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Research introduction: the question, the
inquiry, and this edition
Hayom Yom says Maharil returned because he lacked his wife’s
permission. Rambam and Shulchan Aruch permit departure for
Torah study without consent. The earlier inquiry established
consideration within a valid permission as a supported
explanation, without proving the historical motive. A further
layer now resists the label ‘consideration’: the Rebbe’s
instructions on travelling to him, especially for Tishrei, make
consent a practical condition.
This revised text incorporates four R1 reviews. The
introduction, framework, and conclusion were replaced;
existing units corrected; units 57–68 and further sources
added. All 56 earlier units remain. The model scores and five-
stage account are historical records, not evaluations of the four
revision reviewers.
Verification: the editor read both earlier booklets and the
submitted reports, then reread the transcript of letter 5575,
Chelkat Mechokek on Even HaEzer 76, and Chatam Sofer,
Yoreh De’ah 149. Section 27 of the 13 Elul 5742 talk was read
and visually inspected in Dvar Malchus, 10–16 Elul 5783, p. 37.
GrokBot and Claude reported checking the Hisvaaduyos scan,
pp. 2172–2173; the editor could not open that scan in that
round. These checks remain distinct.
This research underlies Reader HE-V4, revised after three K1
reviews. Both retain the unresolved relationship between the
travel instruction and the permission; explanation need not
pretend a solution is proved. The older English edition did not
match the revised Hebrew. EN-V1 now translates Research R2-
V6; Reader EN-V1 translates HE-V4, with references
recalculated for the English research. Verification statements
record the Hebrew inquiry, not new checks during translation.
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Reading map
The question · 4
Hayom Yom alongside Rambam and Shulchan Aruch: the
account, the permission, and the difficulty.

Permission and guidance · 7
The halakhic guidance, Rav Rechumi’s story, and the meaning
of protest in Bach and Chatam Sofer.

The Rebbe’s instructions · 11
Letters of 5717–5718 and talks of 5740 and 5742: their evidence
and its limits.

All 68 arguments · 19
Every proposal, source, objection, correction, and rejection. A
full argument index closes the booklet.

The event and test cases · 65
Historical sources, Maharil’s own voice, missing facts, and
explanations tested against concrete cases.

The path of inquiry · 69
Corrections to model summaries, comparison of methods, and
historical evaluations.

Conclusion and open questions · 79
What is established, what remains open, and what evidence
would justify reopening the inquiry.

Study tools · 82
One chronological source list with verification status, followed
by the argument index and page references.
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The complete account—and the difficulty we
cannot skip
What is Hayom Yom, and who are the travellers?
Hayom Yom is a calendar of Chassidic teachings, customs, and
guidance arranged by the days of the year. The Rebbe, Rabbi
Menachem Mendel Schneerson, compiled and arranged it in
5703 (1943) from the talks and letters of the Previous Rebbe,
Rabbi Yosef Yitzchak Schneersohn. Each short entry invites
study. Our question concerns the entry for 11 Menachem Av. ·
Background on the book.
The Alter Rebbe is Rabbi Shneur Zalman of Liadi, author of Tanya
and Shulchan Aruch HaRav. Maharil is his brother, Rabbi
Yehudah Leib, author of the responsa She’erit Yehudah. Their
destination is Mezritch, the home of their teacher, the Maggid,
Rabbi Dov Ber. The complete daily teaching follows in
translation; no prior knowledge of the journey is needed.

Hayom Yom—11 Menachem Av
In 5524, the Alter Rebbe travelled to Mezritch together with his
brother Maharil. Maharil went without his wife’s permission and
therefore turned back on his way. The Alter Rebbe reached
Mezritch and, on this first visit, stayed until after Pesach 5525.
For two weeks he was uncertain whether to remain. The first
discourse he heard was “Nachamu, nachamu.” It is uncertain
whether this was the first discourse he heard upon arriving, or
the first after the two weeks, when he decided to remain and
formed his bond with the Maggid.1

The final “bond” refers to his attachment to the Maggid;
“Nachamu, nachamu” names the Chassidic discourse
mentioned. The latter part concerns the Alter Rebbe’s

1. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av.
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deliberation and stay. Our question concerns what came first:
Maharil went without his wife’s consent—and therefore returned.
The Hebrew “his household” is understood here as his wife, a
reading also supported by the parallel in the Jerusalem Talmud.2

Facing it: Rambam’s explicit permission
Rambam’s Laws of Marriage address obligations and rights
between husband and wife. A prolonged absence concerns onah,
the obligation of marital intimacy. Within that very setting, Torah
study receives special weight. Laws of Marriage 14:2 states, in
translation: The complete halakhah follows in our translation.
A wife may prevent her husband from travelling for commerce
except to a nearby place where her onah will not be withheld; he
is to leave only with her permission.She may likewise prevent
him from changing an occupation with a more frequent onah
obligation to one with a less frequent obligation—for example, a
donkey driver who wishes to become a camel driver, or a camel
driver who wishes to become a sailor.Torah scholars may leave
for Torah study without their wives’ permission for two or three
years. Likewise, if a man accustomed to comfort becomes a
Torah scholar, his wife cannot prevent him.3

The contrast is now visible within one halakhah: ordinary
commercial travel depends on consent, whereas Torah study has
an explicit permission without it. The story therefore cannot be
explained merely by repeating that consent was absent.
This is not permission for a few days alone, or merely a
statement that a court will not punish him. It is a real permission
for two or three years, within the rule’s conditions. “His wife
cannot prevent him” likewise does not assume that her
agreement is always required.

2. Jerusalem Talmud, Ketubot 5:7.
3. Rambam, Ishut 14:2.
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Shulchan Aruch also rules this way
The wording is not confined to Mishneh Torah. Shulchan Aruch,
Rabbi Yosef Karo’s code, records the permission in Even HaEzer,
the section addressing marriage and family law, among other
matters. Section 76:5 states, in translation:
Torah scholars may leave for Torah study without their wives’
permission for two or three years. Likewise, if a man of leisure
becomes a Torah scholar, his wife cannot prevent him.4

The difficulty is now sharper: if lack of consent does not prevent
departure under the codified rule, what made it a reason to return
in the story? Saying that his wife did not agree merely repeats the
situation the permission already addresses. Saying “domestic
harmony” also needs explanation: how does that consideration
operate alongside explicit permission?

What does the story tell us, and what are we
investigating?
It is not quite accurate to say that we know nothing about why he
returned: the entry itself connects his return to missing consent.
What we do not know is why that was sufficient reason to turn
back despite the permission. Was return obligatory in those
particular circumstances? Was it appropriate conduct within a
permission? Was there another unreported fact? Those are the
questions the inquiry must test.
There are three levels of answer: showing that no contradiction is
unavoidable; a reconciliation supported by sources; and a
documented explanation of the actual decision. A separate
question has now been added: how does the later travel
instruction relate to the permission? Explaining the story
through consideration does not automatically explain the

4. Shulchan Aruch, Even HaEzer 76:5. Rema adds that, with her permission, a scholar may be away for the period
she permits. That clause addresses travel with consent; it must not be transferred into the rule allowing
departure without consent.
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obligatory wording of the instruction. The two questions must be
examined separately.

What about the Alter Rebbe and Maharil themselves?
The writings of the people involved naturally deserve attention.
Yet the Alter Rebbe’s Laws of Torah Study 3:1, cited in the debate,
discusses learning after marriage before the responsibilities of
many children—not a ruling on leaving home without consent.
The documented research did not locate an explicit ruling of his
on this question. That does not establish disagreement with the
permission, but neither does it justify attributing an explicit
ruling to him without the relevant source.5

In She’erit Yehudah, Even HaEzer 4, Maharil himself does
discuss the durations of students’ departures. But the question
concerns permission for a woman to remarry after her husband
drowned: can the length of his absence establish that he has
died? Maharil rejects that comparison. The responsum shows his
engagement with the sugya; it does not rule on his Mezritch
journey, and a decision on our question should not be read into it
without further analysis. Familiarity with a discussion differs
from a proved explanation of an event.6

The question needs no unproved attributions to give it force.
Hayom Yom, Rambam, and Shulchan Aruch already present a
substantial difficulty. We can now investigate while preserving
both the permission and the meaning of “therefore.”

How permission and guidance coexist
Now ask from within the rule: does “I may” also mean “This is
appropriate in every situation”? If not, the space between them
must be found in the authorities themselves.

5. Shulchan Aruch HaRav, Laws of Torah Study 3:1.
6. She’erit Yehudah, Even HaEzer 4.
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Enter the difficulty for a moment. Someone says, ‘The law
permits me.’ Is the conversation over? The authorities we will
meet give a more precise answer: permission is real, but it does
not replace judgment. We must also avoid turning that judgment
into a new prohibition the source never stated.
The key is that the halakhic authorities themselves discuss both
sides together. Tur gives the ruling permitting departure and the
warning against leaving one’s wife alone for so long. Beit Yosef
specifies that ‘Rambam likewise wrote’ refers to the permission;
the entire preceding warning must not be attributed to Rambam.
Beit Yosef attributes the warning to Ramah; Bach and Korban
Netanel attribute it to Rosh. See unit 61.7

Rabbeinu Yonah’s students, quoted in Shitah Mekubetzet, accept
permission to leave. They nevertheless add compassionate
guidance and encourage an earlier return. They then warn
especially where the husband knows his wife is greatly
displeased. The order matters: permission, general
consideration, then circumstances calling for heightened care.8

Chelkat Mechokek uses ‘as a matter of law’ and says that ‘people
like us’ should heed appropriate conduct. This is not personal
evidence about Maharil’s status. It is another source showing
that one can accept the law while considering a shorter absence
or forgoing departure.9

Distinguish the permission to leave, its appropriate use, and the
wife’s power to prevent departure. This distinction explains room
for advice alongside permission; it does not by itself establish a
duty to obtain consent in the very case in which the law permits
departure without it. The Rebbe’s instruction requires a question
of applicability: does this journey fall within the permission, and,
if so, what grounds the instruction limiting its exercise?
7. Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76.
8. Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students.
9. Chelkat Mechokek on Even HaEzer 76, comment 10.
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The proposed reconciliation is therefore that Maharil may have
returned because his wife had not agreed, even though
permission to leave remained in force. This addresses return
within permission; it does not by itself explain the Tishrei
instruction. See units 65–66. It invents no new rule and fits the
framework described by the authorities. Moving from that
framework to the event is nevertheless an interpretation, not
knowledge of Maharil’s thoughts.

What Rav Rechumi’s story teaches
The Gemara itself now challenges any easy answer. It tells of a
scholar, a wife waiting for his return, and a tear. Does it retract
the permission or teach care in using it?
Rav Rechumi used to return home on the eve of Yom Kippur.
Once he became absorbed in study and did not arrive. His wife
waited in distress; later in the story he died. The Gemara and
Rashi present danger in relying on permission while leaving the
wife alone. But does the story cancel the permission? The early
interpretations must be distinguished.10

Within Rambam’s position, Maggid Mishneh connects the
punishment to Rav Rechumi missing his customary return. This
cannot establish that every departure Rambam permits is
forbidden. Conversely, it does not prove that Maggid Mishneh
rejects all compassionate guidance: Rabbeinu Yonah’s students
explicitly combine that guidance with the permission.11

There is also a restrictive legal approach. Commentators
understand Rif to adopt thirty days; Meiri and Rid add important
material to that map. Ran presents the positions, and presenting
a view must not be counted as another personal ruling. This

10. Ketubot 62b and Rashi.
11. Maggid Mishneh, Ishut 14:2; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students.
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disagreement deserves attention, but it is not a straightforward
interpretation of Rambam’s ruling.12

Two details limit the application to Maharil. First, turning back is
not in itself punishment. Second, no report says he missed a
customary return date. Even for Rav Rechumi, the word
‘customary’ alone proves neither a vow nor a legally binding
promise.

What Bach and Chatam Sofer add
Two further questions test the answer’s boundaries: does the
husband’s status at marriage matter, and does vigorous protest
make permission unusable? The disagreement among
authorities requires careful attention.

Bach: when did the husband become a Torah scholar?
Rambam also mentions a man accustomed to comfort who
becomes a Torah scholar. Beit Yosef and Bach disagree about the
permitted change after marriage. Bach distinguishes someone
already a scholar when he married from someone who became
one later. He rules on that distinction; only attributing the same
intent to Rambam is presented as a possibility.13

The distinction helps explain the law. Applying it to Maharil’s
return requires knowing his status at marriage and that this
approach governed the decision. Those facts were not proved. It
is therefore a legal route for discussion, without preference as a
historical account.

Chatam Sofer: protest does not automatically cancel
permission
Chatam Sofer reads Rambam as including a wife who protests
vigorously. He also discusses attending upon scholars and the
company of fellow students. His words challenge two claims
12. Rif, Ketubot 26a; Ran on Rif, Ketubot, chapter 5; Rid, Ketubot 62b; Meiri, Ketubot 61b.
13. Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76; Beit Shmuel on Even HaEzer 76, comments 10–11.
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made in the debate: that every protest prohibits departure, and
that visiting a teacher to learn divine service cannot qualify as
Torah study.14

Again, the source must not be enlarged beyond its words. It is not
a ruling about Maharil’s journey to the Maggid, nor does it
exclude every danger or additional consideration. Attributing
another prohibition to a particular journey requires establishing
its conditions. Recommending consideration does not require
turning the recommendation into a veto.

The Rebbe’s instructions: travel conditions
and the limits of reconciliation
A. Two distinct sources
Letter 5575, dated 4 Tammuz 5717, addresses the
correspondent’s wish to spend Tishrei with the Rebbe. His wife’s
full agreement comes first, followed by household needs,
coordination with those overseeing his sacred work, and benefit
to the public after his return. Presenting these as cumulative
conditions prevents reducing consent to nonbinding advice. A
secretary signed on the Rebbe’s behalf. The editor reread the
transcript; printed pp. 257–258 and the editorial note ‘A similar
text was sent to several people’ are based here on the reviewers’
reports of print verification. [Source A]
On 13 Elul 5742, section 27 of an unedited farbrengen record
reiterates the conditions for Tishrei travel. They include rabbinic
permission for residents of Eretz Yisrael to leave, avoiding debt,
spousal permission, and not harming communal work. The
passage reads, in translation: ‘Departure must be with the wife’s
permission.’ It later attributes the instructions to Shulchan Aruch
and mentions explanations given in earlier years. The section

14. Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149.
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names no particular siman and does not mention Maharil.
[Source B]
The letter and talk are distinct documents with different dates,
genres, and lists of conditions. ‘770’ describes the location in
context; it is not quoted from the section. The unedited record
must be identified as such: neither presented as a text reviewed
by the Rebbe nor dismissed as worthless because it was not
reviewed.

