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The original questions and what was
established

The five original questions appear below in full editorial
translation, each followed by a plain explanation and the state of its
answer. Their premises are examined in the chapters.

A — Did practice change throughout the generations?

A. It seems a considerable novelty to say that throughout the
generations there was disagreement over whether Pesach
overrides Shabbat, and that on each occasion they acted
differently. Yet we find only one occasion in the Talmud when the
Bnei Beseira forgot the law, and only one dispute between R.
Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan; elsewhere (in Seder HaDorot and the
like) no debate or discussion about this is mentioned.

In plain language—what is the difficulty? This is a historical
difficulty. Offering Pesach was a public event, not a ruling given
in a private room. The explanation allows two views and a later
court deciding differently. But does that possibility establish that
practice repeatedly changed? The question asks for the missing
link between what a court may do and what Israel actually did.
Two views can exist without practice changing in every
generation.

What was established: Partly answered. A later dispute is legally
possible. The inquiry did not establish that offering practice
actually changed in every generation or whenever 14 Nissan fell on
Shabbat. Missing documentation does not prove that it never
happened.

B — Which majority was forgotten, and why does it bind?

B. “The law was forgotten” means that the ruling issued on the
last occasion was forgotten (by the majority decision of the
members of the court, in accordance with which all Israel acted),
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rather than that the actual practice of the majority of Israel was
forgotten. The latter would require us to say that there was no
clear court ruling; instead, each Israelite asked his own teacher
whether to offer on Shabbat. In other words, it was up to him to
decide whether he wished to follow one rabbi or another who
disagreed in his day, or to decide whether he wished to follow R.
Yoshiyah or R. Yonatan.

In plain language—what is the difficulty? Two difficulties must
be solved together. If the majority means the judges, its decision
has authority. Yet even a one-vote decision leads to a public act
that many people see. Why would that act be forgotten? If the
majority means the people who offered, a small numerical
difference is easier to forget—but why should counting people
determine the law? We need to know both what was forgotten and
why knowing it would settle the matter.

What was established: Unresolved. A court majority explains
authority, but does not by itself explain forgetting a public act. A
majority of practitioners explains forgetting a small numerical
difference, but its authority remains unaccounted for. Practice as
evidence does not resolve every detail.

C — Why rely specifically on the latest ruling?

C. What difference does it make what the decision was
specifically on the last occasion? After all, “the court in your
generation” can interpret through the thirteen rules and decide
as it sees fit, even against Moses our teacher. If so, even if it does
not wish to enter deeply into the matter, interpret and decide for
itself, but prefers to rely on an earlier court, why may it not
decide to rely on a greater court further back, all the way to the
court of Moses our teacher? It seems very strained to say that, on
the one hand, it can disagree with the latest decision and rule as
it sees fit, but, on the other hand, if it does not wish to decide for
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itself and instead relies on an existing ruling, the rule is
specifically that “the law follows the later authorities.”

In plain language—what is the difficulty? Imagine three courts.
The first rules one way; the second rules differently; a third
follows them. If the third examines the arguments and finds the
first convincing, returning to that view is understandable. The
question concerns another case: the third does not want to
decide the reasoning itself, but to rely on earlier sages. Why
must it choose the second court? If it has authority to change the
ruling, what prevents it from relying on the greater first court?
The issue is how it chooses an authority to rely on.

What was established: Partly answered. A court may adopt an
earlier argument it finds persuasive. No rule was established
requiring reliance on the latest ruling in every case; reliance on
stature alone depends on the setting and differing medieval
interpretations.

D — When does a court rely, and when does it reconsider?

D. What is the rule here? When does a court decide to rely on an
earlier court—as the Bnei Beseira would have done had they
remembered the majority decision on the last occasion, or as the
sages of Rabbah bar bar Hana’s generation reproached him for
not examining the tzitzit of Korah’s company, so that they could
rely on this and fulfill the words of the sages? And when does a
court decide to interpret and rule for itself through the thirteen
rules, even against the ruling of the earlier court—as R. Yoshiyah
and R. Yonatan did, although they knew Hillel’s ruling, when
they decided to interpret and rule for themselves?

In plain language—what is the difficulty? Question C asks
whom to rely on. Question D comes one step earlier: when
should a court rely on a previous ruling at all, and when should it
reopen the issue? In the explanation under discussion, the Bnei
Beseira would have relied on the previous decision if they
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remembered it; the sages wanted evidence from the tzitzit
Rabbah bar bar Hana saw; R. Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan
reconsidered the law. What distinguishes these situations? Is
there a binding rule, or discretion? Permission to reconsider
does not yet tell us when to use it.

Whatwas established: Partly answered. Authority to reconsider
and the evidentiary value of practice were clarified. No exhaustive
rule was found prescribing when to reopen inquiry and when
reliance suffices; permission must not be recast as obligation.

Identification note, outside the quotation: the Talmudic account
concerns the wilderness dead. “Korah’s company” is retained here
only because it appears in the original question.

The further question — Tefillin and tzitzit

[A further, incidental point: in the final-day-of-Pesach talk, p. 44,
in the footnote: “Similarly, it must be said concerning tzitzit and
tefillin that during the Babylonian exile the majority decision was
forgotten.” We should examine the difference between tzitzit and
tefillin: why do we now have two kinds of tefillin, those of Rashi
and those of Rabbenu Tam, but not two kinds of tzitzit, those of
Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel?]

In plain language—what is the difficulty? The note in the talk
proposes the same starting point for two laws: the majority
decision was forgotten during the Babylonian exile. Yet present
practice differs. With tefillin, there is a practice of
accommodating Rabbenu Tam alongside the principal ruling of
Rashi. With tzitzit, four threads are used, with no parallel
practice of three. If the earlier cause was similar, what explains
the different result? The history of forgetting must be
distinguished from the later status of each opinion. The fact that
one garment cannot contain both counts does not settle the
question: one could still ask about two separate garments.

1. Bava Batra 74a and Rashbam.
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What was established: The present distinction is supported; the
full history is not reconstructed. Tzitzit has an explicit Talmudic
ruling for four threads. For tefillin, Rashi is the principal ruling,
alongside an instruction to accommodate Rabbenu Tam. This
explains present practice, not the entire history of either dispute.

Reading map

The questions explained, with answer status -2

A — Did practice change throughout the generations?

B — Which majority was forgotten, and why does it bind? - 17
C — Why rely specifically on the latest ruling? - 27
D — When does a court rely, and when does it reconsider? - 34
The further question — Tefillin and tzitzit - 42
Full original submission and research record - 45
Ledger of 46 arguments -72
All rounds and participants - 52
Additional lines - 63
Source-reading register - 65
22 comparative measures - 80
Document map - 50
Sources - 89

YeshivahAl — under rabbinic supervision.

Expanded research edition 3.2: each chapter presents retained
proposals, rationales, source tests and corrections. The record
includes rounds and participants, 46 core cases, eight additional
lines, a source register and reasoned comparison. It edits
documented arguments, not missing conversations.

The texts behind the questions

The talks: continuity open to reconsideration

We now turn to the Lubavitcher Rebbe’s talks of Nissan 5737
(1977), printed as transcripts in Sihot Kodesh. An edited treatment
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appears in Likkutei Sihot. We first explain the proposed reading,
then the questions it leaves open.

The talk of 11 Nissan examines how a dispute can persist
concerning a mitzvah practiced for generations. It discusses R.
Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan after Hillel and regards restricting their
disagreement to the source of the law as strained. Even a
discussion of halakhah for the future Temple can dispute the legal
result, although no sacrifice is being offered in that generation. 2
On the final day of Pesach, the explanation becomes more precise:
a later court may reconsider a law derived through interpretive
rules. The Bnei Beseira’s loss is understood as forgetting the
previous decision on which they could have relied. The transcript
also connects it with a majority of Israel following a practice and
with a narrow majority. This wording is central to the difficulty; it
must not silently be replaced by “a majority of judges.” 3

The edited discussion in Likkutei Sihot, volume 18, Behaalotekha
I1, develops the individual and communal dimensions of the
Pesach offering. Note 33 regards the proposal that R. Yonatan
conceded after R. Yoshiyah’s reply as strained. The edited text and
the unedited transcripts are related but distinct documents; a detail
in one must not automatically be attributed to all. 4

What happened to the Bnei Beseira?

In the Bavli’s account, the Bnei Beseira call on Hillel, who studied
under Shemayah and Avtalyon. He teaches that Pesach may be
offered on Shabbat, and they appoint him as their leader. Hillel is
then asked another question: what should people do if they did not
bring a slaughtering knife before Shabbat? He says that he learned
the rule but has forgotten it. °

The Bavli opens by saying that this law had escaped the Bnei
Beseira. Hillel, a disciple of Shemayah and Avtalyon, is asked

2. Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan.

3. Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach.
4. Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II.
5. Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi.
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whether Pesach overrides Shabbat. He points out that other
sacrificial services regularly do so and argues through a gezerah
shavah and a kal va-homer. A gezerah shavah derives a law through
shared biblical wording under traditional rules; a kal va-homer
reasons from a less compelling case to a more compelling one.
The order of presentation must be distinguished from the
sequence later reconstructed by the Gemara. The Bavli’'s baraita
presents the verbal analogy and then the a fortiori argument. The
ensuing analysis reconstructs the a fortiori argument first, its
rebuttal, and then the verbal analogy. A narrative’s arrangement of
evidence need not be a chronological transcript.

The Yerushalmi gives a different emphasis: three arguments are
not accepted until Hillel reports receiving the ruling from
Shemayah and Avtalyon. The accounts should not be blended into a
single narrative that erases this difference. Hillel rises to
leadership in both, but the relation between argument and
received teaching is presented differently. ©

The next day he sees people bringing the knives with their animals,
including placing a knife in a lamb’s wool. Their conduct reminds
him of the teaching he received. Here public practice helps him
recall the rule about bringing the knife; it does not decide anew
whether the offering may be brought on Shabbat.

5

Answer A — Dispute across generations

Question A is historical: did practice actually alternate across
generations? Four levels must be separated: authority to
reconsider; the existence of two views; documentation of both in
every generation; and documentation of changing practice.
Evidence for the first does not automatically establish the last.

In the midrashic exchange, R. Yoshiyah argues, R. Yonatan
challenges the first derivation, and R. Yoshiyah replies with a verbal
analogy. The passage records no further explicit response from R.

5. Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi.
6. Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1.
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Yonatan. Neither a concession nor a rebuttal to that final answer
should be invented. The talk reads the exchange as a substantive
legal disagreement; the midrash alone does not document two
Temple practices in every recurring case. ’

The result is measured: the legal framework permits renewed
disagreement; the stronger historical reconstruction has not been
established by the sources examined. That is not proof that such
disputes never occurred. It marks the limit of the evidence
available.

Three versions of the narrative

In the Bavli, the appointment follows Hillel’s arguments. The
subsequent analysis examines the daily offering’s Shabbat
override, the weakness of the a fortiori argument and the received
character of the verbal analogy. The knife question follows the
appointment and rebuke, and public conduct restores Hillel’s
memory. The Gemara’s later analysis must not be imported
wholesale into the baraita as a single transcript. ®

The Yerushalmi records comparison, a fortiori reasoning and
verbal analogy, with explicit objections. Acceptance turns on the
teaching received from Shemayah and Avtalyon. R. Avun asks about
the recurrence of Pesach eve on Shabbat and explains the
concealment as bringing Hillel to prominence. R. Mana’s
statement about honoring courts and avoiding proliferating
disputes is distinct. Providential purpose and a human mechanism
need not be mutually exclusive explanations. ©

In the Tosefta parallel examined during the opening round, the
question appears without an explicit statement that the law was
forgotten, and received teaching is integrated into the argument.
Its wording and numbering were not subjected here to manuscript
collation. Its role is to show that the narrative has more than one

5. Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi.
6. Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1.
7. Sifrei Bamidbar §142, Numbers 28:2.
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structure; an unverified detail in it cannot carry a decisive
argument. 8

Mishnah Pesachim 6 distinguishes sacrificial acts that override
Shabbat from preparations that could be performed beforehand.
The proposal that only preparatory acts were forgotten is therefore
a separate interpretation, not a free substitution for the baraita’s
subject. Meiri, Tzelah, Penei Yehoshua, Terumat HaDeshen and
other later authorities were cited in R1 at varying verification levels;
this edition does not claim a full direct reading of them all. °

Historical checks and their limits

Recurrence: R. Avun in the Yerushalmi itself asks how an event
recurring through the years could be forgotten. Readings involving
“two septennial cycles” or “two weeks” were discussed; no claim
about a majority of manuscripts is justified without collation. Fixed-
calendar statistics do not reconstruct an observational calendar. An
average is not an upper bound. Figures of 28.6% and 18-22% were
withdrawn; even the commonly cited approximate 11.5% for the
fixed calendar does not directly prove what people remembered in
Temple times. ©

The wilderness Pesach: combining Shabbat 87b with Numbers 9
yields the calculation of Nissan 14 on Shabbat in the second year.
That supplies an instance of offering on that weekday, not by itself
the full legal definition for all generations. Proposals about a
temporary instruction, inheritance and settlement, or a single
offering for the whole people require their own sources; they are
not default descriptions of every wilderness act. 1°

The Gilgal Pesach: Joshua 5 does not state a weekday. Seder Olam
11 places the battle of Jericho on Shabbat; combined with the
calculation to Nissan 28, this permits the inference that Nissan 14
was also Shabbat. It is a calendrical inference, not a quotation from

6. Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1.

8. Tosefta Pesachim ch. 4; numbering varies.
9. Mishnah Pesachim 6:1-2.

10. Shabbat 87b; Numbers 9; Joshua 5.
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Seder Olam saying “the fourteenth was Shabbat.” Note 26 in
Likkutei Sihot also cites a competing account in Seder HaDorot
that was not checked here at source. 114

Forgetting after Moses: Temurah 16 describes forgotten teachings
and their recovery by reasoning. Its different counts must not be
interchanged, nor does it identify every detail later disputed.
Ramban at one point offers an explanation as a possibility; a
tentative “I suggest perhaps” must not become an established
historical fact. 12 13

Tefillin archaeology: no catalogue item was identified in the
passage of the talk examined. R1 reports used discussions by Adler,
Cohn, Yadin, Milik and Schiffman, sometimes through assistants or
secondary material. These are not an independent inspection
ledger for the objects. Variation in arrangement does not by itself
establish the later Rashi/Rabbenu Tam pair; failure to identify the
item does not disprove ancient antecedents either. No new
archaeological conclusion is claimed here.

Semikhah: the dispute among the pairs of leaders in Hagigah
concerns laying hands on an offering; R. Yehudah ben Bava’s
semikhah in Sanhedrin 14 concerns ordination between Usha and
Shefaram. Combining them created a false institutional precedent.
The actual Hagigah case shows that a multigenerational dispute

can be documented; it does not reconstruct the history of Pesach
on Shabbat. 1413

Proposals, tests and revisions

T06 — Calendar recurrence

Record: R1 numerical proposals = R2 withdrawals — R3 limits

4. Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II.

11. Seder Olam Rabbah, chapter 11.

12. Temurah 16a.

13. Ramban, Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2.
14. Mishnah Hagigah 2:2; Hagigah 16a.

15. Sanhedrin 14a.
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Proposal and rationale. Recurrence sharpened the memory
problem: priests and the public should know a repeated event.
Percentages and year intervals were introduced, but some
depended on the fixed calendar or on averages rather than
observational calendation. A proposed correction of “two weeks”
also invoked an unexamined majority of textual witnesses.

Test and revision. Unsupported figures and the claim about most
witnesses were withdrawn. The Yerushalmi’s own difficulty was
retained without requiring external statistics or assuming that
every person must remember. This narrows the proof, not the
problem. No full observational-calendar model was produced, and
it must not appear as a completed research result.

Status after review: Recurrence: the fixed calendar is not the
observational calendar; an average is not a bound. Unsupported
percentages were withdrawn. Perfect memory by every individual was not

proved.
Source units: S02 — Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1; S16 — Fixed-calendar figures - Ledger entry

TO7 — Pesach in the wilderness
Record: R1 Q04 — coordinator R2 limits

Proposal and rationale. The wilderness Pesach was offered as an
early precedent for sacrifice on Shabbat. The inference combines
the weekday calculation for the Tabernacle’s erection with the date
in Numbers 9; a general assertion is insufficient. To limit the
precedent, possibilities included temporary instruction, a special
definition of the obligation, or a different status of the offering.
Test and revision. The inquiry did not accept exceptions simply
because the event occurred in the wilderness; each requires its
own evidence. Conversely, an actual precedent does not by itself
prove that its application to later generations was never
questioned. Two stages remain distinct: establishing the event and
establishing precisely what follows from it.

