and rage spoil his spirit, and it is better for him to rejoice in his lot and enjoy while he is young. In the method of double truth, I propose to interpret the first narrative according to philosophical truth. In this interpretation, the narrative deals with the anger of the sage directed at himself due to his limited understanding and his difficulty in comprehending the harsh reality of injustice and oppression in society. The second interpretation unfolds according to the truth of moral revelation, according to which anger is a reprehensible and harmful trait (see also contradiction number 2). [48:  See Zer-Kavod, "Kohelet", p. 30.] 

12) On one hand, it is said, "and the advantage of knowledge is that wisdom preserves the life of him who has it" (7:12), and on the other hand, it is said, "nor bread to the wise" (9:11). Zer-Kavod explains, according to the simple interpretation, that the first blessing deals with practical wisdom of professional expertise that provides for its possessors.[footnoteRef:49] The second section deals with the intellectual, analytical wisdom of speech and counseling abilities that do not guarantee a livelihood. In the method of double truth, I propose to interpret the first narrative according to the truth of revelation, according to which the religious and believing sage finds satisfaction in his life in any situation. The second narrative, however, should be interpreted according to the philosophical truth, which dictates that the philosophical sage struggles to make a living in a problematic society whose standards are materialistic. [49:  "Name."] 

13) On one hand, it is said "In the light of the king's countenance is life" (7:3), and on the other hand, it is said "The wisdom of a man maketh his face to shine" (8:1). Zer-Kavod explains according to the simple interpretation[footnoteRef:50] that the first statement establishes that the anger of a sage towards someone who deserves to be rebuked stems from his good intentions. The second narrative describes the usually pleasant demeanor of the sage, reflecting his inner self. In the method of double truth, I propose to interpret the first narrative according to philosophical truth, according to which the severity of the scholar's countenance and seriousness testify to his inner anger, stemming from the superior quality of his deep thoughts. The second narrative, however, should be interpreted according to the morality of revelation, where the religious scholar is a source of illuminating inspiration to his surroundings. [50:  "Name", pen, 31.] 

14) On the one hand, it is said, "It is good to hear the rebuke of the wise" (7:5) and "The words of the wise are heard in quiet" (9:17), and on the other hand, it is said, "The wisdom of the poor is despised, and his words are not heard" (9:16).
"Are heard" (9:16). Zer-Kavod explains[footnoteRef:51] according to the simple interpretation that the early Haggadahs generally establish that well-known sages who speak gently succeed in conveying the message, and it is worthwhile to accept their rebukes with understanding and a desire to correct. The second narrative deals with a wise but poor man who did not gain any reputation, and his wisdom is scorned and undervalued. Therefore, even though he saved the city with his wisdom, he is forgotten, which is a shame, for "wisdom is better than might" (9:13-16) and it has already been established earlier in the scroll that "a poor but wise youth is better than an old and foolish king" (4:13). In the method of the double truth, I propose to interpret the first two narratives according to the religious truth, according to which the religious sage is accepted by the people unconditionally, while the third narrative I propose to interpret according to the philosophical truth that the reality is that the words of the sage are accepted when he is wealthy, but the poor sage is not valued and therefore not listened to. [51:  Name.] 

Chapter 7, Verse 13 - Chapter 8, Verse 17
In this passage, Ecclesiastes raises the question of divine retribution, a question that the prophets had already posed. The reality in human society teaches that divine justice is often violated, so that the righteous suffer and the wicked prosper. This issue also troubles both the believer and the philosopher, Kohelet. He looks at the outcomes of the divine act and sees distortions that man has no possibility to correct. Therefore, he asserts that one should humbly accept this incomprehensible situation, rejoice on a good day and endure a bad day, for both good and evil come from God. Ecclesiastes advises a person not to be overly righteous and not to strive too hard to acquire wisdom, for there is no assurance that these truly help, but rather, they only add worries and depressions to a person. On the other hand, it is also recommended not to be wicked and sin beyond the sins that are committed anyway (since there are no righteous people without sin) and not to be foolish, as wickedness and foolishness shorten a person's life. In other words, in the current state of society, one must maintain a wise balance, holding onto this and that, and so it will be for those who fear God but do not understand His ways. Ecclesiastes advises his listener, saying to him, "Do not listen to gossip, it only complicates life." You do not want to hear what your servant said about you in private, just as you do not want others to know what evils you spoke about them in private. He continues and shares about himself that he aspires to understand the calculation of reward and punishment, but it became clear to him that it is impossible for a human being to achieve this and the subject is too profound. He adds that there is one concept he has particularly come to understand, and that is that the woman is a dangerous and evil hunter. One who is not cautious and habitually sins, may get caught in its net. For this reason, he concluded that it is difficult to find one suitable woman among a thousand women, while suitable men are less rare. In his opinion, human beings are born upright.
And they are good, but as they mature, they begin to devise schemes and initiate plots in order to improve their situation at the expense of others.
Zer-Kavod found four contradictions in this section that have not yet been discussed:
15) On one hand, it is said, "Wisdom strengthens the wise more than ten rulers" (7:19) and "Who is like the wise? And who knows the interpretation of a thing?" (8:1), and on the other hand, it is said, "The words of a king are authoritative" (8:4) and "Even if the wise claims he knows, he cannot find it" (8:17). Zer-Kavod explains[footnoteRef:52] according to the simple interpretation that the first statement is an exception that deviates from the rule, and the third is the rule. The ruler is the dominant one and usually prevails over the wise man who possesses knowledge. The second and fourth narratives express certain perspectives. The second expresses the perspective of the Egyptians and Babylonians, according to which the wise man knows everything and nothing is beyond his reach. The fourth discourse expresses Ecclesiastes' view that human understanding is limited. In the method of double truth, I propose to interpret according to the philosophical truth that human understanding is limited, there is no bridge to divinity and it cannot be understood, and even the two truths cannot be combined. Observation of reality teaches that the ruler with authority and power prevails over the wise. In contrast, according to the truth of revelation and religion, and in the opinion of the Egyptian and Babylonian believers, those who possess religious or prophetic knowledge are comprehensive sages, nothing is hidden or elevated from them, and their influence is greater than that of the rulers. [52:  Source text: {שם.}
Target text: {Name.}] 

16) On one hand, it is said, "There is a righteous man who perishes in his righteousness and there is a wicked man who prolongs his life in his wickedness" (7:15), and on the other hand, it is said, "Do not be overly wicked, nor be foolish, why should you die before your time?" (7:17) and "It will not be well with the wicked, nor will he prolong his days" (8:13). Zer-Kavod explains[footnoteRef:53] according to the plain meaning that the second and third sayings are the opinion of Kohelet and according to them the moral rule is conducted. In contrast, the first narrative reflects extreme and exceptional cases that contradict morality, which human nature is incapable of resolving. However, these do not cast doubt on the divine justice that will come. [53:  Name, op. cit. 32-31.] 

17) On one hand, it is said, "I know that it will be well with those who fear God, who fear before Him" (8:12), and on the other hand, it is said, "There are righteous people who get what the wicked deserve, and there are wicked people who get what the righteous deserve" (8:14). Contradictions 16 and 17 are similar to contradictions number 6 and 15. He also resolves contradiction 17 in the same way he resolved contradiction [footnoteRef:54]16. The last narrative is exceptional and temporal, while the first narrative is the general philosophical and long-term view, which sometimes we do not understand its deviation from. Haim Aryeh Ginzberg explains the opposite[footnoteRef:55] By all means, the scroll means that nowhere in the words of Ecclesiastes is there a belief in providence, a commandment to do (apart from the fear of God) and reward and punishment, but only divine arbitrariness according to which whoever pleases Him is "good" (Ecclesiastes 2:20), and whoever is not is a "sinner" (ibid. ). In order to reconcile the contradictions, he interprets differently the meanings of various words in the scroll (sometimes under the mistaken assumption that it is a translation from Aramaic to Hebrew). In the narratives discussed here, he interprets the words 'good' and 'sinner' differently in order to reconcile the contradictions, and in my opinion, he does not always succeed. Shanan here follows in the footsteps of Ginzberg.[footnoteRef:56] Regarding the last two contradictions, 16 and17, I propose to interpret the statements that affirm divine providence and reward and punishment, according to the ethical truth of revelation. And those views which posit that there is no divine providence, reward, or punishment, in my opinion, should be interpreted according to the truth of philosophy. According to this perspective, even if there is a God, He does not interfere with the happenings of the world, a situation that reflects the unbridgeable gap between the finite and the infinite. [54:  Source text: {המאמר שלפנינו מתחיל בניתוח של המסגרת הכללית של 'פרק חלק', וממשיך לדיון במקום היחידה שעוסקת באלה שאין להם חלק לעולם הבא במסגרת הפרק והמשנה. המאמר מציג ניתוח של היחידה, ומציע פרשנות חדשה למיקום ולמשמעותה של היחידה במסגרת הפרק. המאמר מסתיים בהשוואה בין היחידה לרשימות מקבילות במדרש סדר עולם ובתוספתא, ובהצעה להבנה מחודשת של היחס בין היחידה לרשימות אלו.}

Target text: {The article before us begins with an analysis of the general framework of 'Perek Heleq', and continues to discuss the place of the section dealing with those who do not have a portion in the world to come within the chapter and the Mishnah. The article presents an analysis of the section, and proposes a new interpretation for the location and meaning of the section within the chapter. The article concludes with a comparison between the section and parallel lists in Midrash Seder Olam and the Tosefta, and with a proposal for a renewed understanding of the relationship between the section and these lists.}]  [55:  Ginzberg, Ecclesiastes, pp . 23-27. In the Megillah, there are several verses that in no way align with Ginzberg's interpretation. Therefore, when he dissects the text into its components, he determines that there are four sections in the scroll that are not from the author: Chapter 1, verse 1 is a title by the editor; Chapter 11, verse 9 and Chapter 12, verses 12-14 are additions written by someone who was troubled by the words of Ecclesiastes in the scroll; Chapter 12, verses 9-11 are an addition and in it a praise for Ecclesiastes written by one of his admirers. See on this, ibid, pp. 18-19, 59, 133-136, 128.]  [56:  Shanan, Ecclesiastes, vol. 81, 29-27.] 

18) On one hand, it is said, "And I find more bitter than death the woman" (7:26) and "One man among a thousand I found, but a woman among all these I have not found" (7:28), and on the other hand, it is said, "Enjoy life with the woman whom you love" (9:9). Zer-Kavod explains[footnoteRef:57] according to the simple interpretation that the initial verses reflect Kohelet's musings on whether only women seek stratagems (make calculations), but he revisits this and determines (7:29) that this is a characteristic of all human beings. Moreover, these narratives refer to the wicked and seductive woman, the "net woman", who seeks to ensnare men in her web in order to derive various benefits and poses a danger to men. In contrast, the last narrative deals with a simply beloved wife, who is good and brings merit to her husband with a well-ordered and good life. In the method of the dual truth, I propose to interpret that according to the philosophical truth, the woman symbolizes the physical matter that draws the person towards the animalistic and instinctual side, and the first two legends reflect this truth. In contrast, the last narrative reflects the truth. [57:  Foreign Dignitary, "Ecclesiastes", pen 32.] 

The revelation according to which married life is sanctified, and enjoyment of the goodness of this world created by God is not only permitted but also considered a commandment.
Chapter 9, pages 1-18
In this section, Ecclesiastes deals with the fate of human beings and the future of every individual. He asserts that this fate is in the hands of God and not under the control of man, who knows nothing for certain except that the end of all is the same, righteous and wicked, masters and slaves alike. A living dog is better off than a dead lion, even though the living know that they will eventually die and then their era of reward and punishment will end and their memory will be lost. His conclusion from this is that a person should rejoice in the portion of life he has received from God - to eat, drink, dress well, love his fellow man, and work for his livelihood, for at the end of life, the desolation of the grave awaits, where there is no pleasure and no activity. However, in this world, there is no guarantee of the success of a person's efforts towards his goal, as everyone - even heroes, wise men, intelligent individuals, and those with knowledge - are exposed to setbacks and failures. Death lurks around every corner, its arrival sudden and unexpected. Like birds in a trap and fish in a net, so too does man fall and get caught unexpectedly when disaster strikes. Ecclesiastes tells a story about a small city that a great king besieged. In the city, there was a poor and wise man who found a strategy to save the city, but after the city was saved, he was forgotten. Conclusions: Wisdom is better than might and weapons of war, the wise person saves the public, the sinful fool stumbles the public, the wisdom of the poor is despised and forgotten, the words of the wise, heard in quiet during times of distress, are more accepted than the cries of the fools.
In this section, Zer-Kavod found a new contradiction that was not discussed in the previous sections:
19) On the one hand, it is said "and also to those who have no grace" (9:11), and on the other hand, it is said "the words of a wise man's mouth are gracious" (10:12). Zer-Kavod explains according to the simple interpretation that the second maxim is the general rule, according to which the wise man controls his spirit, weighs his response, and says it calmly, and his words of response find favor in the eyes of his listeners. The first narrative is the exception, describing instances where the words of the sage did not find favor in the eyes of the people. According to the theory of double truth, I propose to interpret the first narrative based on the philosophical truth that the sages, like all human beings, are unable to fully comprehend and understand reality. Therefore, even when they present themselves as knowledgeable, their words are not successful or convincing, and thus they do not find favor. The second narrative is interpreted according to the truth of revelation, according to which the religious sage represents God and his words always find favor in the ears of his congregation.
Chapter 10, Verses 1-20
This passage is dedicated to Ecclesiastes' statements about the wise man and the lazy fool. Just as a single fly can cause the death of a precious perfume, so too a small amount of foolishness can impact a person's wisdom and honor, and bring them down. The wise man knows how to navigate his path properly, while the fool, when walking the path he has chosen, behaves without sense and all who see him discern his foolishness. Ecclesiastes advises to remain faithful to the ruler even when he is angry, for his anger will pass. If in a hasty response you abandon him, it would be foolish, he will punish you and demote you from your position. I have seen with my own eyes, in the book of Ecclesiastes, how even the fool rises up and the rich man falls, the servant ascends and his master falls, for those who fall did not take heed. The fool does not know how to take caution: He digs a pit and falls into it, he hews heavy stones and they fall on him, he chops wood and is injured by splinters, and he is unable to properly sharpen the blunt edge of his axe. There is no benefit from the foolish chatterer, only harm, similar to a whispering snake that bites. The words that come from the mouth of the wise are pleasant, while those that come from the fool are confused. The fool speaks excessively, even on topics that no one knows, such as future events in life and beyond. The fool's efforts to find the right path tire him out, for he neither knows nor asks, and they will end in nothing. Woe to the country whose king is a servant and whose officials start their day with feasts and revelries. Blessed is the country whose king is a noble freeman, and whose princes eat at the end of the day's work. The heroism they recount is real, while the drunken nobles tell tales of imagined bravery. One who neglects to properly build or renovate his house, his ceiling collapses and his roof leaks. The lazy ministers who organize feasts and wine parties to please themselves, squander the state's funds. However, one must be careful not to speak ill of the king and his ministers even in the bedroom, for one never knows who might be listening from beyond the wall and could relay the words to those in power and wealth.
In this section, no unresolved contradiction was found.
Chapter 11, pages 1-6
This passage is dedicated to the diligence of the farmer, the tiller of the soil, and the commendation for him. It is advisable to sow in the ground immediately after the rain, and then there is a good chance of harvesting the crop at harvest time. Divide your land into many parts and plant a different crop in each one, for you do not know which crop will succeed and which will be harmed by drought, flood, or pests. However, one should not wait too long for clouds, wind, and rain, as they might miss the sowing season. One cannot predict the timing of the rain or the direction of the wind, just as it is impossible to know if the seeds will yield a good crop, all of these are in the hands of God. Therefore, one should sow a little in the evening and a little in the morning; perhaps the seeds planted in the morning will take root well, perhaps those sown in the evening, and perhaps even the seeds will take root at both times.
In this section too, there are no new contradictions.
Chapter 11, Verse 7 - Chapter 12, Verse 7
This passage is dedicated to the joy of youth - a period of light, and the frailty of old age - a period of darkness. Ecclesiastes determines that it is good to live in this world where the sun is pleasant and illuminates the worker of the land. The light is better than the darkness, and life is better than death. One should rejoice in the life that one has been given, but must always remember the darkness of death that ultimately awaits everyone who comes into the world. This will enable him to live a proven and good life within the limits desired by God and to emerge meritorious in His judgment. The days of youth and strength pass, and in their wake come old age and weakness, therefore it is worthwhile to remember the overseeing Creator even in the days of youth. The days of old age will come, the pains and sorrow within them nullify the desires of man. The days of Tishah B'Av are dark and gloomy. The hands tremble, the legs twist, the teeth fall out, the eyesight weakens, the lips become mute as the mouth's gums drop, sleep is disturbed, and the ears become hard of hearing. The elder fears any ascent, slope, or obstacle in his path, he is forced to use a walking stick, his back is hunched, and his appetite for food and desire disappear. Then comes death, the time for the eulogizers, the soul detaches from the body and ascends to the heavens to God from whom it came, and the body then descends to the grave and returns to the dust from which it was formed.
In this section, Zer-Kavod found a new contradiction.
20) On the one hand, it is said, "For if a man lives many years, let him rejoice in them all" (11:8), and on the other hand, it is said, "And the days come when you will say, I have no pleasure in them" (12:1). Zer-Kavod explains, according to the simple interpretation, that the first verse deals with all periods of life in which a person has the ability to desire, and it is appropriate for him to enjoy and rejoice. It establishes that it is fitting that he also knows how to rejoice. The second narrative deals with the years of old age, during which joy is unattainable and desire disappears, along with pleasures and happiness. This is a reality of life that the young should not forget. On this matter, there is no difference between the philosophical truth and the religious truth of revelation.
Chapter 12, Verses 8-14
This passage concludes the scroll. Ecclesiastes concludes with its opening slogan, "Vanity of vanities..." "All is vanity." The author tells of Ecclesiastes who, in addition to being wise himself, was dedicated to educating the people. He listened to the words of other wise men and delved deeply into them, and also composed proverbs of wisdom and parables himself. He sought out valuable discourses and writings that deal with ethics and the pursuit of truth. The words of Ecclesiastes are the words of wise men, their purpose is educational and they are intended for guidance. They can sometimes be painful, like the morning's prods that are blunt and their purpose is to guide the cattle in the right direction. All the words of the sages originate from one shepherd, and that is God or Moses our teacher, who received his wisdom from Him. Ecclesiastes warns his listeners not to acquire too many manuscripts, as reading and studying numerous books can be confusing and exhausting. Ecclesiastes
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The summary of his conclusions are twofold: a) It is fitting for a person in his lifetime to fear God and fulfill His commandments. b) All of a person's actions during their lifetime, both good and bad, culminate in their judgment before God, who knows and sees even the things hidden from the eyes of other people.


Chapter 4:
How did traditional Jewish thinkers
 grapple with Darwin's theory of the origin of species and evolution
 and its proponents?
[bookmark: bookmark28]Introduction
As we know, when the Darwinist theory came on the stage of history in the middle of the 19th century, it was opposed by traditional, observant Judaism. The claim that the universe has existed for more than five thousand eight hundred years appears to contradict the Holy Scriptures and tradition. The Darwinist argument, which relies on the scientific position regarding the age of the universe, appears even more heretical. According to the Darwinian and Neo-Darwinian theory, which includes Mendel's law of inheritance, the diversity of life and flora that exist today originated from a single cell or molecule that evolved randomly over billions of years through natural selection and according to the laws of inheritance and genetics. Humans and monkeys had a common ancient ancestor, and all creatures evolved from more primitive forms of life. This theory is still under investigation and is not yet complete. For example, there is still no complete explanation for the emergence of life in an organic cell from inanimate matter, and intermediate stages of development have not yet been found in fossils. Nevertheless, it is accepted today by almost the entire scientific community. Such a theory stood in stark contrast to the traditional view, based on the holy scriptures of divine revelation, according to which the universe was created in an intelligent and purposeful manner by God over a short period of time, and every plant or animal was created in its current form. Initially, the opposition was vehement and even included the Reform movement. However, subsequently, the opposition primarily arose from the ultra-Orthodox stream. Below, I will detail various positions of observant scholars on the subject.
1 The book of Charles Darwin (1809-1882) On the Origin of Species was published in 1859, and following it, The Descent of Man was published in 1871.
[bookmark: bookmark30]Dr. Yitzhak Raphael (Levi) Etzion (Holzberg)
Yitzhak Etzion (1885-1981) elaborated on the creative faith stance that emerged in response to claims about the age of the world and evolution, which were based on fossils millions of years old in various geological layers, and he wrote:
Fossils
Whether it is seen in the aforementioned fossils, [as] the hypothesis of "The Glory of Israel" [Rabbi Israel Lifshitz, 1782-1860],[footnoteRef:58] Relics from the worlds that God created and destroyed, according to the legend, before this world was created, about which the Torah tells; Whether we take into account the Sage's opinion, that before the flood other forces and other laws operated in nature than after the flood (and thereby contradict the assumption of science, that is, the belief of science, that the forces of nature and their laws of operation did not change during the time of nature's existence); Whether we look at these fossils, like the navel of the first Adam, not as relics as it were, but as a special creation; Whether we can or not For now, to explain to ourselves why God created such "fossils" in His world - or to find another explanation for their existence - there is no proof in the explanation given to them by the theory of evolution, just as there is no proof in the explanation given to these phenomena by another scientific theory for the correctness of this theory. It remains a scientific hypothesis only, and science is not permitted to regard it as a "historical truth". [58:  See Lipschitz, "Drash," pp. 827-831. The sermon is from the year 1830 and of course, it does not refer to Darwin's theory but to the discoveries of fossils and skeletons.] 

The Evolution of Species
All conclusions about the evolution of species, as well as all geological conclusions about the age of the Earth, are based on the belief that there was no creation as told in the Torah. No scientific theory, based on a certain belief, can contradict a narrative that is based on an opposing belief. And the contradiction between the scientific conclusions about the formation of the world and all that is in it, and the Torah's account of this, is inevitable: if the formation of the world and all that is in it was solely due to the forces of nature, as we know them, as science assumes, it is clear that both the manner of this "formation" and the time of formation would have had to be different than they were when everything was created by a force that is above nature, the power of the Lord God. And greater than this: if there was a match between the conclusions of science (which take into account only the forces currently operating in nature and known to us) and the story of the Torah, it would be precisely in this match that there would be a contradiction to the story of the Torah; if it is possible to explain the events narrated in the Torah based on
The creation by the action of natural forces, it was not necessary for any force above nature to create them...
The hypothesis about the evolution of species (as well as the assumptions about the relative age of different layers of the Earth and the age of the Earth itself) is now accepted by scientists as a 'real reality', a 'truth', a 'historical fact', that should not be doubted, even though scientific research in the theory of inheritance raises many doubts about some of the foundations of this hypothesis. Almost all science books now are imbued with faith in this "fact". However, precise science must regard the belief of the aforementioned scientists - in presenting a hypothesis as a fact - as one form of modern fetishism, the belief in idols, the work of man's hands - or his mind.[footnoteRef:59] [59:  Ezra, "Truth".] 