A1. 15 Av 5740: the story within the instruction
Talk of 15 Av 5740, section 5, Sichos Kodesh 5740, vol. III, pp.
841–842. GrokBot located it and checked the scan in two rounds,
supplying images of both pages in the V2 review. The editor
viewed them and read section 5 in Yiddish. The headings show
the date, page numbers, and ‘private, unedited record.’ PDF
pages 876–877 and identification of HebrewBooks volume 4625
still rely on the reviewer’s documentation. [Source H]
The Rebbe responds to the many who asked about coming to him
for the periods mentioned: Elul, Rosh Hashanah, Yom Kippur
and Hoshana Rabbah, especially the beginning of the Hakhel
year. Individual questions are unnecessary because a ‘general
instruction’ grounded in halakhic rulings already exists. ‘First
and foremost,’ travel must not harm the person’s work locally, in
his institution or yeshivah; a suitable substitute or comparable
arrangement should be made. Married men need their wives’
agreement, as explained in the halakhic authorities; the
husband’s agreement to his wife’s travel is also stated explicitly.
One should not incur large debts, certainly not spiritual debts
caused by neglecting local work. Someone leaving the Holy Land
needs permission from a rabbi who is also there. Within the
requirement of agreement, the Rebbe mentions the Alter Rebbe’s
first journey to Mezritch: the difference between him and ‘the
other one’ was that he travelled with the Rebbetzin’s agreement,
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and therefore his journey had a continuation, with all its details,
as known from the account of the leader of our generation. This
translates the Hebrew edition’s summary of an unedited record;
it is not a quotation from a reviewed Hebrew text.
Following the editor’s comparison with the images, the
connection between the travel instruction and the Mezritch story
can no longer be called merely our proposal. The Rebbe himself
uses the story within the instruction. Maharil is not named,
however; identifying him as ‘the other one’ is supported by the
parallel in Hayom Yom. Hayom Yom itself is not named either, so
this cannot be presented as an explicit explanation of that entry’s
precise wording.
The inspected section mentions neither the permission for Torah
scholars, a particular section of Shulchan Aruch, nor a
classification of Maharil’s status. The story’s use within the
instruction has thus been found, but no explicit explanation of
the relationship between required permission and Rambam’s
allowance. This talk is a suitable candidate for the ‘earlier years’
mentioned in 5742; that identification is not certain.

B. What has changed in the conclusion
The previous edition ended symmetrically: ‘The permission
stands. The guidance stands.’ That can describe permission
alongside compassionate guidance, but does not suffice for a
travel instruction formulated as a condition. The discovery adds
more than support for an old slogan: the general permission and
the practical instruction to the travellers addressed now require
separate explanation.
The talk neither explicitly cancels the permission for Torah
scholars nor analyzes its parameters. We should therefore say
neither that the Rebbe abolished it nor that its precise
compatibility with the condition has already been proved. The
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editorial decision is to preserve both source statements and rank
the proposed connections between them.

C. Three approaches that must remain distinct
The first approach distinguishes applicability according to the
traveller or the purpose of travel. Its structure has textual
support: the general rule requires permission when departure
interrupts onah, with an exception for Torah study. Tur includes
‘commerce or some other purpose’; descriptions of the person
vary between students, Torah scholars, and ‘a person may leave.’
Social labels alone cannot classify a particular individual. A short
duration does not remove a journey from the permission: the
Mishnah itself permits thirty days of study (unit 62).
Ezer MiKodesh offers another model: when applicability is
uncertain because of ‘Torah as one’s occupation’ or ‘possible
study,’ consent can contribute to permission. This is not
necessarily a further obligation within an unquestionably
applicable allowance (unit 60). Yet no source found says that the
Rebbe classified all Tishrei visitors this way. There is an
analytical structure; evidence applying it is missing.
The second approach proposes a further obligation even where
the permission certainly applies. Its source, subjects, and
compatibility with ‘they may leave without permission’ must be
shown. ‘She has no right to prevent him, but he must obtain
consent’ describes the difficulty rather than solving it. Asking is
not obtaining. The candidates examined are limited: Rabbeinu
Yonah’s students warn particularly of strong displeasure; Ezer
MiKodesh discusses clarification amid uncertainty; Beit Meir
considers an obligation concerning duration. None supplies a
general requirement of consent for every journey covered by the
permission.
The third approach is guidance within permission. Piskei
HaRosh explicitly compares the warning to good advice;
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Rabbeinu Yonah’s students say to return earlier ‘out of
compassion’; Chelkat Mechokek distinguishes law and conduct;
Beit Meir says that although legally permitted, proper conduct
must still be considered. These support shorter absence and
consideration, not a universal condition of consent (units 61, 63).
They support the possibility of returning within permission,
without proving Maharil’s actual decision.
The ranking depends on the question. To reconcile the return
itself with Rambam, guidance within permission has the
strongest textual support without inventing personal
circumstances. Different applicability requires further facts
about the event; an additional obligation requires a source and
conditions of application. This ranks evidentiary support, not
historical probability.
No approach to the Rebbe’s condition is proved. Claude
proposed preferring the uncertainty model, combined with
guidance: consent permits the doubtful traveller and fulfils the
guidance for one whose permission is certain. The proposal is
preserved but is not the editor’s conclusion. Its second part still
does not explain how guidance becomes a universally binding
condition. A general instruction is not itself evidence for
combining these approaches.
Claude noted another candidate: Sukkah 27b, ‘You shall rejoice,
you and your household,’ and visiting one’s teacher on a festival.
It may raise a separate family obligation, but no source linking it
to obtaining consent in these instructions was found. It is not a
solution here; it remains a possible future research target that
does not hold up this edition.

D. Chelkat Mechokek and Chatam Sofer after rereading
Chelkat Mechokek 76:10 concludes ‘as a matter of law, or for
someone whose Torah is his occupation’ after discussing
departure with permission and the weight of proper conduct.
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This supports distinguishing law from conduct and examining
the learner’s status. Both readings require precision; ‘people
such as ourselves’ must not become a blanket cancellation of the
permission today. Connecting the passage to the Rebbe is a
proposed reconciliation, since the identified section does not cite
Chelkat Mechokek. [Source C]
Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149, originally concerns a stringency
in family purity versus onah. Within his argument he discusses
the scholar’s permission and protest, proposes and then resolves
a reading of disagreement among the Rishonim. Attending the
study hall to learn through serving scholars is part of the
argument. His entire discussion cannot be confined to a local
study hall, erasing its reliance on years of absence; nor may it be
expanded into a ruling about every journey to a rebbe’s court. It
strengthens rejection of a blanket exclusion of serving scholars,
without deciding Maharil’s journey or Tishrei travel. [Source D]

E. What the later instruction tells us about Hayom Yom
In V1 the normative reading rested on correspondence between
the entry and later instructions. The 5740 finding, now checked
in photographs by the editor too, adds something different: the
Rebbe himself connects required agreement to the first Mezritch
journey. V1’s wording must not remain as though no connection
exists; who checked the source and what it says must be
specified.
The later source also transmits and interprets a tradition. Its date
does not deprive it of all historical value. Nevertheless, it is not
independent contemporary testimony from 5524, and does not
detail the brother’s halakhic decision. Connecting the story,
identifying ‘the other one’ as Maharil, and explaining the
permission are three different evidentiary steps.
The reason for returning is not wholly unknown: Hayom Yom
attributes it to lack of consent. The Rebbe’s use of the story in an
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instruction about consent has now also been checked. What
remains missing is the particular basis requiring or justifying
return alongside the permission for scholars. Finding the 5740
talk must not be presented as solving that question too.
The intention behind editing the entry is a fourth question. The
talk cites the account of the leader of our generation, not
explicitly Hayom Yom or the word ‘his household.’ It shows the
story’s use when the instruction was given, but does not
establish a particular editorial intention in 5703.

Five stages of the earlier inquiry: historical
record
Edition updates and verification status
V3 update: GrokBot’s review of V2 itself was received, covering
the complete text and focused source checks of the 5740 talk and
letters. The editor read the full report and personally viewed the
two printed-page images, pp. 841–842. Section 5 was read in
Yiddish and compared with the transcript and summary. The
connection to the story, mutual agreement, order of conditions,
and Hakhel-year context were now also verified by the editor.
Volume identification and PDF page numbers still rest on the
reviewer’s documentation; the editor did not reopen the
complete volume. V2 was preserved for comparison. This does
not certify every source in all 68 units.
V4 update: Claude’s review of V2 was incorporated while
retaining GrokBot’s and Heavy’s corrections already made in V3
and Grok 4.7’s first-round comments. No new Grok 4.7 review of
V3 is claimed. The editor read Claude’s report and its copied
source passages and tested the argument against them. This was
reading a transcript supplied in a report, not independent
comparison with a database or print. Claude’s continuous
database reading is marked as reviewer verification. Thus the
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content questions in units 60–64 were resolved; outstanding
print checks are not recast as completed verification.
This chapter records the edition before revision R1; its
conclusions are not presented as the current endpoint. Five
stages organize the inquiry’s development. The models
sometimes counted subrounds differently. What follows records
what changed at each stage, not five supposedly identical
experiments. Original responses and preserved reports are in the
research archive.15

Limits of the archive. The available collection contains four
preserved ChatGPT reports and eight correspondence files. It is
not a complete verbatim conversation export: an early rejected
ChatGPT answer, the fourth-round message, and the original
delivery message are missing. Later replies preserve indirect
evidence of some of their content. We identify that evidence as
indirect and do not recreate missing messages as quotations.

1. Quick answers and untested assumptions
Initially, Rambam was described as granting only a legal right, or
Maharil was excluded because of his age, the journey’s purpose,
or the word ‘household.’ The intuition that story and law need not
conflict was sound, but each explanation lacked sufficient
evidence.

2. Returning to text and context
The Jerusalem Talmud showed that ‘their households’ also
appears in the students’ rule. Maggid Mishneh prevented Rav
Rechumi from cancelling Rambam’s permission. Raavad,
Tosafot, and Ritva were returned to their context: departure with
consent. The age and prayer arguments also failed.

15. Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive; Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.
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3. Separating law from event
Rabbeinu Yonah’s students and Chelkat Mechokek supplied
actual sources for consideration alongside permission. Bach’s
disagreement was stated precisely, and restrictive views were
added. The question became sharper: finding a law is
insufficient; is a fact known that applies it to Maharil?

4. Test cases and further discoveries
Test cases checked whether the interpretation left practical
meaning in ‘without permission.’ Claude found She’erit
Yehudah; Chatam Sofer clarified that protest is not an automatic
veto. ‘People like us,’ Me’il Tzedakah, and textual variants were
also examined. The claim that only exceptional distress warrants
consideration was corrected.

5. Agreement with a clear limit
It became clear that proving the historical motive is unnecessary
for a supported reconciliation. Closing summaries were also
corrected where earlier overstatements had reappeared. The
result: permission and guidance coexist; the specific reason for
returning remains unproved.
Progress owed as much to human criticism as to searching:
demands for a precise reference, context, explicit retraction, and
an explanation that survives test cases. Agreement among
models after exchanging sources is not three independent pieces
of evidence.

Every argument · The complete debate map
Here the discussion-room door opens. Some proposals survived;
others fell precisely because they first seemed too simple. The 56
earlier units remain, joined by units 57–68. You need not read
them all consecutively: choose a question, consider its
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supporting argument, and see what changed when the source
was opened. The final index returns you to each unit.
Each proposal is examined separately: Proposal records the
claim; Analysis gives support and objections; Conclusion states
what remains. Some units examine research method, because it
affected the answers as much as the legal explanations did.
Rejected means that a particular proof or formulation failed; it
does not establish the opposite. Unproved leaves the matter
open. Supported indicates textual backing within the scope
stated in that unit.

Permission and consideration for one’s wife
01 · Only a legal ceiling
Proposal — Grok and Claude; initial responses. Grok’s opening,
and similar wording in Claude, presented the ruling as merely
removing a sanction or limiting what a court can enforce.
Analysis. Rambam’s wording positively permits departure. The
wife’s power to prevent it matters, but a permitted act cannot be
recast as a prohibited act that goes unpunished. The affirmative
permission must remain.
Conclusion. The restrictive formulation is rejected: the
permission is real within its conditions.16

What is at stake? The difference is between permission and
immunity from punishment. If Rambam permits departure itself,
saying that a court will not intervene does not resolve the
difficulty.

02 · Permission that should never be used initially
Proposal — Grok; then joint criticism; initial response and later
discussion. It was proposed that Rambam permits departure

16. Rambam, Ishut 14:2; Shulchan Aruch, Even HaEzer 76:5.
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legally, but it is always inappropriate in practice; hence the need
to return.
Analysis. A warning or recommendation does not automatically
turn every case into a concession available only after the fact.
Conversely, permission from the outset does not rule out advice
to seek agreement. Reject the sweeping claim, not every
distinction between law and conduct.
Conclusion. The blanket formulation is rejected; practical
guidance remains.17

What is at stake? This answer is attractive because it appears to
preserve both texts. But where does a source restrict normal use
of the permission, and where does it merely recommend
consideration?

03 · Permission does not require its exercise
Proposal — all three models; revision and closing stages. All
three models ultimately accepted that someone may be entitled
to leave and nevertheless choose not to continue.
Analysis. This correctly answers an allegation of unavoidable
contradiction. Alone, it does not explain why the absence of
consent caused the return. Combined with the sources on
considerate conduct, it becomes a supported interpretation
rather than an abstract possibility.
Conclusion. A sound logical distinction, not an established
historical motive.18

What is at stake? Someone permitted to continue may also
return. That removes an unavoidable contradiction, but leaves
the interesting question: why was missing consent the reason to
turn back?

17. Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students;
Chelkat Mechokek on Even HaEzer 76, comment 10.
18. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Rambam, Ishut 14:2.

21 ❖



04 · General guidance to show consideration
Proposal — Grok and Claude; ChatGPT developed the sources;
initial responses onward. Seeking consent, returning earlier, or
turning back out of consideration was proposed even where
departure is permitted.
Analysis. Rabbeinu Yonah’s students begin with compassionate
guidance and only then add heightened circumstances. Chelkat
Mechokek supports the distinction between law and conduct.
Turning back is a proposed application of that principle, not an
explicit statement about Maharil.
Conclusion. The strongest supported reconciliation of a possible
return within Rambam’s position; not a proved explanation of the
later travel instruction.19

What is at stake? This gives the reconciliation substance. The
authorities themselves supply a reason for consideration and a
shorter absence, rather than leaving us with permission that one
happens not to use.
R1 update: this preference concerns only a possible return within
permission. The Tishrei instruction is not exhausted by
compassionate advice, so approach 04 cannot be called a proved
explanation of the later instruction. See units 57–59.

05 · Only exceptional distress warrants guidance
Proposal — Grok; corrected in criticism and closing responses;
revision stages. At one stage Grok restricted the recommendation
to refrain to exceptional situations. ChatGPT’s criticism also
overemphasized the need for a special circumstance.
Analysis. Rabbeinu Yonah’s students give general guidance
before discussing heightened displeasure. An exceptional fact is

19. Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students; Chelkat Mechokek on Even HaEzer 76,
comment 10.
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needed for the stronger claim of possible transgression, not for
every recommendation to be considerate. Correcting this later
restriction was important.
Conclusion. The restriction is rejected; general guidance and
heightened warning are distinguished.20

What is at stake? Compassion need not wait for extreme distress.
Yet general advice does not make every departure forbidden; the
source’s wording determines how strong its warning is.

06 · Strong protest cancels permission
Proposal — Grok and Claude; the generalization was later
corrected; initial and closing responses. Objection, tears, or
intense displeasure were sometimes treated as creating a new
right for the wife to prevent departure.
Analysis. Chatam Sofer reads Rambam as including strong
protest. Protest alone therefore cannot establish a veto. Sources
may guide the husband without enlarging the wife’s legal power
in every such case.
Conclusion. Rejected as an automatic test. Assessing harm is a
further question.14

What is at stake? If every protest cancels permission, what
remains of ‘without permission’? Here we test whether the
reconciliation respects the rule or explains it away.
R1 update: rejecting an automatic veto does not waive consent
where the specific travel condition has been established.
Conversely, the condition’s existence does not explain its
relationship to the permission. Applicability must be tested;
merely relabelling a right as a duty is insufficient.

14. Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149.
20. Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students; Supplied Grok and Claude responses;
research archive; Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.
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07 · Mistreatment is a separate halakhic concern
Proposal — Claude and ChatGPT; critical rounds. Claude and
ChatGPT emphasized that concern about distress cannot always
be reduced to exceptional piety.
Analysis. The duty to avoid mistreating one’s wife is explicit and
relates to the Tur and Rabbeinu Yonah’s students. Yet refusal
does not itself prove mistreatment. Without an appropriate fact,
one cannot rule that Maharil sinned or returned because he
feared a transgression.
Conclusion. An established principle; its application to the event
is unproved.21

What is at stake? An act permitted in one respect may raise
another question. Calling this particular case mistreatment,
however, requires facts about what happened; disagreement
alone does not establish it.

08 · Permission concerning onah is not permission in
every respect
Proposal — Grok and ChatGPT; distinguishing law from the
event. The binary distinction ‘permission applies / does not
apply’ developed into an analysis of different obligations.
Analysis. There may be permission with voluntary restraint;
permission concerning onah alongside another obligation; a
case outside the permission; or a ruling following another view.
This is an analytical map, not four known facts about Maharil.
Every additional obligation requires both a source and relevant
circumstances.
Conclusion. A valid framework; no route may be applied without
its conditions.22

21. Bava Metzia 59a; Shulchan Aruch, Choshen Mishpat 228:3; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu
Yonah’s students.
22. Rambam, Ishut 14:2; Rambam, Ishut 15:1–2, 19.
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What is at stake? Permission within the laws of onah answers a
defined question. It is not an exemption from every possible
obligation, but another obligation cannot be invented merely to
rescue an explanation.
R1 update: the analytical map became decisive after the 5742
talk. Each approach needs its own evidence. One cannot invoke
different applicability in one paragraph, then end with a further
obligation within permission as though these were the same
solution.

Rav Rechumi and the legal positions
09 · Rav Rechumi overturns the Sages’ ruling
Proposal — a reading examined in the discussion of Grok; initial
response and its criticism. His death was cited to show that
relying on the permission for years is improper, to the point of
negating it.
Analysis. Maggid Mishneh and Rabbeinu Yonah’s students retain
the permission and interpret the story alongside it. Other early
authorities offer stricter readings, but these cannot be attributed
to Rambam without acknowledging the disagreement.
Conclusion. Rejected as a reconciliation within Rambam’s 
ruling.23

What is at stake? A troubling story after a permission challenges
both heart and mind. Rambam knew that same discussion and
still permitted departure, so his reading of the story must be
considered.

23. Maggid Mishneh, Ishut 14:2; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students; Rid, Ketubot
62b.
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10 · Maggid Mishneh rules out all voluntary restraint
Proposal — Grok; revision and subsequent retraction. After
correcting the cancellation of the permission, Grok claimed that
Maggid Mishneh had already rejected appropriate restraint itself.
Analysis. The source preserves the law and explains Rav
Rechumi’s circumstances. It contains no blanket rejection of
compassion or a shorter stay. Early authorities who accept the
law themselves add such guidance.
Conclusion. Rejected: defending permission does not cancel 
guidance.11

What is at stake? Maggid Mishneh protects the permission. That
does not mean he removes every compassionate
recommendation: rejecting a blanket prohibition and rejecting
consideration are different claims.

11 · Rashi establishes punishment for every departure
Proposal — Grok; Claude added another Rashi text; initial
responses and later criticism. A parallel was drawn between
leaving without consent and suffering harm, and Maharil’s
return; Rashi’s first recension was also emphasized.
Analysis. Rashi describes danger and prolonged absence. This
does not establish that every departure within the permission
brings punishment. Returning is not itself a punishment. The
wording attributed to the first recension was read in a
compilation, not an independent manuscript.
Conclusion. The warning is supported; its universalization and
identification with the return are rejected.24

What is at stake? A warning about danger does not necessarily
predict the same outcome in every case. Rashi’s warning should
retain its force without being expanded to every possible journey.

11. Maggid Mishneh, Ishut 14:2; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students.
24. Ketubot 62b and Rashi; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students.
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12 · Failure to return at the customary time
Proposal — Grok; examined by all three; return to Maggid
Mishneh. Maggid Mishneh was cited to locate the punishment in
missing the expected return rather than the original departure.
Analysis. This is an important textual distinction. ‘He used to
return’ does not prove a vow, legally binding promise, or
separate prohibition attached to every habit. No missed return
date is reported for Maharil, and interrupting a journey at its start
is not such a delay.
Conclusion. Established as an interpretation of Rav Rechumi;
unproved for Maharil.25

What is at stake? Permission to leave differs from an expectation
of return on a particular day. Rav Rechumi’s story contains that
expectation; the account of Maharil supplies no matching detail.

13 · They followed Rif
Proposal — Grok first mentioned it; Claude developed it; initial
response and expanded analysis. Claude emphasized that
following Rabbi Eliezer could make returning legally required
when a planned absence exceeded thirty days.
Analysis. Commentators do indeed understand Rif this way. But
both a relevant plan and evidence that this view governed the
event are needed. The brother’s stay does not prove Maharil’s
plan. This is another ruling, not an interpretation of Rambam’s
permission.
Conclusion. A halakhic possibility without a historical link.26

What is at stake? A disagreement among authorities can explain
conduct different from Rambam’s rule. We still need evidence
that the person followed that position; its existence is not
evidence of his choice.

25. Maggid Mishneh, Ishut 14:2; Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76.
26. Rif, Ketubot 26a; Maggid Mishneh, Ishut 14:2; Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76.
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14 · Rid says ‘not permitted’
Proposal — ChatGPT; subsequently checked by Claude; source-
analysis rounds. ChatGPT added wording of prohibition stronger
than a moral reservation; Claude confirmed it.
Analysis. The wording strengthens a restrictive reading without
prohibiting every brief departure or proving that Maharil
adopted it. Later, a view attributed to ‘the Rav’ holds that if the
wife withdraws from a study-departure condition, the condition
is void because it cancels a Torah obligation. This is an
additional view on the validity of stipulation, not an agreed ruling
or the consent requirement wrongly attributed to Tosafot.
Conclusion. A significant source for the disagreement, not a
ruling about the event.27

What is at stake? ‘Not permitted’ is strong wording: this is a
restrictive reading. Its strength clarifies that author’s position
but does not by itself connect it to Maharil’s journey.

15 · A uniform school of Rif, Ran, and Meiri
Proposal — Claude; later qualified; mapping the positions and
closing. The number of authorities was used to strengthen the
claim that returning followed straightforward law rather than a
lone view.
Analysis. Ran presents opinions; presenting one is not an
independent endorsement. Meiri’s own stricter explanation must
be distinguished from his opening citation of Rambam. Repeated
absences also differ: Ran raises an occasional-use reading, while
Meiri describes repeated departures after thirty days at home.
Several names do not form a single view in every detail.
Conclusion. The map is broader; treating all its sources as
uniform is rejected.28

27. Rid, Ketubot 62b.
28. Ran on Rif, Ketubot, chapter 5; Meiri, Ketubot 61b.
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What is at stake? An authority who decides differs from a
commentator who explains two positions. Counting both as
deciding alike inflates the apparent support without adding
evidence.

16 · Seven separate readings of ‘benafshaihu’
Proposal — Claude; mapping and summary rounds. Claude
counted danger, prohibition, reliance, delay, guidance, and
finally Chatam Sofer’s use as separate interpretations.
Analysis. These claims operate on different levels and some
coexist. Chatam Sofer uses the stories against a right to prevent
departure; he does not establish that the expression means
‘neither danger nor prohibition.’ A long list is not a dispute
among seven mutually exclusive positions.
Conclusion. Reclassification is needed; the count of exclusive
alternatives is rejected.29

What is at stake? Two interpretations sometimes answer different
questions: one explains the wording, another the cause of
punishment. A difference in emphasis need not create a new
disagreement.

The learner’s status and household conditions
17 · Torah-scholar status at marriage
Proposal — ChatGPT; first research report and later discussion.
ChatGPT centered the disagreement of Beit Yosef with Bach and
Perishah in analyzing the ruling’s second clause.
Analysis. This is a real distinction concerning permission for
someone whose way of life changes. No facts were found that
classify Maharil at his marriage. Its value concerns the analysis
of Rambam’s wording, not a demonstrated historical likelihood.

29. Ketubot 62b and Rashi; Maggid Mishneh, Ishut 14:2; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s
students; Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149.
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Conclusion. Supported within a particular position; application 
unproved.13

What is at stake? This proposal changes the question from ‘How
learned was he?’ to ‘What was his status when he married?’ It is
more precise, but the crucial fact is still missing.

18 · Bach himself is merely uncertain
Proposal — Claude’s criticism; ChatGPT’s attribution analysis;
critical rounds. Summaries of the criticism alleged that ChatGPT
had presented Bach’s distinction as only a possibility.
Analysis. Bach rules in favor of the distinction; the tentative
wording concerns attributing it to Rambam. The preserved
reports already said this, though Bach’s own decision could have
been more prominent. An uncertain interpretation of Rambam
should not be described as uncertainty in Bach’s ruling.
Conclusion. The precision is accepted; the broad attribution of
error to ChatGPT is inaccurate.30

What is at stake? A cautious word may qualify only half a
statement. Bach decides for himself while treating the attribution
to Rambam as uncertain; conflating them changes the map of
positions.

19 · Maharil was young, therefore not a Torah scholar
Proposal — Grok; early responses. Grok used an estimated age of
fourteen or fifteen and supposed proximity to marriage to
exclude him from the permission.
Analysis. Age is not a halakhic definition of status. The dates and
connection to marriage were also not established by the checked
source material. Missing information cannot become evidence of
lacking status. Rejecting the inference does not require settling
his birth date.

13. Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76; Beit Shmuel on Even HaEzer 76, comments 10–11.
30. Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76; Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.
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Conclusion. Rejected as evidence; his status remains an open 
question.31

What is at stake? Age tells us how long someone has lived, not
what he already knows. Without evidence of his status, that
number cannot exclude him from a scholar’s permission.

20 · Raavad limits permission to one whose occupation
is Torah
Proposal — Claude; initial response and retraction. Claude
attributed to Raavad a condition on the years-long permission
without consent.
Analysis. The passage quoted in the Tur concerns the duration of
departure with consent. Chelkat Mechokek later connects it to
departure without consent, but that is an additional source and
argument. The extension must not be presented as Raavad’s
wording in its original context.
Conclusion. The original attribution and application are rejected;
a different connection remains.32

What is at stake? Before asking who counts as devoted entirely to
Torah, identify which departure the distinction concerns. A
condition about leaving with consent does not automatically
govern departure without it.
R2-V4 update: Beit Meir [1] also discusses extending the
consideration to departure without permission. This is an
additional argument, not Raavad’s original wording. See 63.

21 · ‘People like us’ is a presumption about Maharil
Proposal — Claude; critical rounds and retraction. Claude first
proposed a general presumption, then a generational
classification based on Chelkat Mechokek including himself.

31. Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
32. Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76; Chelkat Mechokek on Even HaEzer 76, comment 10.
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Analysis. The wording shows that even a major scholar
recognizes the force of the guidance. It does not establish that
every later person lacks the status of Torah as his occupation,
nor provide personal evidence about Maharil. Neither scholarly
greatness nor modest phrasing settles the classification alone.
Conclusion. The presumption is rejected; the guidance and
definitional difficulty remain.9

What is at stake? When an authority says ‘people like us,’ he
teaches caution even to learned people. That does not yet give a
list or rule definitively classifying Maharil.
R1–R2 update: GrokBot initially proposed Chelkat Mechokek as
the main link to the Rebbe’s instruction, then withdrew that
preference, leaving a proposal only. ‘It implies… people such as
ourselves’ is Chelkat Mechokek’s inference from Raavad. Beit
Shmuel’s reference to Rema’s disagreement must also retain the
context of departure with permission; it does not negate Chelkat
Mechokek wholesale. The editor reread comment 10, but the
5740 talk says only ‘as also explained in the halakhic authorities’
without identifying one. Beit Meir is discussed in unit 63 with its
verification status.
R2-V4 update: Beit Meir’s definition based on Yoreh De’ah 243
belongs to the clause ‘if she gives permission.’ It prevents
automatically denying the category to later generations, without
classifying Maharil; see 63. GrokBot’s withdrawal of its
preference for Chelkat Mechokek remains recorded.

22 · A Torah scholar today and Me’il Tzedakah
Proposal — Claude; expanded in criticism; later source analysis.
Claude cited Pitchei Teshuvah on adopting a Torah scholar’s
weekly onah schedule in later generations.

9. Chelkat Mechokek on Even HaEzer 76, comment 10.
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Analysis. This concerns weekly frequency and cannot
automatically be transferred to years away. Me’il Tzedakah
concludes by recommending the workers’ schedule because of
conditions in his generation: permission and guidance together,
without classifying Maharil. Claude also cited Magen Avraham
240:3, quoting Sefer HaKanah; that reference was not checked
here in its source and adds no evidence about the individual.
Conclusion. A useful comparison, not an independent answer
about the journey.33

What is at stake? The term ‘Torah scholar’ can take its meaning
from the law being discussed. A source about the frequency of
onah helps comparison but does not alone settle prolonged
travel.

23 · The first year of marriage
Proposal — Claude and Grok; early hypotheses. ‘Free for his
household,’ Sefer HaChinuch, and Chochmat Adam were
proposed as a separate framework from the usual permission.
Analysis. Sefer HaChinuch takes a strict position even with
waiver and also records a view allowing waiver; it discusses brief
travel for a mitzvah as well. Maharil’s marriage date is not
established. On the view that waiver is ineffective, lack of consent
alone does not identify the rule. The generalization about most
early authorities and the attribution to Chochmat Adam were not
verified here.
Conclusion. A conditional possibility, not a proved 
reconciliation.34

What is at stake? The first year of marriage offers a specific
explanation and is therefore attractive. Using it requires both a

33. Pitchei Teshuvah, Even HaEzer 76:3–4.
34. Sefer HaChinuch, mitzvah 582.
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legal argument and evidence that the journey occurred in that
year.

24 · Procreation alongside onah
Proposal — ChatGPT; first research report. ChatGPT’s first report
considered whether another obligation limits waiver or a
prolonged stay.
Analysis. Rambam distinguishes onah from procreation, and
Torah study also matters in postponing marriage. An unfulfilled
procreation obligation does not itself establish a travel
prohibition. No facts about the household in this event were
established. This is a further question, not a replacement for
missing history.
Conclusion. A valid halakhic distinction; this route was not 
established.35

What is at stake? Onah and the commandment to have children
are not identical. The distinction matters generally but does not
establish an obligation preventing travel in Maharil’s particular
family circumstances.

The purpose of travel and other obligations
25 · Learning to pray is not Torah study
Proposal — Grok and Claude; initial responses. Grok and Claude
inferred from the narrative contrast between Vilna and Mezritch
that the journey to the Maggid fell outside the permission.
Analysis. No authority was supplied who excludes it on that
basis. A saying about the character of study does not determine
its halakhic scope. Chatam Sofer on attending upon scholars
further weakens the blanket exclusion without proving that every
possible purpose is included.

35. Rambam, Ishut 15:1–2, 19; Shulchan Aruch, Even HaEzer 76:6.
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Conclusion. The exclusion is rejected as evidence about 
Maharil.36

What is at stake? ‘Learning to pray’ describes spiritual content; it
is not a ruling excluding that learning from Torah. A legal
explanation needs a source that actually draws the distinction.

26 · A first journey or accompanying a brother is not
study travel
Proposal — Grok; revised response. Grok portrayed Maharil as a
young companion entering a new path rather than someone
establishing himself in study; his advice to choose Mezritch and
his sound judgment were also mentioned.
Analysis. Neither an exclusive purpose, a study plan, nor a legal
rule distinguishing first from later journeys was proved. The
controversy over Chasidism does not remove the need to
examine the content of study. The biographical details do not
prove the classification.
Conclusion. Rejected as an established argument; the
background details need sources.31

What is at stake? A first journey may be an interesting narrative
detail. It becomes a legal condition only with evidence;
background alone does not create a new rule.