Status after review: Wilderness: calculation from the Tabernacle’s
erection yields Nissan 14 on Shabbat; temporary instruction and the
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offering’s character require separate argument. Not every wilderness act

is automatically exceptional. S15.

Source units: S15 — Shabbat 87b; Numbers 9; Joshua 5; S32 — Rambam, Korban Pesah 1; Tzitzit 1:6 -
Ledger entry

TO8 — Pesach at Gilgal

Record: Grok R2-14; Claude R2-C14; source-map closure

Proposal and rationale. The absence of a weekday in Joshua 5
initially led to a claim that no source places the Gilgal Pesach on
Shabbat. Seder Olam changed that: the Jericho battle tradition and
the calculation to Nissan 28 permit an inference back to Nissan 14.
This is indirect calendrical evidence, not an explicit statement
about the sacrifice’s weekday.

Test and revision. Note 26 also cites a competing Seder HaDorot
tradition. That original account was not fully examined; an
abridgment supporting the first line cannot replace it. Both the
newly found anchor and the limit of verification are retained. Initial
failure to locate a source is not absence of evidence, and finding
one side does not settle competing traditions.

Status after review: Gilgal: omission in Scripture is not absence of all
tradition. Seder Olam supports a calculation; the competing Seder

HaDorot account remains unchecked. S30; S21 n. 26.

Source units: S30 — Seder Olam Rabbah, chapter 11; S21 — Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II -
Ledger entry

TO9 — Hillel’s prominence
Record: R1 Q05; Claude R2-C4/C6

Proposal and rationale. “To give Hillel prominence” supplied a
providential explanation. An early criticism treated it as competing
with a human mechanism: a divinely directed event seemed
incompatible with ordinary loss of a decision. Another confusion
involved R. Avun, R. Mana and the teaching about respect for
courts.

Test and revision. R2 separated the statements and withdrew the
necessary-conflict claim. An event’s purpose and its human
mechanism answer different questions. The providential
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explanation still does not prove a particular majority mechanism.
Its contribution concerns meaning, not an institutional
reconstruction it does not supply.

Status after review: Hillel’s prominence: R. Avun’s statement is distinct
from R. Mana on honoring courts. Providence and a human mechanism

need not conflict. SO2.
Source units: SO2 — Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1 - Ledger entry

T18 — Speaker identity

Record: R2 speaker maps; Grok Bot R3/R4

Proposal and rationale. Reversing the speakers changed the
midrash’s argument. If Yonatan supplied the analogy, agreement
after supplementing the source would be easy to imagine. Reading
the three parallels established another sequence: Yoshiyah
teaches, Yonatan challenges, Yoshiyah replies. Locating
Behaalotecha did not invalidate the Pinchas parallel.

Test and revision. Limits were retained: printed Natan/Yonatan
variants were noted, but no manuscript study was conducted;
paragraph numbering depends on edition. The contribution is a
stable speaker map in the digital texts examined. It prevents an
argument based on the wrong speaker without inventing an
additional response absent from the record.

Status after review: Speakers: Yonatan challenges; Yoshiyah answers
with the analogy. Reversal was corrected. The Pinhas parallel exists and

cannot be dismissed as confusion. SO7a-c.

Source units: SO7a — Sifrei Bamidbar §65, Numbers 9:2; SO7b — Sifrei Bamidbar §142, Numbers
28:2; SO7c — Mekhilta de-Rabbi Yishmael, Pisha 5, Exodus 12:6 - Ledger entry

T19 — R. Yonatan’s alleged concession

Record: R1 concession proposal = R2 reopening — R4 limit

Proposal and rationale. No explicit response from Yonatan follows
Yoshiyah’s answer in the unit. A concession was proposed to
dissolve disagreement over the rule. Note 33 in the edited talk
regards that proposal as strained and refers to the Yerushalmi.
Silence therefore cannot establish agreement as a finding.
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Test and revision. The reverse is also impermissible: no particular
rebuttal to the analogy may be put in Yonatan’s mouth. His
recorded challenge concerns the first derivation. Three levels
remain: the written exchange; the talk’s reading as disagreement
over the rule; and the open interpretation of Yonatan after the
reply. They cannot be combined into an imagined transcript.

Status after review: Yonatan’s concession is not recorded; neither is a
rebuttal to the analogy. Note 33 regards concession as strained. Silence is

not a transcript of either agreement or objection. S21.

Source units: SO7a — Sifrei Bamidbar §65, Numbers 9:2; SO7b — Sifrei Bamidbar §142, Numbers
28:2; S21 — Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II - Ledger entry

T20 — Law for the future Temple

Record: Claude R3 chronology — R4 withdrawal; Grok R3

Proposal and rationale. Post-destruction chronology seemed to
narrow the tannaitic disagreement to derivation: without a Temple
there was no divergent conduct. But law concerning the future
Temple can disagree over the practical result even when nobody
can presently perform it.

Test and revision. The historical limitation was accepted and the
conceptual restriction rejected. No two Temple practices are
documented in those sages’ year, yet they can disagree about what
to do when the conditions return. This preserves the talk’s reading
without inferring contemporary divergent practice. A date alone
does not determine what a dispute concerns.

Status after review: Law for the future Temple: absence of contemporary
sacrifice does not turn disagreement about the result into derivation

alone. It also does not establish two actual practices that year. S12a.

Source units: S12a — Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan; S21 — Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II -
Ledger entry

T21 — Dispute across generations

Record: Question A; all rounds

Proposal and rationale. “Two views existed across the
generations” and “they acted differently each time” initially
sounded like one claim. Analysis separated four strengths: a court
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may reconsider; two opinions exist; they are documented
continuously; and practice actually alternated. Each step requires
additional evidence.

Test and revision. The laying-of-hands dispute in Hagigah
demonstrates that a multigenerational disagreement can be
recorded, but supplies no missing Pesach history. Silence in the
examined sources limits a broad historical claim without
disproving it. The retained reading neither erases the talk’s
wording nor automatically expands it into a census of practice on
every occasion.

Status after review: Historical continuity has four distinct levels:
authority, views, continuous documentation and alternating practice.
Lack of documentation in examined sources limits evidence; it does not

disprove the history.

Source units: SO4b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4; SO7a — Sifrei Bamidbar §65, Numbers 9:2;
S26 — Mishnah Hagigah 2:2; Hagigah 16a - Ledger entry

T22 — Forgetting after Moses

Record: R1 Q13; Grok Bot R4; closure

Proposal and rationale. Temurah supplied an analogy for loss and
recovery after Moses. It demonstrates that Torah knowledge can be
forgotten and recovered through reasoning; continuity need not
mean every detail remains consciously available in every
generation. The tempting overstep was to identify every later
dispute with that particular loss.

Test and revision. The passage’s distinct quantities and units were
not treated interchangeably. Ramban’s tentative suggestion about
forgetting is not a new historical record. Evidence that forgetting is
possible does not date loss of the Pesach rule or tzitzit count. The
comparison supports a framework without supplying the missing
chronology.

Status after review: Forgetting after Moses supports the possibility of
loss and recovery, not identification of every later dispute. Ramban’s

tentative formulation is not historical fact. S06, S20.
Source units: S06 — Temurah 16a; S20 — Ramban, Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2 - Ledger entry
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T41 — Two meanings of semikhah
Record: Grok R2 analogy — R3-01 correction

Proposal and rationale. The word semikhah enabled confusion
between laying hands on an offering and ordaining sages.
Combining R. Yehudah ben Bava and Yavneh with the dispute
among the pairs created a nonexistent institutional precedent. The
error was substantive because it affected the analogy to continuous
dispute within one institution.

Test and revision. R3 separated Hagigah 2:2 and 16a from
Sanhedrin 14 and the event between Usha and Shefaram. The
sacrificial dispute remains a limited example of documented
multigenerational disagreement; ordination is not that precedent.
Correcting the term must also correct the inference, not merely the
location.

Status after review: Two meanings of semikhah: sacrificial laying of
hands in Hagigah versus ordination in Sanhedrin. R. Yehudah ben Bava is
not a precedent for the sacrificial dispute, nor is the event at Yavneh. S26-

S27.
Source units: S26 — Mishnah Hagigah 2:2; Hagigah 16a; S27 — Sanhedrin 14a - Ledger entry

Returning to the question: Legal possibility is not historical
documentation. The answer does not establish that “on each occasion
they acted differently.”

Answer B — The forgotten majority

A majority in court is different from a majority among the people.
Each of the following three explanations addresses a different part
of the question; none resolves it completely.

Question B is the most difficult. If a majority of judges ruled that
the offering should be brought, and the public followed that ruling,
a narrow vote does not make the offering a small event. A one-vote
decision can produce avery public action. Forgetting the judicial
tally does not by itself explain loss of memory of what many people
saw.
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If some offered and others did not, it is easier to understand
uncertainty about which group was larger. But a different
explanation is then needed: what allowed the differing practices,
and why would the number of practitioners determine the law?
Counting people in the Temple precincts is not automatically
equivalent to counting judges in court.

A third possibility treats public practice as evidence of tradition.
The Yerushalmi in Peah directs a person facing an unsettled law to
observe public practice. This gives practice an important
evidentiary role; it contains neither a count of half plus one nor a
rule that only the latest occasion can provide evidence. 18

All three approaches were examined. None yet explains together
the talk’s wording, the authority of the decision, the narrowness of
the majority and the forgetting of the action. The majority
mechanism remains unresolved. Acknowledging that does not
diminish the value of the distinctions raised by the talk.

Three explanations — the question remains open

Model What it explains What remains missing

Court majority  Authority to decide Why was public action
forgotten?

Majority in Why the exact majority may = What gives that count authority?

practice be forgotten

Practice as Conduct may preserve Why one extra person and the

evidence tradition latest occasion?

Different rulings and a single Temple

Mamrim 1:4 and Sanhedrin 88b describe a referral procedure
culminating in the supreme court; where received teaching does
not resolve the question, the court votes. This supplies a clear
institutional majority. The account of proliferating disputes among
the students of Shammai and Hillel is later than Hillel’s

16. Yerushalmi Peah 7:5.
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appointment in the Bnei Beseira story. Applying it to that earlier
stage requires justification. 17 18

Yevamot 14a examines whether Beit Shammai acted on their views
and the limits of factional division. Rava’s distinction between one
court issuing split rulings and two courts in one city prevents a
blanket rejection of differing practice. But “one altar equals one
court” is not a statement in that passage, nor does it expressly
permit rival rulings concerning Pesach on Shabbat. 1°

Beitzah 20 describes a dispute in the Temple courtyard over laying
hands on an offering on a festival and Bava ben Buta’s
intervention, followed by establishment of Beit Hillel’s ruling. It is
a case of dispute and decision in a Temple setting. It neither
proves that every variation in the Temple is impossible nor
describes a stable dual system for the Pesach offering. 2°

Mamrim 1:5 discusses two sages or courts in the absence of the
Sanhedrin or before the matter has been clarified. It is not a license
to set aside a known supreme-court ruling. Nor does “follow the
stringent view in Torah law” finish the Pesach question: stringency
itself must be examined when the offering’s obligation confronts

Shabbat prohibitions. This research issues no practical decision
here. 17

Map of the transcripts and edited text

S12a: 11 Nissan 5737, a Yiddish transcript, booklet pp. 16-21,
volume pp. 588-593. Section 22 is on booklet p. 19 / volume p. 591.
It discusses forgetting despite publicity, arranging the calendar,
disputes about continuously practiced mitzvot and the difficulty of
restricting the tannaitic dispute to derivation alone. The reference
to law for the future Temple belongs to the discussion itself. 2

S12b: the final day of Pesach, booklet pp. 38-45 /volume pp. 650-
657. Page 43 / 655 discusses disagreement before the Mishnah’s

2. Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan.

17. Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 1:1-5.
18. Sanhedrin 88b.

19. Yevamot 14a and Rashi.

20. Beitzah 20a-b and Rashi.
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closure. Section 49 asks why forgetting matters and connects the
earlier decision with a majority of Israel. The end of 655 and
beginning of 656 discuss a narrow majority. Later on 656, memory
of the ruling removes the need for independent derivation,
followed by R. Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan’s inquiry. Section 50
begins within 656 and turns to the wilderness dead. 3

The starred note on booklet p. 44 applies loss of the majority
decision during the Babylonian exile to tzitzit and tefillin as well. It
is not footnote 50: a body-section number is not a note number.
This map is an editorial paraphrase; a Hebrew sentence from the
questioner’s summary is not a verbatim quotation from a Yiddish
original.

S21: Likkutei Sihot 18, Behaalotekha II, pp. 104-116. Page 106, note
26 concerns the wilderness and Gilgal dates; p. 107, section 4 and
note 33 give the reading of the dispute and the difficulty of
assuming R. Yonatan conceded; p. 116 identifies the Nissan 5737
talks as its source. The edited argument emphasizes Pesach’s
individual and communal character. It cannot be assumed to have
explicitly settled every institutional question raised by the
transcript. 4

Proposals, tests and revisions

TO2 — Forgetting the rule

Record: Claude R2-C1; R2-R4

Proposal and rationale. The plain wording that they did not know
whether Pesach overrides Shabbat directed attention to forgetting
the rule itself. Rashi identifies the subject as Pesach overriding
Shabbat. This was used to exclude loss of the latest decision:
forgetting a rule seemed different from forgetting a vote. The
inference, however, mixed the subject of their uncertainty with the
way that subject had previously been known.

3. Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach.
4. Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II.
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Test and revision. Claude corrected this in R2: naming the rule
does not establish that it had never been disputed or exclude
practical knowledge based on a decision. Rashi remains an anchor
for the question without automatically refuting the talk. Conversely,
showing that the wording permits such a reading does not
establish the proposed history.

Status after review: Forgetting the rule: supported as the subject of the
question and Rashi’s gloss; it does not by itself exclude loss of a decision
within a dispute. SO1.

Source units: SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi - Ledger entry

TO3 — Forgetting the derivation

Record: R1 proposals; Grok/Claude R2 withdrawals

Proposal and rationale. The “forgotten derivation” proposal
preserves memory of public sacrifice: people could remember that
it occurred while forgetting its scriptural basis. It also permits a
later dispute to concern derivation alone. Reports attributed a
related possibility to Meiri, but independent checking was too
limited to rest the entire solution on that attribution.

Test and revision. Once section 22 and note 33 were located, this
restriction could no longer be called a neutral repair: the talk itself
treats a limiting reading as strained. The proposal remains in the
research history, but not as an assured minimal reading faithful to
the talk. Distinguishing derivation from rule remains useful even
when this particular solution is not accepted.

Status after review: Forgetting the derivation: a useful proposal also
attributed to Meiri in the reports, with incomplete independent
verification. It cannot simply replace the talk’s rejection of that

restriction.

Source units: SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi; S11 — Meiri, Tzelah, Penei Yehoshua; Terumat
HaDeshen §126; S12a — Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan; S21 — Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II -
Ledger entry

T04 — Forgetting the latest decision

Record: Coordinator R2/R3 scan map; all later reports
Proposal and rationale. The latest-decision model allows two
positions to remain available for reconsideration even after one
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has been adopted in practice. Losing the last decision need not
mean losing every tradition about Pesach since Moses. Initially the
model was treated as a memorandum’s suggestion. Locating it in
the talks changed its attribution: it became a proposition to
interpret within the source itself.

Test and revision. Two tests survived the discovery: why should a
narrow majority explain forgetting a large public act, and what
makes a majority of Israel authoritative? Reports treating textual
confirmation as a completed solution required revision. This is the
central example of progress from establishing who made a claim to
examining how it would work, without accepting or rejecting the
mechanism merely because its attribution was verified.

Status after review: Forgetting the latest decision: attribution to the talk
was verified; its authority and memory mechanism remain incomplete. It
is neither an invention of the memorandum nor a complete solution.

S12b.

Source units: S12a — Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan; S12b — Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach;
S21 — Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II - Ledger entry

TO05 — Forgetting practice or preparation

Record: R1 Q02/Q07; later narrative corrections

Proposal and rationale. The Mishnah distinguishes sacrificial
service that overrides Shabbat from preparations that do not. The
knife episode describes another lapse and recollection prompted
by public conduct. This suggested narrowing the entire difficulty
to preparation, avoiding the puzzle of forgotten sacrifice itself. Its
attraction was that the same discussion explicitly contains such a
lapse.