He would say, there are enough proposals in the Jewish tradition that could explain the geological and archaeological findings, and the theory of evolution is nothing more than an unfounded hypothesis.
[bookmark: bookmark32]Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson
The Lubavitcher Rebbe, Menachem Mendel Schneerson (1902-1994), summarized the position of those traditionalists who oppose the theory of evolution.  In response to a question from one of his followers, he wrote among other things as follows:
The claim of the existence of fossils, in no way, constitutes definitive proof for the antiquity of the Earth, for the following reasons:
Given the unknown conditions that prevailed in the "pre-historic" era, atmospheric pressure conditions, temperatures, radioactivity, unknown catalysts, etc., as mentioned above, i.e. [That is to say] conditions that could have caused reactions and changes of a completely different nature and pace, from those known in today's timed natural processes - it is impossible to rule out the possibility that dinosaurs existed 5722 years ago and perished in tremendous natural cataclysms (revolutions) for several years, not for millions of years , because we don't have acceptable means of measurement, or measuring rods for calculations under those unknown conditions.
Even if we assume that the time span the Torah gives for the age of the world is too short for the process of fossilization (although I do not see how this can be definitively determined), we can still easily accept the possibility that God created fossils in their form, bones or skeletons (for known reasons), just as He could have created living organisms, a complete human being, and finished products like oil, coal, or diamonds, without any evolutionary process.
And as for the question of whether it is correct as in paragraph B above, why did the Holy One, blessed be He, need to create stones at all? The simple answer is: We cannot know why God preferred such a method of creation over another, and in any theory of creation we accept, this question will always remain unanswered. The question - "Why create from stone?" has no more significance than the question "Why create an atom?" Certainly, such a question cannot serve as an argument, and even less so - a logical basis for the theory of evolution. What is the scientific foundation upon which the description of the creation process is based solely on development, and its inception is limited to atomic and subatomic particles? And how can one deny the possibility of creation, as explained in the Torah, through this theory full of inexplicable gaps and complexities?! Indeed, when we accept what is stated in the Torah - everything aligns precisely according to the plan, and any debate about the world and its age becomes redundant and devoid of any significance.[footnoteRef:60] [60:  Schneerson, "Fossils".] 

Even Schneerson, who was educated in engineering, proposed several scientific explanations for the findings of scientists that did not contradict the written Torah. Yet, this attempt by Etzion and Shneurson to suppress science in its own field was misguided and destined for resounding failure. The argument that God created the world and its fossils around five thousand eight hundred years ago without a rational reason, testifies to the desperation of the opponents. The argument based on the Aggadic Midrash, in which God created previous worlds and destroyed them because they did not find favor in His eyes, and that the fossils belong to these previous worlds, does not withstand scrutiny.[footnoteRef:61] [61:  I recently read about a new theory suggesting that before the Big Bang, there were previous universes that contracted and exploded in succession. If indeed this was the case, the possibility that our world was created with its fossils is nullified.] 

It was not long before certain thinkers from the more moderate sub-streams of Orthodox Judaism understood that this was not a hypothesis that would disappear from the world, and there is a likelihood that it would actually become more and more established from a scientific perspective. In other words, they understood that they were facing a new situation that they had to confront in order to ensure that their efforts to integrate religion with modernity would not fail. The first among them was the father of the Neo-Orthodox movement, Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch.
[bookmark: bookmark34]Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch
In his article "The Educational Value of Judaism" from 1873, which was attached to the invitations sent to the annual graduation ceremony of his educational institutions and was also intended for a non-Jewish audience, Rashar Hirsch (1808-1888) details his opinion on the relationship between science and religion.[footnoteRef:62] In this article, Hirsch also addresses the theory of evolution, arguing that even if it is proven correct and transitions from hypothesis to established fact, traditionalists have nothing to fear. This is because it would provide further evidence for the central Jewish principle revealed in the Torah - the unity of the universe under a single law and a primal force originating from the Creator God. He writes as follows: [62:  This bold article was published in the collection of writings in German belonging to Nachalat Zvi only in the second edition of 1937 with an introduction by Rabbi Yosef Breuer, who noted there that the article was not included at the time in the first collection of writings published between 1902-1912 by Hirsch's sons. Even when the writings were translated into English, this article was omitted and it was first published in English in the 1997 edition. The article has not been translated into Hebrew at all.] 
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Judaism does not seek to teach its young ideas that may become obsolete and fall out of use with the advancement of serious scientific research. Judaism does not fear the advancements of science. In fact, she rebukes them and praises them with great hopes for the future. On the other hand, Judaism knows how to distinguish between facts and hypotheses [...] Modern natural science, in its genuine advancement, which our generation rightly takes pride in, has proposed the possibility that all the variety of forms in nature may be reduced to a basic atomic foundation, that the multitude of forces operating in nature originate from one primary force, and that all the laws of nature may, in truth, stem from a single solitary law. This unification of the natural sciences occurs despite the fact that the study of natural sciences is becoming increasingly sophisticated, and the subject matter to be mastered requires more and more complex division of labor among scientists. Now let us assume (please forgive the comment of an outsider) that the supporters of this unifying theory, overly excited by a few surprising initial results that seem to support the hypothesis, will declare this possibility - which may never be confirmed as fact - with certainty beyond all debate, and use it as a basis for several hasty conclusions. Would not Judaism be justified in gratefully accepting this very possibility that the sensation these scientists are striving for will prove to be correct? Do not the findings of all natural sciences today show correspondences that suggest the existence of a unity that is the basis of Judaism? Is it not possible that the astronomer with his telescope, the mineralogist in his excavation, the physiologist with his microscope, the anatomist with his scalpel, and the chemist in his lab, will all be forced to conclude that all their research is, in fact, focused on the same single act of creation in heaven and earth? Is it not possible that, despite all their investigations, they will find themselves on the trail of that singular thought which sparked the creation of matter and energy?
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Laws and Forms, even within the infinite variety presented in the universe, is there a clear unifying harmony? [...] It is true, of course, that most natural scientists today are satisfied and stop at the point where they have assumed a certain unity at the basis of all nature. They do not attempt to ascend from there to the singular Creator, the one who forms this unity. They are not even suspicious that with every step they take towards revealing unity in nature, they add another step to the universal crown of the one and only God. Without realizing it, and perhaps even against their will, they affirm the rule of the One to whom, as Judaism fervently believes, all of humanity will ultimately accord honor, despite the fact that in the present, scientists are seeking ways to eliminate this thought from the minds of their generation and those to come.1... For thousands of years, Judaism has patiently awaited the closure of an even wider gap between it and the rest of humanity, namely, the disappearance of polytheism. Thus, Judaism can certainly wait, with complete tranquility and even greater confidence, for the day when the thinking human mind will bridge the much smaller gap, the gap between the concept of the unity of nature and the concept of the unity of God.1... When this time comes, scientists will bow their knee to the world of spirit and morality in free choice that cannot be achieved with a microscope or a chisel, in a test tube or on scales, but they are nevertheless a reality that every person can draw from his own essence.7
In the same article, he continues and points out the temporal nature of scientific theories: with every advancement recorded in the natural sciences, the eternal truths of Judaism remain unchangeable. The truth is, every discovery in the natural sciences only confirms the fundamental truth first established by Judaism: there can be no thought without a thinker, no order without an organizer, no law without a legislator, no culture without a creative spirit, no world without God, and no human without the gift of moral free choice. All the laws of mechanics, physics, chemistry, and psychology cannot operate without the One who governs and directs the course of the universe (and also, according to Jewish studies, the life of the individual according to his purpose).
Article from 1873. Some of his descendants and some , Hirsch, Collected Writings, vol VII, pp. 257–259 7
From Hirsch's students, there was an attempt to suppress their teacher's progressive views. As stated, this article was not included in the first publication of the writings. The letters to Rabbi Hillel Elchanan Wexler regarding the human origin of the Aggadah were not published by Eliyahu Meir Klugman in his book Shemesh Marpe, following the advice of the book's editor, Shimon Schwab, because their controversial content could be misinterpreted, and therefore, publication would only cause trouble. Hirsch's critique of Maimonides and the Kabbalah is censored in the Hebrew translation of the "Letters of Zafon" published by the Haredi "Netzach" press in Bnei Brak. They established that the 'Torah with Derech Eretz' educational approach was only a temporary measure due to the difficult situation of Judaism in Germany. See "Kaplan, “Torah U-Madda," note 25.
1...] It is beyond our professional boundaries and capabilities to express a scientifically valuable opinion on the concept of the "spirit," to which the minds of our time have dedicated so much thought and interest. 1...] Only in the halls of academia do we realize how many of our era's hypotheses lack real basis, and how many of these hypotheses can only be considered possibilities or, at best, probabilities, even though everyone acts as if they have already been proven beyond a shadow of doubt. Only in the halls of academia do we discover that there are few phenomena in nature that are not subject to a variety of interpretations, and that especially the most common phenomena pose problems for which the answers still need to be found. Only in the halls of academia do we discover that any formulation set to account for the various aspects of a given phenomenon reflects no more than a precise diagnosis of the facts in a given process. However, this formulation is still far from providing us insight into the essence, the "where," and the "why" of the actual fact. Only in the halls of academia can we truly see how scientific theories are subject to change, and how the astonishing progress of science in our time demonstrates that assumptions today proclaimed as eternal truth, and accepted by the masses with blind faith that only unscientific minds can accumulate, can be rendered worthless by further scientific discoveries in the next generation. The halls of academia have seen many "scientific theories" that were dismissed as just another opinion proven to be erroneous and outdated [...] Judaism has survived many of these theories; Judaism could live with some of them, but never required any of them to be included in its system of belief. On the other hand, Judaism strives to make its adherents aware that all natural phenomena are subject to certain unchanging laws. Since Judaism itself is a system entirely of laws, it attributes deep ethical value to the study of natural sciences. Judaism sees vital importance for its adherents to be aware that their entire universe is governed by a well-defined law, that every creature on earth exists only within the framework of a fixed law, and that every force in nature can operate only within specific boundaries.U1 Judaism is entitled to use this theory [evolution] as proof that many theories that were previously promoted by science to prove that the Jewish concept of God and man is null, are subject to change at any moment. Until a few decades ago, the diversity of races in the human species as we know it today served as an argument against the biblical idea that all of humanity descends from the first human couple. Today, anyone who dares to challenge the thesis that all human beings, not just humans and orangutans...] are descendants of a single ancient creature, is considered a fool by science.8
It is interesting that Hirsch and Shadl use the same . Hirsch, Collected Writings, vol VII, pp. 261–265 8
An argument regarding new scientific theories that invalidate their predecessors.
According to Hirsch, the materialistic philosophy regarding the eternity of matter, which has excluded God and creation from the discussion as illegitimate, is problematic, and it is this that Judaism rejects. Nevertheless, some revolutionary theories have already been empirically proven - such as Copernicus's theory of the solar system, which the Church opposed (an opposition that put it in an embarrassing position against science) - and also the theory of the age of the world and the theory of evolution regarding the origin of species may be fully proven in the future.[footnoteRef:63] Hirsch sees a need to reconcile the apparent contradictions between these theories and the Torah and tradition. Here, his usual approach to resolving contradictions, the 'limiting identity' approach[footnoteRef:64], according to which the two domains are identical and the contradiction between them in such cases is resolved according to the revelation, is not sufficient. This is because we are dealing here with situations in which scientific theories have been proven or may be proven. Therefore, he is compelled here to adopt the 'Interpretive Identity' approach, according to which the two domains are identical and the contradictions are resolved by a new interpretation of the conflicting texts. Thus, Hirsch also acted regarding the contradictions between the legends of the Sages and science. However, it is necessary to distinguish between the Torah and Halacha, and between the Aggadah. The Torah is from Sinai and the Aggadah is not, and therefore it can be dismissed as a private opinion that is a product of its time. However, in his interpretation of the Genesis story in the Torah, his audacity appears much greater. Regarding the age of the world, Hirsch writes the following in his article "The Educational Value of Judaism": [63:  See Kaplan, "Torah U-Madda", pp. 18-24; And Hirsch, Psalms, 19 and 7.]  [64:  The categorization of various positions regarding the relationship between difficulties and contradictions that emerge between science and religion, between reason and revelation, is done here according to the model of Shalom Rosenberg with my own additions. See Hamiel, The Average, pp . 247-243.] 

Judaism also does not fear the hundreds of thousands and millions of years that the geological theory of Earth's development freely disperses. It would not be frightening even if it were based on something more than a hypothesis on the still unproven assumption that the forces we see at work in our world today are the same ones that existed with the same degree of strength when the world was first created. The Sages (in Midrash Rabbah 9; Hagigah 16.) speak of the possibility of previous worlds that were created and then destroyed by the Creator before He created this world in its current form and order. Nevertheless, the rabbis never established acceptance or rejection of one possibility or another as a matter of faith binding on all Jews. They were prepared to live with any theory that did not contradict the basic truths that "every beginning is from God". In fact, they rejected speculations about what was in the past and what will be in the future, because in their opinion, such questions exceed the boundaries of what a person can know, or they do not contribute to a person's understanding of moral functions.
Peace. According to the sages, the Book of Books was intended to guide humanity in life on earth as it is in the present [...] Anything beyond this did not exist for our sages.11
In other words, even if the scientific arguments of the creationists are proven incorrect and it becomes clear that the world is billions of years old, this does not undermine the principles of Judaism, which has never established religious law on scientific matters. Certainly, the concept of the world's creation by God is not concealed. Regarding the Copernican revolution and the theory of evolution, Hirsch says similar things in that article, even using them for the purposes of Judaism to teach humanity about an all-powerful Creator God, that the vast organic diversity we see today on Earth developed according to laws He established at the time of creation:
What Judaism considers of vital importance is the acceptance of the assumption that the entire heavenly host moves only according to the laws of the one God. But do we view these laws from the perspective of the Talmudic or Copernican method? This is a question towards which Judaism shows complete indifference, as it has no influence on its objectives, which are solely ethical. Judaism has never made these or similar sciences fundamental principles of faith [...] This will never change, even if the latest scientific opinion that can be discovered, that the origin of all the many organic forms on earth comes from a very ancient, singular, and primitive life form, ever appears as something beyond what it is today - a hazy hypothesis that is still not supported by facts. Even if this view ever gains full acceptance by the scientific world, Jewish thought, not in the logic of the great proponents of this view, will nevertheless never be able to summon us to pay homage to the still existing representative of this ancient way of life, our common father. Rather, in this case, Judaism calls upon its adherents to give greater honor than ever before to the unique, singular God, who in His boundless creative wisdom and eternal omnipotence, needed to create no more than a single amorphous cell, and one single law of "adaptation and inheritance" to bring forth from what seemed like chaos but was in fact a very clear order, the infinite variety of species known to us today, each with its unique characteristics that distinguish it from all other creatures. This can only be the implementation of the law of its kind, with which the Lord began the work of creation. This law, upon which Judaism places such great emphasis, in order to engrave in the hearts of its adherents that all organic life is subject to divine law, can even accommodate this "theory of the origin of species". 12
Hirsch, Collected Writings, vol VII, pp. 265–266 11
12 264–263 .Ibid, pp. Nevertheless, Hirsch asserts that Darwinism is materialistic, stating that there is no God but
He would say, even if in the future the theory that is currently only a hypothesis is proven, the honor will not go to the amoeba or the monkey, but to God. It might be possible to interpret the Torah's law of 'according to its kind' as compatible with Darwin's theory of evolution.13
[bookmark: bookmark36]Rabbi David Zvi Hoffmann
Seemingly, in his commentary on the Torah, Rabbi David Zvi Hoffmann(1843-1921) follows in the footsteps of his teacher, Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch, in our subject matter. In his commentary on Genesis, Hoffman extensively addresses the contradiction between the words of the Torah and the claims of geologists that the world is billions of years old and could not have been created in six days, a topic that Hirsch did not deal with in his commentary on the Torah but in articles he published in Jeshurun. As mentioned, Hirsch notes that the sages proposed the solution that God created and destroyed worlds before He created the current world, and the commentators (including Maimonides in Guide for the Perplexed, Part II, Chapter 17) even suggested that the laws of nature that operated during creation were different from those that operated afterwards. Hoffman presents the same explanations and adheres to them as a preferred interpretation. He argues that his position is similar to that of Hirsch:
Rabbi Shimshon B. R. [Ben Raphael] Hirsch also agrees with our view, and it is appropriate to quote the words here as he formulated them in the program of the Reali school in Frankfurt NM [on the Main River] in 1873: "Even hundreds The thousands and millions of years, during which geology is so generous with regard to the development of the earth, even they did not frighten Judaism [...] Even the sages of Judaism, the rabbis, speak of worlds that preceded this world and they destroyed it, worlds that the Creator saw and destroyed, before he created this world in its current form and in the order before us. However, our sages of blessed memory never established as fundamental principles of faith the acceptance or rejection of such or similar opinions.
Only nature is considered the worship of Baal Peor - the most despised form of idolatry. See Hirsch, Commentary, Numbers 25:3.
13 Lawrence Kaplan notes in his article that apart from Joseph Solomon Delmedigo (Yesha'yahu ha-Makonah) of the 17th century, Hirsch is the first Orthodox thinker to unequivocally accept Copernicus's heliocentric theory, which attests to his boldness and progressiveness. Moreover, he asserts that Hirsch is the only one among the leading Orthodox rabbis who dealt with evolution, and among the few who publicly declared that an evolutionary Torah, when detached from materialism, is fundamentally compatible with the basic beliefs of Judaism. See Kaplan, "Torah
Rosenblum preceded Kaplan in emphasizing the audacity of Hirsch who accepted the theory of .U-Madda”, pp. 12, 22
Copernicus, see Rosenbloom, Tradition. In his article, Mordechai Breuer criticizes Rosenblum, among other things, on this issue as well, claiming that Hirsch was preceded by others such as the Maharal and his student Rabbi David Ganz ( 16th century) who was a friend of Kepler, see "Breuer, "Tradition. For a detailed discussion of Hirsch's position on the subject, see Hamiel, The Average, pp . 290-283.
The Sages of blessed memory allowed for any speculation, as long as it did not touch the fundamental truth of "In the beginning, God created."[footnoteRef:65] [65:  Hoffman, Commentary, op. cit. It seems to me that the translators from German to Hebrew made slight adjustments to the quoted text in order to reinforce the impression that Hirsch preferred the explanation of the Sages in the Midrash regarding the age of the world. The correct translation of the sentence beginning with the words "גם חכמי היהדות" is: "The Sages (in Midrash Rabbah 9; Hagigah 16) speak of the possibility of previous worlds [...] they were prepared to live with any theory [...] and so on." The word 'also' at the beginning of the sentence does not appear, and Hirsch speaks of a possibility, not a certainty (compare with the words of Hirsch that I translated, quoted above on page 103).] 

However, a deeper examination of Hoffman's words here reveals that his positions are fundamentalist and literal (in the spirit of Israel Lipschitz's proposal), according to the limiting identity position, while Hirsch is a neo-fundamentalist. Hoffman accepts as a fact, not a suggestion, the interpretation of the sages in Genesis Rabbah that God created previous worlds which did not find favor in His eyes, and therefore He destroyed them one after the other until He created anew the world before us in six days. The fossils that geologists have found belong to previous worlds about which the Torah has nothing to say, as they have no influence on the world of man. Therefore, their findings cannot be in contradiction with the Torah. As the interpreters have established, the current laws of nature were enacted by the Creator at the time of the new creation, and the Torah does not agree with the (Platonic) idea that the prime matter and the laws of nature were created first, and from them the world slowly and naturally developed. Rather, our world was entirely newly created in six days by He who is not subject to the laws of nature, and these laws only began to operate from the moment that God ceased from all His work.[footnoteRef:66] As stated, Hirsch was a neo-fundamentalist, meaning he generally adhered to a limiting identity approach. However, when the theory contradicting the aforementioned is already proven in experimental science, it is possible to adopt the interpretive identity approach, provided that the inerrancy (without error) of the holy scriptures is preserved. This non-Akivan stance is clearly expressed in the words of Hirsch that I previously cited, which contradict Hoffman's position. According to him, Judaism is not concerned with the claims of scientists regarding the age of the world, even if it turns out that the proposals of the Sages in the Aggadic Midrash (which is not from Sinai) and of the early commentators are mistaken and the scientific theories are proven correct. The truth is, Hirsch argues, that the Torah and the Sages did not establish any scientific facts about the world and man as part of the Jewish faith, and any scientific theory can be correct as long as it does not violate the principle that God created the world ex nihilo. When and how this happened is not the concern of the Torah, and its purpose according to the sages is "to guide humanity to life on earth as it is in the present [...] anything beyond this did not exist for our sages." The task is not to teach science, but to give a person [66:  See Hoffman, Commentary, pp. 49-51.] 

Behavioral norms to educate him to be a moral and spiritual person clinging to God. Thus, Hirsch also holds this view regarding Darwin's theories of the origin of species and evolution. He believes that there is no prohibition in Judaism to accept it, and it even strengthens the faith in God the Creator, as long as everyone agrees that the Lord is the one who created the first cell from which everything began and implanted in it the potential to develop into all the variety that exists in the world.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  On the distinction between classic fundamentalism and neo-fundamentalism, and on the definition of Hirsch as a neo-fundamentalist, see Chamuel, The Middle Path, pp. 111-113, 289, 349, 550.] 