27 · Attending upon scholars settles the Mezritch
question
Proposal — ChatGPT, as acknowledged by Claude; Claude
expanded it; preserved closing responses. ChatGPT introduced
Chatam Sofer, as Claude explicitly acknowledges in the
preserved closing response. Claude checked the transcription
and added the passage on attending upon scholars and

31. Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
36. Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
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companions, applying it to travel to a teacher. The missing
ChatGPT message itself is not quoted here.
Analysis. The source strongly answers the blanket exclusion in
unit 25. A gap nevertheless remains between the halakhic
category of attending upon scholars and a finding that every
journey to a particular court meets its conditions. No ruling
about Maharil’s journey was found here.
Conclusion. An important correction to the exclusion, not proof
of full applicability.14

What is at stake? Chatam Sofer looks beyond an ordinary
classroom lesson: learning through scholars and companions
also belongs in the discussion. This challenges exclusion without
supplying every circumstance of the journey.
R1 update: Chatam Sofer mentions the study hall within an
argument that also relies on departures lasting years. Neither
context may be erased. Ezer MiKodesh’s account of his journey
to a tzaddik may add a more direct case. It appears in unit 60 and
does not prove automatic applicability to every journey.
R2-V4 update: Ezer MiKodesh classifies his journey to the author
of Kedushat Levi as study and serving a scholar, while later
questioning his own status as one whose Torah is his occupation.
This weakens blanket exclusion without proving automatic
applicability; see 60.

28 · Two or three years in the laws of Torah study
Proposal — Grok; early responses and correction. Grok linked the
Alter Rebbe’s Laws of Torah Study 3:1 to permission for absence
without consent.
Analysis. The passage concerns the opportunity to study after
marriage before the demands of many children. It does not

14. Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149.

36 ❖



discuss leaving home. Distinctions between acquiring Torah
knowledge and advanced analysis also do not automatically
transfer to travel law. Matching numbers of years are not a
halakhic analogy.
Conclusion. The proof was explicitly rejected.5

What is at stake? Two sources may mention ‘two or three years’
while discussing different matters. Here one concerns
responsibilities after marriage, the other absence from home.
R1 update: Claude cited editorial note 24 and the ages eighteen
to twenty. Claude checked the reference in a transcript; the
editor read the supplied copy. See unit 64. There is no need to
deny every conceptual connection between the sources; it is
enough that the passage is not an explicit ruling on absence
without consent.

29 · The Alter Rebbe’s consensual journey proves
nonconsensual permission
Proposal — Grok; early responses. Grok inferred from the
brother’s stay in Mezritch that he himself used the permission
under discussion.
Analysis. Beit Rebbe, chapter 24, note 1, cites manuscript D on
the Rebbetzin’s assistance with the Alter Rebbe’s journey. That
supports her assistance; it does not test a departure without
consent, nor establish the plan of the brother who returned.
Conclusion. The inference remains rejected; one detail of
spousal assistance now has a specifically identified textual 
source.37

What is at stake? Someone who travelled with consent does not
thereby show what he could have done had his wife refused. An
unrealized alternative cannot be read directly from the event.
5. Shulchan Aruch HaRav, Laws of Torah Study 3:1.
37. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive; Beit Rebbe, ch. 24, p.
3, n. 1, manuscript D.
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30 · The Alter Rebbe explicitly ruled this way himself
Proposal — Grok; early formulations and summary. Grok’s
summary repeated that the Alter Rebbe’s ruling on the
permission was known; the loss of the Even HaEzer section was
also mentioned.
Analysis. No explicit ruling by him on this question was found in
the discussion. His Laws of Torah Study cannot replace it. Even if
the loss of a work is established, that does not disclose a lost
paragraph’s content. Neither a disagreement with Rambam nor
an unfound ruling may be asserted.
Conclusion. Unproved; certainty must be removed from the 
summary.38

What is at stake? This precision neither diminishes the Alter
Rebbe nor attributes disagreement to him. It simply avoids
assigning him a ruling we have not located; Rambam and
Shulchan Aruch already sustain the question.

31 · Maintenance, family support, in-laws, and
household finances
Proposal — Claude; initial response. Claude proposed that lack of
household permission included family and financial
commitments beyond onah.
Analysis. Such obligations could in principle be separate. The
word ‘household’ does not show that they existed or were
breached; the Jerusalem Talmud uses it about the wife herself.
Enlarging the list of interested parties does not establish a
reconciliation.
Conclusion. A possibility in principle only; its relevance is 
unsupported.39

38. Shulchan Aruch HaRav, Laws of Torah Study 3:1; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
39. Jerusalem Talmud, Ketubot 5:7; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
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What is at stake? A student may have financial and family
commitments. For this possibility to explain the story, a source
must show that such a commitment was actually at issue here.

32 · An express commitment or a pledge by handshake
Proposal — Grok; early story and later list of obligations. A
broken promise was proposed as a separate category; the
expanded story mentioned limiting the Alter Rebbe’s stay to
eighteen months.
Analysis. An express undertaking, if it exists, requires its own
analysis. It is not identical to Rav Rechumi’s habitual return. No
undertaking by Maharil was established. An account about his
brother’s commitment cannot be transferred to him, and its
details were not checked in the original.
Conclusion. A conditional scenario; no basis to attribute a breach
to Maharil.40

What is at stake? An explicit promise could be decisive. Precisely
for that reason, a promise attributed to one brother cannot be
transferred to the other without documentation.

Wording and context
33 · ‘His household’ does not mean ‘his wife’
Proposal — Claude and Grok; Grok supplied the Yerushalmi;
initial responses and return to sources. The linguistic distinction
initially served as a major reconciliation for Claude and in
versions of Grok’s answer.
Analysis. The Jerusalem Talmud itself says ‘permission of their
households’ in the students’ law. This undermines deriving a
different legal domain from ‘his household.’ Establishing
personal approval of a translation is unnecessary for this point.

40. Maggid Mishneh, Ishut 14:2; Beit Rebbe: journey chapter not checked in the original; Supplied Grok and
Claude responses; research archive.
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Conclusion. The linguistic distinction is rejected as a basis for 
reconciliation.2

What is at stake? Different words do not always name different
concepts. The Jerusalem Talmud uses ‘their households’ in the
context of wives’ consent, so the changed word does not remove
the difficulty.
R1 update: the later talk explicitly mentions the wife’s
permission. This is correspondence in subject, not independent
proof of the entry’s intended wording. The textual usage in the
sugya and identified translation remain the basis of the reading.

34 · Not asking for consent versus giving no notice
Proposal — Grok; also examined by ChatGPT; expanded story and
criticism. Grok proposed that Maharil disappeared without his
wife’s knowledge, whereas Rambam permits only a known
journey without consent.
Analysis. Knowledge and consent are genuinely different. But
Hayom Yom does not clarify the issue, and details of the longer
tradition were not verified in their source. Even if lack of notice is
established, a source defining its law and relation to the
permission is still needed.
Conclusion. A question for investigation, not an established
reading of the text or law.41

What is at stake? The distinction between notice and consent is
clear in everyday life. Here we must still establish that the text
means it and that it has the proposed legal consequence.

2. Jerusalem Talmud, Ketubot 5:7.
41. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Beit Rebbe: journey chapter not checked in the original.
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35 · ‘Without permission’ means no request but quiet
agreement
Proposal — an implicit premise in Grok and some proposals;
early stages; identified in criticism. Several proposals assumed
the permission did not include explicit opposition.
Analysis. Ri Migash as quoted in Shitah Mekubetzet on the
shorter period, and Chatam Sofer on Rambam, prevent this
blanket restriction. What is established for each duration must
be distinguished; in any event, absence of a request does not
exhaust the term.
Conclusion. The restrictive definition is rejected.42

What is at stake? Assuming the wife silently agrees makes the
difficulty much easier. But it does so by changing the case
explicitly described as ‘without permission.’
R1 update: the rejection concerns reducing every permission
‘without consent’ to hidden consent. It does not exclude a
different route based on inferred consent in a particular journey.
Ezer MiKodesh requires that distinction to be examined, not
erased; see unit 60.
R2-V4 update: inferred consent in Ezer MiKodesh establishes
agreement in a doubtful situation; it does not redefine every
occurrence of ‘without permission.’ See 60.

36 · Tosafot and Ritva require heartfelt consent
Proposal — Claude; initial response and retraction. Claude
presented the wives of the Tannaim, their wishes, and marriage
conditions as limits on the permission without consent.
Analysis. The cited discussion explains long absences with
consent; Tosafot also offers a reading concerning workers. The
relevant comment is on 62a, not 62b as first reported. Correcting

42. Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students; Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149.
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the page is insufficient: no consent condition thereby enters a
permission stated to apply without consent.
Conclusion. The attribution and application are rejected; the
sources remain in context.43

What is at stake? Twelve or twenty-four years with consent raise a
different question from two or three without it. Both duration and
consent are part of the argument, not incidental details.

37 · Raah requires specifying the duration
Proposal — Claude; initial response and withdrawal of
attribution. Claude cited a limitation in Raah’s name without a
verifiable location.
Analysis. The source was not found and he withdrew the claim.
The nearby view attributed to ‘others’ by Ritva concerns
unspecified consent and an unstated duration. It cannot replace
the missing source or be transferred to travel without consent.
Failure to locate it does not prove that Raah never said anything
similar.
Conclusion. An unverified attribution removed from the 
evidence.44

What is at stake? Attributing a claim to an early authority gives it
weight, so the attribution must be exact. Without the source, it
remains a research question and leaves the list of proofs.

38 · One may never infer from consent to nonconsent
Proposal — ChatGPT’s criticism and Claude’s reply; critical
rounds. After the contextual corrections, criticism arose against
any connection between the two discussions.
Analysis. Chelkat Mechokek and Bach expressly connect them,
so a blanket methodological prohibition is wrong. Only the
consideration actually transferred by the source may be
43. Tosafot, Ketubot 62a, s.v. Ela orcha; Ritva, Ketubot 62a.
44. Ritva, Ketubot 62a; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
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transferred. This does not authorize importing every condition,
especially consent into a permission expressly given without it.
Conclusion. A supported connection is valid; automatic transfer
is rejected.32

What is at stake? The discussions are not sealed off from one
another, but the connection must be argued. An authority’s
explained extension differs from copying a sentence without its
reasoning.
R2-V4 update: the comparison is already explicit in Piskei
HaRosh: ‘it resembles that case.’ Attribution to Ramah or Rosh is
disputed; the transferred consideration is not prolonging
absence, not every condition of consent. See 61.

39 · Attending to one’s wife before travel
Proposal — ChatGPT; Claude in the test cases; analysis rounds.
ChatGPT cited Rabbeinu Tam in Tosafot, Yevamot, as a more
precise direction for examining a duty of communication before
departure.
Analysis. The discussion also distinguishes ordinary travel from
travel for a mitzvah. It therefore cannot establish, without
analysis, that every failure to notify excludes Torah travel from
permission. The Shulchan Aruch reference for attending to one’s
wife before travel is Even HaEzer 76:4, not 76:3 as given in one
table.
Conclusion. Relevant to further inquiry, not a proved answer to
this event.45

What is at stake? Some obligations and guidance concern the
moment of departure itself. Finding them adds a line of inquiry;
it does not show that Maharil failed to observe them or returned
for that reason.

32. Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76; Chelkat Mechokek on Even HaEzer 76, comment 10.
45. Tosafot, Yevamot 62b, Rabbeinu Tam; Shulchan Aruch, Even HaEzer 76:4.
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40 · Three independent reasons establish no
contradiction
Proposal — Claude; initial response. Claude presented
household wording, the type of travel, and a providential
narrative as three strong routes.
Analysis. Each lacked its own evidence and some shared
assumptions. More possibilities do not multiply historical
strength. A single supported framework with an acknowledged
limit is preferable to accumulating confidence from untested
explanations.
Conclusion. The cumulative proof is rejected and replaced with
levels of support.15

What is at stake? Three conjectures do not become proof merely
by being listed together. For mutual support, each needs an
independently established basis.

Tradition and historical information
41 · The Rebbe intentionally alluded to the Jerusalem
Talmud
Proposal — Grok; early proposals. Grok asserted that ‘permission
of his household’ was chosen to echo the sugya and create
deliberate tension.
Analysis. The linguistic correspondence is real; editorial intent
was not proved. Believing every word is measured does not by
itself identify an intended allusion. A later summary must not
restore the withdrawn intention as fact.
Conclusion. The verbal similarity is supported; intended allusion
remains conjectural.46

15. Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive; Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.
46. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Jerusalem Talmud, Ketubot 5:7.
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What is at stake? The parallel to the Jerusalem Talmud helps
explain ‘his household.’ Claiming that the editor intended a
reference to that passage is a further claim requiring further
evidence.

42 · The Rebbe personally approved the English
translation
Proposal — Grok; early proposals. Grok invoked the translation’s
status to exclude every other reading of ‘his household.’
Analysis. The online edition does read ‘wife.’ No evidence was
offered of personal approval of this wording. An official
translation’s value for understanding its edition differs from
evidence about each individual editorial decision by the Rebbe.
Conclusion. The linguistic reading stands; personal approval is 
unproved.1

What is at stake? An official translation shows how that edition
understands the text. It does not itself identify who personally
checked every sentence, so an undocumented approval cannot
be inferred.

43 · ‘Permission of his household’ is the newlywed
verse’s wording
Proposal — Grok; early proposal and retraction. Grok linked the
expression itself to the verse about the first year.
Analysis. The verse says ‘free for his household,’ not ‘permission
of his household.’ Sharing the word ‘household’ is not identity of
wording. The claim was removed; the first-year question can
remain a separate legal possibility without evidence from this
expression.
Conclusion. A linguistic error explicitly corrected.47

1. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av.
47. Sefer HaChinuch, mitzvah 582; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
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What is at stake? This apparently small correction captures the
research method: remembering biblical wording is not a
substitute for opening the verse. The claimed words must
actually be present.

44 · The horse’s death at Orsha and the instruction to
return
Proposal — Grok; first story. Grok told of a horse dying, the Alter
Rebbe attributing it to missing consent, and an instruction to
return with a promise to share what he attained.
Analysis. These details came through secondary traditions and
were attributed to Beit Rebbe, but the journey chapter was not
read in the original. They cannot be declared fabricated, nor
inserted into Hayom Yom as verified there. They should be
distinguished from another horse story associated with the
return journey.
Conclusion. A tradition requiring verification, not an established
basis for a ruling.48

What is at stake? The horse story gives the scene dramatic force,
but narrative power is not source verification. The tradition
remains available for inquiry without becoming a proved link in
the argument.
R1 update: these details remain open in the revision. They were
not included as facts in the opening. R2 seeks to distinguish
Hayom Yom, Sefer HaSichot, and Beit Rebbe, rather than
constructing a composite story without documentation.

45 · The Rebbetzin, thirty rubles, and eighteen months
Proposal — Grok; the supported detail was isolated in revision
four; first story and editorial verification. Grok’s story included

48. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Beit Rebbe: journey chapter not checked in the original; Supplied Grok and
Claude responses; research archive.
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Rebbetzin Sterna’s agreement, money for a horse and wagon, and
a handshake pledge limiting the stay.
Analysis. The manuscript variant in Beit Rebbe, chapter 24, note
1, supports the Rebbetzin’s assistance. It does not verify the sum,
horse, or pledge. Even a verified fact about the Alter Rebbe would
not establish his brother’s wife’s permission or their
arrangements. References to 5704 and 5696–5700 cannot be
merged without parallel text.
Conclusion. Assistance is textually supported; the other details
remain unverified, and the inference about Maharil is rejected.49

What is at stake? A specific sum or duration creates an
impression of certainty. Even highly specific details need a
source; their precision does not verify them.