Test and revision. Yet the Bnei Beseira’s question concerns
Pesach overriding Shabbat, while the knife question occurs later
and concerns a particular act. No textual identification establishes
that the two are the same problem. Public conduct as a trigger for
recollection survives; automatic transfer to the entire sacrifice
question does not. Teaching examples must preserve that
boundary too.
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Status after review: Forgetting practice or preparatory acts: the knife
illustrates memory restored by public conduct. Identifying the entire

slaughter question with preparation remains unproved. SO01, SO03.
Source units: SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi; SO3 — Mishnah Pesachim 6:1-2 - Ledger entry

T11 — Public practice as evidence
Record: R1 Q07 = Grok/Grok Bot R4

Proposal and rationale. The knife and unsettled-law passages give
the public a positive role: practice may preserve something a sage
does not remember. This supported treating practice as evidence.
Its advantage is that ordinary practitioners need not become
judges, while knowledge of conduct remains relevant even to a
sage capable of independent interpretation.

Test and revision. Evidentiary value does not mean law is created
by counting practitioners, nor does it impose a public survey in
every uncertainty. The transition from visible conduct to a
normative conclusion needs justification in each case. That is
precisely the missing transition concerning the one-person margin
in the final-day talk.

Status after review: Public practice has evidentiary value. This does not

turn the public into a legislature or require a survey in every case. S19.
Source units: SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi; S19 — Yerushalmi Peah 7:5 - Ledger entry

T12 — A court majority

Record: Grok R2/R3; R4 four tests

Proposal and rationale. A majority of judges is the strongest
institutional model: the court deliberates, counts and issues an
authoritative decision. A one-judge margin might make details of
the vote hard to remember. Yet the talk’s wording concerns Israel
offering the sacrifice, requiring an explanation of how that
describes the consequence of the judicial vote rather than a
different count.

Test and revision. The memory test exposes a separate problem: a
narrow judicial vote can produce large, uniform public action.
Even if the votes are forgotten, why not remember the slaughter?
Repeating “majority decision” is insufficient. The model remains
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strong on authority but incomplete for this case, without silently
substituting a court majority for a public majority.

Status after review: Court majority supplies a strong authority
framework, but a one-vote margin does not reduce the visibility of

uniform public action. The model is partial. SO4a.

Source units: SO4a — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 1:1-5; S25 — Sanhedrin 88b; S12b — Sihot Kodesh
5737: final day of Pesach - Ledger entry

T13 — A majority in practice

Record: Grok R2/R3; Gemini R3 challenge; closure

Proposal and rationale. A majority of practitioners fits “a majority
of Israel” and the idea that one additional person changed the
result. If some offered while others abstained, one could remember
sacrifice without knowing which side had the numerical advantage.
This addresses fine-grained memory but incurs a cost concerning
authority.

Test and revision. A source is needed to explain why that count
binds the court and what permitted divergent Temple conduct.
Yevamot and Beitzah offer distinctions, not a record that everyone
consulted a separate authority for this Pesach. Criticism of the
model does not prove every divergence impossible; it identifies a
missing link in this reconstruction.

Status after review: A majority of practitioners creating law may explain
fragile memory, but no explicit mechanism here gives half plus one that

authority. “Everyone asked their own rabbi” must not be invented.

Source units: S12b — Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach; S23 — Yevamot 14a and Rashi; S24 —
Beitzah 20a-b and Rashi - Ledger entry

T14 — Public conduct as evidence of a ruling

Record: R4 new test; CLOSE-08

Proposal and rationale. The public-as-evidence model sought
fidelity to the wording without inventing a new lawgiver. Peah
directs attention to public conduct when a law is unsettled. Visible
practice may reveal a tradition whose decision was forgotten. This
genuinely improves on a model where half plus one directly creates
law.
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Test and revision. R4 asked whether this improvement resolves B.
It does not: the passage neither counts half plus one nor privileges
the last practice as the sole evidence. Closure also narrowed the
claim that it proves every individual acted alike. The model
supplies a recognized evidentiary role, but not the numerical and
temporal conditions of the explanation being examined.

Status after review: Public practice as evidence of a ruling: Peah
supports this for an unsettled law, not the extra individual or exclusive

last occasion. It contains no census of the entire public. S19.

Source units: S19 — Yerushalmi Peah 7:5; SO4a — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 1:1-5; S18 — Avodah
Zarah 7a and commentaries - Ledger entry

T15 — Transcript wording

Record: R2 transcript alternatives — closure

Proposal and rationale. Another proposal treated the unedited
transcript as moving between formulations: a decision on one side
and Israel’s majority on the other. This could explain why no single
mechanism fits every phrase. But it explains the record’s wording,
not a new law, and does not prove a recorder’s error.

Test and revision. Three units remain distinct: 11 Nissan opens
the dispute framework, the final day sharpens majority and the
latest decision, and the edited text examines individual and
communal character. A transcript sentence cannot be attributed
automatically to the edited text, and unedited status cannot dismiss
the interpretive difficulty in advance.

Status after review: Abbreviated transcript wording may explain a
document; it is not a legal institution or proof of textual corruption. A

statement cannot be transferred to the edited text without checking.

Source units: S12a — Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan; S12b — Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach;
S21 — Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II - Ledger entry

T33 — Ritva’s institutional distinction

Record: Coordinator closure; limits to institutional negation

Proposal and rationale. Ritva also limited blanket rejection of
differing rulings. He distinguishes equal authorities addressing
the same case together from a different case. These distinctions
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matter because the existence of “disagreement” alone does not
invariably determine a questioner’s conduct.

Test and revision. It was not established that this framework
describes the Bnei Beseira, service at one altar or a public count
creating law. Its contribution is precise: it defeats an
overgeneralized objection. Removing an impossibility proof does
not prove the opposite scenario occurred.

Status after review: Ritva distinguishes equal authorities ruling together
on the same case from another case. This limits blanket prohibitions; it

does not establish a public-majority Temple mechanism. S18.

Source units: S18 — Avodah Zarah 7a and commentaries; S23 — Yevamot 14a and Rashi; S24 —
Beitzah 20a-b and Rashi - Ledger entry

T40 — Divergence and uniformity in the Temple

Record: R2 proposals = Gemini/Grok R3 — closure

Proposal and rationale. Two institutional extremes appeared:
everyone may follow a chosen authority, or Temple practice can
never differ. Yevamot distinguishes courts and divisions within a
court; Beitzah describes conflict in the courtyard and
establishment of a ruling. Both require more specific distinctions
than either extreme permits.

Test and revision. Grok retained the evidentiary limit in R3,
whereas Gemini stated an absolute exclusion. Closure established
that “one altar equals one court” is an inference, not source
wording; conversely, no stable dual Pesach regime is documented
here. A possible framework is not proof of applicability, and
defeating a blanket negation is not practical permission.

Status after review: Anarchy or absolute uniformity: both descriptions
exceed the evidence. Yevamot and Beitzah supply distinctions, not by

themselves a record of dual Pesach practice. S23-S24.

Source units: S23 — Yevamot 14a and Rashi; S24 — Beitzah 20a-b and Rashi; S25 — Sanhedrin 88b -
Ledger entry

Returning to the question: The identity of the majority, its authority
and memory of practice must be explained together. No explanation
yet accomplishes all three.

26 ¢



Answer C — Choosing an earlier ruling

Rambam distinguishes categories of law. If one court derived a
ruling through an interpretive rule and a later court sees a reason
to overturn that derivation, the later court may decide according to
its judgment. Here that authority is not conditioned on greater
wisdom and numbers. This supports the idea that an earlier ruling
does not necessarily close all later inquiry. !

Binding decrees, enactments and customs have different
conditions. Repeal may require greater wisdom and numbers; a
widely accepted protective prohibition is subject to an even
stronger limit; a temporary ruling is a separate category. Neither
“every court may change everything” nor “a later court must
always be greater” is an adequate general rule.

Nor must an “other reason” necessarily be a newly invented
reason. A court may find an earlier argument convincing and
decide accordingly. This is a reasonable reading of Rambam: the
present court’s judgment is new, even if the argument is old. It
does not give every individual an automatic right to select a
convenient ruling.

Why rely specifically on the latest ruling?

Question C asks more than whether disagreement is permitted. If I
do not wish to derive the law anew, why may I not rely on an older
and greater court? One possible answer distinguishes continuing
an existing ruling from changing it. But that distinction needs
support; it is not an explicit rule of “the law follows the later
authorities” that can be transferred to every period.

Consider three courts: the first decided A, the second B, and the
third wishes to return to A. If the third court finds the first court’s
reasoning persuasive, it exercises fresh judgment even though the
reasoning is old. If it favors the first solely because of that court’s
stature, there is no single answer established here for every
opinion and institutional setting.

21. Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4.
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Avodah Zarah 7a and its medieval commentaries discuss scholarly
stature and competing rulings. Kesef Mishneh and Rashba do not
read these rules identically. It is therefore wrong to say that stature
never matters; it is equally unwarranted to infer from that
discussion alone that stature allows a binding institutional ruling
to be bypassed. 22

The talk can be read as describing what the Bnei Beseira would
have done had they remembered: relied on the ruling and
continued. That description need not be converted into an
exclusive duty always to choose the latest precedent. This offers a
partial explanation, not a dismissal of the question.

Eduyot: what does reliance mean?

Mishnah Eduyot 1:5 explains why a minority view is preserved
alongside the majority. Its phrase about a court seeing the
individual view and relying on it became central to Question C.
The commentaries do not speak with one voice: some discuss a
court that has already acted, some future reliance, and some
reliance in pressing circumstances. 23

Rambam’s Mishnah commentary and Bartenura discuss a court
that has already acted according to the individual view instead of
the majority. Bartenura is not merely repeating the Mishnah
without interpretation. Tosafot Yom Tov cites Raavad on a later
court deciding for an earlier individual because it has an authority
on whom to rely. Raavad was read here through Tosafot Yom Tov,
not in a separate edition of his work.

Melekhet Shelomoh, citing R. Shelomoh Sirilio, discusses reliance
and pressing circumstances. The paragraph beginning “or it
appears to me,” with the example from Gittin 19, belongs to Tiferet
Yisrael, not Melekhet Shelomoh. Tosafot Yom Tov’s restriction to
enactments, decrees and customs comments on the clause about
overruling a court; it should not automatically be made a
restriction on the preceding quotation from Raavad.

22. Avodah Zarah 7a and commentaries.
23. Mishnah Eduyot 1:5-6 and its commentaries.
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This evidence challenges the simple dichotomy “only a new
derivation or continuation of the latest ruling.” Reliance on an
earlier view has a place. Yet reliance can itself involve a present
judgment that the earlier view is correct. The commentaries do not
by themselves prove every proposed route to preferring an old
ruling without inquiry or consideration of the decision’s
institutional setting.

Avodah Zarah 7: stature, uncertainty and rival rulings

The baraita presents preference for a sage greater in wisdom and
numbers, followed by R. Yehoshua ben Korha'’s rule of stringency
in Torah law and leniency in rabbinic law. Kesef Mishneh reads
Rambam as following this latter rule even when one sage is greater.
Rashba reads the rules differently: stature first, with stringency or
leniency where the authorities are equal. 22 24

Ritva, in the paragraph beginning hayu sheneihem as read on the
page, distinguishes equally qualified authorities issuing rulings
together on the same case from a question about another
analogous case. Under the circumstances he specifies, reliance on
the lenient authority is possible. This prevents a blanket statement
that differing instructions can never coexist. It does not establish
that this was the Bnei Beseira’s setting or that a numerical majority
of practitioners creates a ruling.

The opening rule concerning someone who has consulted a sage
concerns seeking another opinion after a ruling has already been
received. The distinction about informing the second sage of the
first ruling appears in Tosafot, not Rashi on that page. Likewise,
“the first clause is for the questioner and the second for an
investigating court” is an explanatory arrangement, not an explicit
heading in the baraita.

The conclusion is limited: there are sources giving weight to
stature, and disagreement over how to apply that weight. Lack of a
source is not proof of prohibition; a source preferring a sage in one

22. Avodah Zarah 7a and commentaries.
24. Kesef Mishneh, Mamrim 1:5; 2:1.
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setting is not permission to bypass an institutional decision in
another.

Proposals, tests and revisions

T16 — A later court’s authority

Record: R1 Q09 — R2 distinction — Claude R3 limits

Proposal and rationale. The later court’s authority underpins the
entire explanation. If every change requires a greater court,
reconsidering an interpretation becomes difficult. If every change
is permitted without stature requirements, the laws of repealing
enactments lose meaning. “Change” therefore had to be divided
into distinct legal acts.

Test and revision. Mamrim 2 was read across its categories:
interpretation and another reason; decree and enactment; a
widespread protective measure; temporary instruction. The talk
uses the first route, while the questioner’s broad account of the
others needs qualification. The inquiry identified why evidence
about an enactment cannot automatically govern an interpretively
derived law.

Status after review: Later courts: overturning a derivation differs from
repeal; widespread protective decrees and temporary rulings are
separate. “Always greater” and “never needs to be greater” were rejected.

S04b.

Source units: SO4a — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 1:1-5; SO4b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4; S14a
— Kesef Mishneh, Mamrim 1:5; 2:1 - Ledger entry

T17 — Closure of the Mishnah and Talmud

Record: R1 Q10 — Claude/Grok R2-R4

Proposal and rationale. The closing of the Mishnah and Talmud
was introduced as a limit on reconsidering earlier interpretations.
Kesef Mishneh proposes generational acceptance, but that is not
Rambam’s own wording. “Follow the later authorities” also entered
the discussion: the questioner used it to challenge preference for
the latest ruling, not necessarily as a premise attributed to the talk.
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Test and revision. The correction removed criticism of an
attribution that had not been made and returned C to choosing
precedent. Even if a later rule does not fit the Bnei Beseira’s
period, the preference for the last decision still needs explanation.
Proposed rule-books that were not read cannot fill the gap merely
by being named.

Status after review: Closure: Kesef Mishneh proposes generational
acceptance. “Follow later authorities” does not replace checking period
and institution; the questioner raised it as a difficulty, not an established

premise of the talk. S14a.

Source units: S14a — Kesef Mishneh, Mamrim 1:5; 2:1; SO4b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4 -
Ledger entry

T29 — The three-court test

Record: Claude R2 — R3 three-court test = closure

Proposal and rationale. The three-court test examines C without
relying on the label “later authorities.” A rules X, B rules Y, and C
wants X. If A’s reasoning persuades C, adopting it is a present
decision even though the argument is old. A new ruling need not
contain an unprecedented argument.

Test and revision. This narrows the claim that reconsideration
requires an original derivation. It does not resolve C’s inability to
judge the reasoning and preference for A’s authority alone. The
inquiry separates those cases rather than using success in the first
to answer the second. Mamrim supports the persuasion case, not
an explicit protocol for every alternative.

Status after review: Three courts: adopting an old argument after being
persuaded can be a new decision. No requirement to invent an

unprecedented argument was established. S04b.

Source units: SO4b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4; S17 — Mishnah Eduyot 1:5-6 and its
commentaries - Ledger entry

T30 — The claim of no third route

Record: Claude R2 exclusivity = R3 Eduyot — R4 attribution corrections

Proposal and rationale. The “no third category” formulation
sought to distinguish continuing an existing ruling from deciding
anew. It became too strong when it excluded reliance on an earlier
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authority. “Rely upon him” in Eduyot and Raavad as quoted by
Tosafot Yom Tov give preserved earlier minority opinions a role in
later decisions.

Test and revision. The commentaries do not describe one uniform
route: a court that already acted, a future decision and exigent
reliance are different cases. Recognized reliance does not
authorize every preference for an earlier authority without
judgment. The original proposal survives insofar as adoption can
itself be a decision; its exclusivity was withdrawn.

Status after review: “No third category”: exclusivity was withdrawn in
light of Eduyot. Reliance on an earlier individual exists in the
commentaries, but is not necessarily passive reliance without a decision.
S17.

Source units: S17 — Mishnah Eduyot 1:5-6 and its commentaries; SO4b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim
2:1-4 - Ledger entry

T31 — Stature and authority

Record: Claude R3 stature prohibition = R4 correction

9

Proposal and rationale. “You have only the judge of your own day’
was initially used to prohibit reliance on an earlier court’s stature.
Yet the rule grounds the present judge’s authority; it does not itself
say how that judge weighs earlier opinions. Avodah Zarah gives
stature a role in some readings of the baraita.