[bookmark: bookmark38]Rabbi Abraham Isaac Kook
In his footsteps, the young Rabbi Kook(1865-1935) also had to grapple with the modern scientific view that the universe and the earth are billions of years old and that over these years, the world of flora and fauna developed through a random evolutionary process. As mentioned, this view seemingly contradicts the Torah. In contrast to Hirsch, he is more daring and proposes to interpret the stories of the Torah in Genesis not literally (following Maimonides who gave them a non-literal philosophical interpretation), and not even as a full historical account, but as a description that is partly metaphorical. According to his claim, they describe the development of early man (alongside the development of nature) over millions of years until his intellect and emotions reached a high level and he merited a divine revelation (for the acts of creation cannot be understood by human intellect or described in human language as both human intellect and language are limited). The historical description only begins at the point where man is already on his way out of the Garden of Eden. However, in his commentary, the younger Rabbi Kook argues that the Torah does not deal with theories about higher worlds, but only with the world of man. Even in this realm, it is directed solely towards moral guidance and not towards physical scientific theories or abstract philosophical or mystical principles. Klipshitz and Hirsch first explain that the Sages had already proposed the possibility that God created worlds and destroyed them, and that scientific constants are still in the realm of theories and assumptions that have not yet been definitively proven. Moreover, he asserts, also following Hirsch, that even if these claims are proven, there is no need to fear them and it is even possible to enlist these new perspectives in favor of the fundamental and primary ideas of the Torah. According to these ideas, a single omnipotent God established the marvelous laws of nature as a potential inherent in the original creation, and from it developed everything that is before us today, as described by Darwin's theory of evolutionary species. In other words, Darwin's theory of evolution, which posits that plants and animals developed from a simple primary foundation to the entire marvelous system of the unified and sophisticated universe we see today, adds strength to the belief in the unlimited power of God. The evolution reinforces the claim that God set a goal and purpose of justice and morality for the world He created, and the laws He established in nature are meant to promote this goal in a random evolutionary manner, both in the physical world and in the human spirit, in which alone the ability to choose according to moral laws was instilled: The great questions of the renewal of the world or its antiquity and all the divine questions dependent on them, have begun to stir again in our time, and the position of inquiry [research] has begun to lean towards the path that, according to the first view, is opposed to the foundations of faith. It is understood that, even though these methods of interpretation are not at all conclusive and are merely hypotheses, such assumptions are enough to uproot faith from the hearts of those who have not prepared themselves to acquire the knowledge and recognition of faith. And indeed, anyone who delves into the truth will realize that even according to the new hypotheses, there is nothing that undermines the foundations of faith. Rather, they may allow for the renewal of certain aspects of profound knowledge, which are not new either. Therefore, I believe that the clarification of such matters will calm many hearts from the storms of the spirit. [...] The subsequent development over the course of billions of years is profoundly unsettling to those of narrow minds. They believe that progress will allow for the denial of a living God, and they are greatly mistaken. The knowledge of God is built solely on the understanding of unity. When we observe the great creation, arranged in orders of wisdom, and the paths of life in their body, spirit, and intellect, all organized in one system, we recognize the great spirit that exists here, which enlivens everything and provides a place for all. And if the ways of wisdom necessitate that the matter comes about through the development of myriad myriads of years, even more so should we marvel at how great and exalted is the Eternal Life, that in an instant and without effort, myriad years are considered that continuously work to produce a desired purpose. [...] If we enumerate the stages of development through which the organic parts have evolved from their state as simple foundations to their state in a complete, living, and intelligent human being, who is also righteous, upright, and full of strength and vigor. Here is a great period and the paths are leading to their closure, and they will testify to us about the power of the Lord, when they come to a proper conclusion. And it is clear to all those knowledgeable in Torah, that the acts of creation are explained in the Torah only minimally. And the Sages said in Midrash Rabbah: It is impossible for human beings to comprehend the power of the act of Creation, therefore the verse simply states, "In the beginning, God created." The foundation of the matter is that the Torah speaks only about what pertains to our globe, and even this is only according to the content that the moral aspect, which relates to the rectification of a person's external conduct and internal emotions, will be well understood. [...] Therefore, there is not in any way of the new interpretation, even according to Darwin's theory, although it is only a hypothesis, a contradiction to the principles of the Torah. Once we recognize that all the great cycles, since they are arranged with wisdom and turn towards kindness and mercy, are made with wisdom and knowledge, and emanate from the source of life and perfection. And the divine wisdom, or the divine matter, or the nature of divinity, is what necessitates the entire hierarchy. 1...] Yet, those of limited understanding will consider the perplexed...
Our forefather David, for the evolutionary approach of Kant, Laplace, Darwin, and other contemporary scholars, will bring with it the destruction of the Torah, God forbid. Our entire holy Torah, with all its historical traditions and faithful reception, will not sway even slightly in the face of any criticism. And if logical recognition will validate these assumptions, and all the more so if compelling proofs are produced for them, they will only help to clarify the paths of the Genesis narrative in the Torah as agreed upon by reason. However, the historical truth and the knowledge of God, along with the obligation to observe the entire Torah, should not be subject to even the slightest change, due to the impression of new knowledge and demands. But they will further expand the heart, and magnify the concepts of knowledge of God, His love and fear, and the desire to walk in the ways of goodness and righteousness which are the ways of the Lord, with great advantage. [...] The Kabbalists have already explained in detail, also relying on the words of the Midrash, that God created and destroyed worlds, that several epochs passed over creation until it reached its current state. However, the fundamental principle is to understand that the righteousness and integrity given to man in his choice, is found in all the forces of reality, all the ways necessary for his completion. The ways of fulfilling human justice are akin to a supreme goal for the reality that is gradually being built according to all orders of life, the overall course of history, and that of Israel in Judaism.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  Cook, Lanbuchi, pp. 34-44, my emphasis. This audacious passage could serve as an additional explanation to all the explanations already given for the fact that this composition was concealed and not published for many years by Rabbi Kook and his students. For a detailed discussion on Rabbi Kook's position on the matter, which remarkably resembles Hirsch's stance, see Chamuel, The Duplicity, pp. 365-373, 389-390. In my opinion, it is very likely that the young Rabbi Kook, before his immigration to Israel, was influenced by the neo-Orthodox Hirschian positions that spread in Europe. See also Kook, "The Development", pp. 535-556.] 

He would say, only when the scientific theory that seems to contradict the Torah is proven, we are forced to resort to the interpretive identity position, and to interpret new interpretations in the Torah, to adapt them to the new science and even to strengthen through it our faith in God Almighty who at the time of creation set the potential hidden in nature whose phenomena developed over billions of years to the diversity in the world before us. However, as long as the matters are in the realm of hypotheses and suppositions, we can adhere to the principles of revelation according to the limiting identity stance, or propose a non-binding interpretation for those confused by the new theory. This is precisely Hirsch's neo-fundamentalist stance.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  On Hirsch's neo-fundamentalist stance regarding the relationship between difficulties and contradictions in the Torah and science, see Chamiel, The Middle Path, p. 289.] 

Even after his arrival in the Land of Israel, Rabbi Kook continued to maintain his position on evolution, but his words were less detailed, more obscure, and more mystical. Here are additional things he wrote:
Comparing the story of Genesis with recent research is a noble endeavor. There is no barrier to interpreting the passage "These are the generations of the heavens and the earth," which encapsulates within it worlds of millions of years, until man comes to some recognition that he is already distinct from all other living creatures. Through some vision, it seems to him that he needs to establish a family life with permanence and spiritual nobility, through the union with a woman who will be more attached to him than his natural family, his father and mother.[footnoteRef:70] [70:  Kook, Collections.] 

He would say, Rabbi Kook sees no problem in interpreting the verses of the creation of the world as describing a period that spans millions of years until the development of the intelligent man worthy of God's revelation to him in the Garden of Eden.
However, I have already demonstrated elsewhere[footnoteRef:71] that the worldview of the elder Rabbi Kook gradually changed and became dialectical. He understood that his efforts to reconcile the contradictions between the Torah and Western culture, including the topic of evolution, were futile and the tension was irresolvable. In other words, he reluctantly and sorrowfully accepted the dual truth position, which I will detail in the summary of this chapter. [71:  Hamiel, The Double, pp. 393-390; The above, between religion and opinion 1, pp. 17-23.] 

[bookmark: bookmark40]Rabbi Gedaliah Nadel
The compilation titled after Rabbi Gedaliah, which includes various works of Gedaliah Nadel(1923-2004), also contains a commentary on Genesis, in which he follows the path of Rabbi Kook without mentioning his name. One could define his conclusions as one step forward and two steps back in comparison to Rabbis Hirsch and Kook. The step forward is that Shneur Zalman accepted without objections the scientific argument about the age of the world and the evolutionary development of the organism, while his predecessors were still not sure that this was not just a temporary hypothesis. The two steps back are the argument he adds to his predecessors that God constantly manages and promotes evolution. This is a step back because the heretic is not satisfied with the potential implanted by the Creator at the time of creation, implying that the power of God is not sufficient to determine all potential in advance without the need for His further interventions in the process. On the development of the plant world from the inanimate as a progression of God's will, and not merely as a random evolution, Nadel writes as follows:
When the plants were created on the third day - there is no reason to think that they were all created at once. There is a succession of species. There are genetic changes, mutations, that create species.
New ones, and this is a process that takes a very long time [...] On the third day, a new reality was fundamentally created. The transition from inanimate to vegetative cannot be interpreted as a random development. Scientists trying to describe the formation of the world we know often use the term "evolution," but this is a misleading and empty concept [...]. "Evolution" is a denial of the fundamental issue and an evasion of the problem. They removed God from the picture, and wherever it is impossible to understand how things happened, they say "evolution." Everyone questioned Darwin: How did it happen that mutations were always in the positive, more sophisticated direction? After all, change can also go in the opposite direction. We say that the form of matter evolves and progresses from stage to stage by the will of God. Maimonides explains that natural forms are given by an angel, a separate intellect, which acts upon the material according to God's will. Instead of discussing "evolution," we will talk about the progression of creation, from stage to stage, from form to form, by the will of God, who acts through the angels. Indeed, this progress is a prolonged process. Any change in nature takes a very long time, in tiny steps. Such is the action of the Holy One, blessed be He.[footnoteRef:72] [72:  Nadler, in his Torah, pp. 90-91.] 

One can respond to Nadal that the direction of the mutations is always positive. Indeed, negative commandments did not survive, and only the positive ones had the ability to better survive their predecessors. This is the essence of natural selection. In his continued discussion on the creation of man, he accepts without reservation Darwin's scientific findings, but argues that the conclusions drawn from them are erroneous because they do not answer the question of what force is behind the developments and changes in human evolution.
According to Sforno's understanding [Genesis 1:26, 2:7], that the creation of man in the image of God is the end of a long process, which began with a non-intellectual creature belonging to the category of animals, and gradually progressed until human intellect was granted, and concurrently, the physiological form of man as we know it - it appears that this is an accurate description. Darwin's arguments, and those of fossil researchers, for the existence of such previous stages, seem convincing. Darwin's mistake lies in his general view of things, which avoids the question of how changes were created. Yet, with the recognition of the divine will operating in nature through the angels - we have no need to deny the description of events as scientific inquiry presents them. There are findings of bipedal skeletons with small skulls, whose brains could not be like the brain of the human being we are familiar with. The person of whom it was said, "Let us make man in our image," represents the final stage of progressive advancement.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  Name, Author K.] 

Regarding the count of years in the Torah, Rabbi Kook believed that the count began towards the departure of man from the Garden of Eden. Nadel, on the other hand, explains that the counting in the Israeli tradition begins 130 years before the birth of Sheth, and not from the moment of the beginning of creation. This is derived from the first verse in which there is a count of years: "And Adam lived one hundred and thirty years, and begot a son in his own likeness, after his image; and called his name Seth" (Genesis 5:3).
Here the Torah began to count years, and since then we have a continuous count of five thousand seven hundred and fifty-six years [Hebrew year 5756]. What existed one hundred and thirty years prior to the birth of Seth - in the first five 'days' before the existence of Adam, and from the creation of mankind until Adam, the father of Seth - this is prehistory, and the Torah does not mention any count of years during this period.[footnoteRef:74] [74:  Name, Page Kuf Yud Bet.] 

[bookmark: bookmark42]Prof. Yeshayahu Leibowitz
Leibowitz(1903-1994) took a firm stance against the possibility of any contradictions between the conclusions of science and the narratives of the Holy Scriptures. In his opinion, the Torah has no intention of conveying to a person - through the commandments or through the narrative - any information whatsoever about the world and nature, but rather to inform him of his duty to serve the Lord. In this, Leibowitz adheres to his declared position - the stance of completely separate domains, the realm of natural sciences on one hand, and the realms of religion, philosophy, and ethics on the other. Here are excerpts from his words on this subject:
After accepting all the assumptions we have made here - that religion has its place in the world of meaning perception and science has its place in the world of operative causes - the fact still stands that religion - any religion, and certainly the Jewish religion - also says something about the nature of reality. [...] Critics of religion particularly focus on the point that religion establishes facts about things that serve as objects of science - not only regarding their meaning, which is not a subject of research, but also regarding their operative causality, and that here lies a contradiction between scientific truth and religious belief. [...] We will address the question and hint at two complementary answers. a) The Torah does not aim to reveal to us knowledge in the realm of natural reality. It is difficult for me to understand the mindset of a religious person who believes that the Divine Presence descended ten handbreadths to teach us a chapter in physics or physiology. Could it be conceived that God [...] - the God of faith - would serve as a crutch for man to recognize nature, when man is too lazy or incapable to recognize it by his own power? From this, it is clear to me that from a religious perspective, there is nothing in religion - in its principles and sources -
It contains an intention and tendency to inform people about something happening in nature, just as in nature there is nothing that testifies to the meaning and purposefulness. God did not reveal Himself in nature, but rather in the Torah, and the Torah deals with meaning and purpose and does not deal with nature. B) And if you say: But the Torah - which is the starting point of the Jewish religion - explicitly says what it says about things that are legitimate objects of natural science, for example, the story of the six days of creation! 1...] I have no initial basis to demand that the Torah should concern itself with imparting scientific knowledge to man. It tells a person what it wants to convey to him, in order to obligate him to observe it. The believing individual sees himself standing before the Torah of the Lord as a defendant, not as a plaintiff. He does not require information from the Torah, but recognizes that it is required from the Torah to "know the things" , 7. Source text: {א. המשנה בסנהדרין י, א מציינת שישנם אנשים שאין להם חלק לעולם הבא. בין האנשים הללו מוזכרים מלכים יהודים שחטאו, כמו ירבעם בן נבט, אחאב ומנשה. גם נזכרים נביאים שנתנבאו שקר, כמו צדוקיה בן כנענה, ואנשים שכפרו בתחיית המתים, כמו צדוקים וביתוסים. כמו כן, המשנה מציינת שישנם אנשים שאין להם חלק לעולם הבא, אף שהם לא חטאו באופן פרטי, אלא שהם משתייכים לקבוצות שכולן נחשבות חוטאות.}

Target text: {A. Mishnah Sanhedrin 10:1 indicates that there are people who do not have a portion in the world to come. Among these people are mentioned Jewish kings who sinned, such as Jeroboam son of Nebat, Ahab, and Manasseh. Also mentioned are prophets who prophesied falsely, like Zedekiah son of Kenaanah, and people who denied the resurrection of the dead, like the Sadducees and the Boethusians. Furthermore, the Mishnah states that there are people who do not have a portion in the world to come, even though they did not sin individually, but they belong to groups that are all considered sinful.} 1This means - to accept His service, and this refers not only to the commandments but also to everything that seems, at first glance, to be informative material.[footnoteRef:75] [75:  Leibovitz, Science, ed . 299-298.] 

According to such a view, all the details in the story of creation - its timeline and the appearance of plants, animals, and humans - were not given to provide historical, biological, physical, physiological, astronomical, geological, archaeological, or any other scientific information, but rather to obligate humans to serve God in the way that the Torah prescribes. It seems that the plain text does not convey any information whatsoever. What science has proven in every scientific subject, including its assertions on evolution, inheritance, and natural selection, is binding on everyone and there is nothing in religion and its scriptures that can undermine this.
The scientific recognition of reality does not involve any evaluation. Furthermore - it has no power at all to influence the evaluation, and the world of values - based on religion, ethics, philosophy - does not affect the scientific worldview. Scientific conclusions are imposed on man - on every individual by virtue of the objectivity of the scientific method, and there is no room here for choice or decision, which dominate the world of values. This objectivity is the greatness of the scientific method, but it is also what determines the limit of its capability.[footnoteRef:76] [76:  Ibid., p . 294.] 

[bookmark: bookmark44]Rabbi Frum's Eliezer Berkovits
Berkovits wrote similar things to Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch and Rabbi Kook, but unlike them, he did not focus on the moment of the beginning of life, but on the moment of transition from non-existence to existence. In his opinion, it is plausible.
Better that there be nothing than that there be something. Without the divine factor, there is no explanation for the question of why there is something rather than nothing, and this is the important question that scientists cannot answer. Berkovits does not take a stand on the question of how to read the creation story. Presumably, he too thought this was a metaphor for the religious principle that behind everything stands the power of the Creator who transitioned the universe from a state of non-existence to existence.
No matter how much evolution is explained, it does not explain the beginning. For the evolutionary principle to be valid, one must assume the existence of some resistant material, despite its elimination. Natural selection may indeed lead to the survival of the fittest, but only if a complete array of variations has previously existed from which the strongest can be chosen. As we go further back in time, tracing the formation of the variations on which the principle of natural selection operates, we still need to start at some point with something that was not created as a result of evolution. There can be no evolution of nothingness. Even in its most extreme form, the theory of evolution must proceed from the fundamental assumption that before any evolution, there was something in existence which, as a result of the evolutionary principle, brought about everything else. The possibility that something, anything, could be capable of evolutionary development requires no less interpretation than the possibility of a universe, complete in its fullness and glory. Only "the nothing" is self-evident. The existence of the logical "non-existence" is indeed real, and in fact, one should "anticipate" it. Existence itself, of any kind, is the real surprise. In this sense, it does not matter whether what exists is the smallest grain of something, to which the theory of evolution might reduce the universe and to which it could refer as the starting point of the universe, or the radiance of countless galaxies in the universe. In fact, the most illogical aspect of our entire endeavor is the very existence of something rather than nothing. The leap from nothingness to existence is the riddle of all riddles. In comparison to the shattering of the partition that separates the non-existent from the existent, the path from existence to all the abundance in the universe is as nothing and void. However, the creation deals precisely with the shattering of this partition. The notion that evolutionary theory could render the concept of creation redundant is more or less like saying that since the invention of the telescope, humans no longer need eyes. [...] If we now assume, for the sake of illustration, that the evolutionary principle is valid, we could say this: By establishing it as a potential possibility, God created the world in its entirety; He also created the evolutionary principle, which constitutes the mechanism of the world's realization after its creation. God, therefore, is the creator of the world, and this includes evolution; for the principle of evolution is one of the factors to which, within the framework of the creation plan, the task of actualizing the potential components was assigned.[footnoteRef:77] [77:  Berkowitz, God, pp . 58-56.] 

[bookmark: bookmark46]Forum by Shalom Rosenberg
Another thinker, in addition to Nedel, who followed Rabbi Kook was Shalom Rosenberg (1935). In his book "Following the Kuzari", he particularly emphasizes the importance of recognizing that God stands behind what happens in the world and its evolutionary development, while Darwinism ignores the guiding hand. Here are his words:
In the lexicon of a scientist, the concept of accent does not exist beyond a mere case. Yet, this is the point where the religious man must speak his piece.[...] The assumption, that what happened was accidental, is fundamentally flawed. The forces operating in the world are the messengers of the Lord. There are chemical angels, physical angels, biological angels, and perhaps there are evolutionary angels. The one appointed to investigate the angels is science. But behind these angels stands their sender, the Master of the Universe. The angels operate blindly, and therefore their actions seem random, but they are not.[...] Even the evolutionary angels used science and technology, with God's help.[...] Here lies the great debate with the proponents of the theory of evolution. Can such blind forces indeed create the world, especially the wonderful world of life as it appears before our eyes? [...] The blind forces cannot create a human unless another force, a seeing one, is hidden behind them. In other words, even if we accept the existence of evolutionary processes, this does not mean that they can explain the phenomenon of life in general and humans in particular on their own. It is possible - and this is a scientific issue, not a religious one - that evolution accurately describes what happened, but in such a case, a wise force is hidden behind these powers. [...] The theory of evolution provides scientists with the paradigm to continue investigating all the teleological functions in life, within the species itself and also in relation to other species, without uttering the "explicit name". This concept allows for the engagement in teleological explanations without admitting to it, that is, by explaining or postulating (choose whichever you prefer) that the remarkable teleological adaptation found in nature stems from a blind process of trial and error. In this matter, evolution constitutes a great blessing. Thus, evolution becomes an "alibi", a kind of code word that allows the scientist to move to another level of explanation, and to provide a complete teleological explanation for everything that happens in the world, without deriving the necessary conclusions from the existence of purposes in nature. [...] The entire theory of evolution is an attempt to escape the existence of teleological causes, because teleological causes indicate planning, and testify to the existence of a planning intellect. [...] How did the Holy One, Blessed be He, do this? This is a scientific question. One can imagine that the Holy One, blessed be He, established the possibility of change in species so that they, including humans, could adapt themselves in various ways to different climates. We do not believe only in passive adaptation by chance, but in the utilization of the elements and possibilities that the Almighty has placed in nature, for change.
And to adapt. [...] Thus, we distinguish between evolution and Darwinism. Evolution teaches the processes. This is a theory that should be debated and thoroughly examined in both its methodology and conclusions. However, Darwinism attempted to do something beyond that. He tried to provide an explanation for this theory based on randomness, struggle, death, and the survival of the few who become the most suitable. This process may be applicable to certain aspects of the living world, but we cannot generalize it and use it to explain the entire manifestation of life. Particularly, we cannot agree that this process is a random one. How do these processes occur? These are still mysteries. We firmly believe that these processes are not random, but rather, they are guided by a purposeful hand. This is the thesis that religious faith is prepared to wager on and commit to.[footnoteRef:78] [78:  Rosenberg, The Khazari, pp. 132-126.] 

Rosenberg is not adamant. Neither in the acceptance of the evolutionary theory nor in the divine intervention in the process. He believes that after examination, even a believing Jew can accept the theory, but the claim to the randomness of the process is not plausible to him, and he believes there is a guiding divine hand. It is not entirely clear from his words whether he believes that the intentional intervention is ongoing or was established at creation. However, the end of his words more subtly suggest that the Creator predetermined the potential for everything that evolved, as thought by Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch and Rabbi Kook.
[bookmark: bookmark48]Professor Jonathan Sacks
Rabbi Zakem admits that Darwinism contradicts the literal interpretation of the biblical account of creation. According to him, it is still possible to reconcile the two theories and say that Darwinism allows us to start thinking differently about creation and about planning and order in nature.[footnoteRef:79] The possible interpretation of the word 'to make' (Genesis 2:3) is 'to develop', and here we have a hint of the theory of evolution in the Torah. Darwinism enriches religion because it teaches that God delights in diversity, that God created a creative world, that all forms of life evolved from a single source, and more. The sages of blessed memory already established that "faith must adapt itself to the facts as they are known to science." This very thing stems from the belief that the God of Creation and the God of Redemption are one."[footnoteRef:80] Rabbi Kook relied on the "Midrash of the Sages which states that at the beginning of time, the Holy One, Blessed be He, 'was'". [79:  Zacks, The Partnership, pp. 229-205.]  [80:  Name, Pen 217. Here appears an expression that aligns with the foundational interpretive stance of Maimonides, and not with the separate domains that Zaks maintains throughout his book. This is a striking inconsistency. Zakem could have simply argued that the Torah does not teach sciences, as he claimed throughout his book and as Leibowitz also argued.] 

'Creator of worlds and their destroyer'[Genesis Rabbah 3:7]. [...] The idea that before our time there were other eras and extinct species should not trouble the person of faith." 30 God pre-planned the world and its laws with a Darwinian operating system. Does God occasionally intervene in the system's operation? Here, there are contradictory expressions in Zeqam's statements. On one hand, he writes: "Every system is made of laws by which its events are conducted." These laws explain how the system operates, but not why it was created or developed. Therefore, Darwinism makes a significant contribution to Abrahamic monotheism. It teaches us that God, having created the conditions suitable for the development of life, transcends life, is transcendent to them, just as He transcends the world".31 On the other hand, he writes: "God, like evolution, operates within time and through time. "People act, God responds, people react to the divine response, and so on, often in ways that are surprising and unpredictable."32 To try to reconcile these two statements, it should be understood that Zacks argues that after the creation of the world, God is a transcendent entity only in relation to nature and life, but He is in relation with the discerning humans who discovered monotheism in a burst of self-awareness about six thousand years ago - Adam and Eve. "The biblical story begins at the moment when human beings had enough self-awareness to function as deliberating, choosing, free and responsible moral agents." 33 In my opinion, this is how Rabbi Hirsch and Rabbi Kook the Younger interpret the story of creation and the story of Adam and Eve at the beginning of Genesis. The interpretation of this elder is identical to that of the Hirsch. While according to Rabbi Kook, the count of human history began when Adam and Eve were about to leave the Garden of Eden, and until their departure, the story is a metaphor for what was before man acquired understanding.34
Here, he is required to adopt the interpretive identity stance. This means that after the new interpretation of the verses, the identity between science and religion becomes clear, and all the differences that Zaks labored to detail and explain in his book disappear. See my explanations on Zacks' position on the gaps between religion and Torah and between science, philosophy, and ethics in Chemiel, Between Religion and Knowledge II, pp. 133-156.
30 Zaks, The Partnership, p. 217. Relying on this statement of the sages as an argument supporting the theory of evolution is anachronistic, and the ultra-Orthodox position uses it as I have shown above. Rabbi David Zvi Hoffmann also fully relied on it in his claim that its content is identical to Darwinism. And yet, Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch saw in this statement only a possible explanation that could fit the geological findings. In his opinion, as I have shown above, even if it turns out that Darwin was right and this statement of the Sages is purely allegorical, the theory of evolution would strengthen the belief in God several times over. See a detailed discussion on this in the book "The Duplication," pp. 285-286.
31 Zaks, Partnership, p. 226.
32  Ibid., p. 225.
33  Ibid, p. 228. Would scientists agree that indeed the intelligence of Homo sapiens is only 6000 years old?
34 Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch was not as audacious as the young Rabbi Kook. According to his interpretation of the Bible, all the events narrated at the beginning of Genesis are historical events, only the creation in six days is a metaphor in his opinion.
These arguments raise questions: Was it only in the 19th and 20th centuries, following the discoveries of Darwinism and the Big Bang, that religious people understood the biblical story to its fullest and the contradiction finally disappeared? Why does the metaphor stop here and not continue further in the stories of Genesis and Exodus? Is there any evidence that God responded to the actions or words of a human being beyond the biblical period? Wonders. It seems that we are dealing here with neo-fundamentalism. Modern Orthodox individuals make the same mistake that Maimonides made: he tried to identify the fundamental principles of Aristotelian physics with the Torah and failed miserably when this physics was no longer valid.
[bookmark: bookmark50]Rabbi Dr. Michael Abraham
In his book "God Plays with Dice," Dan Michael Abraham (1960) delves deeply into the gaps between Jewish faith and the theory of evolution. Kandel and Libowitz accept without question the scientific facts described in the neo-Darwinian theory. Like Nadel, and in contrast to Rabbis Hirsch and Kook and perhaps also Rosenberg, he is not satisfied with the claim that God implanted in the material of creation the potential for all the diversity that exists in the world today. It also engages in scientific and mathematical calculations to argue that at various stages of the evolutionary process, divine intervention was necessary to advance the processes, otherwise the time that has passed since creation would not have been sufficient for all the changes that occurred. In my opinion, Nadal and Abraham add divine miracles where they are not required. Is God's hand too short to embed in the first cell the potential needed for the evolution that has occurred from that period until today? Abraham's journey led him to the separate domains of Leibowitz, according to which science, ethics, and philosophy as understood by human intellect are separate fields of endeavor and languages of discourse from faith, Torah, and religion, and each of them is a separate part of the complete truth. Science describes what happened and how, while religion describes the reason for the events. Therefore, it is not possible to ask questions from one field about the other, and there can be no contradiction between them. In addition to Leibowitz, this position was also taken by Moses Mendelssohn and the younger S.D.L. before him, and by Rabbi Professor Jonathan Sacks after him. However, unlike Leibowitz who advocated for a complete separation, Abraham attempts to leverage the scientific thesis in order to prove God's management of the world through the process of evolution. As I have shown elsewhere,[footnoteRef:81] in my opinion, he also fails to reconcile the contradictions between ethics and philosophy and religion. Here is a representative excerpt from Abraham's words: [81:  See the following footnote.] 