46 · A heavenly sign and a distinctive mission
Proposal — Grok; early responses. Grok proposed that the
journey was intended only for the Alter Rebbe and his brother’s
path was blocked so Torah would be received in domestic peace.
Analysis. This is a possible Chasidic reading of an expanded
story. It relies on unverified details and does not define a
halakhic provision. Returning does not itself prove punishment,
and a promise to share insights does not prove that permission
failed to apply.
Conclusion. Interpretation conditional on the tradition, not an
established reason.50

What is at stake? A tradition may be interpreted as heavenly
guidance within its religious framework. That alone neither
identifies a binding rule nor proves that the account we read
explains the return that way.

49. Sefer HaSichos 5696–5700, p. 266: reference only; Beit Rebbe: journey chapter not checked in the original;
Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive; Beit Rebbe, ch. 24, p. 3, n. 1.
50. Beit Rebbe: journey chapter not checked in the original; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research
archive.
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47 · Hayom Yom is narrative, not a law code
Proposal — Grok and Claude; interpretive framing across the
discussion. Grok and Claude used the book’s genre to claim that
the return reflected only providential causation.
Analysis. A story of conduct can carry a practical lesson; genre
alone does not remove the question. Conversely, the wording
does not prohibit every similar departure. Causation must be
read carefully, without turning a story into a universal ruling or
dismissing all its halakhic relevance.
Conclusion. A helpful distinction, not an independently decisive 
answer.51

What is at stake? A book of guidance differs from a legal code.
The reader may still ask how its conduct fits the law; identifying
the genres begins the answer rather than completing it.

48 · Distance proves an absence beyond thirty days
Proposal — Claude; later investigation and closing retraction.
Claude proposed a distance of about six hundred kilometers and
travel on foot to meet the Rif route’s duration condition.
Analysis. Distance, route, transport, and pace were not
established. Even a verified distance alone would not prove
Maharil’s plan. Combining travel, study, and return requires
facts. The claim was ultimately downgraded to conjecture.
Conclusion. The proof is rejected; practical possibility remains 
undecided.31

What is at stake? A long distance is not a timetable. Without the
mode, pace, and intended stay, a map cannot establish a definite
legal duration.

31. Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
51. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
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Later evidence and the conclusion’s limits
49 · She’erit Yehudah proves Maharil ruled like Rabbi
Eliezer
Proposal — Claude; Grok and ChatGPT examined the inference;
discovery of She’erit Yehudah and closing. Claude located
Maharil’s responsum discussing both periods of absence and
suggested weight in his use of the anonymous Mishnah.
Analysis. The responsum rejects an analogy from permitted
absence to presumed death after drowning. Rabbi Eliezer can be
used to challenge the analogy without ruling like him. The
passage does not concern the 5524 journey; it establishes
engagement with the sugya, not the decision governing the trip.
Conclusion. An important discovery; the inference to ruling and
event is rejected.6

What is at stake? Maharil can tell a questioner that his
calculation produces an impossible result without accepting all
its premises. This tests an argument and need not decide the
permitted duration.
R1 update: Claude reports rereading the source, supporting the
distinction between rejecting an inference of death and ruling on
a journey. Mention of an anonymous Mishnah following Rabbi
Eliezer does not alone establish Maharil’s practical ruling.

50 · Page 266 is verified because its reference was found
Proposal — Grok and Claude; examined in ChatGPT’s criticism;
locating the reference and defining verification limits. Footnote 3
in the Hayom Yom edition was verified, and a closely
corresponding translated talk was found.

6. She’erit Yehudah, Even HaEzer 4.
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Analysis. Verifying a reference, reading a translation, and
inspecting the original page are different acts. The original-
language page was not read. Identification with the Passover talk
fits its content but does not complete the page’s bibliographic
verification.
Conclusion. The reference and translation were checked; the
original remains outstanding.52

What is at stake? A reference is an address leading to a source.
Finding the address is not reading what is there, especially when
the unread page may add information.

51 · All versions give the same length of stay
Proposal — Claude; checking the translation and references.
Hayom Yom and the translation were initially presented as
parallel in every detail.
Analysis. Hayom Yom says after Passover; the translated talk says
before Passover, and the edition’s note points to the difference
from 22 Cheshvan. A version must not be corrected without
evidence. Claude’s summary mentioned 10 Iyar without a
clarified relevant passage, so it supplies no further evidence
here.
Conclusion. The variant is retained; it does not explain Maharil’s 
return.53

What is at stake? ‘Before Pesach’ and ‘after Pesach’ are different
readings. Preserve the difference, while remembering that it
concerns the Alter Rebbe’s stay rather than his brother’s reason
for returning.

52. Sefer HaSichot translation, chapter 14, §21; Sefer HaSichos 5696–5700, p. 266: reference only.
53. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Sefer HaSichot translation, chapter 14, §21; Supplied Grok and Claude
responses; research archive.
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52 · A database heading or source count is decisive
Proposal — Claude; proposed bibliographic correction and
withdrawal. Claude corrected the title of Rid’s work from Sefaria’s
heading, then withdrew the correction; many sources were also
described as checked ‘on the page.’
Analysis. Database headings do not replace edition
identification. Rid is cited here with the title uncertainty
disclosed. A transcription is direct access to digital text, not
inspection of a printed scan. The number of sources does not
measure inferential validity.
Conclusion. The heading’s authority alone is rejected;
verification method is recorded.54

What is at stake? A database is valuable for reaching a book, but
its label is not always the end of identification. Ten links to one
text are likewise not ten independent witnesses.

53 · Finding a missing source will necessarily settle the
issue
Proposal — all three models; closing summaries. Both models
listed page 266, Beit Rebbe, and marriage information as
potentially decisive sources.
Analysis. A source may merely confirm the short statement.
Marriage information may establish one condition while leaving
a dispute among authorities. A direct explanation by the Rebbe
may supply authoritative interpretation even without
contemporary testimony. State exactly what has been added,
rather than promising resolution in advance.
Conclusion. Good research targets; their outcome is unknown.55

54. Rid, Ketubot 62b; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
55. Sefer HaSichos 5696–5700, p. 266: reference only; Beit Rebbe: journey chapter not checked in the original.
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What is at stake? Searching for the missing source is valuable
without promising its contents. It might reveal the reason, or
simply repeat the short account already available.
R2-V3 update: the talk of 15 Av 5740 connects required
permission with the Mezritch story. After GrokBot supplied page
images, the editor also read the section and confirmed the
connection. It gives no specific Shulchan Aruch section and does
not discuss the permission for scholars. A connection to the
story and a halakhic explanation are different discoveries. See
units 59 and 67 and Source H, with links to the images.

54 · All routes have equal weight, or Bach is historically
likelier
Proposal — a claim in criticism and model summaries; checked
against the preserved ChatGPT reports. The discussion
compared guidance, Bach, and Rif; a historical preference for
Bach was attributed to ChatGPT.
Analysis. Guidance has an interpretive advantage when
reconciling Rambam because it operates within his permission.
Bach helps analyze the second clause; Rif offers another ruling.
No facts support a probability ranking of historical motives.
Earlier reports expressly qualified this point.
Conclusion. Interpretive preference is legitimate; historical
preference is unproved.56

What is at stake? An interpretation may be preferred because it
requires fewer assumptions and draws on the same discussion.
That does not make it the most likely historical account without
further facts.
R1 update: ranking explanations of the story alongside Rambam
must be distinguished from ranking explanations of the Rebbe’s
instruction. Correspondence with the instruction of Hayom
56. Tur, Beit Yosef, and Bach, Even HaEzer 76; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students;
Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.

52 ❖



Yom’s compiler strengthens an interpretive possibility without
assigning historical probability to a particular motive.

55 · The scores establish the best model
Proposal — all three models; summary tables and editorial
assessment. Grok and Claude assigned different scores; Claude
assessed Grok partly secondhand.
Analysis. The same material and criteria are needed, with
process distinguished from the final position. These scores
concern supplied answers, not general ability. Agreement by
three models is not three independent proofs after they exchange
arguments and sources.
Conclusion. Scores are reasoned editorial judgments, not
general capability tests.15

What is at stake? Scores help show each participant’s
contribution and corrections. They are not a scientific
comparison under equal conditions, and certainly do not prove a
conclusion true.

56 · There is no reconciliation until the motive is proved
Proposal — ChatGPT as discussed in the closing responses;
closing distinction; the closing message is not preserved.
Caution about invented history sometimes developed into
demanding complete proof from any proposed interpretation.
Analysis. A reconciliation needs a suitable, supported
mechanism consistent with the text. Proving the reason requires
a further link to the event. This distinction does not license
arbitrary stories: supported reconciliation ranks above bare
possibility, and neither may be presented as historical fact.

15. Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive; Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.
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Conclusion. The closing correction: a supported reconciliation,
not a proved historical reason.57

What is at stake? The inquiry comes full circle: how the texts can
fit has a supported answer. What actually decided Maharil’s
conduct still needs evidence. A clear limit does not cancel the
progress made.
R1 update: the conclusion remains valid regarding compatibility
of the return itself with the permission. It does not certify that
every question about the Tishrei instruction has been solved.
The present conclusion explicitly separates the two inquiries.

Additions integrated after four R1 reviews:
units 57–68
57 · 13 Elul 5742: permission as a travel condition
Proposal — the user directed attention to an Elul 5742 talk.
GrokBot and Claude reported locating the Hisvaaduyos scan;
Grok 4.7 read a separate file. Heavy did not locate it in its round.
Analysis. The talk concerns Tishrei travel and requires
permission alongside other conditions. The editor has verified
the passage in the Dvar Malchus reprint, p. 37. Permission is not
presented there as gentle advice; nor does the section explicitly
discuss the exception for scholars.
Conclusion. A binding instruction about the specified journey
has entered the research. Its express scope is retained. It does
not establish general cancellation of the permission or a ruling
about Maharil. Reference: Source B.

57. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Rambam, Ishut 14:2; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s
students.
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58 · Letters of 5717–5718: recurring conditions, distinct
sources
Analysis. Letter 5575 in vol. XV concerns Tishrei travel and lists
four conditions. Claude added letters 5273 in vol. XIV and 6392
in vol. XVII. GrokBot reported viewing the scan of letter 6392 in
R2, dated 14 Tammuz 5718, p. 243: signed by the Rebbe, it
concerns an Elul and Rosh Hashanah visit and assumes the full
agreement of the recipient’s wife, described as his Rebbetzin. Its
editorial note points to letter 5575. The assumption ‘apparently’
must not be quoted as an explicit command. GrokBot read letter
5273, dated 12 Adar II 5717, in a digital transcript: it mentions
debt, Shabbat, avoiding harm to sacred work, and the wife’s
agreement. It does not explicitly concern Tishrei; the printed
page was not verified. The editor has not read these two letters
during this revision. Required agreement recurs, but dates of
visits and lists of conditions must remain distinct.
Three documented points do not establish a continuous record
for every intervening year. We can say the requirement occurs in
sources of different dates, and that the talk itself refers to earlier
instructions.
Conclusion. Letter 5575 supports a real condition of consent.
The additional letters reinforce recurrence according to the
reviewer’s report, but each retains its own date, recipient,
signature, and context. References: Sources A and E.

59 · ‘In accordance with Shulchan Aruch’: what is the
halakhic connection?
Proposals. Claude initially suggested that the journey does not
fall under the scholars’ permission. GrokBot proposed Chelkat
Mechokek as the main connection in R1, then withdrew that
preference in R2, leaving a proposal only. Several reports
proposed lack of a right to prevent departure alongside a duty to
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obtain permission. These are different proposals, not three
versions of one conclusion.
Analysis. If the permission does not apply, the case and grounds
for exclusion must be defined. If it applies alongside another
duty, the duty’s source and conditions must be established. If
this is guidance alone, the talk’s language of necessity needs
explanation. No approach is proved merely because it can be
formulated.
V3 update. GrokBot located the talk of 15 Av 5740, section 5; the
editor has now read its photographed text. Required agreement
appears alongside the first journey to Mezritch. We can no longer
say no suitable earlier source was found, but cannot claim the
halakhic connection is proved. ‘As also explained in the halakhic
authorities’ does not identify Even HaEzer 76 or Chelkat
Mechokek. Similar wording elsewhere, such as moving to
another country (Igrot Kodesh XXVII, 10111, according to the
transcript reported by GrokBot in R2), does not prove legal
identity. GrokBot also withdrew its thirty-day argument: the
duration and classification of the journey were unproved and
cannot carry that proof.
Conclusion. A photographed source connecting instruction and
story has been checked; the particular section or mechanism
underlying the instruction remains unidentified. The editor read
section 5 in the two images supplied by the reviewer. References:
Sources B–D and H.
R2-V4 update: Ezer MiKodesh supports the structure of non-
applicability and uncertainty, not its application to Tishrei
visitors. Guidance has explicit sources; a general further duty
within certain permission has not been found. The proposals and
criticism of combining them are ranked in section C.
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60 · Ezer MiKodesh: visiting a tzaddik and inferred
consent
Proposal — in R1 Claude wrote that the author ‘requires an
inference of permission.’ Claude withdrew this in R2 after
reading sections [5]–[8] of Ezer MiKodesh on Even HaEzer 76
continuously in Sefaria’s transcript. The editor also read the
supplied passages [6]–[7]. Three layers must be separated.
A. The general discussion, [6]. The author explains permission to
be away with consent even for someone whose Torah is not his
occupation through a double doubt: two grounds of uncertainty
combined leniently. He then suggests that even without express
permission one may rely on a clear inference that she would
grant it if asked. This inference estimates agreement and is
lenient where permission without consent is uncertain. Within
the argument he tentatively raises a duty to clarify when asking
is easy, and even the possibility that express protest removes
permission. ‘There is no permission except when she explicitly
permits it; this requires examination’ must not be detached from
its tentative wording or the continuation: an inference may
suffice leniently according to all views. The claim that most
women are embarrassed to protest is likewise a stage rejected by
‘certainly a majority does not apply here,’ not his independent
conclusion.
B. His own journey, at the end of [6]. He initially left intending to
return immediately. Following an indication from the author of
Kedushat Levi, he went to Berditchev intending to remain about
a quarter of a year. He states: ‘No doubt or hesitation concerning
the laws of section 76 entered my mind.’ Only in the subsequent
analysis does he combine reasons and examine concerns: his
wife ‘sent me belongings for my journey’; he inferred she would
not have objected if asked; his purpose was Torah study and
serving an outstanding scholar in the Torah’s various
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interpretive dimensions, PaRDeS. Yet he writes that he now
worries whether he met the category ‘Torah as his occupation,’
because other thoughts may have intruded. He also invokes
preoccupation with a mitzvah, his discussion of absence under
six months, and a double doubt. The later concern must not be
presented as definitely accompanying his departure, nor consent
isolated as the event’s sole justification.
C. An evidentiary rule, [7], on the gloss ‘if she gives him
permission.’ A wife’s act expressing waiver, such as sending
clothes for the journey in the circumstances described, is classed
as ‘a complete, willing waiver.’ This is more than a bare
conjecture. The author mentions the possibility of travelling for
Torah study, ‘for which departure without permission is allowed
even for several years.’ Where there is only ‘possible study,’ it
combines with possible willing waiver on her part. Other
considerations remain: he connects exceptional piety to
procreation and warns about a time suitable for conception.
Conclusion. This is no general consent condition within the
scholars’ permission. Inferred consent operates leniently to
establish agreement amid uncertainty; in the personal case it
forms part of retrospective justification. The adjacent passage
gives a general evidentiary rule about an act expressing waiver.
This matters when applicability is doubtful, but does not prove
that the Rebbe classified Tishrei visitors accordingly. Consent’s
function here differs from its advance presentation as a general
condition for the travellers in the Rebbe’s instructions; that
difference is not a contradiction between the sources.
The personal classification as study and serving a scholar
weakens blanket exclusion of travel to a tzaddik; it does not make
all closeness to a tzaddik Torah study. The R1 descriptions
‘requires an inference,’ embarrassment to protest as a
conclusion, and inference as a rung on a scale of guidance were
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withdrawn. Status: Claude read a database transcript; the editor
read the supplied passages; print was not checked. Source F;
units 25–27, 35, 59, 65.