Test and revision. R4 withdrew the blanket prohibition. Kesef
Mishneh explains Rambam in one way; Rashba, checked at closure,
gives stature priority before rules for equal authorities. This does
not authorize bypassing every later institutional ruling, but it does
defeat the claim that stature has no source at all.

Status after review: Stature: lack of evidence is not prohibition; Avodah
Zarah and its commentaries give it weight in some approaches. “Your
present judge” alone does not prohibit every preference for an earlier

authority. S18, S28.

Source units: S18 — Avodah Zarah 7a and commentaries; S28 — Rosh Hashanah 25b; S14a — Kesef
Mishneh, Mamrim 1:5; 2:1 - Ledger entry

T32 — Kesef Mishneh and Rashba

Record: Coordinator closure after R4
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Proposal and rationale. Kesef Mishneh’s reading explains why
Rambam does not distinguish stature in this case, given the ruling
for R. Yehoshua ben Korha. The dangerous expansion was to make
that reading universal among medieval authorities: stature never
decides competing rulings.
Test and revision. Closure read Rashba under his name on the
Avodah Zarah 7 page. His reading distinguishes a greater authority
from equal ones. This required correction in the coordinator’s
wording as well as Claude’s. A specifically targeted additional
source thus changed one claim’s boundary without reopening the
whole inquiry.

Status after review: Kesef Mishneh and Rashba read greater/equal

authority differently. Rambam’s interpretation must not be generalized to

all medieval authorities. S14a, S18.

Source units: S18 — Avodah Zarah 7a and commentaries; S14a — Kesef Mishneh, Mamrim 1:5; 2:1;
S04a — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 1:1-5 - Ledger entry

T36 — A matter decided by formal count

Record: Claude R2 follow-up — R3 limited use

Proposal and rationale. “A matter decided by formal count needs
another count to permit it” appeared to support continuity of the
latest ruling: a settled state persists until formally reversed.
Beitzah 5 was therefore proposed as a more direct source for C.
The check had a defined purpose, not merely a desire to add
another citation.

Test and revision. The examined context concerns decrees,
enactments and repeal. Transferring it to reconsidering an
interpretation requires an additional argument, since Mamrim
distinguishes those categories. The check was not useless: it
showed why an apparently exact solution operates elsewhere. It is
retained as a completed test, not a decisive authority.

Status after review: A matter decided by formal count: a source
concerning decrees and repeal, not automatically transferred to

overturning a derivation. S29.
Source units: S29 — Beitzah 5a; SO4b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4 - Ledger entry
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T42 — Commentaries on Eduyot
Record: Claude R3 commentary map — R4-02/03/04

Proposal and rationale. Several adjacent Eduyot commentaries
were read, and attributions migrated between them. Bartenura was
first described as merely repeating the Mishnah although he
explains a court that already acted; a Tiferet Yisrael passage was
assigned to Melekhet Shelomoh; and Tosafot Yom Tov’s
qualification about enactments was applied to the adjacent Raavad
quotation.

Test and revision. R4 corrected all three attributions. The
implication is that differing readings cannot be presented as a
single interpretive front. Reading Raavad quoted in Tosafot Yom
Tov is also not reading his independent work. This expanded
edition separates the readings so that each proposed route of
reliance can be assessed on its own terms.

Status after review: Eduyot: Bartenura explains a court that already
acted; Tiferet Yisrael is not Melekhet Shelomoh; Tosafot Yom Tov’s gloss

does not automatically restrict his Raavad quotation. S17.

Source units: S17 — Mishnah Eduyot 1:5-6 and its commentaries; S14a — Kesef Mishneh, Mamrim 1:5;
2:1 - Ledger entry

Returning to the question: Returning to an earlier argument is
possible; a universal duty to prefer the latest ruling when relying on
authority was not established.

Answer D — Reliance and reconsideration

Question D distinguishes having authority from deciding to
exercise it. Rambam gives a court power to overturn a derivation
when it sees another reason. He does not command a fresh hearing
of every ruling each morning. Nor does the usefulness of an
ancient practice create a general obligation to search for it. 2!
Rabbah bar bar Hana describes seeing the wilderness dead and
trying to bring back a corner of tzitzit. The sages say he should
have counted the threads and winding units and reported them.

21. Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4.
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Their rebuke calls for better observation, not rejection of historical
evidence. It also does not require every court to wait for such a
discovery before deciding.

Different situations can therefore be described: a forgotten ruling
prompts a search for tradition; an available piece of evidence may
clarify a dispute; or a court sees grounds for reconsideration.
These distinctions help, but they do not amount to an exhaustive
rule determining when reconsideration is obligatory and when
reliance is sufficient.

How do tradition and interpretation meet?

Derivation is not free invention. Rashi in Pesachim stresses that
Hillel received the verbal analogy for the particular teaching under
discussion, treating its force as comparable to an explicit text. It is
not enough to say that Hillel knew an interpretive tool and could
use it however he wished. ®

Ramban explains a combination found in some verbal analogies:
tradition directs that a particular law be learned through a
particular analogy, while the choice of the comparison text and the
resulting conclusion can remain disputed. This is more than
general permission to use interpretive rules, but it need not
transmit every detail of the result. 1®

Ramban’s distinction matters, but it does not by itself solve Hillel’s
particular analogy involving “at its appointed time.” We still need
to show exactly what was received in this case and what could
remain open. Finding a possible framework is not proof that it
applies.

Verbal analogy: from hypothesis to correction

An R3 hypothesis tried to explain R. Yonatan through the rule of
mufneh (wording freed for inference): “one side freed: infer and
allow rebuttal,” linking this to R. Yishmael’s school. The source

1. Bava Batra 74a and Rashbam.
5. Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi.
13. Ramban, Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2.
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check defeated the proposal: in Niddah, R. Yishmael permits
inference without rebuttal where one side is freed (mufneh),
whereas the Sages allow rebuttal. The proposal cannot be rescued
by assigning R. Yonatan to another view without evidence. 2°
Mufneh means that biblical wording is freed for an inference
because its direct rule is already learned elsewhere. Sifrei
explicitly identifies such wording on the daily-offering side. This
does not prove that no other side is freed (mufneh); omission is not
a negative assertion. Moreover, R. Yonatan’s challenge precedes
the verbal analogy. No rebuttal from him to the analogy itself is
recorded here. 7

Ramban’s general affirmation of the interpretive rules must be
distinguished from his defined account of a received verbal
analogy. In his example of slaughter unfit for consumption,
tradition directs that this law be learned through the analogy of
slaughter; the sages disagree about the comparison text and result.
“Only the tool was received” is too general, while “the whole result
was received in every analogy” is too strong. 13

Rashi describes Hillel’s received teaching in this particular
analogy. Ramban also describes cases in which tradition does not
settle every detail. One may propose differing scopes of reception
in different cases or investigate a broader disagreement; the
present evidence does not decide between them. Finding the term
mufneh does not solve the underlying tension.

Proposals, tests and revisions

TO1 — Narrative and derivation order

Record: R1 = R2 = Gemini R3 / Grok Bot R4 — closure

Proposal and rationale. The opening temptation was to tell one
continuous story: the leaders did not know, Hillel proved the law,
and finally he invoked tradition. That is easy to explain but

7. Sifrei Bamidbar §142, Numbers 28:2.
13. Ramban, Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2.
25. Niddah 22b-23a.
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conceals two distinct sequences: the baraita’s presentation and the
Gemara’s reconstruction of the exchange. Importing the
Yerushalmi’s three arguments and acceptance condition added a
second conflation. Correcting the sequence therefore mattered to
the argument about derivation and tradition, not merely to literary
order.

Test and revision. The review retained three separate lines: the
baraita presents analogy before a fortiori; the discussion
reconstructs a refuted a fortiori argument before the analogy; the
Yerushalmi emphasizes acceptance only after received teaching
was reported. Gemini’s R3 table repeated the conflation; Grok Bot
articulated the distinction in R4. Agreement between reports adds
no independent proof: the textual units control the result.

Status after review: Hillel’s sequence: the Bavli baraita presents analogy
then a fortiori; the Gemara reconstructs a fortiori first. Blending this with

the Yerushalmi was rejected. SO1-S02.

Source units: SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi; SO2 — Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1; SO3b — Tosefta
Pesachim ch. 4; numbering varies - Ledger entry

T10 — Verbal analogy and reception

Record: R1 Q06 — Claude/Grok Bot R3-R4 — closure

Proposal and rationale. Two overly sharp pictures competed:
Hillel independently creates the result through interpretation, or
merely recovers a closed tradition. The first conflicts with Rashi’s
received verbal analogy; the second struggles with the
argumentative exchange and disputed applications. A third
approach distinguishes the received component from the
component requiring judgment.

Test and revision. The distinction helps only when each source’s
received component is identified. Ramban does not authorize
every change in the name of interpretation, and Rashi does not
describe merely the abstract suitability of two words. Closure
retained a focused tension between reception of this particular
analogy and the possibility of dispute, rather than replacing it with
a slogan about tradition and reasoning.
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Status after review: Argument and reception: “only independent
reasoning” and “only recovery of avote” are both too broad. Particular
received teaching and interpretive rules interact; layers of reception are

not automatically identical. SO1-S02.

Source units: SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi; S02 — Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1; S20 — Ramban,
Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2 - Ledger entry

T24 — The wilderness dead and Rabbah bar bar Hana

Record: R1 misidentification — all R2 corrections

Proposal and rationale. The episode was initially identified with
Korah’s swallowed company, and the rebuke was described as
rejection of historical inquiry. Together these errors supported an
easy conclusion: objects cannot settle law. Rereading identified the
wilderness dead and the sages’ demand to count threads and
winding units before returning the corner.

Test and revision. The evidence reversed direction: the problem
was a missed method of examination, not a rejected objective. This
strengthens rather than dissolves Question D—why seek ancient
practice if reinterpretation is possible? It also creates no
institutional duty to search for remains in every uncertainty; this
particular opportunity was already available.

Status after review: Rabbah bar bar Hana: the wilderness dead, not
Korah’s swallowed company. The rebuke requests counting on site; it

does not reject evidence from a find. SOS.
Source units: SO8 — Bava Batra 74a and Rashbam - Ledger entry

T34 — The value of ancient evidence
Record: Gemini/Claude R2 duty language — R3/R4 correction

Proposal and rationale. “Another reason to overturn” was
sometimes expanded into a duty to rule anew, and the rebuke of
Rabbah bar bar Hana into a duty to seek objects. Both expansions
aimed to supply D with a rule: derive when there is a reason, and
otherwise obligatorily seek tradition.

Test and revision. The examined sources supply no such
exhaustive rule. They establish authority and the value of
investigating a particular available opportunity. Knowledge and
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discretion remain a partial explanatory framework without turning
permission into obligation. “There is no rule” was also narrowed to
“no rule was found in the sources examined.”

Status after review: Authority is not duty: Rambam does not command
perpetual reopening, and the travel story does not impose a general duty

to seek antiquities. SO4b, SOS.

Source units: SO4b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4; SO8 — Bava Batra 74a and Rashbam - Ledger
entry

T35 — Permission or duty to reconsider

Record: Claude R3 third case = R4 correction

Proposal and rationale. In the third court scenario, C does not
know B’s ruling. It was argued that there is no existing decision to
continue and therefore C must derive anew. This highlights the
significance of the lost latest decision but prematurely closes
another option: an earlier tradition may remain accessible.

Test and revision. The Bnei Beseira seek someone who had
learned the teaching. Not knowing the latest ruling therefore does
not establish absence of all reception. Closure retained this
qualification even against the coordinator’s formulations. The
issue is which routes of knowledge remain available, not a forced
choice between remembering the last vote and independent
creation.

Status after review: Not knowing the last ruling does not mean no
tradition exists: the Bnei Beseira sought someone who had learned it. The

search for tradition remains open.

Source units: SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi; S02 — Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1; SO4b — Rambam,
Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4 - Ledger entry

T37 — Wording freed on one side

Record: Claude R3 hypothesis = R4-01 withdrawal

Proposal and rationale. An R3 proposal connected Yonatan’s
school of R. Yishmael with permission to rebut a verbal analogy
freed on one side. If attribution and application were established, it
might explain disagreement despite reception. It was a targeted
hypothesis with identifiable tests.
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Test and revision. Niddah reversed the attribution: R. Yishmael
learns without rebuttal in the relevant case. The proposed
connection failed and cannot be rescued by silently assigning
Yonatan to another school. Retaining both the hypothesis and its
failure explains why finding the word mufneh did not resolve the
analogy problem.

Status after review: R. Yishmael: one side freed for inference (mufneh)
allows inference without rebuttal. The R3 reversal was corrected; the

proposed link to R. Yonatan was not established. S22.
Source units: S22 — Niddah 22b-23a; SO7b — Sifrei Bamidbar §142, Numbers 28:2 - Ledger entry

T38 — Freed wording in Sifrei
Record: Claude R4 - CLOSE-02

Proposal and rationale. Sifrei explains that the daily offering’s
appointed-time wording is free for inference because its Shabbat
rule is already known. Claude inferred that only one side is freed.
Closure distinguished what the unit proves from what it omits: it
establishes the daily-offering side without denying another side.
Test and revision. Even proof of one-sidedness from elsewhere
would not supply Yonatan’s response to the analogy: his recorded
challenge precedes that reply. Two separate links remain
incomplete—the classification of the freed wording and attribution
of a rebuttal to the sage. One located word does not complete both.

Status after review: Redundancy: Sifrei establishes it on the daily-
offering side, without denying another side. Yonatan’s rebuttal to

Yoshiyah’s answer must not be invented. SO7b.
Source units: SO7b — Sifrei Bamidbar §142, Numbers 28:2; S22 — Niddah 22b-23a - Ledger entry

T39 — Ramban and partial reception
Record: Claude R3/R4; Grok Bot R4; CLOSE-01

Proposal and rationale. Reports pulled Ramban toward opposite
overgeneralizations: the whole result was received, or only the
general validity of the thirteen rules was received. His example of
unsuitable slaughter requires a precise middle: reception
concerning a particular law and verbal analogy, while the
comparison source and resulting application remain debated.
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Test and revision. Path B better preserved that specificity in R4,
and closure returned to the continuous passage. Yet a general
interaction of reception and reasoning does not establish that
“appointed time” divides in the same way. Rashi’s account of
Hillel’s reception remains a real difficulty. Neither a global
disagreement nor a comprehensive reconciliation between Rashi
and Ramban was established.

Status after review: Ramban: reception concerning a particular law and
analogy, not merely a generic tool and not necessarily the whole result.

Application to “appointed time” remains open. S20.

Source units: S20 — Ramban, Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2; SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi -
Ledger entry

T43 — Work identity and commentary attribution
Record: Grok/Grok Bot R4 - CLOSE-06/09

Proposal and rationale. Two cataloguing errors remained at
closure: the Mekhilta’s identity and attribution of disclosing the
first ruling when consulting another sage. Substantially similar
content does not remove the need to identify the work and lemma
correctly. Otherwise the reader cannot reproduce the check.

Test and revision. The unit belongs to Mekhilta de-Rabbi
Yishmael; the second-consultation qualification was located in
Tosafot, not Rashi. These corrections do not erase the reports’
useful contributions, but they must affect attribution and accuracy
scores. A useful finding and an incorrect locator can coexist in one
report.

Status after review: The relevant Mekhilta is de-Rabbi Yishmael, not de-
Rashbi; the second consultation with disclosure is in Tosafot, not Rashi.

S07c, S18.

Source units: SO7c — Mekhilta de-Rabbi Yishmael, Pisha 5, Exodus 12:6; S18 — Avodah Zarah 7a and
commentaries - Ledger entry

Returning to the question: Different states of knowledge explain
part of the choice. They do not supply an exhaustive, binding rule for
reopening inquiry.
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The further question — Tefillin and tzitzit

Menahot records Beit Shammai requiring four threads and Beit
Hillel three. Rav Pappa rules for four. The familiar general
preference for Beit Hillel does not replace the explicit ruling in this
passage. No source checked in this inquiry establishes the claim
that four are automatically valid according to Beit Hillel as well. 26
The tefillin dispute concerns the order of the passages. Shulhan
Arukh HaRav identifies Rashi and his school as the principal ruling
while directing a God-fearing person also to satisfy Rabbenu Tam’s
view. There is a principal decision alongside an additional concern
recognized in practice. This is not a complete absence of a

ruling. %7

The established difference is the status of the rulings and the
resulting instructions for practice. Saying that two thread counts
cannot occupy one corner is insufficient: the questioner can ask
about two separate garments. The seriousness of invalidity under
Torah law is not alone the distinction either, since thread count can
also affect validity.