Following the scientific discoveries of evolution and the Big Bang, these possibilities [that the world is ancient or created by a one-time event] have been dismissed. It is now scientifically clear that the world was created at some point in time, and gradually developed (with or without local leaps, and with or without setbacks) from the simple to the complex. Therefore, we are left with two possibilities as described above: either it was created all at once, which probably does not align with the findings of evolution and the Big Bang; or it was created in stages. And if it was created in stages, we must decide whether this was done blindly or with oversight. Ultimately, we return again to the conclusion (philosophical, not scientific) that at the base of the process there is intelligent design. Every enterprise and every gradual and sequential process has a planner, initiator, and manager [...] The conclusion that emerges from this discussion is the thesis of disconnection, which stands as the basis of non-fundamentalist creativity. This thesis proposes that scientific research is the way to discover how something happened, but the philosophical question of who created it, in other words, whether there is intelligent design or not, needs to be addressed with philosophical tools, not scientific ones. Throughout the journey, it is evident that the debate between fundamentalist creationism and neo-Darwinism is a dialogue of the deaf. Those who reject scientific research, and those who see scientific research as a substitute for religious faith, both sides together are mistaken in their dichotomous perception. In regard to the positions themselves in the debate, it seems that both are actually correct, as these two planes are not connected to each other. The most plausible scientific conclusion is that life indeed evolved through an evolutionary process, and it is based on scientific research and empirical findings. In this, the neo-Darwinists are correct. And the philosophical and meta-scientific conclusion is that there likely exists an intelligent hand that has directed and designed, and continues to direct and design this process, thus validating the creationists. This is a picture of theistic-evolutionism, or planned and supervised evolution. As we have seen, these two positions not only do not contradict each other, but they reinforce each other, and therefore there is no impediment to simultaneously adopting both of them.[footnoteRef:82] [82:  Avraham, Cubes, pp . 228-226. My Emphasis. For a comprehensive discussion of Avraham's position towards the contradictions
 Between reason and revelation and my criticism of it, see Hamiel, Between religion and knowledge 2, pp . 156-177.] 

[bookmark: bookmark52]Proposal and Summary
In my previous works, I utilized Shalom Rosenberg's model for classifying the various positions on the relationship between religion and science. Ezzyon and Schneerson stand outside this model because, in their view, science and religion contradict each other. Therefore, reason and science have no standing in the search for truth, and their conclusions are invalid. The revelations in all matters are heavenly and infallible. For our purposes here, RSR Hirsch, Rabbi Kook the Younger, Rabbi Berkovits, and Rabbi Zaks adopt the interpretive identity position, according to which there is an identity between religion and science, and if it seems that there is a contradiction between them, we must extract the biblical verses from their literal meaning and interpret them with a new explanation. This is what they do here as well, regarding the verses of creation. Gedaliah Nadel and Michael Abraham hold the same position as Rabbis Hirsch and Kook. Nadel is the first to fully accept, without objections, the findings of scientists on evolution, with Zacks and Abraham following in his footsteps. Following Rabbis Kook and Hirsch, they too challenge the conclusions of scientists from these findings, arguing that they cannot explain why all this happened, but they add to their predecessors the question of how the evolutionary process happened so quickly? According to them, not only did God initiate the process at the beginning of creation, as per the views of Rabbis Hirsch and Kook, but He also intervened occasionally when there was a need to advance the development. Leibowitz adheres to the position of completely separate domains, according to which there are two distinct parts of the great truth, each dealing with different topics and questions, and therefore there can be no contradiction between them.[footnoteRef:83] [83:  On Rosenberg's model, the various positions it contains and the improvements I made to it, see Hamiel, The Average, pp. 246-243. On Rashar Hirsch's position, see ibid., pp. 290-277. See Chamiel, The Double, pp. 282-286, on Hoffman's position. See above, note 17, for the position of the young Rabbi Kook. See above, note 36, for Michael Abraham's position.] 

The belief positions mentioned above are apologetic and eschatological. They proceed from the assumption that there can be no inherent contradiction between revelation and faith, and understanding, science, and morality. Therefore, they attempt to harmonize the two opposing poles of contradiction. This harmony is achieved in several ways: a) by rejecting the conclusions of science and reason in favor of the literal interpretation of the scriptures; b) by any interpretive, philosophical or Kabbalistic interpretation of the sacred texts in a way that aligns with the conclusions of science and reason; c) by separating the areas of concern of faith and the religious-Torah conclusions from the areas of concern of science and the rational-scientific conclusions. The first option is very difficult for the modern believer. The last two options require those who hold them to disconnect from the literal meaning of the sacred text. Perhaps there is room for the option of separation when discussing religion and science. But if we are talking about religion versus philosophy and rational morality, don't they deal with the same areas as religion? But also regarding religion and science, does the revealed religion of God have nothing to say about the world and the man He created?[footnoteRef:84] [84:  David Hartman and Rabbi S.R. expressed sharp criticism on the position of the separate fields. See Chamiael, Between Religion and Opinion A, pp. 148-149; ibid., Between Religion and Opinion B, pp. 47-48 (Section B - The Way of Duplications).] 

Those who are already familiar with my previous works know that I am a devotee of the position of dual truth or the insoluble dialectical stance, foundational to Rabbi Isaac Albalag, Rabbi
To this list, we add the late Elijah Delmedigo, the late Rabbi Kook, and Rabbi Soloveitchik.[footnoteRef:85] According to this view, the contradiction exists, but it is impossible to harmonize the conflicting passages, and there is no way to mend the rift between them in our world. The sects only unite in the presence of God or in the messianic era at the end of history. Until then, we must live with the contradiction, with two complete truths that sometimes contradict each other, a paradoxical and vital situation. The first advocates for the supremacy of revelation, the possibility of miracles in tradition, and the literal interpretation of the Torah, while the second advocates for the supremacy of science and understanding. When dealing with a theoretical matter such as evolution, one can easily choose one truth, as long as they acknowledge that there is a contradicting theoretical truth that is legitimate to choose. When there is a practical halakhic issue in which there is a contradiction between the halakha and Western morality, the choice of how to act becomes more difficult. Yet even here, the decision is personal, and it comes from an acknowledgment of the secondary truth and the possibility that you may have chosen incorrectly, and you are responsible for your choice. So too, this is how things are done in practice by the State of Israel in public domains and in legislation. [85:  On the position of the double truth and the positions of these thinkers, see Hamiel, The Average, pp. 247-246, 339-330; The above, between religion and the opinion of A; The above, the wisdom, pp . 11-41.] 

[bookmark: bookmark54]Chapter Five:
"Mitzvah made that time German exempted women" -
 The origin of the rule and its reason
[bookmark: bookmark57]Introduction
It appears that the Tannaim had an ancient tradition according to which women are exempt from 'time-bound positive commandments' such as Sukkah, Tefillin, Tzitzit, and so on. These are commandments whose fulfillment is time-bound, aimed at specific days of the year or specific hours of the day, and women are exempt from fulfilling them. This permission is not explicitly stated in the biblical text and has many exceptions. Therefore, the sages made great efforts to find a source in the text for this rule or its details, and this is expressed in their halakhic midrash. The topic is addressed in the Mishnah, the Tosefta, and both Talmuds in many instances. In continuation, they discussed the thinkers of all generations and contributed their own interpretations.
[bookmark: bookmark59]Interpretations of the Rule in the Midrash and the Talmuds
The rule is first introduced in the Mishnah in full detail:
All commandments of the son towards the father, men are obligated and women are exempt, and all commandments of the father towards the son, both men and women are obligated. And all positive commandments that are time-bound, men are obligated and women are exempt. And all positive commandments that are not time-bound, both men and women are obligated. And all negative commandments, whether time-bound or not, both men and women are obligated, except for the prohibitions of destruction, rounding the corners of the head, and becoming impure through contact with the dead.[footnoteRef:86] [86:  Mishnah, Tractate Kiddushin, Chapter 1, Mishnah 7.] 

In the Tosefta, this rule is mentioned briefly and without discussion, but for the first time examples are given for time-bound positive commandments, and a dispute is presented regarding the commandment of tzitzit:
1) The man violates a positive commandment that is time-bound, which is not the case with a woman. The man
He transgresses the prohibitions of "Do not harm," "Do not destroy," and "Do not become impure through contact with the dead," which is not the case with a woman. The man is judged as a rebellious son, but the woman is not judged as a rebellious son.2
2) What is a positive commandment that is time-bound? Such as Sukkah, Lulav, and Tefillin. What is a positive commandment that is not time-bound? Such as the laws of the mother bird and her nest, the parapet, and the fringes. Rabbi Shimon exempts women from the obligation of tzitzit because it is a positive commandment dependent on time.3
In the Mekhilta, we learn in a succinct and emphatic manner the source of the rule:
Alternatively, "so that the law of the Lord may be in your mouth" (Exodus 13:9) is to exclude women. Just as the mitzvah of tefillin, a positive time-bound commandment, women are exempt, so too, women are exempt from all positive time-bound commandments.4
In the Sifrei it is conveyed that Rabbi Shimon bar Yochai is the author of the principle:
"And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying, 'Speak to the children of Israel, and tell them to make themselves fringes'" (Numbers 15:37-38), this includes women as well. Rabbi Shimon exempts women from the obligation of tzitzit because it is a positive commandment dependent on time, from which women are exempt. This is the rule stated by Rabbi Shimon: any positive commandment that is time-bound applies to men and not to women, to those who are fit and not to those who are unfit.5
In the Jerusalem Talmud, the rule is mentioned several times, but the discussions are brief, examples are given, and explanations are provided for the many exceptions to the rule. However, there is no discussion about the origin of the rule or the reasons for its establishment. Here is an example from Tractate Berakhot that brings the Mishnah in Kiddushin and the Tosefta:
There we learned 1[in the name of our teachers]: All positive commandments that are time-bound, men are obligated to perform, and women are exempt. And all positive commandments that are not time-bound, both men and women are obligated to perform. What is a positive commandment that is time-bound, such as Sukkah, Lulav, Shofar, and Tefillin? And what is a positive commandment that is not time-bound, such as returning lost items, sending away the mother bird, building a parapet, and Tzitzit? Rabbi Shimon exempts women from the commandment of tzitzit, as it is a positive commandment dependent on time, given that a night garment is exempt from tzitzit. Rabbi Leiah said: The reason of the Rabbis is that if it was designated for him for day and night, she is obligated in tzitzit.6
In the Babylonian Talmud, the rule is mentioned dozens of times in various contexts, some of which involve debates.
2 Tosefta, Tractate Sotah, Chapter 2, Halacha 8 (Lieberman).
3 Tosefta, Tractate Kiddushin, Chapter 1, Halacha 10 (Lieberman).
4 Mekhilta de-Rabbi Shimon bar Yochai, Chapter 13.
5 Sifrei Numbers, Parashat Shelach, Section 115.
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6 Talmud Yerushalmi, Tractate Berakhot, Chapter 3, Halakha 3 (Vilna).
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Detailed and fundamental principles on it. Below is a discussion dedicated to the general rule and its exceptions, which appears several times in the Talmud:
Rabbi Yochanan said: We do not learn from general statements, even in a place where it says 'except'. When it says 'even in a place where it is said 'outside'', from this we infer that it is not referring here, so where is it referring? - It stands there: For all positive commandments that are time-bound, men are obligated and women are exempt, and for those that are not time-bound - both women and men are obligated. Is it a general rule that women are exempt from any positive commandment that is time-bound? Behold, the commandment of eating matzah is a positive commandment dependent on time - and women are obligated! Are women obligated in all positive commandments that are not time-bound? Behold, the study of Torah, procreation, and the redemption of the firstborn, are positive commandments not dependent on time - and women are exempt! But Rabbi Yochanan said: We do not learn from general principles, even in a place where it says 'except'.7
The Gemara provides examples of exceptions in both directions - commandments from which women are exempt despite not being time-bound, and those in which women are obligated despite being time-dependent. It establishes in the name of Rabbi Yochanan that it is impossible to determine a specific halacha based on any rule, even if it is stated with an 'except for'. Therefore, in our case as well, we must discuss each commandment in its own right, whether we apply the rule and exempt women or obligate them, and whether or not.
Another discussion addresses the question of why women are exempt from the commandment of dwelling in the Sukkah, an exemption established in the Mishnah of Tractate Sukkah. Is there a source for this in the verses of the Torah? Or did he rely on the principle established in Mishnah Kiddushin that dwelling in a Sukkah is a time-bound positive commandment? In Tractate Sukkah it is written as follows (Mishnah, Sukkah Chapter 2, Mishnah 8): "Women, slaves, and minors are exempt from the Sukkah." A minor who does not need his mother - is obligated in [the mitzvah of] Sukkah. It happened that the daughter-in-law of Shammai the Elder gave birth, and he broke open the roof and covered it with a canopy for the sake of the newborn.
The Gemara on this Mishnah clarifies the source of the permission:
172 1 "The Existence and Growth of Wisdom"
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From where are these matters derived? - Our Rabbis taught: 'A citizen' (Leviticus 24:42) - this refers to a citizen. 'The Citizen' - To Exclude Women. 'All' - to include minors. Mar said: 'The citizen' - to exclude women. Does the term 'citizen' imply both women and men? And it is taught: 'The citizen' (Leviticus 16:29) includes the female citizens who are obligated in affliction, thus 'citizen' implies males! - Rabbah said: They are the law, and the Rabbis have supported them with verses. Is it a reading or is it a law? Moreover, why do I need the verse, and why do I need the law? Indeed, the Sukkah is a positive commandment dependent on a specific time, and women are exempt from all positive commandments that are dependent on a specific time?! Yom Kippur - From Rav Yehuda said Rav Nafkah, as Rav Yehuda said Rav, and so was taught in the school of Rabbi Yishmael: The verse says 'man or woman' - the scripture equates woman to man for all punishments in the Torah. - Abaye said: The law is always in accordance with [the opinion that the obligation of] Sukkah [is to dwell in the Sukkah in the same manner as one lives in his house throughout the year]. And it is necessary [to state this]: You might have thought to say [that the verse]: "You shall dwell [in booths]" (Leviticus 23:42), [means] you shall dwell as you reside [in your house throughout the year]. Just as
7 Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Eruvin 27a.

7 Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Eruvin 27a.

Chapter 5: "Women are exempt from positive commandments that are time-bound" - The source of the rule and its reason 1 125 Dwelling - a man and his wife, so too Sukkah - a man and his wife, as we learn. Rava said: It is necessary, for you might have thought to derive the fifteenth from the fifteenth of the Festival of Matzot, just as there women are obligated - so too here women are obligated, it teaches us. And now that you have stated that the law is according to Sukkah, why do I need the verse? - Including the converts. You might have thought: 'The citizen in Israel' the Merciful One said, and not the converts, it teaches us. The Day of Atonement, as Rabbi Judah said in the name of Rav, is a significant matter! - We only need to add punishment. You might have thought: Since the Merciful One has excluded additional punishment from the warning, women are not obligated at all, it teaches us.[footnoteRef:87] [87:  Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Sukkah 28a.] 

The Gemara's conclusion regarding this matter is that the exemption of women from dwelling in the Sukkah is a commandment included in the 'Halacha le-Moshe mi-Sinai' that has been passed down through the generations and has no hint in the verses. 'The citizen' mentioned in the commandment of Sukkah is interpreted to include converts, thereby obligating them in the commandment of Sukkah. Moreover, despite having this rule, this law is derived from Sinai to prevent another interpretation of the verses that would exempt this commandment from the rule and obligate women.
The main Talmudic discussion on the subject takes place in a sugya in Tractate Kiddushin on the Mishnah mentioned above. The Gemara there discusses the commandment of Torah study for women, provides examples of positive commandments that are time-bound and those that are not time-bound, and also attempts to elaborate at length on what was briefly mentioned in the Mekhilta, from where do we derive this rule? The following is the discussion with abbreviations:
In this passage, the Gemara initially discusses the commandment of Torah study for women, establishing that a mother is forbidden to teach her offspring Torah and she is not obligated to study herself, and that a father is not required to teach his daughter.
To teach him Torah. From where do we derive this? As it is written: "And you shall teach them to your children." And where his father did not teach him - he is obligated to teach himself, as it is written: "And you shall learn." From where do we derive that she is not obligated? As it is written: "And you shall teach and you shall learn," anyone who is commanded to learn is also commanded to teach, and anyone who is not commanded to learn is not commanded to teach. And from where do we derive that she is not obligated to endanger her life? As it is written: "And you shall teach and learn," whoever others are commanded to teach, he is commanded to teach himself, and whoever others are not commanded to teach, he is not commanded to teach himself. And from where do we know that others are not commanded to teach her? For the verse states: "And you shall teach them to your sons" - not to your daughters.[footnoteRef:88] [88:  Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Kiddushin 29b.] 

In the continuation of the topic, examples are provided for the rule that exempts women from positive commandments that are time-bound, and a discussion develops about its origin:


Every positive commandment that is time-bound, etc. What is the positive commandment that is time-bound? Sukkah, Lulav, Shofar, Tzitzit, and Tefillin; and what is a positive commandment that is not time-bound? Mezuzah,


Railing, a lost object, and sending away the mother bird. And what is the general rule? Behold, Matzah, joy, the congregation, are time-bound positive commandments, and women are obligated! Moreover, consider the commandments of Torah study, procreation, and redeeming the firstborn son, which are not time-bound positive commandments, yet women are exempt! Rabbi Yochanan said: We do not learn from general statements, even in a case where it is said 'except', as we learned: We may mix and participate with everything, except for water and salt; and is there nothing else? And there are mushrooms and truffles! However, we do not learn from general statements, even in a case where it is said 'except'.
Positive commandments that are time-bound - women are exempt. From where do we derive this? The Gemara concludes regarding tefillin: Just as women are exempt from tefillin, so too, they are exempt from all positive commandments that are time-bound; and tefillin is derived from Torah study, just as women are exempt from Torah study, so too, they are exempt from tefillin. And we compare Tefillin to Mezuzah! The Talmud equates Tefillin with Torah study in both the first and second sections, while Tefillin is not equated with Mezuzah in the second section. And we compare the mezuzah to the study of Torah! Surely, it cannot enter your mind, for it is written: "That your days may be multiplied," do men require life, and women do not require life? And behold, Sukkah, a positive commandment dependent on time, as it is written: "You shall dwell in booths seven days," the reason the Merciful One wrote "the citizen" - to exclude women, otherwise women would be obligated! Abaye said: It is necessary, for you might have thought, since it is written: "You shall dwell in booths," "dwell" - as in permanent residence, just as in a permanent residence - a man and his wife, so too in a booth - a man and his wife. And Rava said: It is necessary, as one might have thought to derive the obligation of the fifteenth from the fifteenth of the Festival of Matzot, just as there women are obligated, so too here women are obligated, it is necessary. [...] Rava said: The people of Paphunya know the reason for this matter, and what is it? Rav Aha bar Yaakov said, the verse states: "And it shall be for a sign unto you upon your hand, and for a memorial between your eyes, that the law of the Lord may be in your mouth" [Exodus 13:15]. The entire Torah is compared to Tefillin. Just as Tefillin is a positive commandment that is time-bound, from which women are exempt, so too, women are exempt from all positive commandments that are time-bound. And from the fact that women are exempt from positive commandments that are time-bound, it can be inferred that women are obligated in positive commandments that are not time-bound.[footnoteRef:89] [89:  Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Kiddushin 33b - 35a.] 

The course of the discussion here differs somewhat from the discussion in Tractate Sukkah. Here, the Gemara does not explain that the exemption of women from dwelling in the Sukkah originates from 'Halacha le-Moshe mi-Sinai', but rather from the term 'ha-Ezrach', an explanation that is rejected in the Gemara in Sukkah. According to the discussion here, the definite article "the", as in the word "the citizen", can serve to either include or exclude, depending on the context. All the decisors align with this argument of the issue in Kiddushin and do not include the exemption of women from the Sukkah as 'a law given to Moses at Sinai'.[footnoteRef:90] However, regarding the source of the exemption for women from positive commandments that are time-bound. [90:  According to Maimonides' approach, the commandments defined as 'Halacha to Moses from Sinai' are Rabbinic and are not included in the 613 commandments, which are solely from the Torah (Maimonides, Responsa, Response 55 to Rabbi Pinchas the Judge). The ruling of Maimonides, based on the Gemara in Kiddushin and not on the Gemara in Sukkah, is significant for the matter of the Sukkah commandment for women. Since] 

The conclusion of the Gemara is based on the 'what we find' principle, supported by the analogy of the entire Torah to Tefillin, which is a positive time-bound commandment from which women are exempt. This is based on the verse "And it shall be for you a sign upon your hand and a reminder between your eyes [Tefillin], so that the Torah of the Lord may be in your mouth [the entire Torah]." The exemption of women from the obligation of tefillin is derived from the juxtaposition of the commandments of Torah study, as stated together: "And you shall teach them to your children," "And you shall bind them as a sign" (Deuteronomy 6:7-8). In the Torah study, it is explicitly written "for your sons," and as stated at the beginning of the discussion there, it is inferred from this that - not for your daughters. In other words, the exemption of women is derived from the verses of the Torah in the halakhic Midrash.
[bookmark: bookmark61]Interpretations of the Rule in Early Writings
Maimonides(1138-1204) enumerates in his Book of Commandments the 613 commandments that are obligatory according to the Torah. At the end of the count of the positive commandments, he enumerates fourteen positive commandments from which women are exempt: recitation of the Shema, Torah study, wearing the head tefillin, wearing the hand tefillin, tzitzit, writing a Torah scroll, counting the Omer, dwelling in a Sukkah, taking the Lulav, hearing the sound of the Shofar, procreation, betrothal, rejoicing during the first year of marriage, and circumcision of the son. Here are his words in Positive Commandment 11 on Torah study:
And the eleventh commandment is that we are commanded to learn the wisdom of the Torah and to teach it. And this is what is called the study of Torah. And it is said (Deuteronomy 6:7), "And you shall teach them to your children." And the language of Sifrei: "Your sons" refers to your students. And so you find everywhere that the disciples are called sons, as it is said, "And the sons of the prophets went out." And it is stated there: "And you shall teach them thoroughly" so that they may be sharp in your mouth. When a person asks you something, do not mumble to him, but tell him immediately. And this commandment has been repeated many times - "And you shall learn and do", "So that they may learn" (Parashat Vayelech). The exhortation to be diligent in this commandment and to constantly pursue it is scattered throughout many places in the Talmud. And women are not obligated in this, as they said about it (in the section "And it shall come to pass if you listen") "And you shall teach them to your sons," and they said your sons and not your daughters, as was clarified in the Gemara Kiddushin (29b, 30a).12
And he further adds on the commandment of laying tefillin:
And women are not obligated in these two commandments, as He, may He be exalted, said (at the end of Parashat Bo) to explain their obligation: "So that the Torah of the Lord may be in your mouth," and women are not obligated in Torah study. And so
The exemption of women from dwelling in the Sukkah is derived from a verse in the Torah, thus it is a Torah-level exemption, not a Rabbinic one. Moreover, Maimonides does not count it among the 'laws given to Moses at Sinai' in his introduction to the Mishnah.
12 Maimonides, Sefer HaMitzvot, Positive Commandment 11.
This is explained in the Mekhilta [Parsha 17, Section 110]. The general laws of these two commandments have already been clarified in the fourth chapter of Menachot (38a, 42a, 44a).[footnoteRef:91] [91:  Name, Commandments 12-13.] 