61 · Tur’s warning: Ramah, Rosh, and the analogy to
good advice
Proposal — establish the attribution and status of the warning
against prolonged absence recorded beside Tur’s permission. In
R2 Claude opened Piskei HaRosh itself, Ketubot 5:29, in
transcript; R1 had used only Bach’s quotation. Chatam Sofer’s
reference also supports the section number.
Analysis. The passage copied into the report and read by the
editor says that although this is the law, one should not remain
apart for so long, and compares it explicitly with the earlier
question of proper duration: ‘It teaches good advice not to leave
her alone, even with permission.’ The Rishon accepts the
permission and compares appropriate conduct with advice
concerning departure with consent.
Attribution remains disputed. Beit Yosef assigns the warning to
Ramah; Bach and Korban Netanel regard it as Rosh’s addition.
The text also varies: the supplied transcript reads ‘דאע״ג’ and
Korban Netanel ;’לנשותיהן‘ and ’ואע״ג‘ while Bach quotes ’,לנפשייהו‘
has another reading. The transcript must not be silently
corrected, nor unseen editions adjudicated.
Correction to R1: Rosh places ‘with permission, for how long?’ in
the law of students. Applying it to workers is Ri’s reading in
Tosafot, Ketubot 62a, not a straightforward description of Rosh.
The analogy to good advice stands without conflating those
readings.
Conclusion. The basis for guidance within permission is explicit
in the cited Rishon. Its content is duration, ‘so long’ and ‘not
leaving her alone,’ not obtaining consent before every departure.
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The attribution dispute remains recorded; it does not erase the
warning beside the permission. Bach cites Kitzur Piskei HaRosh,
which was not read separately. Status: Claude read transcripts;
the editor read the passage copied into the report. References:
Piskei HaRosh, Ketubot 5:29; Korban Netanel there; Tur, Beit
Yosef and Bach, Even HaEzer 76; units 04, 38.

62 · Two or three, or three or four: wording and the
upper limit
Proposal — Claude reported ‘three or four years’ twice in Tur’s
transcript, including the attribution to Rambam. Tur and Bach
were reread in R2; printed editions were not compared.
Analysis. Bach first considers the number non-limiting, ‘even
much longer,’ then cites Maharshal: ‘two or three, and no more.’
On that view, Tur’s ‘three or four’ attributed to Rambam is a
scribal error; Bach reports ‘two or three’ in his Rambam copies.
Chelkat Mechokek, comment 9, reread by the editor, records the
debate and Maharshal’s three-year ceiling. Beit Shmuel cites it;
Beit Meir supports it. The positions must not all be presented as
agreeing on a ceiling, nor used to alter the Rambam and
Shulchan Aruch quotations in this booklet.
A short duration does not itself exclude a journey from the
permission. Mishnah Ketubot 5:6 also allows students thirty days
for Torah study without consent. Claude added Ri in Tosafot 62a:
‘continually thirty days, returning home for one day.’ This does
not permit every short visit; it only refutes the claim that
shortening a study journey itself requires permission.
Conclusion. An upper-limit dispute and a Tur textual variant are
documented, not grounds for excluding Tishrei because of
duration. Status: the editor read Chelkat Mechokek; Claude
reports transcript readings of Tur, Bach, Mishnah and Tosafot.
Printed editions were not compared. See unit 66.

60 ❖



63 · Beit Meir: defining ‘Torah as one’s occupation’
Proposal — Claude cited Beit Meir on Even HaEzer 76. R2
identified two distinct comments. Parts of each were copied into
the report and read by the editor.
Analysis. Comment [1], on ‘two or three years,’ addresses
departure without permission. The author supports Maharshal
and distinguishes the third year: although legally permitted,
proper conduct must be considered. He offers two readings of
Raavad: either the Sages’ rule addresses students whose Torah is
not their occupation, or departure without consent differs from
departure with it, so that even one whose Torah is his occupation
‘must consider proper conduct beyond two years.’ On that
possibility the obligation concerns duration, not consent.
Comment [2], on the gloss ‘if she gives permission,’ concerns
departure with consent. Here ‘Torah as one’s occupation’ is not
defined at the level of Rabbi Shimon bar Yochai and his
companions, but ‘as in Yoreh De’ah 243.’ Claude checked 243:2
in transcript: the category includes one who works a little for a
livelihood and returns to study whenever free, subject to the
further conditions there. This is a practical definition; ‘people
such as ourselves’ does not automatically exclude everyone of a
later generation.
Conclusion. Keep the two clauses distinct: [1] adds guidance
about duration within permission; [2] defines the occupation
category in departure with consent. The second conclusion
cannot simply be transferred to the first. Neither classifies
Maharil or Tishrei visitors. Status: Claude read the transcript; the
editor read the report’s extracts; print was not viewed. Source G;
units 20–22, 61–62.

64 · The editorial note in Laws of Torah Study
Proposal — check note 24 to Laws of Torah Study 3:1. In R2
Claude read and copied it from the Chabad Library transcript.
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Analysis. The Alter Rebbe writes that even after marriage a man
can study two or three years without such great distraction,
before having many children. He does not explicitly discuss
leaving home. The editors’ note cites Igrot Kodesh I, p. 212, and
II, p. 160, explaining two alternatives: from the beginning or end
of the eighteenth year until the end of the twentieth. It also cites
Reshimot, booklet 55, and He’arot U’Viurim. The works cited by
the note were not opened in this check.
Conclusion. The note explains the number through ages
eighteen to twenty, strengthening rejection of an inference from
that number to permission to leave without consent. The
editorial note must not become the author’s own words or proof
against every conceptual connection to Ketubot. ‘Study at home’
is likewise not a quotation: it suffices that the passage does not
rule on departure. Claude withdrew R1’s ‘proved: no connection.’
Status: reviewer verification in transcript; the editor read the
copied note in the report. Unit 28.

65 · Preventing departure, asking permission, and
obtaining it
Analysis. These three claims differ. Lack of a right to prevent
departure may coexist with advice to ask; a condition requiring
actual agreement can prevent a particular departure. Explaining
its coexistence with permission in the same case requires more.
Replacing ‘obtaining’ with ‘asking’ must not minimize the
difficulty.
Conclusion. A solution based only on renaming the questions is
rejected. Different applicability or a source for an additional duty
remains possible; each needs evidence. This unit corrects the R1
reports editorially; it does not attribute a new position to an
authority.
R2-V4 update: Ezer MiKodesh’s model shows consent
contributing where applicability is uncertain. It proves neither a
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further duty within certain permission nor application to Tishrei
visitors; see 60.

66 · Short duration does not establish a different
category of travel
Analysis. Weeks of travel may differ from years in purpose,
setting or traveller. The numerical difference alone does not
establish that. Using permission for years to deny shorter
permission requires a positive explanation.
Conclusion. The Reader must not rest on ‘Rambam discusses
years, so Tishrei is excluded.’ A different setting may be
proposed as an applicability hypothesis and tested in the
sources. The calendar alone does not distinguish clear study
from a particular visit.
R2-V4 update: Mishnah Ketubot 5:6 allows students thirty days;
Ri in Tosafot 62a also discusses repeated departures and returns.
This refutes exclusion based on shortness alone, not permission
for every short visit; see 62.

67 · A later source, editorial intention, and historical
motive
Analysis. Our proposed correspondence differs from an explicit
connection made by the transmitter of the tradition. V1
established only correspondence with instructions from 5717 and
5742. In the talk of 15 Av 5740, now also read by the editor in
images, the Rebbe mentions, within the consent instruction, the
Alter Rebbe’s journey with the Rebbetzin’s agreement,
contrasted with ‘the other one,’ and the account transmitted by
the leader of our generation. This requires substantive revision.
The new check verifies section 5 in the images, not the complete
volume independently.
Conclusion. The story’s use within the travel instruction is no
longer merely the inquiry’s hypothesis. Identifying ‘the other
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one’ as Maharil comes from context and the Hayom Yom parallel,
not an explicitly spoken name. There is no explicit explanation of
editorial intention in 5703, discussion of Rambam’s permission,
or independent record from 5524. The later source is not devoid
of historical value: it witnesses a transmitted tradition and its
use. Its precise evidentiary level is retained. Source H.
R2-V4 update: sequence matters. First comes ‘as also explained
in the halakhic authorities,’ then the Alter Rebbe and ‘the other
one,’ then the ‘continuation.’ The story reinforces the instruction
and interprets the journey’s outcome; it neither identifies the
legal source nor says the other man’s journey was forbidden. The
parallel translation of the Previous Rebbe’s talk names Maharil
and supports the contextual identification; it is not an additional
independent historical witness. Claude’s inability to access the
scan does not diminish the editor’s completed reading of the
images.

68 · The Reader must preserve the difficulty too
Analysis. Readers need not carry the entire review history, but
must understand why explicit permission remains real and
obligatory wording means more than sensitivity. Short
paragraphs can explain each source, a possible connection, and
the evidentiary limit. Research references open the detailed
applicability discussion, alternatives, and source particulars.
Conclusion. The new Reader is to be built from the completed
Research Edition. A reviewer’s summary must not be copied
without checking certainty, nor page references printed before
pagination. Reader references were fixed after V4 pagination and
checked against the page map. In this English edition they are
recalculated against the English Research PDF.
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The event: what was read, what remains
missing
Here the interpretation meets the account’s limits. We can
understand why someone permitted to continue might choose to
return without knowing that this occurred here. The distinction
protects the facts.
Hayom Yom and the parallel translation report a return because
consent was missing, without identifying a legal provision or
describing the wife’s situation. This is the closest examined
account of the event. She’erit Yehudah is a source by the person
involved, but not a source narrating the event.58

Detail Status in this inquiry What it does not establish

Departure in 5524
and return without
consent

Reported in Hayom Yom. No account of prohibition,
exceptional distress, or
status at marriage.

Sefer HaSichos
5696–5700, p. 266

Footnote 3’s reference was
verified; the page itself was
not read.

No Hebrew quotation from
the page or claim of
original inspection is
warranted.

Translation of the
second-day
Passover meal talk

Chapter 14, §21 was
checked; its content closely
matches the short account.

The translation does not
complete original-
language verification or add
a legal reason.

Before versus after
Passover

A real difference between
translation and Hayom
Yom, noted by the edition.

Versions must not be
merged; the difference
does not explain the
brother’s return.

Beit Rebbe and the
expanded story

Reference and secondary
summaries; the journey
chapter was not verified in
the original.

Orsha, the horse, and the
instruction cannot be
treated as one checked text.

58. Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; She’erit Yehudah, Even HaEzer 4; Sefer HaSichot translation, chapter 14, §21.
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Two opposite mistakes
The expanded story cannot be called invented merely because its
source was not obtained. Nor is it verified because a biographical
summary repeats it. Each detail and its status should be
recorded, without silently inserting it into Hayom Yom.
Knowing that some books or versions were unavailable during
the inquiry does not establish their absence from every database.
The careful wording is ‘not read in the original during this
inquiry.’

The recovered family chapter
Revision four re-examined the archived transcription of Beit
Rebbe, chapter 24. Note 1 on printed page 3 cites manuscript D
as saying that the Rebbetzin assisted the Alter Rebbe’s journey to
Mezritch. This supports one particular detail about her
assistance—not the horse, thirty rubles, or handshake pledge.
This is not the journey chapter and does not explain Maharil’s 
return.59

The same offprint points to Rabbi Nachum Greenwald’s article,
“The figure of R. Yehudah Leib of Yanovitch in the shadow of his
brother the Alter Rebbe,” Heichal HaBesht 42, pp. 223–256. The
focused search for this revision did not locate an accessible copy
of the article itself. It is a specific follow-up lead, not evidence
that the article supplies Maharil’s marriage date or the reason for
his return.60

Maharil’s own voice and the evidence’s limits
What the questioner wished to infer
She’erit Yehudah, Even HaEzer 4, examines a proposal to use
students’ permitted absence as evidence of death when
considering permission for a wife to remarry after her husband
59. Beit Rebbe, ch. 24, p. 3, n. 1; manuscript D.
60. Greenwald article: bibliographic lead, not a read article.
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drowned in waters without a visible limit. Maharil rejects the
analogy: people generally cannot be equated with students, and
even within the sugya a permitted absence cannot become
certain evidence of death.6

Why Rabbi Eliezer is not a ruling about the journey
The question from Rabbi Eliezer’s duration tests the
correspondent’s reasoning: if that duration is the measure,
changing the legal view produces an unacceptable outcome.
Such an argument does not require the respondent to rule like
Rabbi Eliezer. Yehudah son of Rabbi Chiyya likewise serves the
criticism of inferred death; it does not document the Mezritch
journey.
Inquiry in brief
Credit for locating this source in the debate belongs to Claude.
Its value remains after the decisive inference was rejected: it
shows Maharil discussing the sugya in his own voice. Its
importance need not be inflated to be preserved.

What new information would change the conclusion?
Information found Possible effect

A source explaining the
motive for returning

Could raise a proposed reconciliation to a
documented interpretation of the event.

Marriage details and status
at the time

Could establish or exclude a condition in Bach’s
route; would not alone determine the ruling
followed.

A travel plan and an explicit
ruling like Rabbi Eliezer

Could strengthen Rif’s route. Either fact alone is
insufficient.

A direct explanation by the
Rebbe

Would add an authoritative interpretive basis,
distinct from contemporary historical testimony.

An original page repeating
only the short account

Would improve textual verification without
providing a new motive.

6. She’erit Yehudah, Even HaEzer 4.
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Test cases: earlier and additional
Test the answer by changing one fact at a time and seeing what
changes in the law. A good reconciliation not only fits the
sentence we read; it identifies its own boundaries.
For this test only: a Torah scholar who already held that status
when marrying leaves for unmistakable Torah study for six
months; his wife knows the arrangements, and maintenance is
provided. This is not a description of Maharil. One fact changes
in each row.61

Case Outcome of the analysis Failure the case
exposes

A. Ordinary
opposition

Within Rambam’s conditions, lack
of consent does not prevent
departure. General guidance to
consider the wife remains.

Prohibiting departure
for every refusal
empties the
permission.

B. Known
exceptional
distress

Heightened care is needed. The
intensity of protest alone does not
establish a veto; another
obligation’s extent needs
examination.

Protest, mistreatment,
and prohibition cannot
be equated
automatically.

C. Missing the
customary
return

Maggid Mishneh’s analysis applies:
original permission does not
exhaust the delay’s meaning. Not
every custom is proved to be a legal
promise.

The word ‘customary’
cannot generate a
separate prohibition by
itself.

D. Becoming a
scholar after
marriage

The disagreement between Beit
Yosef and Bach/Perishah about the
scope of departure applies.