Two disputes may be attributed to an ancient loss of knowledge yet
develop differently in later rulings. Describing the present
difference answers the question about practice; it does not
reconstruct the entire history that produced it.

Proposals, tests and revisions

T23 — The number of tzitzit threads

Record: R1 errors = R2 correction = Grok R3 locator

Proposal and rationale. The familiar preference for Beit Hillel
produced a local error: three threads were presented as the ruling,
or four were declared valid according to Beit Hillel without
evidence. The baraita and Rav Pappa’s ruling require separation
between a broad preference and this passage’s explicit decision.

26. Menahot 41b.
27. Shulhan Arukh HaRav, Orah Hayyim 34:3-5.

42 ¢


https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%90_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9F_%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%97_%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%93
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%90_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9F_%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%97_%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%93

Test and revision. R3 added a precise Shibbolei HalL.eket reference
reinforcing the count as Beit Shammai’s. Digital extraction is not
manuscript inspection, and the report establishes no dual validity.
The correction changes the further question’s basis: one practice
cannot be explained by an unproved claim that both forms are
valid; analysis starts with the ruling actually located.

Status after review: Tzitzit: four, Beit Shammai’s count, is the ruling. The
general preference for Beit Hillel does not yield three here; validity of four

under Beit Hillel was not established. S09, S31.

Source units: SO9 — Menahot 41b; S31 — Shibbolei HaLeket, Hilkhot Tzitzit §3; S32 — Rambam,
Korban Pesah 1; Tzitzit 1:6 - Ledger entry

T25 — The order of tefillin passages

Record: R1 orientation errors = Gemini R2 correction

Proposal and rationale. Arrangement of the passages depends on
viewpoint. A list from the wearer’s perspective differs from the
observer’s. Reversing orientation can manufacture an additional
dispute or exchange Rashi and Rabbenu Tam, so technical
precision precedes historical comparison.

Test and revision. R2 specified an explicit viewpoint and separated
interpretations of the baraita. This still does not establish that
ancient objects exactly match the two later arrangements. That
requires examining the item and its orientation, not simply
attaching a familiar halakhic label.

Status after review: Tefillin: the viewpoint must be specified when listing
passages. A dispute over interpretation of the baraita is not its own proof

of Second Temple practice. S10a.

Source units: S10a — Menahot 34b; Rashi and Tosafot; S10b — Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 34:1-4 -
Ledger entry

T26 — Tefillin finds

Record: R1 archaeological suggestions = R2-R4 limit

Proposal and rationale. Finds were introduced to show that
disagreement in a continuously practiced commandment may be
ancient. Reports invoked scholars and publications, sometimes
through assistants. Yet reported variation in passage order does not
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identify an object as Rashi or Rabbenu Tam; catalogue identity,
dating and physical sequence matter.

Test and revision. No catalogue number was identified in the
examined talk. The inquiry therefore did not expand into an
unfocused excavation survey. Adler, Cohn, Yadin, Milik and
Schiffman remain reported references, not books all read in full.
Non-identification does not disprove antiquity; variation does not
establish the pair of later positions. Both boundaries prevent
unsupported conclusions in opposite directions.

Status after review: Ancient object: identification requires an item, date,
orientation and physical sequence. Variation does not prove the Rashi/

Rabbenu Tam pair; an unidentified item does not disprove antiquity.

Source units: S13 — Studies of Judean Desert tefillin; S12b — Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach -
Ledger entry

T27 — Two pairs and two garments

Record: R1 proposal = R2 objection = R3/R4 recurrence

Proposal and rationale. A physical explanation argued that two
tefillin pairs are possible, whereas two thread counts on one corner
are impossible or involve adding to a commandment. But the
question need not require one corner: why not two separate
garments? That counterexample removes the supposed force of the
physical comparison.

Test and revision. The proposal recurred after the objection, in
Gemini and Path B. Recurrence matters to the assessment of
correction consistency. Closure does not prescribe two garments; it
shows that impossibility within one object does not answer the
question. The explanation must address the status of the
competing views in later rulings.

Status after review: Two garments: an extra-commandment argument
concerning one corner does not address separate garments. A physical

explanation was not accepted as the principal answer.

Source units: SO9 — Menahot 41b; S10b — Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 34:1-4; S10c — Shulhan
Arukh HaRav, Orah Hayyim 34:3-5 - Ledger entry

T28 — The status of the ruling

Record: R2 no-ruling proposal = R3 correction — R4 relapse
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Proposal and rationale. The first contrast was that tzitzit was
decided while tefillin was not. Shulchan Arukh HaRav required a
more precise account: Rashi is the principal ruling, yet the God-
fearing also account for Rabbenu Tam. A principal decision and an
additional concern can coexist. The no-ruling claim reappeared in
R4 and needed correction at closure.

Test and revision. Mutual invalidity alone does not explain the
contrast either: thread count is not merely decorative. The
supported finding concerns different practical instructions—an
explicit count versus a principal rule with an instruction to
accommodate another view. That explains present conduct; why
history produced those instructions was not fully reconstructed.

Status after review: Tefillin has a principal ruling for Rashi alongside
concern for Rabbenu Tam. “No ruling” and “mutual invalidity explains
everything” were corrected. The ruling’s status explains current practice.

S10c.

Source units: S1I0b — Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 34:1-4; S10c — Shulhan Arukh HaRav, Orah
Hayyim 34:3-5; SO9 — Menahot 41b - Ledger entry

Returning to the question: The answer concerns how the two views
are treated in present rulings. It does not assume that dual validity or
a physical obstacle explains the difference.

What the inquiry leaves us with

The five answers differ in scope: A, C and D were partly clarified; B
remains open; the further question received an explanation of
present rulings, without a complete historical reconstruction.
These are also the limits of the conclusion: legal authority does not
establish a historical narrative, and a partial explanation is not a
complete solution.

The complete original question

Editorial English translation of the preserved original question. Its claims are
reproduced for examination, not certified as historical findings. The reference to
Korah is corrected in brackets to the wilderness dead. Generalizations about
decrees, archaeological finds and an absence of a tefillin ruling are examined below.
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By the grace of Heaven.
A summary of the talks of 11 Nissan and the final day of Pesach
5737.
How could the Bnei Beseira have forgotten whether Pesach
overrides Shabbat, when this calendar arrangement recurs from
time to time, as the Yerushalmi asks? Its answer, “to give Hillel
prominence,” would imply an extraordinary miracle: the Bnei
Beseira and all Israel forgetting what they had done on the previous
occasion, when the offering of Pesach was so very public!
[As for Tzelah’s suggestion that the forgotten rule required
arranging the calendar so that Pesach eve would not fall on
Shabbat: this is an extraordinary novelty. No source is cited saying
that throughout those years the calendar was always arranged to
avoid it, especially since that was the calendar arrangement of the
wilderness Pesach and the Pesach at Gilgal.]
A further difficulty: several generations after Hillel ruled that Pesach
overrides Shabbat, R. Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan disputed the matter!
Similar questions arise about other disputes: Beit Shammai and Beit
Hillel concerning tzitzit, and Rashi and Rabbenu Tam concerning
tefillin. How did a dispute arise over something practiced from
generation to generation back to Moses? In tzitzit and tefillin there
is not even a need to remember a past event, as with the Pesach
offering: their tzitzit and tefillin can be inspected.
The central explanation:
Some matters have no received interpretations and unambiguous
ruling. They can be learned in different ways through the rules by
which the Torah is interpreted. The sages indeed disputed them
across generations and followed their respective positions: Beit
Shammai its view and Beit Hillel its view.
[There is no question about what Moses himself did, because three
thousand laws and other teachings were forgotten when Moses
died.]
Even after the law was decided by a majority in one generation, a
court in the next could rule for the other view, although not greater
in wisdom and numbers, and could disagree even with Moses. Only
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changing a decree or enactment requires greater stature. After the
Mishnah was closed, however, later generations accepted that they
would not dispute earlier generations; similarly after the Gemara
and the period of the Geonim, and so forth.
Thus, regarding the dispute between Rashi and Rabbenu Tam, who
lived after the Mishnah’s closure, there must always have been a
dispute and no clear decision. Tefillin from Second Temple times
were reportedly found in both arrangements: some followed one
view and some the other, without requiring us to say that these were
invalid tefillin deposited because they were made incorrectly.
As for Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel on tzitzit, even if a generation
had ruled for one view, they could reopen the disagreement before
the Mishnah'’s closure.
[The sages’ criticism of Rabbah bar bar Hana, who saw the
wilderness dead, for not counting the tzitzit threads to determine
whether they followed Beit Shammai or Beit Hillel reflects their
wish to decide the law. Had they known wilderness practice, they
would have fulfilled the sages’ words by relying on it.]
Likewise, concerning Pesach eve on Shabbat, two views existed
throughout the generations. Even after Hillel’s ruling, R. Yoshiyah
and R. Yonatan could disagree, although Hillel was greater.
What the Bnei Beseira forgot was not a settled law uniformly
practiced throughout all generations, because the matter was
disputed. They forgot the ruling decided on the last occasion. Even
had they remembered that majority decision, they could have ruled
differently from the earlier court. In fact they forgot it; remembering
would have allowed them to follow it without deciding
independently through interpretive rules. Forgetting the majority is
therefore unsurprising, because the difference between a majority
of Israel offering Pesach on Shabbat and not doing so could be just
one person.
Matters requiring clarification:
A. It seems a considerable novelty to say that the matter was
disputed throughout the generations and practice changed on each
occasion. The Talmud records only one occasion of the Bnei Beseira
forgetting and one dispute between R. Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan.
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Elsewhere, for example in Seder HaDorot, no such recurring debate
is mentioned.

B. “The law was forgotten” should mean loss of the last ruling,
decided by the court’s majority and followed by all Israel, rather
than loss of knowledge of what most Israelites did. The latter would
require no clear court ruling: each Israelite would ask his own rabbi
whether to offer on Shabbat, choosing between contemporary
rabbis or between R. Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan.

C. Why does the decision on the last occasion matter specifically?
The court in one’s generation can interpret the Torah and rule
according to its understanding, even against Moses. If it does not
wish to undertake that inquiry and prefers reliance on an earlier
court, why may it not choose a greater court from further back, all
the way to Moses? It seems very strained to allow disagreement with
the latest ruling when deciding independently, yet require the latest
authority when choosing reliance.

D. What determines the choice? When does a court rely on its
predecessor, as the Bnei Beseira would have done had they
remembered, or as the sages of Rabbah bar bar Hana’s generation
wished to rely on the tzitzit of Korah’s company [editorial
correction: the wilderness dead]? When does it decide
independently through the thirteen interpretive rules, even against
its predecessor, as R. Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan did despite knowing
Hillel’s ruling?

A further question: the footnote on p. 44 of the final-day talk
similarly attributes forgetting the majority decision about tzitzit and
tefillin to the Babylonian exile. Why, then, do we now have two
arrangements of tefillin, Rashi and Rabbenu Tam, but not two tzitzit
practices, Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel?

The questions in their original Hebrew
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Record and limitations

This inquiry began with an apparently small question: what does it
mean for a law to have been forgotten? It emerged that “majority” was
being asked to do two different jobs: explain the authority of a decision
and explain the fragility of a memory. A proposal that helped with one
did not necessarily help with the other. This is the heart of the inquiry,
not merely a matter of wording.

The research proceeded through four rounds. Path A included
ChatGPT as coordinator and editor, Grok, Claude and, in earlier stages,
Gemini; a Gemini R3 report was also received. Grok Bot worked
independently in Path B. Their contributions are integrated here after
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closure. Research assistants named within reports are the authors’
reports of assistance, not additional independent verification.

This edition preserves the questions, proposals, sources, withdrawals
and limits. It is not a verbatim transcript of every chat message. The
accompanying archive contains the available original question,
coordinator memoranda, prompts, Path B reports and closure files.
Some Path A reports were supplied within the conversation and are not
available as a separate complete export; an R1 passage in the context
is truncated. Their wording has not been reconstructed as if original.
The argument ledger and round map are explicitly analytical editing.
Verification labels refer to specific units: V-T, digital text read; V-1,
scan viewed and read; P, mediated information or a reference; U,
unchecked. Reading a source does not validate every inference drawn
from it. The coordinator’s scan reading is documented in R2-R3;
another researcher’s access failure neither negates that reading nor
makes it their own.

Agreement between models is not evidence, and closure does not
claim to exhaust Torah literature. The cycle closed because the
defined sources had been checked and the proposals assigned an
evidentiary status. New evidence could reopen a particular issue. The
next requested review concerns improvements to explanation,
structure, translation and design, not another general research round.

Document map and archival gaps

This is an expanded analytical edition of the submitted proposals
and rationales. It does not reconstruct unwritten private reasoning,
invent dialogue or assign undocumented priority. Retained original
reports are included in the file package, including withdrawn
errors. A correction in the booklet does not rewrite the historical
report.

Record Content Limit
M1 Opening R1 memorandum, Full document retained; not
twenty tasks every participant’s returned

report
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Record Content Limit

M2 Coordinator R2 and source  Includes original questions
packet and scan anchors
M3 Coordinator R3 packet Includes new source units

and reading map

M4 R4 review and final closure  Includes CLOSE-01-10 and
coordinator corrections
B1-B4 Original Grok Bot reports Four full original files
R1-R4 retained
A2-A4 Path A reports submitted in R2-R4 available in context;
conversation no full verbatim export of all
R1
P2-P4 Assignments sent to Not returned reports and not
researchers proof of completed work
V1 Booklet improvement After research closure;
reviews explanation/design assessed
separately

Missing material is not replaced with conjecture. Where an R1
claim is known only through an R2 withdrawal, it is described that
way. Edition names and verification labels in a report are not
certified merely by being copied. Reader editions remain 3.1; both
research editions are 3.2. This split is recorded so that approved
files are not needlessly replaced.

Coverage map: the twenty opening tasks

Q numbers identify opening assignments, not Questions A-D. This
map shows where each branch survives after restructuring; it does
not claim every assignment was completed. Manuscript collation
and object histories, for example, remain within P/U limits.

Task Topic Cases
Q01 Narrative and parallels TO1

Q02 What was forgotten T02-T05
Q03 Recurrence TO6; EO4
Q04 Wilderness and Gilgal TO7-TO8
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Task
Q05
Q06
Q07
Q08
Q09
Q10
Q11
Q12
Q13
Q14
Q15
Q16
Q17
Q18
Q19

Q20

Topic

Hillel's prominence
Derivation and reception
Public conduct

Majority

Later courts

Closure and later authority
Midrashic speakers
Across generations
Forgetting after Moses
Tzitzit count

Wilderness dead

Tefillin and finds

Two present practices
Case map

Critique of memorandum
premises

Summary model

Cases

T09

T10; T37-T39
T11; T14
T12-T15; T40
T16; T29

T17; T30-T33
T18-T20

T21; T41

T22

T23; EO3
T24; T34
T25-T26; EO8
T27-T28; EO1-E02
T29-T35; T44
T44-T45

T44-T46

R1 — a broad opening map with a missing

anchor

The opening round mapped twenty units: the story and parallels,
what was forgotten, recurrence, wilderness and Gilgal, providential
explanation, argument and tradition, practice and majority, later
courts and closure, midrash, forgetting after Moses, tzitzit, the
wilderness dead, tefillin, their comparison and a summary model.
This was a useful map, not a final decision.
The central weakness was interpreting the talks before reading
their original passages. Some reports proposed “correcting” the
argument into a dispute only about derivation; later it became
clear that the talk itself considers that restriction strained. The
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coordinator also had to correct the process: the questioner’s four
original questions were not transmitted in full, allowing
reconstructed propositions to replace them.

Specific corrections were also required: the wilderness dead were
confused with Korah’s company; the rebuke was presented as
rejection of historical inquiry; thread counts and their relation to
Beit Hillel were misstated; the extra-commandment argument did
not address two separate garments; archaeological conclusions
were overstated. These errors belong to the inquiry’s history, not
its findings.