In his commentary on the Mishnah, Rambam discusses the principle in Tractate Kiddushin. He explains that a daughter's obligation to care for her father is subordinate to her duties to her husband, which take precedence over the commandment to honor one's father (and presumably also over several time-bound commandments). Subsequently, he elucidates the rule but qualifies its importance and general validity according to the words of Rabbi Yochanan. It is quite possible that he believed the general rule was formulated by the Sages (Rabbi Shimon), and only the specific details that were permitted are from the Torah. In addition, Maimonides details those who deviate from the majority rule. All the arguments he presents here testify, in his opinion, that for every commandment there is an oral tradition of learning from verses that specifies when women are obligated in it and when they are exempt from it.
All these and their derivatives [the father's commandments to the son] are obligatory for both sons and daughters to perform for their parents, unless the daughter is married to a man. In that case, the obligation of honor should only apply to what she can do along with the tasks that she is legally required to do for her husband, as explained in Ketubot [Chapter 5, Halacha 5]. A positive commandment that is time-bound is one whose obligation to perform is at a specific time, and not at that time, its obligation does not apply, such as the Sukkah, the Lulav, the Shofar, the Tefillin, and the Tzitzit, as their obligation is during the day and not at night, and anything similar to these. And the positive commandments that are not time-bound are those commandments that are obligatory at all times, such as the mezuzah, the parapet, and charity. And you already know that we have a general rule: "We do not learn from generalities," and they said: 'All' means 'mostly.' However, the positive commandments that women are obligated to fulfill, and those they are not obligated to fulfill in any case, have no general rule but are transmitted orally and are accepted teachings. Did you not know that eating matzah on Passover night, rejoicing during the festivals, the assembly, prayer, reading the Megillah, lighting the Hanukkah candle, lighting the Shabbat candle, and sanctifying the day, are all time-bound positive commandments, and each of them is obligatory for women as much as it is for men? So too with the commandments of procreation, Torah study, redeeming the firstborn, and the war against Amalek, each of them is a positive commandment not dependent on time, and women are not obligated in them, but all are received tradition as we have explained.[footnoteRef:92] [92:  Maimonides, Commentary, Tractate Kiddushin Chapter 1, Mishnah 7.] 

In the Mishneh Torah, Maimonides succinctly presents the rule:
Every negative commandment in the Torah obligates both men and women, except for the prohibitions of wanton destruction, rounding the corners of the head, and a priest defiling himself through contact with the dead. And every positive commandment that is time-bound and is not...
Women are generally exempt, except for the sanctification of the day, eating matzah on the nights of Passover, eating the Passover sacrifice and its slaughter, the assembly, and rejoicing, for which women are obligated.[footnoteRef:93] [93:  Maimonides, Mishnah, Laws of Idolatry, Chapter 12, Law 3.] 

Jacob Anatoli (1256-1197) in his discussion on the commandment of circumcision, provides for the first time a reason for this exemption that the Creator granted to women:
And the letter of the covenant in males. According to this, the female is to assist the male, and her desire shall be for her husband, "and he shall rule over her," to guide her in his ways and to act according to his word. And her being in this state is also a reason why she is exempt from all positive commandments that are time-bound. For if she were preoccupied with performing the commandments at their appointed times, the husband would be without help during those times, and discord would arise between them, disrupting the intended governance that is for his benefit and hers. And for this reason, that letter was sufficient for males.[footnoteRef:94] [94:  Antoli, Teacher, Parashat Lech Lecha, 15b - 16.] 

He would say, the Torah was given to the husband as a ruler over his wife, she is subject to his authority and guidance and serves as his helper. Therefore, the purpose of exempting a woman is to prevent a domestic dispute that might erupt between the couple if the woman is obligated to fulfill a certain commandment at a specific time and the husband cannot avail himself of her help.
Menachem Meiri (1310-1249) added to the discussion the assertion that women who desire to do so are permitted to fulfill time-bound commandments, despite their exemption, and he brings proofs and supports for this from the sages of blessed memory.
You already knew that women are exempt from positive commandments that are time-bound. Thus, you have learned that since the Tefillin are not worn on Shabbat and holidays, they are considered a positive commandment dependent on time. Nevertheless, if they wish to do so, the authority is in their hands, and there is no prohibition of 'do not add', for the Torah did not come to make things harder for them, but to ease. And in the Talmud Bavli it is stated that if a woman finds tefillin on Shabbat, she too may bring them in pair by pair. And it is said, "Michal, daughter of Kushi," meaning the daughter of Saul, who was referred to as such after the words of Kushi, son of Yemini, that were said about Saul, as explained in Moed Katan. And it was said about her that she used to lay tefillin. And so too regarding Jonah's wife who would make the pilgrimage and bring the appearance offering, and the sages did not protest against them. And so they said, Hagigah 17, "Women may lean on authority." Even though it is said, "Speak unto the children of Israel," implying that the sons of Israel may lay hands [on the sacrifice], but the daughters of Israel may not, this refers to the obligation. However, anyone who wishes to do so may. And this does not constitute a violation of the 'Do not add' commandment. And so, in all commandments from which women are exempt, if they wish to perform them - they do. And the same applies to all those who are exempt, such as one who gathers or smelts copper during the pilgrimage festival offering, and also one who is engaged in a mitzvah. However,
In these cases, since they are obligated in these commandments, even though some reason exempts them, when they perform it, they recite a blessing over it. However, a woman does not recite this blessing, as she cannot say "His will". And there are those who permit them even with a blessing, as we have explained in some places. Thus, the great commentators are divided in saying that since a woman is not obligated in tefillin, if she finds them on Shabbat, she does not bring them in. Since this is not her usual attire on weekdays, it is considered obligatory by law. Regarding the blowing of the shofar on a holiday, we do not prevent children from blowing, but women are certainly prevented.[footnoteRef:95] [95:  The Meiri, Beis Habechirah, Tractate Eruvin, 96a.] 

According to the Meiri, the permission for women to perform the commandments from which they are exempt applies to all commandments they are exempt from. However, in our case, women cannot recite a blessing on these commandments because they cannot say "and commanded us". There are those who dispute this view, ruling that they are also allowed to bless,[footnoteRef:96] and there are those who dispute in the opposite direction, ruling that it is forbidden for them to fulfill without a blessing.[footnoteRef:97] Additionally, the Meiri expresses his opinion on the intention of the Torah in granting this exemption to women. He explains that the permission for women to perform these commandments if they so desire is entirely reasonable, as the purpose of the exemption is to ease their burden, not to make it more stringent, and of course, they have the right to waive this leniency. The Meiri does not specify the reason for this leniency, as Anatoli does. Perhaps Anatoli's explanation somewhat confused him, or maybe he simply thought that the Torah took into consideration women whose household duties and children made it difficult for them to fulfill all the commandments, and therefore it was lenient. [96:  See for example Rashi(1105-1040), Responsa, section 68, pages80-81, where he rules that "Rabbi Yitzhak Halevi instructed that women are not prevented from making a blessing on the Sukkah and Lulav." Indeed, as we have said! Every positive commandment that is time-bound1, women are exempt1 —this is to exclude that they are not obligated. However, if they wish to bring themselves under the yoke of the commandments, they have the right to do so and no one should protest against them, for they are no worse than one who is not commanded and does [the commandment]. And since they are objects of 1m1 , it is impossible to fulfill the mitzvot without a blessing [...] and there is no blessing here to be void"; Rabi'a (1225-1140), Ha'Zari, part 2, on the tractate Megillah, number 167, et. 340-336, which rules that blessings "since a small act is a mitzvah"; A contemporary of the Mairi, Rashba (1310-1235), who ruled in his revisions to the Rosh Hashanah treatise 186-185, "that women are permitted to bless any mitzvah that the time has caused, even though they only have permission to do so in every place in the mitzvah ka business".]  [97:  'The term 'Great Commentators' in the Meiri refers to the Raavad, author of the criticisms on Maimonides and Rif.'] 

David Aboderam ( 14th century) has an explanation similar to that of Anatoli for the essence of relief. He also believed that the intention of the Torah in this leniency was to free the woman from subjugation to two authorities at once and at the same time for the sake of domestic peace, although he is less explicit in detailing the level of the woman's submissiveness to her husband. This is how he writes in the book Abodeham written in 1340:
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And all positive commandments that are not time-bound, women are obligated, except for procreation and Torah study. [...] and Torah study, as it is said, "And you shall teach them to your sons, and not to your daughters." And the time


Chapter 5: "Women are exempt from time-bound positive commandments" - The source of the rule and its reason 1 131 Women are exempt from time-bound positive commandments, as we have learned in Tractate Kiddushin from the commandment of Tefillin, which is compared to the study of Torah, as it is written, "And you shall teach them to your sons, not to your daughters." And the reason why women are exempt from positive commandments that are time-bound is because a woman is obligated to her husband to fulfill his needs. And if she was obligated in a positive commandment that is time-bound, it is possible that at the time of performing the commandment, her husband would command her to perform his commandment. And if she performs the commandments of the Creator and neglects His command, woe to her from her husband, and if she performs His command and neglects the commandments of the Creator, woe to her from her Maker. Therefore, the Creator exempted her from His commandments in order to maintain peace with her husband. And greater than this, we find that the sacred and pure Great Name is erased in water to bring peace between a man and his wife. And there are seven positive commandments that are time-bound, in which women are obligated, and these are: rejoicing, assembly, sanctification of the day, eating matzah on the nights of Passover, reading the Megillah, lighting the Hanukkah candle, and the four cups of Passover.[footnoteRef:98] [98:  Abudraham, page 10a-10b,] 

Yehuda Liwa ben Bezalel (Maharal of Prague, 1525-1609) goes in a completely different direction. As a mystic and Kabbalist, he relies on the Kabbalistic assertion regarding the inherent inferiority of women compared to men, a stance that the Kabbalists likely adopted from Aggadic views in the Talmud or from Greek philosophy on the man as 'the form' (in Kabbalah - the Sefirot Yesod and Tiferet, which are active and bestow abundance) and the woman as 'the matter' (in Kabbalah - the Sefirah Malchut, which is passive and receives abundance).


In his commentary on the Ten Commandments that were heard from the mouth of the Almighty at Mount Sinai, Maharal determines that the "bringing out from the house of slaves" (Exodus 20:2) is a liberation from material servitude and a sanctification of the people. He cites the verse "And you shall sanctify yourselves and you shall be holy" (Leviticus 20:7), which he interprets as two sanctities granted to Israel at that moment, and proposes two interpretations for the nature of these sanctities. According to the first opinion, Israel possesses the sanctity of the commandments, which is material, and the sanctity of the Torah, which is intellectual. According to the second interpretation, there is a sanctity of 'positive' commandments and a lesser sanctity of 'negative' commandments, and therefore women are obligated in all 'negative' commandments but not in all 'positive' commandments. And this is its wording in the second interpretation: There are also two sanctities that Israel has, they are negative commandments, and positive commandments. And the sanctity of positive commandments has more holiness in them than negative commandments, as we have explained elsewhere. For this reason, women are obligated in all negative commandments (Kiddushin 29a), as the reality of women tends more towards strictness. However, women are exempt from positive commandments that are time-bound (ibid). Therefore, a positive commandment overrides a negative commandment. And these are the two sanctities that Israel possesses.[footnoteRef:99] [99:  Maharal, Tiferet, Chapter 37.] 



Maharal prefers the first interpretation, but does not shy away from the Kabbalistic principle of the second interpretation, according to which women are inherently inferior to men, just as non-Jews are inferior to Jews.
[bookmark: bookmark63]New Interpretations of the Rule
In the 19th century there was a change for the better in the attitude of a large part of Jewish thinkers towards the status of women at the same time as there was a change in this issue in the general society surrounding them in Europe and the United States.[footnoteRef:100] In this context, an apologetic interpretation developed among modern thinkers regarding the generally harsh attitude of the Bible, the Sages, and medieval scholars towards women. Efforts were made to reshape and upgrade the past thought on the subject. One who strongly advocated this approach was Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch(1808-1888), the Neo-Orthodox 'Torah im Derech Eretz' proponent from Frankfurt, who apologetically asserted that according to Judaism, women are inherently superior to men in moral and intellectual aspects, and that "an extra measure of understanding" (Genesis Rabbah 2:22; Babylonian Talmud, Niddah 45b) was granted to them. They adhere to the values of the religion and its traditions more than men, and they do not need the moral and intellectual improvement that time-bound positive commandments offer to a person, and therefore the Torah exempted them from fulfilling them. In doing so, he rejects the positions of Anatoli, Avudraham from this, and Maharal and his likes from that. And here is his wording: [100:  I spoke about this in detail in the average, pp. 36-30, 438-434.] 

We have already mentioned in our commentary on verse 42, that women are exempt from the Sukkah. Sukkah is a positive time-bound commandment (Kiddushin 34a); and generally, women are exempt from these commandments. Thus, they are exempt from the commandments of tzitzit, tefillin, shofar, lulav, sukkah, re'iyah, and chagigah; exceptions to this rule include kiddush, Pesach, matzah, simcha, and hakhel. The number of exceptions is almost equal to the number of those who follow the rule. Shabbat and Passover are among the foundational commandments of Judaism, recurring from time to time; and women are obligated in them - not only from the negative perspective (prohibition of work and prohibition of leaven), but also from the positive perspective (Kiddush - "Remember" - on Shabbat, Passover sacrifice and Matzah on Passover). Even though women are exempt from the obligation of appearance and celebration during the pilgrimage festivals, they are required to participate in the pilgrimage - through the peace offerings of rejoicing (see Tosafot Kiddushin 34b, s.v. woman) and through the once-in-seven-years public Torah reading; it follows that the exemption of women from other positive time-bound commandments cannot be based on their inferiority; as if the Torah assumes, they are not fit to fulfill these commandments. But it seems to us, it is very likely to say this: The Torah did not obligate women in these commandments, because they do not need them. Indeed, this is the essence of time-bound positive commandments: they express truths, thoughts,
Principles and decisions are made through symbolic actions; and these values are renewed from chapter to chapter, so that we may return them to our hearts and implement them in our actions. The Torah assumes that a woman has an extra adherence and a passionate loyalty to her destiny; and the trials prepared for her in the realm of her destiny - little danger is reflected from them; therefore, there was no need to impose on her all the commandments that are incumbent on a man; for a man needs repeated encouragement for loyalty in fulfilling his destiny; and there is a need to repeatedly warn him against any laxity in fulfilling his role. And so you find also with circumcision, which is the constitutive commandment of the Jewish people: God did not see fit to secure His covenant - in the place of circumcision - through another eternal symbol also within the circle of women. So too, you find in the giving of the Torah (Exodus 19:3): God turned first to the women and built upon their faithfulness and dedication; and this fact was preserved in the national consciousness and passed down from generation to generation: in all the wanderings and declines of our people, it was in the merit of righteous women that Israel deserved redemption (see Sotah 11b); they who preserved and nurtured the seed of revival. - The exemption of women from the obligation of pilgrimage and celebration is likely explained in a different way: the public national representation of the Torah - which summons the nation to the Temple - is primarily and foremost a man's role.[footnoteRef:101] [101:  Hirsch, Commentary, Leviticus 23:43.] 

Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch's position is faithful to the stance of the Geonim, Rabad, and Ramban (as he understood them),[footnoteRef:102] according to which most of the laws in the Mishnah and Talmud were given at the revelation at Sinai, except for those explicitly stated to be of Rabbinic origin. Therefore, the exemption of women is from the Torah itself, but this does not stem from their inferiority, but rather, from their superiority. [102:  On this position, see Hamiel, The Average, pp . 125-121,119.] 

Baruch Halevi Epstein (1860-1941) of Pinsk was also influenced by the changing attitudes towards women in Europe. It is clear that he did not agree with Maharal and it is likely that he also disagreed with Hirsch, but it turns out that he also did not derive satisfaction from the positions presented by Isaiah di Trani (Tosafot Rid), Jacob Anatoli (Melemed Hatalmidim), Yom-Tov Ashbili (Hiddushei Haritba) and David Abudraham. In their opinion, he writes, women are subjugated to their husbands and their time is not their own, therefore, the Torah exempts them from commandments whose fulfillment is tied to time. It seems that a woman's servitude to her husband was no longer customary, and therefore Epstein says that this explanation seems to him like an innovation of these authors and not according to the simple interpretation, and he presents several halakhic difficulties that arise from it. On the other hand, the explanation they provide successfully resolves other halakhic difficulties. The solution that Epstein proposes in the end is not at all convincing and seems like an evasion of a dead-end path.
The reason for the exemption from Tefillin will be explained shortly, as we interpret "so that the Torah of the Lord may be in your mouth" to mean that those who are obligated in Talmud Torah [study of Torah] are included. This excludes women, who are exempt from Talmud Torah, as it is written "and you shall teach them to your sons," and we interpret this to mean "and not to your daughters." See the following section, letter 46. The reason women are exempt from positive commandments that are time-bound is written in Tosafot Rid, Chiddushei Ritva, and Abudraham, page 9a, regarding the blessing of the commandments. In the book "Instructing the Students", chapter "Go", it is brought in "Everything in Him" section 173: Because women do not have control over their time and are not autonomous, as they are subservient to their husband, therefore it is impossible to obligate them in a time-bound commandment, as perhaps at that time they will be under their husband's command. And this is a very novel reasoning, and in my humble opinion, it is not so straightforward. According to this, single women, widows, and divorcees would be obligated in positive commandments that are time-bound. It is not appropriate to say that since women are generally exempt, there is no further distinction. Indeed, in this manner, they said in Kiddushin 30b regarding the honor of a father, that women are exempt because their husbands have authority over them. And it is explicitly explained there that if she is widowed or divorced, she is obligated to honor. And so too in our case under discussion. And we have never heard such a claim before. And even if this is the reasoning, the Gemara did not need to derive [learn] her exemption from prayer, just as with honoring one's father! Yet even so, it is not clear according to this from what almost all the early authorities wrote, that if women want to be stringent upon themselves to obligate in time-bound positive commandments, there is no issue of 'do not add' here. What relevance does this have to those who wish to be stringent? After all, they are not in a position to be stringent in this matter since they do not have control over their time! And it is more appropriate to say 1 that it is for them - they had for the decisors to innovate, they saw in their ascent they give them permission to fulfill the commandment that the time-bound - obligatory!
On the one hand, this reasoning seems very valuable in explaining the principle of Gezerah Shavah1 that appears everywhere in the Talmud: every commandment that a woman is obligated to fulfill, a slave is also obligated to fulfill, and every commandment that a woman is not obligated to fulfill, a slave is not obligated to fulfill, as it is learned from the word "her" "her" from woman.

1 Gezerah Shavah is a method of biblical interpretation where the same words or phrases in different contexts are used to expand or limit the law. In the case of a wife, it is written "and he shall write her a bill of divorcement" and in the case of a maidservant, it is written (in the portion of Kedoshim) "or he did not grant her freedom" 1 [see Tractate Hagigah, page 1]. And behold, it is not clear what the reason is for this Rabbinic decree in relation to the exemption from the commandment of study in the case of a male and female slave. However, according to the aforementioned reasoning that the reason for a woman's exemption from positive time-bound commandments is because her time is not her own as she is subservient to her husband - this explanation is very desirable and widely accepted. For, a slave and a maidservant also do not have control over their time because they are subservient to their masters, and consequently, it is logical that they should be exempt. And the Sages based this on the similar expressions "to her" "to her" that are written in the exemption of their labor, in a woman with a divorce document, and in a maidservant with a manumission document. This reasoning also resolves the question posed by the 'Beit Yosef' at the beginning of Tractate Chagigah, where he asks: what proof is there that a slave is exempt from the commandment of appearing before the Lord, just because the Gemara exempts a maidservant? After all, the verse "or he did not grant her freedom" is written about a maidservant, so perhaps a male slave is obligated like all the males of Israel? However, according to the aforementioned reasoning, things become clear. One reason to exempt a slave and maidservant is because their labor is time-bound, and only the Geonim of Sura held onto the maidservant due to the similarity of the term "to her" as written regarding the maidservant, and this requires precise examination. However, this is certainly not
To challenge this reasoning, why would a Hebrew slave be obligated in all commandments when his time is also subjugated to his master? This is because, even so, his body is not owned as a woman's or a Canaanite slave's is, and every day he can achieve freedom through the payment of money. And therefore, on this condition, he hired himself, to be obligated in commandments. And what they said in Kiddushin 22b, "A Hebrew slave, his body is acquired,"1 is only in regard to him being permitted to a Canaanite maidservant, as Ritva explains there. It seems, in general, to explain the reasoning of the aforementioned early scholars, that it comes to explain the decree of the scripture, but it is not fundamental and the foundation of the main law is not built upon it. With this, everything is clarified, and there is no need to elaborate further.[footnoteRef:103] [103:  Epstein, Tamima, Exodus 13:9, note 42 on the Babylonian Talmud, Kiddushin 35a, which compares the entire Torah to Tefillin.] 

The one who made a complete change in the entire course of ruling that preceded him, was the Italian sage Shmuel David Luzzato (SDL, 1800-1865). Contrary to Hirsch, his position is similar to that of Maimonides, according to which most of the laws in the Mishnah and Talmud are Rabbinic, except for those included in the thirteen hermeneutical principles by which the Torah is interpreted and explicitly written as being from the Torah. These are innovative and elaborate works of the Sages, the true geniuses, which were expounded according to the needs of the nation at their time, and all their rulings are obligatory.[footnoteRef:104] As I have shown above, Maimonides believed that the general rule regarding time-bound positive commandments was formulated by the sages and is not from Sinai. However, unlike the opinion of some, he thought that the specific exemptions are from the Torah, and he included them in his Book of Commandments. Conversely, the Shadal determines that our rule regarding its specifics is not from the Torah, but rather a decree of the Sages from the time of the Tannaim, made for the purpose of easing the burden on women whose husbands dominated them, as this phenomenon became more prevalent during this period. In his opinion, according to the Torah, there is complete equality between adult men and women (and not superiority or inferiority of the woman). The Torah indeed speaks in the masculine language, but it also refers to females. Therefore, it is plausible that "and you shall teach them to your sons" also refers to 'your daughters', and that "and you shall teach them to your children" also refers to 'your daughters', just as "you shall not murder", "you shall not steal", and "honor your father and mother" also apply to women, even though they are phrased in the masculine form. He substantiates his position with the help of the fourth commandment in the Ten Commandments: [104:  See about this position of the SDF in Hamiel, the double, pp . 94-114. For Rambam's position on the subject, see Hamiel, the average, pp . 121-119 and note 12 above.] 