The second clause
cannot be presented as
agreed in every detail.

E. Only twenty
days away

A limit concerning more than thirty
days is not triggered. Other
obligations still require assessment
if established.

Rif’s view alone does
not prohibit every
departure.

61. Rambam, Ishut 14:2; Maggid Mishneh, Ishut 14:2; Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s
students; Beit Shmuel on Even HaEzer 76, comments 10–11; Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149.
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Three further tests following R1
F. Tishrei travel without agreement: the new sources make
permission a condition. The general test-case table is not a
licence for that journey; unit 59 investigates the relationship to
the permission.
G. A short journey to serve scholars: ‘serving’ alone does not
prove every condition of the permission, and ‘short’ alone does
not exclude it. This exposes the leap from a label to applicability.
H. Maharil in 5524: the story supplies lack of consent and return
because of it. His status at marriage, intended itinerary, and
decision have not been supplied as facts. The 5742 instruction
teaches a later norm; the 5740 source connects consent to the
story but does not fill those factual gaps either.

Two limiting tests
An answer prohibiting every case merely because consent is
absent does not preserve Rambam’s permission. An answer
allowing everything in every respect without examining harm or
other circumstances does not read the full set of sources. The
test is whether permission and the limits of the claim survive in
the same answer.
For repeated departures, Ran also raises the possibility that the
short period applies only occasionally. The table therefore gives
no blanket ruling on a habitual pattern of absence.

Corrections to the earlier models’ summaries
For Grok: three formulations still needing correction
The Alter Rebbe’s ruling: the summary again said he himself
rules for this travel permission. No such ruling was located here.
Editorial intent: the Jerusalem Talmud provides a linguistic
parallel, not proof of intentional allusion. Preference for Bach:
ChatGPT’s first report presented a conditional possibility, not
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proved historical preference. Criticizing its emphasis is
legitimate; attributing certainty it never claimed is not.62

For Claude: a source does not expand itself
Chatam Sofer: attending upon scholars strongly weakens the
blanket exclusion of travel to the Maggid; it is not a ruling on this
journey. Benafshaihu: using the stories to deny a veto does not
interpret away danger. Lists of authorities: expansions explicit in
one authority cannot be attributed to every name listed alongside
him.36

For ChatGPT: two substantive corrections
General guidance: exceptional displeasure need not be proved to
recognize consideration itself. The threshold for reconciliation: a
supported interpretation can resolve a difficulty without proving
the event’s motive. Caution about invented facts was right;
making that caution a barrier to every answer was too 
restrictive.63

Retractions must neither disappear nor remain targets
Grok and Claude openly withdrew much of their initial claims. A
withdrawn error belongs to evaluation of the process, not a
current position. Equally, withdrawal does not erase the cost of
confidently presenting a source or fact before checking it. The
scores below retain both sides.
Inquiry in brief
The final answers are closer than the cumulative scores suggest.
Remaining differences chiefly concern presentation of sources,
accuracy of the process summary, and the weight assigned to
what remains unproved.

36. Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive.
62. Shulchan Aruch HaRav, Laws of Torah Study 3:1; Supplied Grok and Claude responses; research archive;
Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.
63. Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b; Rabbeinu Yonah’s students; Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.
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Comparing methods in the earlier inquiry
This comparison concerns answers supplied in this inquiry. It
does not decide which model is better at every task. Three
approaches stood out: Grok sought a coherent explanation;
Claude broadened the sources; ChatGPT especially checked the
move from general law to historical case. Each contributed, and
each generated a characteristic failure.

Grok
Strength. He made the question into an understandable
explanatory narrative and later openly acknowledged failed
proofs. Maggid Mishneh and the Jerusalem Talmud were
valuable references. His final statement clearly separated
permission, guidance, and the right to prevent departure.
Weakness. Coherent explanations repeatedly became asserted
facts despite gaps: age, prayer as the purpose, lack of notice,
editorial intent, and journey details. A generalization was then
sometimes corrected by its opposite, such as rejecting general
guidance to protect permission. Withdrawn claims also leaked
into the closing history of the debate.
Contribution that remains. Connecting Hayom Yom’s language
to the Jerusalem Talmud and emphasizing Maggid Mishneh
against cancellation of permission. The final answer is
acceptable after removing claims of a located ruling by the Alter
Rebbe and proved editorial intent.

Claude
Strength. He added the most conspicuous new material: She’erit
Yehudah, the parallel translation, Meiri and Ran, and additions
from Chelkat Mechokek and Pitchei Teshuvah. He detailed gaps
and retractions and retained traditions even where they could not
be settled.
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Weakness. Initially Raavad, Tosafot and Ritva were brought from
the wrong context; an attribution to Ra’ah lacked an identified
source. Later, sources were overweighted: ‘people such as
ourselves’ as a presumption, geography as proof, and She’erit
Yehudah as a pointer to a ruling. The closing summary still made
Chatam Sofer say more than he does.
Contribution that remains. A broad source map, Maharil’s own
discussion of the sugya, and useful distinctions between levels of
guidance. Errors do not cancel discoveries; discoveries do not
validate rejected inferences.

Self-assessment: ChatGPT
What withstood criticism
The preserved reports early distinguished a located law from an
unproved circumstance. They rejected age as proof of status and
required consent conditions to be read in their consensual
context. Beit Yosef and Bach were presented as disagreeing, not
as an agreed interpretation. Test cases helped prevent both
emptying permission and erasing caution.64

What needed improvement
The first report gave Bach’s distinction more prominence than an
explanation unlinked to the event deserved. Direct attention to
Maggid Mishneh expanded after Grok, and the restrictive views
became more prominent after Claude. More importantly, caution
against automatically applying exceptional distress weakened the
presentation of general guidance and demanded too much of
interpretive reconciliation.

Clarifying the record rather than retracting a position
The first report should not be credited with certainty that Maharil
followed Bach: it expressly said applicability was unproved.

64. Preserved ChatGPT reports; research archive.
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Bach’s tentative language was also assigned to his reading of
Rambam, not uncertainty in his own ruling. Emphasis and clarity
can be criticized without inventing a position the report did not
take.

Contribution that remains
Connecting the second clause with the dispute about status at
marriage; separating permission concerning onah from
additional claims; Chelkat Mechokek as a direct source; Rid and
Chatam Sofer; above all, distinguishing no contradiction,
supported reconciliation, and proof of motive. The final round
was needed to give the middle level its proper weight.
Inquiry in brief
Self-assessment has no advantage of external review. It appears
because comparison of all three answers was requested, with
reasons open to examination. The number is no more precise
than the judgment behind it.

Scores: the evaluation method
Scores are editorial assessments of the answers throughout the
inquiry, on a 1–10 scale. They are not experimental
measurements, accuracy percentages, or forecasts of future
answers. Weights and reasons are disclosed; the decimal in the
result is only arithmetic rounding.

The scale
A 9 indicates consistent strength with localized limits; 8, strong
work with substantive corrections; 7, useful contribution with
recurring failures; 6, a significant weakness requiring criticism
to correct. Half-points describe intermediate judgments. No
external calibration makes this scale objective.
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Why process and conclusion receive different treatment
A withdrawn error is not an error in the final answer, but remains
part of the process’s quality. Willingness to correct therefore has
its own criterion. No invented numerical scores are supplied for
every round: the material is not a uniform experiment with equal
answers and research opportunities.

Why not copy the models’ scores?
Grok proposed averages of 7.5 for himself, 6.8 for Claude, and
8.5 for ChatGPT. Claude proposed 7.6 for himself, 8.3 for
ChatGPT, and 5.4 for Grok, partly relying on secondhand
descriptions. These are different judgments on different bases.
This comparison uses the supplied texts of all three models and
the same weights.

The limits of precision
A tenth of a point is not a scientific verdict. The stronger
distinctions are qualitative: Claude stands out in locating
material, Grok in retractions and closing formulations, ChatGPT
in testing applicability. More sources do not erase faulty
attribution; caution does not compensate for failing to recognize
a possible reconciliation.
Inquiry in brief
Read the score with the individual assessment. A table without
reasons would be less accurate than the inquiry it claims to
summarize.

Historical score table: not a ranking of
revision R1
Criterion Weight Grok Claude ChatGPT

Accuracy of law and scope of permission 15% 7 7.5 8.5

Source attribution and context 15% 6.5 6.5 8.5
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Criterion Weight Grok Claude ChatGPT

Separating law from historical fact 15% 6 6.5 9

Locating valuable new material 10% 7 9 8.5

Verification and transparency of method 10% 6.5 8 8

Depth of analysis and testing inferences 10% 7.5 8 8.5

Explicit retractions and correction 10% 9 9 8.5

Accuracy and fairness in peer review 5% 7 6.5 8

Clarity and usefulness to the original
question

5% 8.5 8 8

Limits stated in the final conclusion 5% 8.5 8.5 8.5

Weighted score 100% 7.1 7.6 8.5

Formula: sum each criterion’s score multiplied by its percentage
weight, then divide by 100. Before rounding: Grok 7.125; Claude
7.625; ChatGPT 8.475.

Reasons for the principal differences
Law, attribution, and history: Grok lost points for inferring status
from age, prayer, and an unverified story; Claude for importing
conditions from consensual travel and giving evidential force to
‘people like us.’ ChatGPT preserved historical qualifications
more consistently but lost points for Bach’s prominence and
restricting guidance.
Discovery and verification: Claude leads for She’erit Yehudah,
the translation, and the broader map. Grok supplied important
sources but some final checks relied on others. ChatGPT added
decisive sources but, like the others, did not obtain page 266 or
the journey chapter in Beit Rebbe.
Correction and criticism: Grok and Claude scored highly for
explicit retractions. This does not reward making more mistakes.
Peer-review scores fell for attributing unclaimed positions and
relying on secondhand accounts. The self-assessment is also
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below perfect because acceptance of interpretive reconciliation
came late.
Final position: all three formulations accept the correct central
framework. The gap in process scores exceeds the gap in the
legal conclusion. No score means that the reason for the return
was discovered.

Review questions and their outcomes
Recurring questions are grouped by subject. These answers do
not start another round; they record what criticism achieved and
what remains a defined gap. The full arguments appear in the
numbered units.

Question tested Outcome

Does Maggid Mishneh reject
appropriate restraint?

No: he preserves permission and explains
the event. Units 09–12.

Where was Maharil shown not to
be a scholar?

Nowhere. Age is not proof. Units 17–22.

Who excluded learning prayer
from Torah study?

No suitable authority was supplied; Chatam
Sofer weakens the exclusion. Units 25–27.

Do the Laws of Torah Study and
consensual travel establish the
permission?

No: these are different contexts. Units 28–
30.

Does household differ from wife,
and is consent merely notice?

The Jerusalem Talmud undermines the
wording distinction; notice remains a
separate question. Units 33–35.

Where is Raah, and are Tosafot
discussing nonconsensual
travel?

Raah was not located; Tosafot and Ritva
there discuss consensual travel. Units 36–
38.

Does Bach only suggest his
distinction?

He rules for it; attributing it to Rambam is
tentative. Units 17–18.

Does ‘people like us’ classify
Maharil?

No such presumption was established.
Units 21–22.
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Question tested Outcome

Does mistreatment give a veto
whenever there is protest?

No: separate permission, guidance, and
further circumstances. Units 05–08.

Closing questions and the threshold for
reopening
Question tested Outcome

Does Rif reconcile the story
within Rambam?

No: it is another ruling, requiring a link to the
event. Units 13–15.

Does Rid’s ‘not permitted’
prohibit twenty days too?

The sentence does not prove that. Context and
duration must be retained. Unit 14.

Is the customary date a
formal obligation?

The source does not define it so; no breach may
be attributed to Maharil. Units 12, 32.

Does She’erit Yehudah rule
like Rabbi Eliezer?

The argument tests an inference of death, not a
ruling governing the journey. Unit 49.

Does distance prove more
than thirty days?

Not from the supplied facts. Unit 48.

Were page 266 and Beit
Rebbe read in the original?

No. The reference and translation were read;
the expanded tradition remained unverified.
Units 44–45, 50–53.

Does advice to seek
permission empty the
permission?

No: a binding condition differs from advice
about exercising permission. Units 02–06.

When is there a
reconciliation?

When a supported explanation fits the law and
text, even without proof of the motive. Unit 56.

What does not justify another round
Another round asking the same questions and offering the same
possibilities is unnecessary. Repeated agreement is not a source.
Reopening requires further evidence: original wording with a
decisive detail, a direct explanation, or a historical fact
connected to a legal condition.
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Even when a source is found, reopen only the claim it concerns.
Finding a page does not require repeating the entire debate.

The editor’s decisions on the four R1 reviews
What was accepted and changed in the text
Heavy guarded the limits of evidence well, but its report that the
5742 source had not been found became outdated once others
supplied it. Its verification condition does not justify leaving the
text as though no talk exists. GrokBot added print identification
and a useful correction map; its proposed connection to Chelkat
Mechokek remains interpretation, not a reference supplied by
the Rebbe.
Grok 4.7 sharpened the distinction between the Tishrei
instruction and compassionate advice. That separation was
adopted; the generalization that people acted this way ‘in that
same household’ across generations was not. Claude expanded
the map of authorities and added Ezer MiKodesh; inquiry units
were added accordingly. The shift between non-applicability and
required consent within permission was not accepted as one
solution. Exclusion based on journey length also remained
unproved.
These decide particular claims, not overall model quality.
Reports differ in what was read and how it was verified; there were
not four complete independent readings of every source. The
historical scores must not be assigned to the new R1.

The editor’s own correction
Preparing prompts alone after R1 is insufficient. This revision
actually changes the research text and supplies an identified
version for review. Editorial verification does not end with
gathering conclusions: rereading Chelkat Mechokek and Chatam
Sofer showed the need to retain full context and distinguish a
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rule from its application. Unopened sources did not receive an
independent-verification stamp.

Current conclusion: what is established and
what remains open
Rambam and Shulchan Aruch’s permission to leave for Torah
study without consent is more than absence of sanctions. It
stands within its conditions. Guidance toward consideration and
earlier return stands too: it supports reconciling the return itself
without claiming the departure was forbidden.
Alongside this, the new sources on travelling to the Rebbe for
Tishrei make consent a condition. They cannot be covered by a
slogan presenting permission and advice as two equivalent
options. The instruction does not explicitly interpret the
parameters of the scholars’ permission. Proposed relationships
are therefore ranked explanations, not a proved solution.
Hayom Yom itself attributes Maharil’s return to missing consent.
In the talk of 15 Av 5740, now also checked by the editor in two
images of the printed pages, the Rebbe connects the consent
condition to the Mezritch story. This is more than
correspondence proposed by the booklet. The section
nevertheless does not explain the relationship to the scholars’
permission or supply the brother’s status and plans. A later
tradition must not be substituted for independent contemporary
testimony, nor stripped of its value as evidence of tradition.

Closing formulation submitted for review
Permission for Torah study stands within its conditions. The
Rebbe’s sources on travelling to him require spousal agreement:
the wife’s agreement to her husband’s journey, and the
husband’s agreement to his wife’s. In the private, unedited
record of 15 Av 5740, read in images by the reviewer and then the
editor, the Rebbe himself connects this condition to the Mezritch
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story. Neither Maharil nor Hayom Yom is named, and the
scholars’ permission is not discussed. Compassionate guidance
explains the possibility of return within permission; the precise
relationship between the travel instruction and that permission
remains unresolved. Lack of consent as the reason for Maharil’s
return is explicit in the entry; the particular halakhic basis of the
decision has not been proved.