Path B already proposed distinguishing rule, derivation, decision
and practice, but it too lacked the talks and assessed the forgotten-
majority proposal without reading them. Its contribution lies in the
distinction’s usefulness and verification, not in the number of
paths that proposed it.

The round by participant —work and change

ChatGPT

The opening memorandum distributed twenty tasks and proposed
four meanings of forgetting, creating a broad map rather than a
single answer. But parts of the assignment replaced the
questioner’s four questions with four reconstructed propositions.
The talks themselves were not yet the textual anchor. Some
criticism therefore addressed the memorandum’s hypothesis
rather than the actual questions. R2 had to repair the input as well

as the answers.
Record: RO1 opening memo; Q01-Q20; TO1-T10, T44-T45

Grok / Claude / Gemini

Complete exports of the three opening reports are unavailable.
Their claims can be reconstructed only to a limited extent from
their own correction ledgers and the coordinator’s criticism:
restricting the dispute to derivation, reversed speakers, the travel-
story rebuke, calendar figures and the tefillin comparison. Neither
priority for every proposal nor a separate score for each missing
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report can be assigned. The T cases document corrections without
pretending to preserve every original presentation.

Record: Later R2 corrections and coordinator memoranda; incomplete R1 record

Grok Bot

The independent path read foundational passages and tabulated
knowledge, authority and conduct. It marked the talks as missing
and archaeology as secondary. The latest-decision model was
weakened because it was not explicit in the Talmud, but the talk
had not been read: this criticized the model’s basis, not its
attribution to the talk. Alternative tzitzit explanations included an
explicit amoraic ruling, cost and visibility, the dispute’s type and a

heavenly voice. These are retained separately below.
Record: B-R0O1 Q01-Q20; full retained report

R2 — returning to the questions and talks

The coordinator located the transcripts and the edited parallel and
read the relevant pages. Two questions could then be separated:
does the talk actually propose forgetting the last decision? Yes. Is
its mechanism explained by the sources examined? Not yet.
Verifying attribution did not settle interpretation.

Grok and Claude reported that they could not open the scans
themselves. That transparency was appropriate, but their treatment
of the talks remained mediated. Gemini reported scan reading and
presented Hebrew formulations as quotations; because the
originals are Yiddish and adequate textual anchors were not
supplied, the coordinator did not certify that reported access. This
does not prove there was no reading; it means the report is
insufficient for our verification.

The main advance was identifying the midrashic speakers: R.
Yoshiyah answers with the verbal analogy; R. Yonatan challenges
the earlier derivation. Court majority, majority practice and
abbreviated transcript wording were also separated. Question C
gained the distinction between continuing a ruling and changing a
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decision; Question D gained the distinction between the
evidentiary weight of ancient practice and absolute authority.
Proposals still requiring correction included “there is no category
of reliance on an earlier authority,” “a reason creates a duty to
derive anew,” “tefillin has no ruling,” and an unsupported political-
breakdown explanation. The next round was assigned defined
checks in Eduyot, Yevamot, Beitzah and judicial authority rather
than another general restatement.

The round by participant —work and change

ChatGPT

The coordinator located both transcripts and Likkutei Sichot,
separating booklet pagination, volume pagination and edited
wording. Section 22 and note 33 changed the status of the
derivation-only proposal; pages 655-656 made the majority
question central. The source packet restored the original questions
and emphasized that the coordinator’s reading was not the
participants’ reading. The key shift was from disputing a located

attribution to explaining the still-missing mechanism.
Record: Coordinator R2; S12a/5S12b/S21 scan table

Grok

Grok presented a correction ledger, named assistant readings, and
stated that the talk scans had not opened. His contribution was
separating four strengths of historical claim and three readings of
majority while preserving open questions. He corrected the
wilderness-dead identification and thread count. But the
“semikhah, R. Yehudah ben Bava/Yavneh” precedent conflated
institutions and required the next round’s correction. The report

chiefly mapped gaps rather than verifying the talks’ wording.
Record: R2-GROK-01-14; T12-T15, T18-T28

Claude

Claude focused on authority and reliance. He withdrew both the
exclusion based on Rashi’s “this law” and the derivation-only
restriction, developing continuity: choosing an earlier ruling
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against a later one is a new decision. This was fruitful but
overstated as “no third category.” The proposal that analogy
transmits only the tool’s suitability and the claim that tefillin lacks

a ruling also remained in need of correction.
Record: R2-C1-17; T29-T31, T34, T39

Gemini

Gemini corrected passage order, thread count and the wilderness-
dead identification. He proposed distinguishing uncertainty
requiring a search for tradition from interpretive clarity requiring
independent decision. The language of duty exceeded the sources.
Claims of scan reading and Hebrew formulations lacked sufficient
anchors for the Yiddish talks. This is not a finding that he did not
read them; it distinguishes reported access from verification the
coordinator could rely on.

Record: R2-GEMINI corrections; later R3/manager review

Grok Bot

Path B reported opening HebrewBooks scans and checking images
against damaged OCR. Attribution of the majority explanation
consequently changed from a memorandum hypothesis to a claim
in the talks. Volume and location errors still required later
correction. The report separated access from interpretation,
remapped A-D, and acknowledged that Kesef Mishneh had not
opened directly in that round. Its access account remains a round-
specific report, not a blanket upgrade of every source.

Record: B-R2 §§0-7; retained source-access table

R3 — testing the framework and premature
closure

Grok formulated four tests for a majority mechanism: fidelity to
wording, legal framework, explanation of forgetting and authority
of the decision. The table’s value was to prevent success on one
test from being counted as success on all. The round also corrected
the two meanings of semikhah and located Shibbolei HaLeket’s
ruling on thread count.
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Claude developed the Eduyot commentaries and the three-court
test. Distinguishing an old reason newly adopted from reliance
based on stature was useful. Yet he labeled Question B
“established” while its majority mechanism remained missing;
Yevamot does not establish what the Bnei Beseira forgot. He later
withdrew that label. His account of Ramban and its application to
wording freed for inference (mufneh) also required checking.
Gemini’s report repeated previously discussed problems: its Bavli
table imported Yerushalmi material, a Rashi formulation was
misattributed, Temple uniformity was treated as absolute, and the
tzitzit explanation returned to one corner rather than two
garments. The problem was not critical tone but evidence unable to
support the claimed conclusion. No further research R4 was
requested from Gemini.

Path B read scan anchors in R3 and reported their limits, but a
paragraph map did not solve the mechanism there either. The
paths were compared only at closure. Their separation was
intended to keep an early summary from becoming an untested
common assumption, not to manufacture two agreeing votes.

The round by participant —work and change

ChatGPT

The review added Eduyot’s commentaries, Yevamot and Beitzah
and reread the talk anchors. It rejected two simplifications: no
route of reliance on earlier views and no possible variation in
Temple conduct. “The principal ruling follows Rashi” was set
against the no-ruling claim. The coordinator corrected the
workflow and required the original questions, but the missing
image packet for some participants left a gap between assignment

and verification capability.
Record: Coordinator R3; NO1-NOS§; T28-T30/T40

Grok

The four majority tests were the central contribution: wording,
institution, forgetting and authority. They prevented one
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successful component from counting as a complete answer. Grok
corrected semikhah, located Shibbolei HaLeket, retained B as
unresolved and emphasized that future-Temple law can concern
the rule itself. His main limitation remained mediated access to the

talks: a detailed coordinator map is not independent scan reading.
Record: R3-GROK-01-07; four majority tests

Claude

Claude developed Eduyot’s commentaries and three later-court
scenarios, exposing the difference between persuasion by an old
argument and reliance on stature alone. Yet commentary
attributions became mixed, B was labeled established despite its
missing mechanism, and the rejection of stature exceeded the
evidence. The R. Yishmael hypothesis had a defined test but rested

on a reversed attribution that R4 exposed.
Record: R3-CLAUDE-01-12; three-court scenarios

Gemini

The report declared divided sacrifice legally and practically
impossible and the further question fully solved. Yet it repeated
conflated Hillel narratives, an incorrect Rashi quotation and a one-
corner argument that did not address two garments. Useful
corrections remained, including recognition of Rashi as the
principal ruling. No R4 was assigned because foundational errors
recurred and review costs rose, not because criticism of the talk

was unwelcome or every future use of the model was rejected.
Record: R3 narrative and tables; coordinator R4 critique

Grok Bot

The report mapped pages 655-656 by paragraph function and
supplied reading anchors. It distinguished majority as evidence
from majority as authority, though accurate mapping did not
bridge the two. Eduyot and the analogy were examined within the
independent path. Remaining problems included the start of
section 50, failure to locate the Mekhilta parallel and formulations
needing sharper separation of the two Talmudic accounts.

Record: B-R3 paragraph map; §50 location corrected in R4
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R4 and closure — what actually changed

Grok tested public practice as evidence through Peah 7:5 and the
applicability of Mamrim 1:5. The new model gave the public an
established role in clarifying an unsettled law, but did not explain
half plus one or exclusive preference for the last occasion. His
unresolved status is retained; statements about every member of
the public and attribution of the second-consultation qualification
to Rashi were corrected.

Claude corrected the attribution to R. Yishmael and the Eduyot
boundaries, withdrew closure of B and recognized a source for
giving weight to stature. Three overgeneralizations nevertheless
appeared: only the generic interpretive tool was received in
Ramban, only one side was freed for inference, and tefillin lacked a
clear ruling. The coordinator distinguished reception concerning a
particular law, wording shown to be freed on one side, and a
principal ruling alongside an additional concern.

Grok Bot preserved the particular character of received teaching
and the distinction between evidence and authority. He corrected
the Bavli/Yerushalmi order and the location of section 50, but
misnamed the Mekhilta and returned to two counts on one corner.
Closure corrected these points without discarding the useful
contribution.

The closure check added Rashba and Ritva on Avodah Zarah 7.
They required the coordinator’s own wording to be narrowed:
reliance on an earlier authority is not universally forbidden;
differing rulings are not universally impossible; and another
reason need not be unprecedented. Stopping does not predict that
a future source could never change anything.

Closure retains one central unresolved issue, the majority
mechanism, and two partially answered questions, selection of
precedent and the grounds for reopening inquiry. The practical
tefillin-tzitzit difference is explained through the status of the
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rulings. Another general round is not needed simply to replace
these findings with verbal agreement.

The round by participant —work and change

Grok

Grok tested public conduct as evidence and Mamrim 1:5, adding a
substantive mechanism rather than rephrasing the previous report.
He found that the one-person margin and last occasion do not
follow from Peah. Closure corrected three details: Tosafot rather
than Rashi, visible public practice rather than proof about every
person, and no automatic identification of the stringent option for

Pesach. His unresolved status for B was retained.
Record: R4-GROK-01-03; Peah/Mamrim tests; CLOSE-06/07/08

Claude

Claude withdrew the R. Yishmael connection, corrected Eduyot
attributions, recognized stature and downgraded B from
established. These were substantive withdrawals. Yet the ending
overly generalized Ramban’s reception, inferred exclusively one-
sided freed wording and revived the absence of a tefillin ruling.
Review checked not only the opening correction ledger but
whether corrections survived into the conclusions. Willingness to

correct and consistency of correction proved distinct.
Record: R4-CLAUDE-01-10; CLOSE-01-05

Grok Bot

Path B preserved reception concerning a particular derivation in
Ramban and the distinction between public evidence and law
creation. It corrected the narrative sequence and section 50’s
location and marked application to “appointed time” as missing.
But it misnamed the Mekhilta and returned to the same-corner
comparison. Closure retained the useful analysis while correcting

particulars; independence grants no immunity from review.
Record: B-R4 Focus 1/2; CLOSE-09/10
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ChatGPT

The coordinator read the final reports and only then compared the
paths. Rashba and Ritva narrowed his own claims too. Closure
became a decision about the inquiry’s present state, not proof that
no other book could change it. B remained open, C and D partial,
and the further question was answered for current practice. The
previous edition’s remaining failure was editorial: this richness
survived in the archive and ledger but was insufficiently explained
in the booklet itself.

Record: Final closure; CLOSE-01-10; T32/T33/T46

Gemini did not participate in R4. A missing report is not a zero
score, and R3 is not relabeled R4. His later booklet-design review
is a separate task.

Proposals, tests and revisions

T44 — Limits of the synthesis

Record: R1 Q18-20 — all rounds

Proposal and rationale. The summary model distinguished rule,
derivation, ruling and practice. It organized apparently conflicting
difficulties: one may know conduct without its authority, or a
source while disputing its application. The independent path
contributed similar distinctions, but parallel agreement is not
cumulative evidence for a conclusion.

Test and revision. The central objection was that a distinction is
not a mechanism. To solve B it must connect to memory of the
majority, authority and Temple conduct. The research edition does
not reintroduce a beginner’s concept grid; it records why the
analytical tool was accepted and why it did not justify declaring
every question answered.

Status after review: Summary model: distinguishing rule, derivation,
ruling and practice helps but does not replace a mechanism. A table of

possibilities is not four established answers.

Source units: SO1 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi; SO4b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4; S12b —
Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach - Ledger entry
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T45 — Verification and documentation

Record: R1 omissions = R2 access records — R3/R4 verification rules

Proposal and rationale. Access failures became part of the inquiry
itself. The coordinator read scan excerpts, Grok and Claude could
not open them, and Path B reported reading at different stages.
One reader’s verified status cannot be transferred to another;
repeating a summary is not a fresh source reading.

Test and revision. The coordinator also had failures: the original
questions were not initially transmitted in full, and some
participants lacked the image packet. Assignments and returned
reports are therefore kept distinct in the archive. Edition 3.2
expands the surviving record only; it adds neither new source
readings nor invented missing messages.

Status after review: Method: locating a source does not prove an
interpretation; model agreement is not evidence; one researcher’s access
failure is not absence of a source. The original questions take priority

over their reconstruction.

Source units: S12a — Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan; S12b — Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach;
S21 — Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II - Ledger entry

T46 — What research closure means

Record: R4 recommendations = coordinator closure — edition 3.2

Proposal and rationale. R4 recommended stopping. The practical
reason was that another general round would likely repeat
established distinctions while the remaining gap was specific.
Claims that no future source could change the result required
qualification: closure itself added medieval commentaries that
narrowed several generalizations.

Test and revision. Closure fixes the present state of the inquiry:
what was supported, rejected or left open. The current request is
not R5 and changes no findings; it asks for the route to be fully
visible. Expansion therefore comes through documentation,
reasons and comparison, not an invented solution to justify
additional pages.
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Status after review: Ending rounds is a work decision. It does not mean
that every further source is useless, all difficulties are solved, or the talk

has been disproved.

Source units: S18 — Avodah Zarah 7a and commentaries; S19 — Yerushalmi Peah 7:5; S20 — Ramban,
Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2 - Ledger entry

Additional lines that did not become
conclusions

These entries supplement the 46 core cases. They preserve
secondary proposals, planned checks and lines that did not mature;
inclusion is not endorsement.

E01 — Cost, visibility and convenience

Path B in R1 suggested that cost or visibility differences between
tefillin pairs and garments helped preserve dual practice. This is a
historical-practice hypothesis, not a legal source. No cost, use or
custom study established it, and it does not by itself explain the
authorities’ instructions. It remains an unsubstantiated line, not
part of the reader answer.

E02 — Numerical count versus concealed arrangement

Avisible thread count was said to encourage uniformity, whereas
concealed passage order permits variation. The physical structures
do differ, but no evidence makes that difference determine whether
a rejected view should be accommodated. Two separate garments
again provide a counterexample. The proposal belongs in the
history, not as an established legal explanation.

E03 — The heavenly voice and Beit Hillel’s uniformity

R1 proposed that the general preference for Beit Hillel helped close
the tzitzit dispute. This count follows Beit Shammai, so the broad
rule does not directly explain it. Eruvin remains background for
choosing between schools; it cannot turn four into three or
attribute Rav Pappa’s decision to the heavenly voice without
evidence.
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E04 — Arranging the calendar: the Tzelach proposal

The question and reports describe a Tzelach proposal that the
calendar was arranged to avoid Nissan 14 on Shabbat. It separates
calendrical possibility from actual frequency. The full range of
Pesachim commentaries was not read continuously here, so no
comprehensive verdict on his position is offered. The proposal, its
role in the forgetting difficulty and the need not to replace it with
fixed-calendar statistics are retained.

E05 — Political disruption or interrupted transmission

Political breakdown and persecution were suggested to explain
weakened memory or institutional division. These are abstractly
possible, but the reports supplied no anchor connecting them to
this Bnei Beseira event. Gemini withdrew the proposal. Nor does
the talk’s Babylonian-exile explanation authorize filling every later
gap with unexamined political history.