"You shall not do any work: This undoubtedly includes both men and women." For in the case of minors, it mentions your son and your daughter, and in the case of slaves, your male and female slave, thus the woman is equal to the man, and she is under her own authority just like her husband; if the woman was subjugated to her husband like a maidservant, it would be necessary to caution the man about her rest, just as he was cautioned about the rest of his children and slaves, because they are not.
In their own right; and so with every commandment in the Torah, the text speaks in masculine language, and the woman is also included. And our sages of blessed memory (Berakhot 20:) exempted her from positive commandments that are time-bound, it seems that in their days the status of women changed and men imposed their world upon them.[footnoteRef:105] [105:  Shadal, commentary, Exodus 20:10.] 

In these words, Rashi approached the Meiri's opinion regarding the reason for the exemptions, but according to the Meiri, this leniency is from the Torah, whereas according to Rashi, its source is in a decree of the Sages. Avudraham disagrees with the aforementioned opinion on another point. According to Avudraham, the leniency stems from the will of the Torah giver who subjugated the woman to her husband's needs, in order to enable her to fulfill his will without falling into a conflict of interests. In contrast, S.D.L. believed that the Torah's giver established equality between husband and wife, and the contradiction arose as a result of the world's custom of the surrounding culture to subjugate women for the needs of men and the household, and the sages eased their situation due to their difficult circumstances. Did Shadal himself consider that according to his approach, the laws that subjugate women to their husbands were also enacted by the Sages, and if so, they essentially reinforced the problem they tried to solve through the leniency they established?
In my humble opinion, even Shadal's position is somewhat apologetic. One could agree with him that most of the laws in the Mishnah and Talmud are enactments of our early sages, which the Sages of Blessed Memory anchored in verses, and new enactments of the Sages of Blessed Memory themselves, which they also anchored in verses. But in my opinion, it is impossible to avoid the conclusion that not everything in the Torah is egalitarian. There are two voices in the Torah. The egalitarian voice of Genesis 1 - "Male and female He created them [...] and He called their name Adam", and the voice expressing the woman's subordination to the man in Genesis 2-3 - "and he shall rule over you". Many of the enactments of the Sages, which place women in a subordinate position in a variety of situations where they are subject to their husbands, rely on the second voice, as do statements that diminish them. For example: "They are light-minded" (Babylonian Talmud, Shabbat 33b); "A woman's wisdom is only in the spindle" (Babylonian Talmud, Yoma 66b); "They are gossipy, noisy, jealous, and lazy" (Devarim Rabbah, Chapter 6); and "They are witch-like" (Babylonian Talmud, Pesachim 110b). Nevertheless, I agree with S.D.L's reasoning that aside from commandments that are imposed only on women or only on men due to their gendered nature, the commandments in the Torah are intended for both men and women alike. Nevertheless, only Rashi believes that it is possible to return to this biblical equality. On the one hand, to nullify the laws that enslave women, which the sages have established, and on the other hand, to obligate women to fulfill even the commandments from which the sages have exempted them. Such a thing is possible if a suitable court is found to make such changes. Shadal himself thought that the matter did not appear on the horizon at that time, as the religious reformers of his time were not suitable at all. Another unasked question is whether women would even agree to this?
Ben Zion Meir Hai Uziel(1880-1953), who was the Sephardic Chief Rabbi of Israel, was likely the first in modern times to detail the reasoning that the Meiri and Shadal only hinted at. He ostensibly relies on Avudraham, yet completely diverges from him due to changes in times and culture. According to Uziel, the subjugation is not to the husband, but to the household chores imposed on the woman. For the first time, the apologetic stance relies on the nature of the woman. She is occupied by her nature and therefore she is like one engaged in a commandment who is exempt from another commandment, and certainly she is not inferior to men.
It seems to me that the reason for their exemption is because, by their nature and the essence of their role in life, they are bound by time in managing the household and raising and caring for the children, and time is not at their disposal. This can be further substantiated by the words of Tosafot Rid and Abudraham. For these reasons, it seems that women are included in the general category of the House of Israel in terms of all commandments, except that the Torah exempts them from the law of being occupied with a commandment due to its burdensome nature.[footnoteRef:106] [106:  Uziel, Laws, Part 4, General Responses, Section 4.] 

The ultra-orthodox educationist Eliyahu Ki-Tov (1912-1976) also briefly raises the point that the Meiri alluded to and Uziel wrote about. He too interprets the rule in an apologetic manner as a rule that testifies to the woman's merit, whose important roles in managing the household exempt her, but he does not go to the extremes of Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch.
Even the woman, since she was equated to the man in all the commandments of the Torah and then was exempted from a portion of the time-bound commandments - this exemption is a merit for her. It serves to testify how important are the unique roles she is burdened with, to the extent that they push aside many physical commandments written in the Torah.[footnoteRef:107] [107:  For it is good, a man and his house, Chapter 8.] 

The esteemed ultra-Orthodox American halakhic authority, Moshe Feinstein(1895-1986), also elaborates, in greater detail, on the leniency of the Torah towards women that the Meiri hinted at, in addition to hidden reasons known, in his words, only to the Creator of the commandment. He too is influenced by the surrounding non-Jewish culture and by Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch's apologetic statements regarding the superiority of women (although he does not adopt his explanation). He emphasizes that the nature of women, as determined by the Creator, is suited for raising children, and he also underscores their equal sanctity to that of men and the superiority of women over men in many areas:
And apart from the reasons of the Torah that are unknown to ordinary people, even to scholars... There are also reasons that are apparent to all. Since most women in the world are not wealthy, and they are tasked with raising children, which is the most important work for the continuation of society.
And to the Torah. And so, the Almighty created in nature every species of animal such that the females raise the offspring, and He did not exclude the human species from this rule, in that the nature of women is more capable for raising children. In this regard, it was made easier for them by not obligating them in the study of Torah, and in the positive commandments that are time-bound... This is not because women are lesser in the level of holiness than men, for in terms of holiness, they are equal to men. [...] The obligation of respect is incumbent upon the husband towards his wife and upon the wife towards her husband, without any distinction. And many of the women who were prophets have all the laws of a prophet that apply to men. And in many respects, they were praised, both in the Scriptures and in the words of the Sages, even more than men.[footnoteRef:108] [108:  Feinstein, Letters, Part 4, Section 49.] 

Eliezer Melamed (1961) also details the apologetic aspects of RSR Hirsch, Uziel, Ki-Tov, and Feinstein. In his explanation, he indeed mentions Avodraham, but refrains from mentioning the subjugation of women to their husbands, which is at the heart of Avodraham's explanation, and this for understandable reasons.
The Reason Women Are Exempt from Positive Time-Bound Commandments
The simple and accepted reason for women being exempt from time-bound positive commandments is so that they can fulfill their role in building the family home. A great responsibility rests on the women, to build and maintain the family, upon which our personal and national future is based. This responsibility stems from their nature of being born and nursing; and also from their feminine and maternal character, which possesses qualities suitable for building and nurturing the family. Often, the responsibility for managing the household and raising and educating the children requires dedication that lasts all hours of the day and night. If women are also burdened with the responsibility of fulfilling time-bound commandments, which require a person to interrupt their regular activities to perform them, they will not be able to properly care for their families (according to Abudraham and Sefer Hasidim 293). This can also explain the reason why women are exempt from the commandment of Torah study. Studying the Torah requires great dedication, both in youth when acquiring the foundations of learning, and subsequently throughout life by dedicating hours each day to the study of the Torah. And if women were obligated in the study of Torah, they would not be able to devote themselves to family building. While it is clear that women also need to live according to the guidance of the Torah, they are not obligated to study Torah in a scholarly and meticulous manner for the sake of theoretical depth. In this way, the constant tension that accompanies men, who are commanded to dedicate themselves to continuous advancement in understanding the Torah, is removed from women. From this, we can understand the immense value of the family, for the sake of whose nurturing, the Torah exempted women from the commandments of Torah study and from positive time-bound commandments.
It should be added that the very law exempting women from the commandment of Torah study and from time-bound commandments implies that by their very nature, they are less in need of these commandments, and even without them, they can achieve their personal perfection (as will be explained later in Halacha 5, and see Yalkut Shimoni on Samuel 2). According to this, it can be understood that even a woman who does not bear a familial obligation is exempt from these commandments.[footnoteRef:109] [109:  Women's Prayer, Chapter 3, Law 2.] 

The Western culture of the 19th century did not make any impression on the important Kabbalah judge Yosef Chaim Makgadad (Ben Ish Chai, 1834-1909), who continued the position of the Maharal - according to Eliyahu HaCohen's (1659-1729) Midrash Talpiot book - and even The officer scolded her harshly. Without delving into the question of the authenticity of this book or the affiliation of its author, Eliyahu HaKohen, to the Sabbatean movement, it is sufficient for us that Yosef Chaim saw it as a legitimate source and agreed with its explanation of the general statement. It is true that such legendary misogynist positions are found among Sages and among Kabbalists, but is it appropriate to adopt them in the 19th century to explain the halachic rule? Here are his words on the subject:
And furthermore, [Midrash Tosefta] states, "To the more you shall give the more inheritance, and to the fewer you shall give the less inheritance; every man's inheritance shall be in the place where his lot falls; according to the tribes of your fathers you shall inherit." [Numbers 26:53] It seems to me, with the help of Heaven, that every person has a disease in his soul and body, which is the impurity of the serpent. However, one who is, that is to say, arrogant and haughty, his inheritance, that is the impurity of the serpent, from the language of "your affliction," will increase. And one who is small in his own eyes, that is to say, humble and lowly, naturally his inheritance, that is the disease of impurity, will decrease. And he further innovated, "A man according to his commandments shall give his inheritance" [Numbers], "his commandments" are the commandments he was commanded. And indeed, we find that a man is commanded in more mitzvot than a woman. For every positive commandment [Mitzvot Aseh] Women are exempt due to the constraints of time. Therefore, the impurity of the serpent is greater in a woman than in a man. As the Gaon Chida (Chaim Joseph David Azulai) of blessed memory said in the name of our teacher Rabbi Chaim Vital of blessed memory in his commentary on Tractate Niddah - the reason everyone rejoices at the birth of a male, even the angels, and everyone is saddened at the birth of a female, is because the impurity is greater in a female than in a male, as explained there. Therefore, the slave, even though he is male, has impurity in the impurity of the woman, because he too is not obligated in positive commandments that are time-bound, and this is what is meant 1by the verse "Each man according to his census", meaning according to the majority of commandments he has, "shall give his inheritance", in the language of illness, which is the impurity of the serpent from the time it was created. Our Sages of Blessed Memory [DARZ"L] said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, decrees over this semen drop, this one will be male and this one will be female, for He knows that in that drop there is a greater portion of impurity, or He decrees over it that it will be female. And if
The small portion of her impurity decrees that she will bear a male, as the commandments found in a man are a sign of the impurity within him, whether it is small or great.[footnoteRef:110] [110:  Son of Man Alive, Second Year, Portion of Pinchas.] 

I have nothing to add to these matters, which are formed to the modern ear.
[bookmark: bookmark65]The General Discussion in Research
Samuel, Hannah, and Zev Sefrai examined the rule within the framework of their comprehensive research and their commentary on the Mishnah. Their conclusions were summarized in a commentary on Tractate Kiddushin, which was recently published in a digital edition.
It seems that initially, the exemptions and obligations for women were determined individually in relation to each commandment. The determination arose from social circumstances, the understanding of the verses in the Bible, or a combination of both. At a certain stage, an attempt was made to formulate a general rule and the wording of the rule in our Mishnah. It is possible that this was done by Rabbi Shimon, in the second century of the Sefira. This rule, which began as a descriptive principle, sometimes served as a constitutive rule. Thus, in the example of tzitzit: it is possible that in the early stages, women were considered obligated in tzitzit, but the application of the general rule shifted the halacha from obligation to exemption. However, this rule often did not impact existing laws, and many commandments remained in contradiction to this principle. All these questions led Sefrai to the conclusion that the rule did not create the law. The Halacha was formed from a series of punctuated rulings. In the second stage, a general version is formulated in the study house that expresses most cases, but this is not a rule that forms law, rather it summarizes an existing situation. In the third stage, in the Talmuds, the rule is perceived as a formative principle, and the Talmuds rationalize deviations from the rule with various justifications. It is evident that these are not a priori, but are merely rationalizations of the Mishnah. Therefore, we proposed that each matter was decided on its own merits, and the rule is a later summary, a kind of sign rather than a rule that forms law. Although in the subsequent stages it seemingly becomes a principle that shapes other laws.[footnoteRef:111] [111:  Sifra, Land of Israel, pen 175. See ibid. 175-171. In footnote number 167 there, the authors note that even Maimonides' opinion was not comfortable with such generalizations, as can be inferred from his commentary on the Mishnah in Kiddushin, which I have brought above. I am grateful to my friend Reuven Kampaigno who directed me to this source. For further exploration of Rambam's method, see Fixler, "Women," pp. 41-53. On Rabbi Yochanan's words see also Fish, Hochma, pp . 86-85. According to Fish, Rabbi Yochanan held the same view as Rabbi Joshua ben Hananiah, and contrary to the traditionalist Rabbi Eliezer Horcanus, that the philosophical, ethical, and scientific discourse in the world of the sages was aware of the inability of understanding to reach absolute truth. Furthermore, it was open (except for halakhic decisions) and encouraged refutations (as in the Popperian model).] 

The authors do not specify which social circumstances are being referred to. In an earlier article, Shmuel Safrai elaborates further on these social circumstances during the Tannaitic period:
It is reasonable to assume that we are witnessing a historical process in the evolution of the Torah's inheritance among the people. There was a perception that women were partners in receiving the Torah, just as they were partners in the days of Ezra the Scribe. However, in the practical reality of life, it was almost impossible to obligate women to perform all the positive commandments, especially those that were dependent on a specific day and time in the calendar and leaving the house. When we consider the harsh conditions of a woman's life and the brevity of her lifespan, when we examine the extent of a woman's dependence on her home, her household management, her housework, and her care for her children, and when we realize that a woman did not always live beyond her childbearing years and the raising of her children, we understand clearly why women were exempted from the obligation to study Torah and other commandments that were tied to specific times and conditions that were difficult to fulfill. The rule that women are exempt from positive commandments that are time-bound should not be seen as stemming from the scripture or from specific theories of a fundamental analytical distinction in the woman's status in the fulfillment of commandments, but rather as a kind of practical halakhic summary. Therefore, there are commandments that, even though they are time-bound positive commandments, such as Matzah, rejoicing (during pilgrimage festivals), and the gathering once every seven years, women were obligated in them. Matzah - Women are obligated in this, presumably due to the significant meaning of the Passover celebration and the participation of all family members in commemorating the Exodus from Egypt. Not every year did they make the pilgrimage, but when they did, the women participated. Women are not obligated to bring the pilgrimage offering, as it is stated in the Torah "Three times a year all your males shall appear", a commandment primarily interpreted as the obligation to bring the pilgrimage offering during the pilgrimage festival, but they are obligated to rejoice. In the assembly, the woman is obligated, as the matter is explicitly stated in the Torah: "Assemble the people, the men and the women" (Deuteronomy 31:12), and after all, this is a gathering that occurs only once every seven years. In contrast, according to some scholars, a woman is not obligated to study Torah. This view is prevalent in Talmudic literature, as we have seen. It is difficult to envision the reality of a woman's participation in Torah study that involved leaving the house, whether for a short hour, long hours, or even multiple days, and it was already hard to imagine a daughter's attendance at school, at least not for an extended period.34
In order to enable progress and better new hypotheses. Therefore, the rules are not obligatory, but rather each detail requires individual examination.
34 Safrai, "Tannaim".
[bookmark: bookmark67]The final portion of the Mishnah in Tractate Sanhedrin addresses the four forms of capital punishment. Amid the discourse on these forms of execution, prior to the enumeration of those to be strangled and the discussion of the specifics of this list, there is a section that pertains to groups and individuals who will not partake in the world to come. The positioning of this section, its midrashic character, the nature of the mentioned groups and individuals, and their comparison to analogous lists in the Midrash Seder Olam and the Tosefta, provoke a number of queries. 

The distinctiveness of 'Perek Heleq' in the Mishnah, particularly its deviation from the codificatory style typical of most of the Mishnah, offers a rich basis for research in various areas of study. These encompass textual research and the stages of the Mishnah's redaction; the mutual relationships between the Tannaic works; the timing of the establishment of several principles of the Jewish faith (such as resurrection of the dead and the world to come); the historical context that served as the foundation for defining the groups of sinners who will not partake in the world to come; and the symbolism in the list of biblical kings, laypeople, and biblical groups of sinners who were excluded from future reward.
154 1 "The Existence and Growth of Wisdom"

Chapter 5: "Women are exempt from positive commandments that are time-bound" - The source of the rule and its reason 1 153

Most early commentators on the general rule formulated by the Sages believed that it was divinely ordained, and its reason is the woman's halakhic subordination to her husband or that her domestic duties do not allow her to devote time to the fulfillment of commandments tied to a specific time. The Kabbalists and mystics believed that the inferiority of women is inherent in nature. In the modern era, a shift occurred due to the improvement in the status of women in society that surrounded the Jews. Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch believed that already from the Torah, which established the rule, the woman in Judaism is elevated above the man and therefore she does not need these commandments, and that the Dalai Lama believed that from the Torah her status is equal to the status of the man and only social changes in the time of the sages led them to legislate the exemption for women. The judges in the 20th century are mostly apologetics, similar to Rasher Hirsch. The contemporary researcher Sefrai believes, and I concur with his view, that the rule was indeed established by the sages for technical reasons, and that individual exemptions preceded the rule, which were also not from the Torah. The motivation for their legislation by the sages was practical social circumstances, not a principled and ideological motive about the status of women in Judaism and the fulfillment of commandments, or a motive derived from the interpretation of the verses. This is not about the Creator tailoring the roles of women to their nature, or their character being inferior or superior to that of men. Safrai's claim is that the imposition of certain commandments on women proved to be impractical in everyday life because they were unable to devote themselves to it. Aside from the distinction he makes between three stages in the development of exemptions (which may have originated with Maimonides), his position is somewhat similar to that of S.D. Luzzatto on the subject.


Chapter 6:
"The Torah speaks only against the Evil Inclination": Did the Torah permit the first act of intercourse in the battlefield with a beautiful woman? {The updated version}[footnoteRef:112] [112:  In Part A of this book, I presented an initial version of this chapter. I am grateful to my learned friend, Dr. Daniel Malach, who read it and made important comments.] 

[bookmark: bookmark69]Introduction
My short answer to the question in the title is no!!! The long version - here it is before you:
The portion of Ki Teitzei in the Book of Deuteronomy is abundant in commandments and according to the Book of Education, it contains twenty-seven 'positive' commandments and forty-seven 'negative' commandments. The beginning of the section deals with the laws of war captivity.
In recent years, the media has been flooded with claims that the Torah, within the framework of its guidelines on the laws of captivity, supposedly permits an Israeli soldier to rape enemy women in the heat of war. The Chief Military Rabbi of the IDF, Eyal Karim, gave a particularly compelling reason for this, years before his appointment: "Considering the difficulties of the soldiers and since the success of the collective in war is before our eyes, the Torah permitted the individual to satisfy the evil inclination under conditions it allowed, for the success of the collective."[footnoteRef:113] In other words, it is permissible to bend the personal morality of the soldier, weakened in times of war, for the sake of Israel's victory in battle. On this topic, Prof. Yitzhak Brand wrote an article titled "The Scripture Speaks Against the Evil Inclination," and I rely on it in my discussion here.[footnoteRef:114] According to Brand, based on the biblical and Tannaic law, and according to Rabbi Yochanan in the Jerusalem Talmud and the biblical commentators following him, the Torah does not permit in the discussed section to force the informant at all during the war, as I will also show later. [113:  "Handsome," "Good-looking."]  [114:  Brand, "The Evil Inclination".] 

In ancient times, other nations indeed viewed the women of the defeated side as part of the spoils, as property that could be used for labor or sexual purposes. In relation to the people of Israel, sexual relations with captives are a more complex issue, for two reasons: a religious-national reason and a social-ethical reason. To elaborate further: a) In the national-religious tendency of the Torah to separate Israel from the rest of the corrupt nations, due to the moral danger involved, there is a central role for the prohibition on sexual relations with non-Jews (the prohibition is not valid under certain conditions set out in the Torah, which I will address shortly); b) Relative to what was accepted at the time, the Torah shows considerable consideration for captives. This is because it upholds higher standards of social morality and support for the weak, both Israelis and non-Israelis, as seen repeatedly in its treatment of converts (strangers), orphans, widows, and Hebrew and foreign slaves. Therefore, the Torah - which to a certain extent accepts the customs prevalent at the time of its giving - refines the customs of the nations, and allows us to see captives as less of labor but not less of gender.
[bookmark: bookmark71]The Biblical Halacha
In the text before us, the Torah deals with the case of a beautiful captive woman whom the Israelite man desires. And so it is written in Deuteronomy, Chapter 2:
(10) When you go out to war against your enemies, and the LORD your God delivers them into your hand, and you take them captive, (11) and you see among the captives a woman of beautiful form, and you desire her and would take her for your wife, (12) then you shall bring her home to your house, and she shall shave her head and trim her nails.
(13) And she shall remove the garment of her captivity from upon her, and shall remain in your house, and bewail her father and her mother a full month; and after that you shall go in unto her, and be her husband, and she shall be your wife.
(14) And if you have no delight in her, then you shall let her go where she wills; but you shall not sell her at all for money, you shall not make merchandise of her, because you have humbled her.
Brand believes that the biblical law is very straightforward. In the paragraph, it states as follows: When the people of Israel go out in the future to a discretionary war and succeed, with God's help, in conquering enemy territories (not Canaanites) and their settlements, they will gather at the end of the battles the spoils and captives to a prisoner camp in order to distribute them or sell them. The Torah acknowledges the possibility that a beautiful non-Jewish captive woman in the prisoner camp might ignite the imagination of a soldier returning from war at its end, or any other citizen, and he would desire to take her (i.e., to purchase her) from the captive and make her his wife, and to fulfill his obligations with her.
Personal Relationships.[footnoteRef:115] In order to fulfill his desire to bring her into his home, and subsequently, the Torah mandates a period of time - a full month - of restraint and mourning without marital relations, during which the woman will reside in the future husband's home. During this period, the woman can separate from her previous world without pressure, mourn her disconnection from her family, and prepare for the new situation. In addition, she must perform certain treatments on her nails, hair, and clothes. Upon her return, he will have the opportunity to examine whether he continues to feel a lasting love for her, or if it was a fleeting passion. Only at the end of the month will the Israeli man be legally allowed to marry the captive woman, even without her consent, and to have marital relations with her for the first time (first intercourse), thereby incorporating her into the people of Israel. The Torah anticipates that these marriages may not withstand a long period of time. Generally, the woman will not desire the man nor reciprocate his love, or she will not succeed in integrating into the new family and society, or the man will reject her after the marriage is consummated. The Torah mandates that in the event of a failed marriage, the woman - as compensation for the suffering (non-consensual sexual relations) and pain she has endured - is entitled to a divorce via a bill of severance (get), as is customary for an Israelite's wife, and to liberation with full rights. After he has married her, the man is not permitted, following the divorce, to treat her as his property, to turn her into a domestic servant in his house, or to sell her into slavery. This is because, even though the marriage and consummation were forced and the woman did not willingly join the people of Israel, she is now his Hebrew divorcee in every respect, with all the obligations and rights of a daughter of Israel. [115:  Another possibility for interpreting verse 11 is: If you desire the captive woman, you are not to treat her with disregard, but rather, you are obligated to take her as a wife through a detailed process.] 