What was actually supplied for R2
Heavy’s and GrokBot’s initial reports in this round did not review
V1, because it had not reached them in Drive. Units cannot be
marked approved on that basis. V1 units 65–66 already rejected
solutions based solely on ‘no power to prevent, but a duty to
obtain permission’ and on short duration. Heavy’s comments fit
the research questions; they do not establish that those errors
appeared in the text.
V2 was then supplied with direct links, with V1 for comparison.
Heavy was asked to examine inferences and units 01–08, 27, 59,
65–67; GrokBot the 5740 finding and its verification status;
Claude units 60–64 and precise separation of explanations; Grok
4.7 the historical sources and identity of ‘the other one.’ Every
textual review was to quote an actual sentence and location.
The editor again viewed p. 37 of Dvar Malchus for 10–16 Elul
5783: section 27 and the wife’s-permission requirement appear
there. Heavy’s claim that the page contains only the beginning of
the talk must therefore be rejected. Comparison must use the
same file, not just the same page number.
V3 update: GrokBot read V2 and checked the 5740 finding and
letters against sources. Its ten comments were incorporated with
reasoned adjustments; the editor independently read the 5740
images. The story connection and precision of section 5’s
instruction can close, but this does not certify sources for all 68
units or solve the halakhic difficulty. Heavy’s V2 review
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confirmed consistency between the instructions chapter and
units 65–66 and confirmed the Dvar Malchus reference. Wording
refinements in units 04 and 06 and the reconciliation paragraph
were adopted. Its reported additional viewing of the 5740 scan is
recorded as reviewer testimony, without turning the number of
viewers into new evidence. Other R2 reviews remain valid within
their scopes. No further round is needed on the finding itself.
Proof of the halakhic connection is not required to publish
research openly identifying it as unresolved; it is required to
present a proved solution. Other editorial and source checks still
needed completion. Lack of a recording is not itself a barrier,
and the existence of the 5742 talk need not be searched for
again.

Closing R2 and moving to the Reader
A general R3 is not needed now. The outstanding questions
remain visible: the precise halakhic relationship of the Rebbe’s
condition to the permission is unidentified; p. 266 in its original
language and all print checks are not complete. None is
presented as solved. This editorial stage can close and a
matching Reader be built because the conclusion does not
depend on inventing solutions.
The Reader review was planned as a separate four-model round
on the actual file: depth, clarity, fidelity, and references. Any new
substantive dispute would reopen only the relevant research
unit; wording changes would not require a new research round.
The plan was to fix both editions after the Reader reviews and
editorial check, then translate them. As the introduction records,
Reader HE-V4 was subsequently completed after three K1
reviews and supplies the present translation’s basis.
Claude’s R1 retractions are recorded in the units: inference is not
a general condition; embarrassment to protest is not the
argument’s conclusion; closeness to a tzaddik is not a universal
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classification; it was not proved that the Rebbe turned advice into
a condition; short travel is not excluded; right versus duty is not a
complete solution; Rosh is not presented as Ri on workers; the
section is 29; the age note does not deny every conceptual
connection; letter 6392 assumes consent rather than restating
the condition. These correct claims rather than rank models.

A depth map for the companion Reader
The difficulty in Hayom Yom and Rambam: opening and units
01–03. Consideration within permission: 04–08, 61, 63. Protest
and serving scholars: 06, 25–27, 60. The Tishrei instruction: 57–
60, 62, 65–67. Limits of historical knowledge: 44–53, 67.
Conclusion and open questions: closing chapter and 68.
The accompanying page map is generated from the final
Research PDF. Reader references identify that edition explicitly;
pagination changes require updated references even when unit
numbers remain unchanged.

Sources for further study: chronological
order
One list follows the source periods: rabbinic literature, Rishonim,
Acharonim, Chabad tradition, and contemporary material. Within
overlapping periods no precise date of composition is claimed.
Source labels A–H remain for reference; they do not dictate list order.
Every source retains its verification status.

Rabbinic literature: Mishnah and the Talmuds
Mishnah Ketubot 5:6
The rule permitting students thirty days without consent appears in
the main discussion and units 62 and 66.

Yerushalmi Ketubot 5:7
Digital transcription.
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Ketubot 62b
Digital transcription.

Bava Metzia 59a
Digital transcription.

Rishonim: commentaries and rulings
Rif, Ketubot 26a in his pagination
Digital transcription; identification of the position also relies on
commentators.

Rashi, Ketubot 62b
Checked in transcript within the Ketubot discussion; see also the
Talmud entry.

Rambam, Laws of Marriage 14:2
Complete halakhah rechecked in the digital transcription for revision
four.

Rambam, Laws of Marriage 15:1–2, 19
Online transcription.

Tosafot, Ketubot 62a, s.v. Ela orcha demilta kamah
Digital transcription.

Tosafot, Yevamot 62b, citing Rabbeinu Tam
Digital transcription during the second round.

Rid, Ketubot 62b; database heading: Tosafot Rid
Digital transcription; work-title identification not settled from an
edition scan.

Sefer HaChinuch, mitzvah 582
Digital transcription.

Meiri, Beit HaBechirah, Ketubot 61b
Sefaria transcription; Meiri’s explanation distinguished from his
Rambam quotation.
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Ritva, Ketubot 62a, on departure with permission
Digital transcription in the second-round check.

Piskei HaRosh, Ketubot 5:29
Claude read the transcript; the editor read the passage copied into the
report. Unit 61 discusses textual variants and the disputed attribution
of the warning. Printed editions were not compared.

Tur, Even HaEzer 76
Digital transcript; ‘three or four’ and Bach’s discussion are
documented in unit 62. The database marks texts needing checking.

Maggid Mishneh, Laws of Marriage 14:2
Digital transcription.

Ran on Rif, Ketubot, chapter 5
Digital transcription.

Acharonim: Shulchan Aruch, commentaries, and
responsa
Beit Yosef, Even HaEzer 76
Digital transcript, examined beside Tur and Bach. The attribution
dispute between Ramah and Rosh remains in unit 61.

Shulchan Aruch, Even HaEzer 76, especially §§4–6
Digital transcription.

Shulchan Aruch, Choshen Mishpat 228:3
Digital transcription.

Shulchan Aruch and Rema, Yoreh De’ah 243:2
Claude reports checking the transcript. The reference defining ‘Torah
as one’s occupation’ is explained in unit 63.

Shitah Mekubetzet, Ketubot 62a–b
Digital transcription requiring checking; earlier authorities quoted
through the compilation.
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Bach, Even HaEzer 76
Digital transcript. Attribution in Piskei HaRosh and the upper limit
are discussed in units 61–62.

Chelkat Mechokek, Even HaEzer 76:9–10 — Source C
Digital transcription.
The editor reread Wikisource’s transcript, including departure with
and without consent. The database page is marked unchecked; no
proofreading against print is claimed. Open source

Beit Shmuel, Even HaEzer 76:10–11
Digital transcription; Perishah examined here through this citation.

Korban Netanel on Piskei HaRosh, Ketubot 5:29
Claude read the transcript, as detailed in unit 61. It agrees with Bach
in attributing the warning to Rosh.

Beit Meir, Even HaEzer 76 — Source G
Claude read both comments in Sefaria’s transcript. The editor read
the report’s extracts: [1] on two or three years without permission; [2]
on ‘if she gives permission,’ containing the reference to Yoreh De’ah
243. Claude reports checking that Yoreh De’ah passage itself. This is
neither print verification nor an independent reading of the whole
source by the editor. Open source Open source

Shulchan Aruch HaRav, Laws of Torah Study 3:1
Chabad Library transcription.

Responsa She’erit Yehudah, Even HaEzer 4
Chabad Library online edition with its notes.

Responsa Chatam Sofer, Yoreh De’ah 149 — Source D
Digital transcription; rechecked in the closing research round.
The editor reread Wikisource’s transcript from the opening purity
question through the argument’s return to it. Treating the study-hall
passage as the whole responsum was rejected. Open source
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Ezer MiKodesh, Even HaEzer 76 — Source F
Claude read sections [5]–[8] continuously in Sefaria’s transcript. The
editor read the R2 report’s extracts from [6]–[7], including stringent
possibilities and the lenient continuation. This is not independent
comparison with the database. The printed scan was not checked. The
role of inferred agreement was determined within the supplied text;
see unit 60. Open source Open source

Pitchei Teshuvah, Even HaEzer 76:3–4
Sefaria transcription; Me’il Tzedakah 51 through its quotation here.

Chabad tradition: records, talks, and letters
Beit Rebbe, part I, journey chapter; supplied reference: p.
3
Secondary reference; journey chapter not checked in the original.

Sefer HaSichot 5696–5700, p. 266
Only the reference in note 3 verified; original page not examined.

Sefer HaSichot, translated second-day Pesach meal talk,
chapter 14, §21
Online English translation; original page not read.

Hayom Yom, 11 Menachem Av; Kehot / SIE edition, note 3
Wording and reference checked in the online edition.

Igrot Kodesh XIV, letter 5273 — Source E (a)
12 Adar II 5717. Letters 5273 and 6392 were first identified through
Claude R1. GrokBot viewed the scan of XVII, 6392 in R2: p. 243,
HebrewBooks 15843, PDF p. 257. It concerns Elul and Rosh
Hashanah and bears the Rebbe’s signature. GrokBot read XIV, 5273
only in transcript; it has no explicit Tishrei context and its printed
page remains unverified. The editor has not read either letter’s body
during this revision. Reading the 5740 photographs must not be
counted as independent verification of the letters. Open source Open
source

86 ❖

https://www.sefaria.org/Ezer_MiKodesh_on_Shulchan_Arukh,_Even_HaEzer.76.6
https://www.sefaria.org/Ezer_MiKodesh_on_Shulchan_Arukh,_Even_HaEzer.76.7
https://chabadlibrary.org/books/admur/ig/14/5273
https://chabadlibrary.org/books/admur/ig/17/6392
https://chabadlibrary.org/books/admur/ig/17/6392


Igrot Kodesh XV, letter 5575 — Source A
4 Tammuz 5717; pp. 257–258 according to GrokBot’s and Grok 4.7’s
print reports. The editor read the Hebrew transcript during this
revision, including the signature on the Rebbe’s behalf. The website’s
English translation misidentifies the signer and must not be used for
attribution. Open source

Igrot Kodesh XVII, letter 6392 — Source E (b)
14 Tammuz 5718, p. 243. GrokBot documented scan verification;
details for both letters appear under Source E (a). The editor did not
read this letter’s body in this revision.
Open source

Sichos Kodesh 5740 III, 15 Av, §5 — Source H
Sichos Kodesh 5740 III, pp. 841–842. GrokBot documented
HebrewBooks volume 4625, PDF pp. 876–877, and the talk’s
beginning on p. 814. The editor did not open the complete volume,
but downloaded and read both supplied page images: headed 15 Av
5740, with ‘private, unedited record’ and printed numbers 841–842
below. Section 5 begins on 841 and continues on 842. The order of
conditions, mutual agreement, opening of the Hakhel year, and link
to the Mezritch story were checked. This is an independent reading of
the same photographs, not a further textual witness.
The inspected phrases include ‘בהסכם עקרת הבית’ (with the wife’s
agreement), ‘כמבואר אויכעט אין פוסקים’ (as also explained in the
authorities), ‘בהסכם זוגתו הרבנית’ (with his wife, the Rebbetzin’s,
agreement), ‘צווישן עם מיטן צווייטן’ (between him and the other one),
as known from the account of the leader) ’כידוע דעם סיפור פון נשיא דורנו‘
of our generation), and ‘בנוגע לנשים בהסכם פון בעל הבית’ (for women,
with the husband’s agreement). The connection is clear; no authority
is named and the scholars’ permission is not discussed. Uncertainty
about the spelling ‘וועגן’ and initial abbreviations does not decide
these claims. Identification as the target of the 5742 reference is not
certain. ‘The general instruction’ alone also does not prove a separate
earlier talk: the instruction could have been known from letters or
other occasions. Its precise earlier source remains unidentified.
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Open source
Image of p. 841: Open source Image of p. 842: Open source V2 review
report: Open source Open source

Hisvaaduyos 5742, 13 Elul, §27 — Source B
Hisvaaduyos 5742, pp. 2172–2173; unedited. GrokBot and Claude
reported viewing the print scan. The editor read and visually
inspected the reprint in Dvar Malchus, 10–16 Elul 5783, p. 37, also
PDF p. 37. The immediate context and talk heading were checked.
This is not independent inspection of the Hisvaaduyos volume’s title
page. Reprint opened: Open source Scan supplied by reviewers but
not opened by the editor: Open source

Contemporary research and documentation
R. Nachum Greenwald, R. Yehudah Leib of Yanovitch in
the Shadow of His Brother the Alter Rebbe, Heichal
HaBesht 42, pp. 223–256
Bibliographic pointer checked in the offprint. Focused search on 15
September 2026 found no accessible article text. The link leads to the
pointer, not the article.

Beit Rebbe, annotated 5783 offprint, chapter 24, p. 3,
note 1
Archived transcription examined. The editorial note cites manuscript
D; this is not the journey chapter.

Discussion material: Grok and Claude’s responses across
five stages
Texts supplied in full during the discussion; evidence about the
answers only.

ChatGPT reports: initial research, round 2 comparison,
round 3, and round 4 questions
Preserved reports checked against the models’ criticism.
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Index of arguments
The first 56 unit IDs remain for traceability, with 57–68 added. An ID is not a page number.
Pages in this map and the reading map refer to the present English layout; unit IDs are
unchanged.

01. Legal ceiling · 20
02. Permission from the outset · 20
03. Permission is not obligation · 21
04. General consideration · 22
05. Exceptional distress · 22
06. Strong protest · 23
07. Mistreatment · 24
08. Separate obligations · 24
09. Rav Rechumi and permission · 25
10. Maggid Mishneh’s limits · 26
11. Rashi and punishment · 26
12. Customary return · 27
13. Following Rif · 27
14. Rid: not permitted · 28
15. Rif, Ran, and Meiri · 28
16. Counting interpretations · 29
17. Status at marriage · 29
18. Bach’s decision · 30
19. Age and status · 30
20. Raavad’s context · 31
21. People like us · 31
22. Scholars today · 32
23. First year of marriage · 33
24. Procreation and onah · 34
25. Learning to pray · 34
26. A first journey · 35
27. Attending upon scholars · 35
28. Laws of Torah Study · 36
29. Consensual travel · 37
30. The Alter Rebbe’s ruling · 38
31. Household finances · 38
32. Express commitments · 39
33. Household and wife · 39
34. Consent and notice · 40

35. Quiet agreement · 41
36. Tosafot and Ritva · 41
37. The Raah attribution · 42
38. Connecting the discussions · 42
39. Before departure · 43
40. Accumulating weak reasons · 44
41. Intentional allusion · 44
42. Approval of translation · 45
43. The newlywed verse · 45
44. The horse at Orsha · 46
45. Thirty rubles · 46
46. Heavenly mission · 47
47. Narrative and law · 48
48. Distance and duration · 48
49. She’erit Yehudah · 49
50. Reference to page 266 · 49
51. Passover variants · 50
52. Database headings · 51
53. A missing source · 51
54. Ranking explanations · 52
55. Model scores · 53
56. Reconciliation and motive · 53
57. Tishrei travel and consent · 54
58. Three letters, distinct contexts · 55
59. The halakhic connection · 55
60. Ezer MiKodesh: inferred consent · 57
61. Ramah, Rosh, and good advice · 59
62. Wording and duration · 60
63. Beit Meir: Torah as occupation · 61
64. The Torah-study editorial note · 61
65. Asking and obtaining consent · 62
66. Shortness and applicability · 63
67. Later sources and intention · 63
68. Preserving the difficulty · 64
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