E06 — A lost protocol and punishment scenarios

Correction reports withdrew a lost-protocol account and
punishment theses not found in the talks. The point is not to avoid
authority or Shabbat law, but to avoid narrating institutional facts
as if a source supplied them. Likewise, the stringent option cannot
automatically be identified when the Pesach obligation and
Shabbat prohibitions both matter.

EQ7 — Parallels, manuscripts and rule-books proposed
for follow-up

Full Tosefta collation, Mekhilta and Sifrei witnesses, independent
Raavad and attributed Rosh commentaries, Keritot, Maharik, Rosh
on Sanhedrin and Ran were proposed for follow-up. Not all checks
were completed. A book named in an assignment is not a book
opened. The proposals document the inquiry’s scope, but their
result here is incomplete, not a reconstructed answer.
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EO8 — Geonic tradition and kabbalistic reasons for
tefillin practice

Halakhot Gedolot, Shimusha Rabba and kabbalistic rationales were
proposed for a history of two pairs. Shulchan Arukh HaRav
describes an old dispute and practical instructions, but that is not a
full survey of geonic texts or later Chabad practice. This line
remains outside the historical conclusion and explains why the
ruling-based answer does not claim to reconstruct the custom’s
whole development.

Register of books and units read or proposed

This register records work scope, not merely authorities
supporting final conclusions. V-T means a unit read as digital text;
V-1 means an image viewed by the specified reader; P means
reference or mediation; U means unchecked. These are historical
report statuses, not claims of new reading while editing 3.2.
Reading one passage is not reading a whole book.

The three talk units especially require reader-specific attribution:
the coordinator’s map reports V-I for excerpts; Grok and Claude
reported blockage; Path B reported images at specified stages.
Gemini’s reading claim was not certified as independent
verification in the coordinator packet. No single status can be
assigned to every participant.

S01 — Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi

Recorded checking stages: R1-R4; coordinator R2/closure; researchers as recorded

Narrative, order of arguments, knife; Rashi on halakhah zo and

vekhi me’ahar de-gamir.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: TO1, T02, T03, T05, T10, T11, T35, T39, T44

Source link

S02 — Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1

Recorded checking stages: R1-R4; direct/assistant access differs by report

Three arguments, received teaching, R. Avun and R. Mana.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: TO1, T06, T09, T10, T35

Source link
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A1%D7%95_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%99_%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%95_%D7%90

S03 — Mishnah Pesachim 6:1-2

Recorded checking stages: R1; opening and Path B

Sacrificial service and preparatory acts must be distinguished.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T05

Source link

S03b — Tosefta Pesachim ch. 4; numbering varies
Recorded checking stages: R1; partial/mediated parallel

Parallel narrative. R1 used mediated and partial textual evidence;

exact numbering depends on edition.
Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: TO1

Source link

S04a — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 1:1-5

Recorded checking stages: R3-R4; coordinator and researchers

Categories of law, court majority, Sanhedrin procedure and
competing rulings.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T12, T14, T16, T32

Source link

S04b — Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4

Recorded checking stages: R1-R4; all paths

Reconsidering an interpretation; enactments; widespread

protective decrees; temporary rulings.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T16, T17, T21, T29, T30, T34, T35, T36, T44

Source link

S06 — Temurah 16a

Recorded checking stages: R1; Path B and opening

Forgotten teachings and reasoned recovery; it does not identify
every law discussed here.

Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: T22

Source link

S07a — Sifrei Bamidbar §65, Numbers 9:2

Recorded checking stages: R1-R4

Exchange between R. Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T18, T19, T21

Source link
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%95_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%AA%D7%90/%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%93
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%AA%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%94_%D7%98%D7%96_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%99_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%93%D7%91%D7%A8_%D7%98_%D7%91

S07b — Sifrei Bamidbar §142, Numbers 28:2

Recorded checking stages: R2-R4; reread at closure

R. Yoshiyah’s reply and the wording freed for inference (mufneh)

concerning the daily offering.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T18, T19, T37, T38

Source link

S07c — Mekhilta de-Rabbi Yishmael, Pisha 5, Exodus
12:6

Recorded checking stages: Coordinator R2; Path B R4

Parallel, unit 30 on the linked page. Natan/Yonatan variants were

not subjected to a manuscript study.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T18, T43

Source link

SO08 — Bava Batra 74a and Rashbam

Recorded checking stages: R1-R4; corrected in R2

The wilderness dead; counting threads and winding units.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T24, T34

Source link

S09 — Menahot 41b

Recorded checking stages: R1-R4

Beit Shammai: four; Beit Hillel: three; Rav Pappa’s ruling.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T23, T27, T28

Source link

S10a — Menahot 34b; Rashi and Tosafot

Recorded checking stages: R1-R3; partial units

Order of passages and its interpretations; the observer’s right

differs from the wearer’s.
Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: T25

Source link

S10b — Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 34:1-4

Recorded checking stages: R2-R3

Prevailing practice and fulfilling both opinions.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T25, T27, T28

Source link
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%99_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%93%D7%91%D7%A8_%D7%9B%D7%97_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9B%D7%99%D7%9C%D7%AA%D7%90_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%A9%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%91_%D7%95
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%91%D7%90_%D7%91%D7%AA%D7%A8%D7%90_%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%90_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%93_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9F_%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A_%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%97_%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%93

S10c¢c — Shulhan Arukh HaRav, Orah Hayyim 34:3-5

Recorded checking stages: R3-R4; closure

Rashi and his school are the principal ruling; a God-fearing person

also accounts for the other opinion.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T27, T28

Source link

S12a — Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan

Recorded checking stages: Coordinator R2/R3; Path B R2/R3 reports

Unedited Yiddish transcript; booklet pp. 16-21 / volume pp. 588-
593; §22 on p. 591.

Status: V-I: attributed historical scan reading - Case files: T03, T04, T15, T20, T45

Source link

S12b — Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach

Recorded checking stages: Coordinator R2-R4; Path B R2/R3 reports

Unedited transcript; pp. 38-45 / 650-657; majority discussion pp.
43-44 / 655-656, §§49-50 and starred note.

Status: V-I: attributed historical scan reading - Case files: T0O4, T12, T13, T15, T26, T44, T45

Source link

S21 — Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II

Recorded checking stages: Coordinator R2-R4; Path B R2/R3 reports

Edited Yiddish text; p. 106 n. 26; p. 107 §4 and n. 33; p. 116

identifies its origin.
Status: V-I: attributed historical scan reading - Case files: T03, T04, T08, T15, T19, T20, T45

Source link

S14a — Kesef Mishneh, Mamrim 1:5; 2:1

Recorded checking stages: R2; 1:5 emphasized in R4/closure

Scholarly stature and stringency; generational acceptance after the

compilations were closed.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T16, T17, T31, T32, T42

Source link

S15 — Shabbat 87b; Numbers 9; Joshua 5

Recorded checking stages: R1-R2

Wilderness Pesach and the weekday calculation from the
Tabernacle’s erection. Joshua 5 alone does not give a weekday.
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9F_%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%97_%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%9C%D7%93
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1JKs7E2qIb2wT8_mPeSYFboe8F_OQE-Wk/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bcEGL13mCNOwc2Nfr-gFcwSenxbWvu75/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Wrzz9TiSxc5-4D5b7ZbKqdUTzUHTtY2O/view
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9B%D7%A1%D7%A3_%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94/%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D

Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: TO7

Source link

S17 — Mishnah Eduyot 1:5-6 and its commentaries

Recorded checking stages: R3-R4; commentary attribution corrections

Rambam, Bartenura, Tosafot Yom Tov, Melekhet Shelomoh and

Tiferet Yisrael are distinct witnesses.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T29, T30, T42

Source link

S18 — Avodah Zarah 7a and commentaries
Recorded checking stages: R4; Rashba/Ritva at closure

Two sages; Tosafot on ha-nish’al; Rashba on ve-im hayu shenayim;

Ritva on hayu sheneihem, under their names on this page.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T14, T31, T32, T33, T43, T46

Source link

S19 — Yerushalmi Peah 7:5

Recorded checking stages: R4; all final paths

An unsettled law and public practice; not a census of practitioners.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T11, T14, T46

Source link

S20 — Ramban, Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2

Recorded checking stages: Claude/Path B R3-R4; coordinator closure

The sequence beginning ve-havvei yodea and aval ha-kavvanah: a

particular law through a particular verbal analogy.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T10, T22, T39, T46

Source link

S22 — Niddah 22b-23a

Recorded checking stages: R4; correction of R3 hypothesis

One side freed for inference (mufneh): R. Yishmael learns without

rebuttal; the Sages allow rebuttal.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T37, T38

Source link

S23 — Yevamot 14a and Rashi

Recorded checking stages: R3; limited later references

Factional division, distinct courts and differing practices.
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%A4%D7%96_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%95%D7%99%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%90_%D7%94
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%96%D7%A8%D7%94_%D7%96_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%99_%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%94_%D7%96_%D7%94
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9F_%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A9_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%9B%D7%92_%D7%90

Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T13, T33, T40

Source link

S24 — Beitzah 20a-b and Rashi

Recorded checking stages: R3; institutional test

Laying hands on a festival offering; Hillel, Bava ben Buta and

establishment of a ruling.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T13, T33, T40

Source link

S25 — Sanhedrin 88b

Recorded checking stages: R3; institutional test

Referral procedure and decision; proliferation of disputes among

the students of Shammai and Hillel.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T12, T40

Source link

S26 — Mishnah Hagigah 2:2; Hagigah 16a
Recorded checking stages: R3; correction
The dispute over laying hands on an offering across the pairs of

leaders.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T21, T41

Source link

S27 — Sanhedrin 14a

Recorded checking stages: R3; correction

Ordination by R. Yehudah ben Bava; a different meaning of

semikhah.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T41

Source link

S28 — Rosh Hashanah 25b

Recorded checking stages: Claude R2-R3

The judge of your own day; not by itself a complete law of choosing

precedents.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T31

Source link

S29 — Beitzah 5a

Recorded checking stages: Claude R3
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%93_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%94_%D7%9B_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%A4%D7%97_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%97%D7%92%D7%99%D7%92%D7%94_%D7%91_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%99%D7%93_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9_%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%9B%D7%94_%D7%91

A decision requiring another formal decision for repeal;

applicability here is not automatic.
Status: V-T: recorded digital reading - Case files: T36

Source link

S30 — Seder Olam Rabbah, chapter 11

Recorded checking stages: R2; helper/direct records differ

Jericho on Shabbat and the inference about Nissan 14; the

competing Seder HaDorot account was not checked at source.
Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: TOS8

Source link

S31 — Shibbolei Hal.eket, Hilkhot Tzitzit §3

Recorded checking stages: Grok R3; extracted text

Ruling for Beit Shammai on thread count; extracted digital text, no

manuscript inspection.
Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: T23

Source link

S05 — Eduyot 1; Eruvin 13b

Recorded checking stages: R1; limited scope

Opening references to decision rules; not a ruling for three threads

in Menahot.

Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: Background/reference
only

Source link

S11 — Meiri, Tzelah, Penei Yehoshua; Terumat HaDeshen
§126

Recorded checking stages: R1 candidates; incomplete independent checks

Proposed interpretations of the forgetting; no claim that all were
fully read.

Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: TO3

Source link

S13 — Studies of Judean Desert tefillin

Recorded checking stages: R1 secondary reports

Adler 2011, The Content and Order of the Scriptural Passages in
Tefillin, pp. 205-229; Cohn, Tangled Up in Text; Yadin 1969; Milik,
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%94_%D7%94_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%93%D7%A8_%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%9D_%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%94_%D7%99%D7%90
https://www.sefaria.org/Shibbolei_HaLeket,_Hilkhot_Tzizit
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%99%D7%92_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A1%D7%95_%D7%90

DJD II/VI; Schiffman. R1 references, not an independent

examination of objects.
Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: T26

S16 — Fixed-calendar figures
Recorded checking stages: R1 proposals; R2 withdrawal/limits

About 11.5% was cited secondarily. No independent computation
or application to an observational calendar is claimed.

Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: TO6

S32 — Rambam, Korban Pesah 1; Tzitzit 1:6

Recorded checking stages: R1-R3; selected passages

Sacrifice and thread count were cited in the rounds; the main
conclusions here rely on the Mishnah and Menahot.

Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: TO7, T23

Source link

S33 — Tosefta Sanhedrin 7:11

Recorded checking stages: R1 reference

Hillel's seven interpretive rules before the elders of Beseira;

reference from the opening round.

Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: Background/reference
only

Source link

S34 — Rambam, Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2 — opening
Recorded checking stages: Coordinator R3 NOS8; opening only

Coordinator R3 NOS8: an interpretive derivation does not by itself

determine whether a rule is new or received.

Status: Partial / mediated / proposed: see scope and round record - Case files: Background/reference
only

Source link

Argument and correction ledger

T identifiers were assigned for this edition and mapped to
historical Q units and Questions A-D. They are not footnote
numbers. Repeated wording has been consolidated while retaining
the decision’s limits.
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%AA%D7%90/%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9F/%D7%96
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A9_%D7%91

TO1-QO1 - R1-R4

Hillel’s sequence: the Bavli baraita presents analogy then a fortiori; the
Gemara reconstructs a fortiori first. Blending this with the Yerushalmi was
rejected. S01-S02.

T02 - Q02 - R1-R2

Forgetting the rule: supported as the subject of the question and Rashi’s
gloss; it does not by itself exclude loss of a decision within a dispute. SO1.
T03 - Q02 - R1

Forgetting the derivation: a useful proposal also attributed to Meiri in the
reports, with incomplete independent verification. It cannot simply replace
the talk’s rejection of that restriction.

T04-Q02/B - R1-R4

Forgetting the latest decision: attribution to the talk was verified; its
authority and memory mechanism remain incomplete. It is neither an
invention of the memorandum nor a complete solution. S12b.

T05 - Q02 - R1

Forgetting practice or preparatory acts: the knife illustrates memory
restored by public conduct. Identifying the entire slaughter question with
preparation remains unproved. SO1, SO3.

T06 - Q03 - R1-R3

Recurrence: the fixed calendar is not the observational calendar; an
average is not a bound. Unsupported percentages were withdrawn. Perfect
memory by every individual was not proved.

T07 - Q04 - R1-R2

Wilderness: calculation from the Tabernacle’s erection yields Nissan 14 on
Shabbat; temporary instruction and the offering’s character require
separate argument. Not every wilderness act is automatically exceptional.
S15.

T08 - Q04 - R1-R2

Gilgal: omission in Scripture is not absence of all tradition. Seder Olam
supports a calculation; the competing Seder HaDorot account remains
unchecked. S30; S21 n. 26.

T09 - Q05 - R1-R2

Hillel’s prominence: R. Avun’s statement is distinct from R. Mana on

honoring courts. Providence and a human mechanism need not conflict.
S02.
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T10 - Q06 - R1-R4

Argument and reception: “only independent reasoning” and “only
recovery of avote” are both too broad. Particular received teaching and
interpretive rules interact; layers of reception are not automatically
identical. SO1-S02.

T11- Q07 - R1-R4

Public practice has evidentiary value. This does not turn the public into a
legislature or require a survey in every case. S19.

T12-Q08 /B - R2-R4

Court majority supplies a strong authority framework, but a one-vote
margin does not reduce the visibility of uniform public action. The model
is partial. SO4a.

T13-Q08/B - R2-R4

A majority of practitioners creating law may explain fragile memory, but
no explicit mechanism here gives half plus one that authority. “Everyone
asked their own rabbi” must not be invented.

T14-B- R4

Public practice as evidence of a ruling: Peah supports this for an unsettled
law, not the extra individual or exclusive last occasion. It contains no
census of the entire public. S19.

T15 - B - R2-R4

Abbreviated transcript wording may explain a document; it is not a legal
institution or proof of textual corruption. A statement cannot be
transferred to the edited text without checking.

T16 - Q09 - R1-R4

Later courts: overturning a derivation differs from repeal; widespread
protective decrees and temporary rulings are separate. “Always greater”
and “never needs to be greater” were rejected. SO4b.

T17 - Q10 - R1-R4

Closure: Kesef Mishneh proposes generational acceptance. “Follow later
authorities” does not replace checking period and institution; the
questioner raised it as a difficulty, not an established premise of the talk.
S14a.