[bookmark: bookmark73]The Tannaitic Halacha
According to Brand's findings, the Tannaitic law fully adopted the biblical law, with the Tannaim only adding the imposition of conversion (immersion) on the husband by force.[footnoteRef:116] This is precisely how the Tannaim ruled in their halakhic Midrashim on this text - in the Sifrei Devarim, in the Midrash Tannaim, and in the Baraita brought in the Babylonian Talmud, Kiddushin 29b. For example, they expounded in this Baraita, "'And you shall take' - you have betrothal in it" ("Betrothal takes effect, even though she was a gentile, for she does not convert of her own accord" - Rashi), and also "'And you shall bring her into your house' - so that he does not pressure her during war" ("To have intercourse with her" - Rashi). In Sifrei Deuteronomy it is expounded, "'And afterward you may go in to her and be her husband' - if he did not perform all these actions [listed in the Torah] and had intercourse with her, it is considered illicit intercourse" (Brand argues that the latter exposition is late and not original, as it is not found in the manuscripts). In order to explain why the Torah specifies that it is a beautiful woman (since the statements apply to any non-Jewish woman), the Tannaim used a maxim that was common in several Tannaitic sources - "The Torah speaks only against the evil inclination", which here means: the Torah provides guidance to those who fulfill its commandments on how to combat the evil inclination that tempts when he sees a beautiful woman under his control, and how to neutralize and suppress it. In order that one who fulfills the commandments does not commit the severe prohibition of intercourse with a non-Jewish woman in the heat of battle, the Torah does not completely forbid the relationship, but rather allows a moderated process that takes into account the feelings of the captive woman. At the end of this process, it becomes possible for the captor, who is infatuated, to marry the captive woman and convert her through intercourse in a lawful process. This process is far from recommended and is even flawed, as it is done at the end of the matter by coercion, against the woman's will. According to the Tannaim, there is a leniency here similar to the one that permits Israelites to slaughter and eat a dying cow to prevent them from eating carrion, which is a severe prohibition. In their language, they say: "It is better for Israel to eat the meat of dying animals that have been slaughtered, rather than the meat of dying animals that have become carrion."[footnoteRef:117] In the halakhic midrashim of the Tannaim, Brand found additional instances of the aforementioned rule with a similar meaning. In the Mekhilta de-Rabbi Shimon bar Yochai on Exodus 34:24, in the interpretation of "no man shall covet your land," the Midrash states that the Torah's aim here is to combat the evil inclination towards greed and to overcome it. Therefore, it assures that God will take care of the security of the inheritance against any potential enemy. In Torat Kohanim, Parsha 3, Section 68, Leviticus Chapter 19, Verse 25, in explanation of "to increase its yield for you," Rabbi Akiva expounds: "The Torah speaks against the evil inclination" - the purpose of the Torah here is to combat the evil inclination of greed and to overcome it, and therefore it promises that God will compensate the farmer for the loss of four years of uncircumcised crop yield by increasing the fruit in the fifth year. The Sifrei Devarim, Chapter 22, Verses 1, 4 in sections 43, 51, juxtaposes the phrases "you shall not see your brother's ox" and "your brother's donkey" - with those in Exodus Chapter 23, Verses 3-4, "the ox of your enemy", and "the donkey of your enemy". The Midrash states that the Torah speaks here against the evil inclination that pushes people to quarrel and dispute over nothing, turning them from brothers into enemies. Returning a lost item and assisting a neighbor's animal are actions aimed at combating this impulse and overcoming it, and they will reunite the enemies as brothers once again. [116:  The Tannaitic and Amoraic sources relevant to this chapter are presented in full at the end of the chapter.]  [117:  This interpretation was also explained by several peshat commentators of the Torah, including Rashbam, Ibn Ezra, Chizkuni, Ramban (in his 'peshat' approach), Mendelssohn's Biur, Shadal, Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch (according to others), Da'at Mikra, and Olam HaTanakh. If we carefully examine Rashi's commentary on the Torah, it becomes clear that he too interprets it this way. He explains the simple meaning of the Torah according to the words of the Tannaim in the Baraita in Tractate Kiddushin (see below), and not according to the interpretations of the Amoraim. In the statement beginning with "And you shall take for yourself a wife," it is written: "The Torah speaks only against the evil inclination, for if the Holy One, blessed be He, does not permit her, he will marry her in prohibition." He does not write 'they shall cohabit with her in prohibition,' but rather 'he shall marry her in prohibition,' that is, permissible intercourse is only after he marries her.] 

[bookmark: bookmark75]The Talmudic Halacha - Babylonian
In Babylonian Talmudic law, we find a reversal from the Beit Midrash of Rav, with Shmuel joining him in this matter. The Amora Rav (Abba ben Ivu - the first half of the third century) was born in Babylon but moved to Israel to study Torah under Rabbi Judah the Prince. After the death of his teacher, he returned to Babylon, established the Sura Yeshiva, and presided over it. In doing so, he established the first generation of the Amoraim in Babylon, together with Shmuel, who headed the Nehardea Yeshiva. Rav (and similarly Shmuel, except when discussing a repentant Cohen) and his Beit Midrash held a view contrary to that of the Tannaim, according to which it is impossible to overcome the Yetzer during wartime. Therefore, they read (Babylonian Talmud, Kiddushin 21b) the verses of the Torah as follows (paraphrased): When the people of Israel go out in the future to a discretionary war and succeed with the help of God in conquering enemy territories and settlements (not Canaanites), a situation may arise in which, in the heat of battle, a soldier encounters a beautiful woman among the enemy's wives, desires her, and wishes to take and subdue her in order to make her his wife. The Torah permits him to take her and immediately impose sexual relations on her (first intercourse). These relations are permitted to the warrior once during wartime, in order to calm the desire that rules over him. If he still wishes to marry her afterwards, he must fulfill the process as written in the Torah, and then he is permitted a second intercourse with his new wife. In order to justify why they permit injurious intercourse by force already at the time of the battle, the Babylonian Amoraim reinterpret the meaning of the Tannaitic statement: "The Torah speaks only against the evil inclination." Hence, its interpretation is: The Torah acknowledges the expected defeat of the warrior in the face of his evil inclination, and therefore it considers him and permits him to succumb to his inclination and perform the first intercourse already in the heat of battle. This, so that it would be possible to continue the entire process up to the marriage, in order for it to be valid, even if not recommended, from this point forward.
The return to normal life and the transformation of the woman's identity (from a foreigner to a daughter of Israel) are symbolized, as mentioned, by the treatment of the nails, hair, and clothes. This matter has been a subject of dispute among interpreters since the Tannaitic interpretation in the Babylonian Talmud, Yevamot 48a. According to Rabbi Eliezer, a woman should do her nails, meaning to trim and arrange them, and to shave her head, like a Nazirite at the end of his Nazirite period and upon his return as a new individual to society, or simply to wash and cut the hair that has become disheveled and dirty in captivity. She is required to replace the torn and filthy clothes of the captive with regular, clean, and nice clothes. All of this, in order to ease her adaptation and to consider her. In contrast, Rabbi Akiva explains the actions that the woman must perform in the opposite way. She must degrade herself before he desires her, by letting her nails grow wild, by completely shaving off her hair, and by replacing her fine clothes with simple ones, so that he will not lust after her. This is also the opinion of Rambam (Maimonides).
[bookmark: bookmark77]The Talmudic Halacha - Land of Israel
Rabbi Yochanan, the second generation of Amoraim in the Land of Israel, was younger than Rav, but he too had the privilege of studying under Rabbi Judah the Prince along with Rav, who was then the chosen student. He established the Tiberias Yeshiva in the middle of the third century and headed it. Rav's interpretation (and that of Shmuel), which contradicts the biblical and Tannaic law that permits forced sexual relations with the wives of the non-Jewish enemy in the heat of battle (first intercourse), was horrifying to him and terrified him. Rabbi Yochanan was of the opinion that a soldier can and must control his passions even during wartime, and he based his position on the same verses that the previous generations had interpreted. In the Jerusalem Talmud, Makkot Chapter 2, Halacha 6 (in my free translation and in a version that recalls a homily in the Midrash Sifrei which is likely not original), it is written as follows: Rabbi Yochanan sent to there (to the Babylonian rabbis): "There are two things that you say in the name of Rav, and we do not agree with them." You quote Rabbi as saying, "They only permitted a beautiful captive in the case of the first intercourse (and the second only after marriage)," and I say, "Neither in the first intercourse nor in the last, but only after all the actions (listed in the Torah): 'and after that you may go in unto her, and be her husband' - after all the actions." According to this, Rabbi Yochanan believes that the Torah only permits the first act of intercourse after a month during which all the marriage procedures should be carried out.
[bookmark: bookmark79]Literal and Homiletic Interpretations in the Babylonian and Jerusalem Talmuds
As stated above, the discussion pertains to captives who are not from the Canaanite nations - according to the Torah, the Canaanite women of ancient times should be banished to protect against their moral corruption, and certainly, one should not engage in sexual contact with the sons and daughters of the Canaanites. The case under discussion here pertains to a captive woman from one of the other nations, with whom Israel is destined to wage war after conquering the land from the Canaanites, either to expand the border or to defend against an attack. In this case, according to the plain reading, the Torah sets clear rules: one must not engage in casual sexual relations with a non-Jewish woman under any circumstances or at any stage, certainly not in the heat of battle (first intercourse) and definitely not by force; it is permissible to have sexual relations with a woman of non-Jewish origin only after she has converted and married. During the biblical period, conversion and marriage were performed at the time of intercourse for the purpose of marriage with the woman. In other words, personal relations with a regular non-Jewish woman or with a captive woman (even without her consent) according to the established rules, constitute their conversion and incorporate them into the Jewish people - only in this way is it permissible to have sexual relations with them. In contrast, a non-Jewish man is obligated to undergo circumcision in order to be considered a son.
Israel. The Torah gives the captor, or the one who acquired the woman from the captor, the choice: to consummate the marriage with the woman under certain conditions, or to make her a maidservant according to the law of the 'Canaanite maidservant' and not to consummate with her at all.
According to the plain reading, the Torah here establishes marriage rules intended to transform the captive woman into a member of the captor's family (not his maidservant), and hence - into a daughter of Israel in every respect. These rules are based on special consideration, as much as possible, for the dignity and feelings of the captive woman. The husband is obligated to bring her to his home and fulfill the guidelines set over a period of thirty days, and only then can he marry her and consummate the marriage in initial marital relations with her, even without her consent ("and afterward you may go in to her and be her husband").
He used to say: According to Rav and Shmuel, the words of the Torah are directed at the evil inclination of the one fighting in the heat of battle, taking into account that he cannot control it. In contrast, according to Rabbi Yochanan (and the Tannaim), a warrior can and must control his desires, and he is given a lawful way to fulfill his aspiration. According to this view, the Torah is primarily aimed at considering the rights of the unfortunate captive and alleviating her situation, especially when compared to the much harsher conditions of war captives among other nations.
[bookmark: bookmark81]The topic in Tractate Kiddushin
After the Gemara in Kiddushin presents the opinions of Rav and Shmuel and explains them, it brings the Tannaitic Baraita mentioned above, which holds the opposite view. Apparently, Rashi was aware of the dispute here, and therefore he first explained the words of Rav and Shmuel that the first intercourse is permitted, and then in the interpretation of the Baraita "And you shall bring her in, teaching that he should not pressure her in war," he explained: "To have intercourse with her," meaning that the first intercourse is forbidden, and there is no contradiction in his words. The author of the Tosafot apparently was not aware of the revolution made by Rav and Shmuel, nor of the dispute in the issue between the Baraita and the Amoraim. Therefore, he questions Rashi's interpretation based on the Gemara's previous explanation of the words of Rav and Shmuel: What consideration of the evil inclination is there here, according to Rashi, if the captive woman undergoes conversion and marriage before cohabitation, and what is the meaning, in his opinion, of "the Torah spoke only against the evil inclination"? And raises additional questions. The Tosafists struggled in their attempts to resolve their difficulties with Rashi, as these were based on their misunderstanding of Rashi's words. It seems that they do not realize that the Amoraim, Rav and Samuel, disagree with all the Tannaim who preceded them (and therefore also with the Baraita), and they established a statement with a meaning completely opposite to that of the Tannaim. Furthermore, in the discussion, no halakhic ruling whatsoever is determined in the dispute. The only one among the Tosafists who hinted that it is a matter of discussion
In the dispute, there was Rabbi Yehuda the Elder. Rabbi Yitzchak, one of the first authors of the Tosafs ( 12th century), justified the difficulty by stating that there is a dispute here and his excuse is given at the end of the Tosafs in the speech beginning "Let them not press us with war" (as mentioned there there are also other difficulties about Rashi and excuses for them). Rabbi Yitzhak (R"Y) explains there that there is no contradiction between Rashi's words and the Gemara, but rather it is a dispute between Rav's position in the Babylonian Talmud and Rabbi Yochanan's position in the Jerusalem Talmud in Tractate Makkot, as brought in R"Y's explanation. According to that passage in Tosafot, Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam disagree on this matter, just as Rabbi Yochanan and Rav disagree on it correspondingly. However, it is indeed possible, and even likely, that Rashi understood that there is a dispute between the Tannaim in the Baraita and between Rav and Shmuel within the issue itself, and that he does not need to rely on Rabbi Yochanan.
There were other attempts to resolve the question of the Tosafot on Rashi, for example by Rabbeinu Tam, Rambam, and Ramban (and following him, Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrachi at the beginning of Parshat Ki Teitzei). The first three were not aware of the Tannaitic layer that Rashi interpreted, nor of the fact that there is an unresolved dispute in the issue. Therefore, they attempt to explain the Gemara in Kiddushin and to align the words of the Baraita and Rashi's interpretation of it, so that they do not differ from the words of the Amoraim who permit the first intercourse already in the battlefield. Rabbeinu Tam interprets Rashi's comments on the Baraita "so that he does not oppress her in war - to have intercourse with her", to mean that it is forbidden for the captor to pressure the captive woman to immediately begin the thirty-day process in order to expedite the second intercourse as much as possible, but rather to only start it upon their arrival at his home. As is known, Maimonides rules according to Rav and Samuel, but in order to reconcile these Amoraic opinions with the Baraita "that he should not press her in war," he determines that it means not to have intercourse with the captive woman in the open battlefield, but rather to bring her into some structure and there to immediately satisfy the soldier's desire.[footnoteRef:118] Ramban interprets the plain meaning of the Torah in the same way as Rabbi Yochanan. However, in order to explain the halakhic midrash of the Amoraim in the Gemara and to align it with Rashi's words, he suggests that the intention of "so that he does not oppress her in war - to have intercourse with her" is that one should not have intercourse in the heat of battle or during the time of war, but upon returning to bring the captive to his permanent home, to immediately have intercourse with her in order to break the harlot's heart, and then he must wait a month. The problem with these explanations is that such instructions are not written in the Torah, or in the Baraita, or in the words of the Amoraim, and it is unlikely that this is what Rashi intended. They were born among the early ones in order to reconcile what is stated in the Baraita and Rashi's words on a question that there is no reason to ask. [118:  Rabbeinu Tam, Tosafot, Kiddushin, 22a, s.v. She'lo Yilchatzenah BeMilchamah. Maimonides, Mishnah, Laws of Kings, Chapter 8, Law 3. Ramban, Commentary, Deuteronomy 2:12-13.] 

It is also worth mentioning here the additions in Sanhedrin 68a (and following it, the Kesef Mishneh and our contemporaries Eliezer Melamed and Ohad Peixler);[footnoteRef:119] Rabbeinu Tam brings there an intriguing quote. [119:  Caro, Kesef Mishneh; Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Laws of Kings and Wars, Chapter 8, Halacha 2; Melamed, The Nation, Chapter] 

A puzzlement arises from the Jerusalem Talmud, in which Rav and Shmuel disagree about the permissibility of the first intercourse for an Israelite and not just for a priest. This is in contrast to the straightforward reading of the Gemara in Kiddushin and in our version of the Jerusalem Talmud, in which the dispute is resolved between Rav and Rabbi Yochanan. Did Rabbi Isaac (R"I) in Kiddushin and Rabbi Tam (R"T) in Sanhedrin have different versions of the Jerusalem Talmud? Or is there a mistake here due to the habitual language because Rav and Samuel usually disagree? I cannot confirm, but it is likely a scribal error.
[bookmark: bookmark83]The Erroneous Interruption
Brand argues that the interpretation of the Tannaim and Rabbi Yochanan is the simple understanding of the Torah's words, and I agree with him. In my opinion, this reading aligns with the Torah's goal of making us better through education for moral freedom via its laws and stories - whereas Rav's reading is midrashic. Like Rabbi Yochanan, Philo, Josephus, Saadia Gaon, Bechor Shor, Ibn Ezra, Nachmanides, Mendelssohn, Samson Raphael Hirsch, S.D. Luzzatto, Sefat Emet, and Da'at Mikra also read this Torah text in this way.9 The author of Sefer HaChinuch10 presents both opinions and concludes that Rabbi Yochanan's interpretation seems to him to be the simple meaning of the text. On the other hand, he upholds the position of Rabbi Akiva, according to which a woman must degrade herself in front of her potential husband. All of this, as mentioned, is in contrast to the opinion of Rav and Shmuel in the Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Kiddushin, and following them, Rambam in Laws of Kings, Chapter 8, Halacha 2, Abarbanel, Malbim, and Ha'amek Davar.11
Thus, the study house of Rav transformed the Tannaitic statement "The Torah speaks only against the evil inclination" and established a new and elevated interpretation for it: not a battle against the inclination, but submission to the inclination, and granting permission for the first act of intercourse in the heat of battle. Maimonides adopted the approach of Rav, as he did not distinguish between the dispute of the Amoraim and the Tannaim in the matter. In disputes that arise between the Babylonian and Jerusalem Talmuds, he usually rules according to the Babylonian Talmud, and he believed that in this matter the Babylonian Talmud ruled according to Rav and Shmuel, as in his understanding, no one disagreed with them. Rav himself did not hesitate to disagree with the Tannaim, he is considered the only Amora who was a Tanna in his youth in the land.
D - Laws of Army and Warfare, Laws 16-20; Pixler, "Handsome".
9 Philo, Writings, "On the Good Virtues," sections 110-114, pp. 211-212; Josephus, Antiquities, 4.8.2, section 258, p. 134; Rashbam, Commentary, Deuteronomy 21:11-14; Bechor Shor, Commentary, ibid; Ibn Ezra, Commentary, ibid; Ramban, Commentary, ibid - according to the simple interpretation; Mendelssohn, Biur, ibid; Hirsch, Commentary, Deuteronomy 21:12-14 - according to others; S.D. Luzzatto, Commentary, Deuteronomy 21:12; Alter, Sefat Emet, Deuteronomy 21:10, s.v. "And the Lord your God will deliver her into your hands"; Mirsky, Commentary, Deuteronomy 21:10.
10 The Chinuch, Parshat Ki Teitzei, Mitzvah 542.
11 Abarbanel, Commentary, Deuteronomy 21:10; Malbim, Commentary, Deuteronomy 21:13, s.v. "And after that you may go in to her"; Berlin, Commentary, Deuteronomy 21:11; also our contemporary Rabbis Lamm and Pikel (see above note 7)  read as the Amoraim do.
Israel and therefore he is entitled to disagree with them ("Rav is a Tanna and he disagrees"). However, Maimonides adds other restrictions on the penitent, for instance, that the first act of repentance must take place in secret and not publicly. Moreover, he surprises with an exceptional ruling according to which if the captive woman refuses to marry, convert, and fulfill commandments, one should wait and try to persuade her for twelve months. If she persists in her refusal, she should be obligated to accept only the seven Noahide laws and be released without forcing her to convert and marry.[footnoteRef:120] [120:  Maimonides, Mishnah, Laws of Kings, Chapter 8, Law 7. The Kesef Mishneh and the Radbaz on the site explain that Maimonides relies on the analogy of the law of the beautiful woman to the law of the Canaanite slave in the Babylonian Talmud, Yevamot 45a-b. There, a person who purchases a slave from a non-Jew in order to free and immerse him cannot force him to convert, but must first obtain his consent to do so. The slave must accept upon himself the yoke of commandments, and it is possible to 'roll' with him for twelve months in order to try to convince him. In Laws of Kings, Chapter 8, Halacha 10, Maimonides indeed establishes that non-Jews are not compelled to accept the Torah and its commandments, but only the seven Noahide laws.] 

As is well known, the Geonim and the Rishonim established a rule that in disputes between Rabbi Yochanan and Rav (and similarly in disputes between Rabbi Yochanan and Shmuel) - the law follows Rabbi Yochanan. This is likely because he was wiser than Rav and because Rabbi Yochanan did not consider Rav a Tanna (as found in the Babylonian Talmud, Responsa of the Geonim, Sefer Halachot Gedolot, Sefer Mitzvot Gadol, Midrash Pesikta Zutarta (Lekach Tov), Rashi, Tosafot, Rosh and many other halachic authorities).[footnoteRef:121] Moreover, Rabbeinu Tam himself establishes that when there is a supporting Baraita for Rabbi Yochanan, it aids and strengthens his ruling.[footnoteRef:122] In addition, I demonstrate that the Babylonian Talmud itself presents the Tannaitic Baraita that disputes Rav, without making a definitive ruling on the matter. However, it is known that decisors usually rule according to the Babylonian Talmud and not the Jerusalem Talmud when there is a dispute between them. The Babylonian Talmud completely ignores Rabbi Yochanan's opinion on this matter, despite the fact that it was compiled and sealed many years after the completion of the Jerusalem Talmud, and the authors of the Babylonian Talmud were aware of it, as evidenced by the Jerusalem Talmud itself. Therefore, it may be possible to technically understand why Rabbi Karim (as well as some interpreters of the Torah, Talmud, and both early and later decisors) chose to rule according to the position of Rav, even though he provided a midrashic interpretation of the verses. On one hand, he (and the others) indeed was not aware of the position of the Tannaim and ruled according to Rav in the Babylonian Talmud and Maimonides. However, on the other hand, his ruling contradicts the plain meaning, the ways of pleasantness, and the ethics practiced today, and there is a solid and significant opinion of Rabbi Yochanan in the Jerusalem Talmud against Rav, that in disputes between them, the law always follows Rabbi Yochanan. Even so, the biblical text is difficult for a contemporary reader because it involves conversion and forced marriage (if one does not accept Maimonides' ruling), and it must be understood as progressive only in relation to what was accepted in those days among our neighbors. It is clear that today no legal decisor (including [121:  Babli, egg 4 11-14 and Rashi on ether; Kiira, BH3, Halachot Mila, vol . 102; The answers of the geniuses, freeze sign. Pisikta Zutarta (Lekach Tov), Genesis, Lech Lecha, 17:13; Tosafot, Bava Metzia 82a, Berakhot 39b, Avodah Zarah 59a, Bechorot 2b. Rosh, Novellae, Beitzah Chapter 1, Section 1; and more. Miketz, Semag, Asin sign 63, subheading "Uprooting", sign 71, subheading "Guardian of the Stolen".]  [122:  See Tosafot, Babylonian Talmud, Berakhot 47b, s.v. "v'lit halakhta".] 

Korim and Melamed) did not permit practical Halacha even for what Rabbi Yochanan explained in the words of the Torah about the enforcement of marriage, but he ruled like Rabbi Yochanan only in the first intercourse and like Rambam in the second intercourse. Rabbi Karim clarified his position in a letter to soldiers after his selection as the Chief Rabbi of the IDF: "The Chief Rabbi of the IDF, like all IDF soldiers and commanders, is subject to the Chief of Staff and the military hierarchy." It is unthinkable that a soldier or commander would act contrary to orders. "This is true in both routine and war [...] On this matter, there is no room for debate or personal interpretation."[footnoteRef:123] A few months later, he also submitted a statement to the High Court of Justice in response to a petition filed against him. He began his statement with an admission of his mistake; it was a mistake on his part to respond briefly and succinctly to complex questions that have more than one halakhic stance, and he also erred when he sometimes did not phrase his words precisely and there were those who were hurt by his words. He further wrote: "I have never said, never written, and not even thought that it is permissible for IDF soldiers to rape women in war." In my opinion, it is absolutely forbidden for the soldiers to do this. "This was my view and it remains my view today."[footnoteRef:124] Likewise, Rabbi Melamed explicitly writes this in "Pninei Halacha".[footnoteRef:125] [123:  "Cry," "Letter."]  [124:  Korner, "Cream Declaration."]  [125:  Instructor, People, Chapter 4 - Laws of Army and War, Law 18.] 

[bookmark: bookmark85]Proposal
In response to the question I posed as to why we rule according to Rav, it seems that the answer is that the text of the discussion in the Gemara in Kiddushin was not correctly understood. It seems that apart from Rashi, all the decisors, starting from the authors of the Tosafot, through Maimonides, and up to our contemporary decisors, did not notice that Rav and Samuel made a reversal. They did not notice the breadth of the Tannaitic law brought in the discussion at all until Brand turned the spotlight onto it. The words of the Tannaim were laid before the decisors in all their glory and righteousness, and they did not discern them. Even the plain interpreters, who explained the scripture literally, did not dare to touch the Halacha. Perhaps Brand himself did not fully understand the conclusion to be drawn from his discovery, and he remained faithful to the old ruling. I am taking two steps forward from Brand. Firstly, I argue that an examination of the issue in Kiddushin, according to Brand's findings, teaches that the issue there is not divided and there is a disagreement between the words of the Amoraim at the beginning of the issue and the words of the Tannaitic Baraita at its end. Rashi noticed this and therefore explained in the Baraita "so that he does not oppress her in war - to have intercourse with her" according to the majority opinion of the Tannaim that prohibits the first intercourse. The Tosafot and those who followed did not discern this, they wondered about Rashi without reason and ruled the law.
As Amoraim. Secondly, in light of the new data and findings on the Tannaitic period and the new understanding I propose in the Kiddushin issue, I suggest that the authorized Rabbinic authorities seriously consider changing the ruling, restoring the crown of the Tannaim to its former glory, and determining according to their words as Rabbi Yochanan concluded: not the first intercourse, not the second intercourse, but only after all the deeds. "It is better to consume the dead that have been slaughtered than the dead that have not been slaughtered - the Torah speaks only against the evil inclination and offers a way to overcome and subdue it."[footnoteRef:126] I am aware that this is an exceptional step, but in my opinion, this is a special situation and a topic that is close to our hearts. [126:  I would like to emphasize again, as mentioned above, that the explanation "it is better that they eat animals that have been slaughtered" - also quoted in the Baraita in Kiddushin - is suitable for the Tannaim's permission for the first intercourse only after thirty days. However, it does not fit the Babylonian Amoraim's permission for immediate intercourse with the captive woman. This is because immediate intercourse with the captive woman, which is a doubly and multiply severe prohibition, is already in the category of "dead animals" in every respect. Only the first coerced intercourse after a month is considered as slaughtered dates. There are legal decisors and interpreters who have mistakenly incorporated this explanation into the words of the Amoraim.] 

[bookmark: bookmark87]Source text: {המאמר מתחיל בהצגה של המסגרת ההיסטורית של התקופה, וממשיך לדון במקורות התלמודיים שמתארים את האירועים. המחבר מנתח את הטקסטים, מציין את הסיכויים והבעיות שהם מציגים, ומציג תרשימים של האירועים כפי שהם מתוארים במקורות. המאמר מסתיים בהשוואה בין המקורות השונים, ובניסיון להבין את ההבדלים ביניהם.}

Target text: {The article begins by presenting the historical framework of the period, and continues to discuss the Talmudic sources that describe the events. The author analyzes the texts, noting the possibilities and problems they present, and provides diagrams of the events as they are described in the sources. The article concludes with a comparison between the different sources, and an attempt to understand the differences between them.}
In conclusion, according to the Torah and biblical law, there is no allowance for raping a captive in the heat of battle. However, indeed there are differing opinions among the sages of Israel regarding the captive woman. The Tannaitic and Amoraic Halacha of Eretz Israel prohibit the first sexual intercourse by force in the battlefield or in the prisoner's camp, or even immediately upon the returnee and the captive first arriving at the returnee's home. The first intercourse is permitted only after a conversion process that lasts thirty days and ends in marriage by law (even if under duress, hence the aforementioned Tosefta explains that it refers to astonishment despite the conversion and marriage), like the simple interpretation of the biblical law. Maimonides, who as mentioned ruled like Rav, established that even according to Rav there is still a limitation, and the condition for marriage at the end of the process is the captive woman's consent to it. The Halacha of the Tannaim and Rabbi Yochanan firmly believes in the individual and his ability to overcome the evil inclination, to suppress it and subdue it, and it does not surrender to the warrior's temptation in the heat of battle. The Babylonian Amoraic Halacha from Rav's study house permits the first intercourse in the battlefield. She does not believe in the power of a person to confront his desires, and therefore she gives up and allows him to satisfy his desires once, in order to enable orderly and lawful marriage afterwards.
In his article, Brand also provides a legal explanation for this important dispute, according to the opinion of Supreme Court Justice Yitzhak Englard. According to this explanation, all the sages of Israel believe that even the evil inclination is natural and vital for the world's existence, but the question is whether it can be controlled. The Jerusalem Talmud rules to prohibit initial intercourse following the biblical law.
And the Tannaitic principle according to which there is no concession in Jewish law to the evil inclination of man, and he is capable and obligated to strive, to fight it and to overcome it, if only he will adopt its guidelines. Law and Halacha stand guard and impose meaning on nature and reality. The Babylonian Talmud rules to permit following the school of Rav and establishes a new law, according to which a person does not have the power to confront his evil inclination. Therefore, it takes this into account and allows him to succumb once, but not to be swept away. Nature and reality sometimes bend the law and Halacha. In my opinion, this approach is reminiscent of the Christian concept of original sin and is somewhat deterministic. Brand explains that Englerd seeks to reconcile two divergent legal positions on the question of whether law subjugates nature and reality, or vice versa. Engelard believes that Rav's approach is such a combination. Halacha does not yield to nature and reality, but it takes them into account in order to ensure the realization of its goal to establish norms. Therefore, in a case such as this before us, Rav permits only the first intercourse to the one who battles with his inclination.
In my opinion, the stance of Rav is not a combination or compromise, but rather a submission, and perhaps it is specifically the opinion of Rabbi Yochanan that is the integrating and compromising one. The opinion of Rav perhaps suited the era of the Amoraim in Babylon and the sexual licentiousness that spread there, according to certain researchers. However, in our times, when Western ethics and culture are accepted, there is no room for this stance, and not even for the more stringent position of Rabbi Yochanan. One can surrender to the evil inclination in the battle over matters between man and God, such as eating non-kosher food, but one must not surrender to the evil inclination in any way when this surrender comes at the expense of another person who is not involved in the struggle, and is compromised by causing him physical or emotional harm. This, whether it happens immediately or whether it happens after thirty days or a year. Every man and woman who have not transgressed are entitled in all circumstances to full freedom and equality, as is also stipulated by the Israeli law that obligates the IDF. The Rabbis Keren and Malmad accepted this, and I am sure that Professors Engler and Brand also accept this. However, regrettably, no rabbi has yet ruled to nullify the theoretical halakhic ruling according to the opinions of the Amoraim Rav and Samuel and Maimonides, and to rule according to the plain meaning of the Torah, the Tannaim, and Rabbi Yochanan, as stated, due to the misunderstanding of the topic in Kiddushin.
A final point for consideration: Would Rav and Shmuel have permitted the first act of intercourse even if he had no intention of subsequently marrying the captive woman and his sole purpose was sexual intercourse for the satisfaction of his desires alone? Is there no choice here but to permit and succumb to the inclination? It seems that Shmuel would prohibit this, just as he prohibits the first intercourse in the Gemara in Kiddushin (according to the version that says) on a priest's bread because it is forbidden in conversion and prevented from marrying her at the end of the deeds. However, when it comes to Rabbi, it is difficult to decide. I am inclined to think that he too would prohibit it, but I have not found conclusive evidence to support this. The sources that Brand brings from the study house of Rav teach us that he was lenient in matters of sexual temptation and did not advocate for its complete suppression, but rather
In order to prevent serious transgressions in the future and to enable its redirection towards a tolerable path. However, here we are dealing from the outset with the most severe sin of violating a non-Jewish woman and exploiting her weakness in a state of war, which has no prospect of orderly marriage. Regardless, in the context of the Israeli army today, the possibility that an Israeli soldier would want to marry a captive woman is implausible, and therefore it is considered an act of fornication, another reason why it is absolutely forbidden.
[bookmark: bookmark89]Sources for This Chapter
The Biblical Halacha
Deuteronomy Chapter 2:
(10) When you go out to war against your enemies, and the LORD your God delivers them into your hand, and you take them captive:
(11) "And you see among the captives a beautiful woman and you desire her and would take her for a wife."
(12) And you shall bring her into your house, and she shall shave her head and make her nails.
(13) And she took off the dress of her name from her, she thought in your house and wept for her father and her mother, Yarach Naim, and then you will come to her and her husband, and she will be your wife:
(14) And if you have no delight in her, then you shall let her go where she wills; but you shall not sell her at all for money, you shall not make merchandise of her, because you have humiliated her.
The Tannaitic Halacha
Deuteronomy Rabbah, Parashat Ki Teitzei, Section 218:
And you shall bring it into your house, and not into another's house. And she shall shave her head and make her nails, Rabbi Eliezer says she shall cut [them], Rabbi Akiva says she shall grow [them]. Rabbi Eliezer said: The term 'making' is stated in regard to the head and the term 'making' is also stated in regard to the fingernails. What is done with the mentioned 'head of the bird', is also done with the mentioned 'nails of the bird'. Rabbi Akiva says: The act was mentioned at the head and the act was mentioned at the nails. Just as the action mentioned in the context of hair cutting constitutes disfigurement, so too the action mentioned in the context of nail cutting constitutes disfigurement. And evidence for Rabbi Eliezer's words: "And Mephibosheth the son of Saul came down to meet the king, he had neither dressed his feet, nor trimmed his beard" (Samuel II 19:5).
Deuteronomy, Parashat Ki Teitzei, Section 296:
[And then you shall come to her and have intercourse, but if he did not perform all these actions and had intercourse with her, this is considered illicit intercourse.]
And then you shall go in unto her and possess her, you have in her only the commandment of intercourse. "And she shall be your wife, as it is said, 'Her food, her clothing, and her marital rights, he shall not diminish' (Exodus 21:10)."
Deuteronomy, Parashat Ki Teitzei, Section 225:
(22:1) "You shall not see your brother's ox," a negative commandment. And further on, it says there: "If you meet [Exodus 23:4]" - a positive commandment. "Your brother's ox, I only have [the law for] your brother's ox, where do I derive [the law for] the ox of your enemy?" The Talmud states: "When you encounter the ox of your enemy - in any case." So why is it said "your brother"? This teaches that the Torah speaks only against the evil inclination.
Tannaitic Midrash (collected from the Great Midrash) Deuteronomy Chapter 2:
(11) "Beautiful in form" applies only when she is attractive. From where do we derive even a blind woman? The phrase "and you desired her" applies even if she is not attractive. The scripture speaks only against the evil inclination: it is better for Israel to eat the meat of slaughtered animals than to eat the meat of carrion. To what can this be compared? A prince desired something that was unattainable for him, and his father would dissuade him, saying: "My son, if you consume it, it will harm you." And since he saw that he was not particular, he said to him: "Do so and so, and you will not be harmed." Therefore it is said: [...] and you have a valid acquisition in it.
(12) "And you shall bring her into your house, and not into another's house, so that she is not pressured in war."
(13) And afterwards, you shall approach her and cohabit with her. If he cohabited with her before performing all these actions, this is considered illicit intercourse. Under what circumstances are these things said? Who did not accept upon herself to convert. But if she agreed to convert, she immerses, and is immediately permitted: [...] and she becomes your wife as it is said (Exodus 21:10): "Her food, her clothing, and her marital rights, he shall not diminish."
Tannaitic Midrash Deuteronomy Chapter 15:
(18) Do not let it be difficult in your eyes when you send him away. The text refers to the evil inclination:
Yalkut Shimoni, Torah, Parashat Ki Teitzei, hint 929:
"Beautiful of form, the Torah speaks only against the evil inclination, it is better for Israel to eat the meat of animals that have been slaughtered, and not the meat of animals that have died of natural causes, [...] and you shall take, you have purchases in her, [...] and you shall bring her in, teaching that one should not pressure her in war."
Mekhilta de-Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, Exodus 34:24:
The Torah speaks against the evil inclination when it says, "For I will drive out nations before you and enlarge your borders, and no one shall covet your land." Lest the Israelites say, "How can we leave our land, our houses, our fields, and our vineyards, and go up to the pilgrimage? Perhaps others will come and settle in our places?" Therefore, the Holy One, blessed be He, assured them: "And no man shall covet your land when you go up to appear before the Lord your God three times in the year." Moreover, none of the damagers have the authority to harm you. And it happened with one who left his vineyards and came to find lions roaming around.
Source text: {אותו.}
Target text: {Him.} And there was an incident with a man who left a chicken coop, and upon returning, found cats tearing at them. To maintain and no man shall covet your land.
Sifra, Kedoshim, Parasha 3:
To add to its yield, Rabbi Yossi the Galilean says: Behold, you are like adding a fifth crop to a fourth crop, just as the fifth crop belongs to the owners, so too does the fourth crop belong to the owners. Rabbi Akiva says: The Torah speaks against the evil inclination. Let no man say, "Behold, I have been suffering for four years in vain!" Therefore, it is said to increase your yield.
The Talmudic Halacha
Babylonian Talmud, Tractate Kiddushin 21b - 22a:
They raised a question: What is the law regarding a priest with regard to the beauty of form? The question is, does it make no difference whether it's a priest or an Israelite, or perhaps priests are different, given that they have additional commandments? Rav said: It is permitted, and Shmuel said: It is forbidden. In the first instance - everyone agrees [everyone in the world - agrees] that it is permissible, for the Torah only spoke against the evil inclination. The disagreement arises - in the second instance, Rav says: it is permissible, and Shmuel says: it is forbidden; Rav says it is permissible, since once it has been permitted, it remains so; and Shmuel says it is forbidden, for she is a convert, and a convert is not suitable for a priest. A"D [Some say]: Regarding the second entrance - K"A [Everyone agrees]. There is no disagreement that [intercourse with] a captive woman who has undergone conversion is forbidden. The disagreement arises in the case of the first act of intercourse. Rav says: It is permitted, for the Torah only spoke against the evil inclination; and Shmuel says: It is forbidden. In any place [in the text] where we read "and you shall bring her into your house," we also read "and you have a desire unto her." In any place where we do not read "and you shall bring her into your house," we do not read "and you have a desire unto her."
The Rabbis taught: "And you saw among the captives" - at the time of captivity. "אשת" - even a married woman. "Yefat Toar" - The Torah speaks only against the evil inclination, it is better for Israel to eat the meat of slaughtered animals rather than the meat of carrion. "And desires" - even though she is not attractive. "BH" - and not in it and its companion. "And you shall take" - you have acquisitions in it. "To you, a wife, - one should not take two wives, one for himself and one for his father, one for himself and one for his son." "And if you take her" - this teaches that he should not pressure her in war.
Talmud Yerushalmi, Tractate Makkot, Chapter 2, Halacha 6 (Vilna):
Rabbi Yochanan sent a message to the scholars there [in Babylon]: "There are two teachings you attribute to Rav, but they are not so." You say [you quote two things in the name of Rav, but we do not agree.] You say] in the name of Rav - beauty was only permitted in her for the first intercourse, and I say neither in the first intercourse nor in the last. But only after all the deeds. [Deuteronomy 21:13] "And after that you may go in to her and be her husband, and she shall be your wife after all the deeds."
Main Interpreters and Decisors
"Rashi on the Words of Rav and Shmuel:"
The Torah speaks only against the evil inclination: it permits only because of the evil inclination, for if it did not permit, one would transgress the prohibition. In the second instance: his spirit has already cooled.
"Rashi on the Baraita in Kiddushin:"
"And you shall take her to be your wife" - you have acquisition in her: betrothal takes hold, even though she was a gentile, for she does not convert of her own accord. "And you shall bring her into your house" - this teaches that one should not pressure her in war: to have intercourse with her.
Tosafot on Rashi's commentary, Tractate Kiddushin 22a:
"She shall not be pressured in war" - meaning in the pamphlet [Rashi] to have intercourse with her. It is implied from his commentary that it is forbidden to have intercourse with her under any circumstances during war, and even the first intercourse is not permitted until after all the actions have been completed. And a wonder, what is the Talmud saying when it states, "The Torah speaks only against the evil inclination"? Since in war it is forbidden until he comes to his house and after all the deeds, how is his inclination appeased by this? Yet, is there still an evil inclination in war and in his house until a month of days? And another difficulty arises, why is it referred to as "forbidden flesh" once she has converted? Furthermore, it is difficult to understand the statement in the second chapter of Sanhedrin (page 21a) that Tamar, the daughter of Yefet Toar, was therefore permitted to Amnon, as it is written: "Speak on my behalf to the king, for he will not withhold me from you." And if David did not approach Maacah, Tamar's mother, until after all these events, how was she permissible to Amnon? But behold, she was his sister from his father's side! For if Tamar, after all her actions, is considered a convert, then he has a marital claim on her! Granted, if we interpret that a widow is immediately permitted (as it seems), what Tamar is saying "for he will not withhold me from you" makes sense, because she was permitted to him. It could be argued that if a maidservant was violated during a war while she was still a gentile maidservant, she is not considered as David's daughter, for a son born from a gentile is not called your son, but her son, as a gentile maidservant is like her. However, according to the interpretation of the pamphlet, which did not come until after all the actions, it is difficult as I explained. And it appears to Rabbeinu Tam that the first intercourse is permitted in war, but the second intercourse is forbidden until she becomes a convert in his house[1]. And that which is said, "so that he does not oppress her"[2], means to begin counting the month of days[3], as he cannot distance her to perform the order of the section until she is in his house[4].

[1] Rabbeinu Tam's interpretation suggests that the captive woman must fully convert before the second intercourse can take place.
[2] This phrase is a reference to Deuteronomy 21:14, which discusses the treatment of a captive woman.
[3] The "month of days" refers to the period of mourning that the captive woman must observe before marrying her captor, as outlined in Deuteronomy 21:13.
[4] The "order of the section" refers to the process of conversion and marriage that the captive woman must undergo. And there are those who explain the commentary, and it is not too difficult to resolve what was questioned: how was his inclination appeased? It can be said that his evil inclination has been nullified, since he has bread in his basket that will eventually be permitted to him after all the deeds. And what is difficult is why it is called "flesh of donkeys" once she has converted? This too, no.
Difficult. One could argue that since she converts under duress, she is not a complete convert, hence she is referred to as "dead flesh." And what Matmar found difficult is not difficult. It could be argued that Tamar was not the daughter of David, but rather she was pregnant before that time. And as for what is written (Samuel II 13), "So the king's daughters wore such robes," it is not because she was his daughter, but because she was raised in David's house with the king's daughters. However, the commentary of the pamphlet does not satisfactorily explain the difference between the first and second intercourse that the Gemara above distinguishes. However, Rabbi Y says in the Jerusalem Talmud, we find a disagreement among the Amoraim on this matter. And it is stated there [in Yevamot]: Rav said, only the first intercourse is permitted, and I say, neither the second nor the first intercourse is permitted, but only after all the deeds, as it is written "and afterward you shall go in to her and be her husband".
Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Laws of Kings, Chapter 8, Laws 1-9
When the soldiers of the army enter the territory of the idolaters, conquer them, and settle among them, they are permitted to eat carrion, torn animals, pig meat, and the like, if they are hungry and cannot find anything to eat except these forbidden foods. And likewise, one who drinks libation wine. From oral tradition they learned: "And houses full of all good things" refers to pig's hooves and the like.
And so, a man may have intercourse with a woman during her conversion if his desire overcomes him, but he should not have intercourse with her and then leave. Instead, he should bring her into his home, as it is said, "And you see among the captives a beautiful woman." It is forbidden to have intercourse with her a second time until he marries her.
And from where do we know that he should not pressure her in war? As it is said, "And you shall bring her into your house," he should bring her into a private place and then consummate the marriage.
The priest is permitted to marry a beautiful woman for the first time, as the Torah only spoke against lust, but he cannot marry her afterwards because she is a convert.
And how is the law regarding an Israelite with a beautiful form? After her first intercourse while she is still in her conversion process, if she accepts to prepare herself under the wings of the Divine Presence - she immerses for the sake of conversion immediately. And if she did not accept, she should stay in his house for thirty days, as it is said: "And she shall weep for her father and her mother a full month." And so, she weeps for her faith and is not restrained. And she lets her nails grow long, and shaves her head so that she will appear unattractive to him, and she stays with him in the house. He enters and sees her, he exits and sees her, so that he may become disgusted with her, and he rolls with her so that she may receive. If she accepted and consented to it, she is converted and immersed like all converts.
And she must wait three months, one month of mourning and two months following it, and then she can be married with a marriage contract and betrothal. If he does not desire her, he sends her away to her own accord. And if he sells it, he violates a prohibition. As it is said: "And sell, you shall not sell it for money," [if it was sold] it is not considered sold and the money is returned. And similarly, if a lamb was designated for a handmaid after it was copulated with - anyone who uses it transgresses a negative commandment, as it is said, "You shall not work with it" - meaning, one should not make use of it.
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She did not want to convert, they would deliberate with her for twelve months. She did not want to, she receives seven.
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The commandments that the children of Noah were commanded, and she sends for her soul, and behold, she is like all the resident converts. And he does not marry her, for it is forbidden to marry a woman who has not converted.
If a woman converts while pregnant, the child is considered a convert, and is not considered her child in legal matters because he is from a non-Jew. Rather, the court immerses him according to their understanding. And Tamar was the first to bring forth Japheth the Fair. However, since Absalom was born after the marriage, Tamar, being Absalom's sister from his mother's side, was permitted to marry Amnon. And so it says, "Please speak to the king, for he will not withhold me from you."
Chapter 6: "She does not strike you except against your evil inclination""1192

Chapter 6: "She does not burn within except against her own inclination""1#

A beautiful woman who refused to renounce idolatry after twelve months, they execute her. And so too, a city that has made peace, we do not establish a covenant with them until they atone for idolatry, destroy all its places, and accept the rest of the commandments that the sons of Noah were commanded. Any non-Jew who does not accept the commandments given to the children of Noah, we kill him if he is within our power.
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