T18-Q11-12-R1-R4

Speakers: Yonatan challenges; Yoshiyah answers with the analogy. Reversal
was corrected. The Pinhas parallel exists and cannot be dismissed as
confusion. SO7a-c.
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T19-Q11-12/A - R1-R4

Yonatan’s concession is not recorded; neither is a rebuttal to the analogy.
Note 33 regards concession as strained. Silence is not a transcript of either
agreement or objection. S21.

T20 - A- R2-R4

Law for the future Temple: absence of contemporary sacrifice does not
turn disagreement about the result into derivation alone. It also does not
establish two actual practices that year. S12a.

T21-A-R1-R4

Historical continuity has four distinct levels: authority, views, continuous
documentation and alternating practice. Lack of documentation in
examined sources limits evidence; it does not disprove the history.
T22-Q13 - R1-R4

Forgetting after Moses supports the possibility of loss and recovery, not
identification of every later dispute. Ramban’s tentative formulation is not
historical fact. S06, S20.

T23-Q14-R1-R3

Tzitzit: four, Beit Shammai’s count, is the ruling. The general preference
for Beit Hillel does not yield three here; validity of four under Beit Hillel
was not established. S09, S31.

T24 - Q15 - R1-R4

Rabbah bar bar Hana: the wilderness dead, not Korah’s swallowed
company. The rebuke requests counting on site; it does not reject evidence
from a find. SOS.

T25-Q16 - R1-R3

Tefillin: the viewpoint must be specified when listing passages. A dispute
over interpretation of the baraita is not its own proof of Second Temple
practice. S10a.

T26 - Q16 - R1-R4

Ancient object: identification requires an item, date, orientation and
physical sequence. Variation does not prove the Rashi/Rabbenu Tam pair;
an unidentified item does not disprove antiquity.

T27 - Q17 - R1-R4

Two garments: an extra-commandment argument concerning one corner
does not address separate garments. A physical explanation was not
accepted as the principal answer.
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T28- Q17 - R2-R4

Tefillin has a principal ruling for Rashi alongside concern for Rabbenu
Tam. “No ruling” and “mutual invalidity explains everything” were
corrected. The ruling’s status explains current practice. S10c.

T29 - C - R2-R4

Three courts: adopting an old argument after being persuaded can be a

new decision. No requirement to invent an unprecedented argument was
established. S04b.

T30 - C - R2-R4

“No third category”: exclusivity was withdrawn in light of Eduyot. Reliance
on an earlier individual exists in the commentaries, but is not necessarily
passive reliance without a decision. S17.

T31-C - R3-R4

Stature: lack of evidence is not prohibition; Avodah Zarah and its
commentaries give it weight in some approaches. “Your present judge”
alone does not prohibit every preference for an earlier authority. S18, S28.
T32 - C - closure R4

Kesef Mishneh and Rashba read greater/equal authority differently.

Rambam'’s interpretation must not be generalized to all medieval
authorities. S14a, S18.

T33 - B-C - closure R4

Ritva distinguishes equal authorities ruling together on the same case
from another case. This limits blanket prohibitions; it does not establish a
public-majority Temple mechanism. S18.

T34 - D - R2-R4

Authority is not duty: Rambam does not command perpetual reopening,

and the travel story does not impose a general duty to seek antiquities.
S04b, SOS.

T35 - D - R3-R4
Not knowing the last ruling does not mean no tradition exists: the Bnei

Beseira sought someone who had learned it. The search for tradition
remains open.

T36-C-D-R3
A matter decided by formal count: a source concerning decrees and
repeal, not automatically transferred to overturning a derivation. S29.

T37 - Verbal analogy - R3—-R4
R. Yishmael: one side freed for inference (mufneh) allows inference
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without rebuttal. The R3 reversal was corrected; the proposed link to R.
Yonatan was not established. S22.

T38 - Verbal analogy - R4—closure
Redundancy: Sifrei establishes it on the daily-offering side, without

denying another side. Yonatan’s rebuttal to Yoshiyah’s answer must not be
invented. SO7b.

T39 - Verbal analogy - R3—closure

Ramban: reception concerning a particular law and analogy, not merely a
generic tool and not necessarily the whole result. Application to
“appointed time” remains open. S20.

T40 - Institution - R2-R4

Anarchy or absolute uniformity: both descriptions exceed the evidence.

Yevamot and Beitzah supply distinctions, not by themselves a record of
dual Pesach practice. S23-524.

T41 - Institution - R2-R3

Two meanings of semikhah: sacrificial laying of hands in Hagigah versus
ordination in Sanhedrin. R. Yehudah ben Bava is not a precedent for the
sacrificial dispute, nor is the event at Yavneh. S26-S27.

T42 - Attribution - R3-R4

Eduyot: Bartenura explains a court that already acted; Tiferet Yisrael is not

Melekhet Shelomoh; Tosafot Yom Tov’s gloss does not automatically
restrict his Raavad quotation. S17.

T43 - Attribution - closure R4

The relevant Mekhilta is de-Rabbi Yishmael, not de-Rashbi; the second
consultation with disclosure is in Tosafot, not Rashi. SO7c, S18.

T44 - Q18-20 - R1-R4

Summary model: distinguishing rule, derivation, ruling and practice helps

but does not replace a mechanism. A table of possibilities is not four
established answers.

T45 - Method - R1-closure

Method: locating a source does not prove an interpretation; model
agreement is not evidence; one researcher’s access failure is not absence
of a source. The original questions take priority over their reconstruction.
T46 - Closure - R4

Ending rounds is a work decision. It does not mean that every further
source is useless, all difficulties are solved, or the talk has been disproved.
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Argument index

Each identifier and title links to the ledger. The final number is the entry’s page.

TO1 - Hillel’s sequence 73  T24 - Wilderness dead -75
TOZ2 - Forgetting the rule .73 T25 - Tefillin order -75
TO3 - Forgetting the derivation 73 T26 - Ancient objects -75
TO4 - The latest decision 73 T27 - Two garments -75
TO5 - Practice and preparation .73 T28 - The principal tefillin ruling -76
TO6 - Calendar recurrence .73 T29 - Three courts -76
TO7 - Wilderness Pesach 73 T30 - Reliance on earlier views -76
TOS8 - Gilgal Pesach -73  T31 - Scholarly stature -76
TO9 - Hillel’s prominence 73 T32 - Kesef Mishneh and Rashba -76
T10 - Argument and reception 74  T33 - Ritva’s distinction -76
T11 - Public practice -74 T34 - Authority and duty -76
T12 - Court majority -74 T35 - Lost ruling and tradition -76
T13 - Majority of practitioners -74  T36 - Formal judicial count -76
T14 - Practice as evidence 74 T37 - R. Yishmael’s rule -76
T15 - Transcript wording 74 T38 - Wording freed for inference .77
T16 - Later courts -74  T39 - Ramban’s reception - 77
T17 - Closure and precedent .74 T40 - Temple uniformity -77
T18 - The speakers 74 T41 - Two meanings of semikhah -77
T19 - Yonatan’s response -75  T42 - Eduyot attributions -77
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T23 - Tzitzit thread count -75  T46 - Meaning of closure -77

Contributions and editorial assessment

These scores are editorial judgments about the available material
in this inquiry, not measurements of general model ability or
evidence for a conclusion. Archive limits preclude an exhaustive
comparison of every message. Series weights are retained: 5
indicates substantial weaknesses, 7 useful work with notable
weaknesses, and 9 strong work with few substantial corrections.
Grok’s strengths are the four majority tests and transparency about
access failures; weaknesses include no independent reading of the
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talks, the semikhah confusion and attributing a Tosafot
qualification to Rashi.

Claude contributed strong case analysis and work on Eduyot, with
explicit withdrawals; attributions and evidentiary labels
nevertheless shifted, and some overgeneralizations recurred after
correction.

Gemini made useful corrections in R2-R3 but also repeatedly
blended Talmudic accounts, insufficiently anchored claims of
source access, and overstated institutional and physical
arguments. No Gemini R4 conclusion exists, and no final-round
score is invented. Gemini’s improvement and design review was
received after research closure, a different task that does not
change the research-round scores.

Grok Bot’s independent path contributed the evidence-authority
distinction and a particular received direction in Ramban; the
Mekhilta title and two-garment test still required correction.
ChatGPT: self-assessment only. Its contributions include locating
scans and final source checks; weaknesses include initially
omitting the full original questions, responding late to access
failures and risking overgeneralization about precedent before

checking the medieval commentaries.

Editorial judgment of the available research; these are not general ability ratings
or evidence for a conclusion.

Criterion / weight Grok Claude Gemini Grok Bot ChatGPT*
Subject accuracy 15% 8 7 4 7 8
Attribution and context 7 6 3 6 8
15%

Evidence versus 9 7 3 8 8

hypothesis 15%

Useful source finding 7 8 5 7 8
10%

Verification 9 8 3 8 8
transparency 10%

Logic and depth 10% 8 8 5 7 8
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Criterion / weight Grok Claude Gemini  Grok Bot ChatGPT*

Consistent correction 8 6 3 7 7
10%

Critical review 5% 7 7 4 6 8
Clarity and utility 5% 8 7 5 6 8
Limits of conclusions 8 7 3 7 8

5%
Weighted

* ChatGPT’s assessment of its own work. These scores concern the available research
trajectory; final responses are described separately under R4. They concern research
rounds R1-R4, not the subsequent booklet improvement review.

Expanded comparison: 22 measures and their
reasons

The earlier table’s AO1-A10 measures and weights are retained for
comparison with edition 3.1. A11-A22 form a new supplementary
profile; they are not added to the same average because some
overlap. All scores are editorial judgments of the available reports
in this inquiry only. A one-point difference is not a statistical
measurement, a score for a particular commercial model version or
a general system ranking.

Scale: 1-2 foundational failure; 3-4 recurring deficiencies; 5-6
useful contribution requiring substantial review; 7-8 strong work
with substantive corrections; 9 relative excellence on the
documented measure; 10 reserved for exceptional performance
with no substantial weakness found. Missing material receives no
zero. The coordinator’s scores are self-assessment; his information
and role also differed from the researchers’.

Core measures

Measure Grok Claude Gemini Grok Bot ChatGPT*
AO01 Subject accuracy 8 7 4 7 8
AO02 Attribution and context 7 6 3 6 8
AO03 Evidence versus hypothesis 9 7 3 8 8
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Measure Grok Claude Gemini Grok Bot ChatGPT*

A04 Useful source finding 7 8 5 7 8
AO05 Verification transparency 9 8 3 8 8
A06 Logic and depth 8 8 5 7 8
AQ7 Correction consistency 8 6 3 7 7
A0S Critical review 7 7 ! 6 8
A09 Clarity and usability 8 7 5 6 8
A10 Limits of conclusions 8 7 3 7 8
Supplementary research measures

Measure Grok Claude Gemini Grok Bot ChatGPT*
A11 Fidelity to the original question 8 8 5 7 6
A12 Testing alternatives 9 8 5 8 8
A13 Responsiveness to contrary 8 8 4 7 8
evidence

A14 Historical discipline 8 7 4 7 8
A15 Applicability discipline 8 7 3 8 8
A16 Counterexample design 8 E 4 6 8
Documentation and progress measures

Measure Grok Claude Gemini Grok Bot ChatGPT*
A17 Reproducible checking 8 7 4 7 8
A18 Handling access limits 8 8 - 8 7
A19 Useful new contribution 8 8 5 7 8
A20 Organization of writing 8 8 6 6 7
A21 Productive progress 8 7 3 7 7
A22 Stability of uncertainty labels 9 6 3 8 8

A01 — Subject accuracy

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /7 /4 /7 /8

Grok corrected semikhah and thread count but did not
independently read the talks; Claude’s depth coexisted with
corrections on freed wording and Ramban; Gemini repeated
foundational errors; Grok Bot retained useful distinctions with
naming and location errors; the coordinator corrected reports but
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his opening memorandum also contained errors. See T01, T23,
T37-T43.

AQ2 — Attribution and context

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT:7/6/3/6/8

The speaker map improved across reports. Remaining errors
differentiate the scores: Rashi/Tosafot for Grok, Eduyot
commentators for Claude, Rashi and Hillel accounts for Gemini,
and the Mekhilta title for Grok Bot. Closure identified these,
without erasing the coordinator’s opening errors. T18, T42-T43.

A03 — Evidence versus hypothesis
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT:9/7/3/8 /8

Grok’s four tests stand out. Claude labeled inferences but also
prematurely closed B; Gemini claimed impossibility and full
resolution beyond the evidence; Grok Bot generally retained
applicability limits; the coordinator narrowed his own
generalizations too. T12-T15, T31-T33, T40.

A04 — Useful source finding

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 7/8/5/7 /8

Grok added Shibbolei Hal.eket and Peah; Claude developed Eduyot
and Ramban; Gemini cited important sources but did not anchor
every access claim; Grok Bot contributed scan anchors and
independent reading; the coordinator supplied scans, Rashba and
Ritva. Finding sources is not scored by counting book names. T23,

T30, T32-T33, T39, T45.

A05 — Verification transparency
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT:9/8/3/8 /8

Grok and Claude explicitly reported blocked access. Gemini
claimed broad reading that the supplied anchors did not fully
substantiate. Grok Bot distinguished OCR from images, though
locations and names shifted. The coordinator documented reading
units but did not promptly solve image delivery to every
participant. T45.
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A06 — Logic and depth

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /8 /5/7 /8

Grok separated four demands on a mechanism; Claude developed
the three-court case; Grok Bot distinguished evidence and
authority. Gemini structured arguments but jumped from rejecting
an alternative to absolute conclusions. The coordinator integrated
criticism while leaving missing links visible. T12-T15, T29-T35.

A07 — Correction consistency
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8/6/3/7/7

Willingness to retract does not guarantee retention. Claude
returned to problematic Ramban and tefillin formulations; Gemini
repeated blended accounts and the one-corner test; Grok Bot also
repeated that test; Grok generally retained B’s open status. The
coordinator needed both substantive and later editorial
corrections. T27-T28, T39, T45.

AQ8 — Critical review
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT:7/7/4/6/ 8

This measures identification of missing links, not rhetorical
severity. Grok and Claude supplied tests; Gemini’s weakness was
claims stronger than their sources. Grok Bot worked independently
and should not be scored as if asked to critique every other report.
The coordinator performed cross-report review. T34, T40, T46.

A09 — Clarity and usability

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /7/5/6/ 8

Grok’s tables and statuses were readily usable. Claude offered
detail but sometimes ended more strongly than his qualifications
permitted. Gemini’s orderly, confident prose concealed evidentiary
gaps. Grok Bot’s codes and mixed languages made reading harder.
The coordinator organized the questions, but the previous edition
over-compressed the research. T44-T46.

A10 — Limits of conclusions
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /7/3/7 /8
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Grok retained “unresolved”; Claude eventually downgraded B but
overstated what future sources could change; Gemini marked an
answer established despite a missing test; Grok Bot retained gaps
but did not always answer D’s normative issue. Editorial closure
distinguished stopping rounds from solving the question. T34-T35,
T46.

A11 — Fidelity to the original question

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /8/5/7 /6

The coordinator bears special responsibility for the initial
misframing. R2 restored A-D; Grok and Claude focused on them,
while Gemini sometimes refuted a stronger proposition than the
question required. Path B explicitly corrected its A-D mapping.
This measure differs from source accuracy. T17, T21, T45.

A12 — Testing alternatives
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 9/8/5/8 /8

Grok tested majority models against one another; Claude separated
persuasion from stature; Grok Bot proposed several tzitzit
explanations. Gemini presented alternatives but sometimes
returned to one already defeated. The coordinator retained
unresolved alternatives and distinguished lack of evidence from
refutation. T12-T15, T27, T29.

A13 — Responsiveness to contrary evidence
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /8/4/7/ 8

Claude accepted the correction defeating his R. Yishmael
connection, and Grok retained objections to every model. Gemini
did not consistently incorporate the two-garment counterexample.
Path B revised after accessing the talks. The coordinator added
authorities that qualified his own view. T27, T32-T33, T37.

A14 — Historical discipline

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /7 /4 /7 /8

This tests moves from possibility to documentation, calendar use
and future-Temple law versus actual conduct. Grok separated four
levels; Claude corrected the chronological argument; Gemini too
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readily treated alternating practice as a necessary claim. No report
supplies a complete observational-calendar or tefillin-object
reconstruction. TO6-TO08, T20-T22, T26.

A15 — Applicability discipline

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /7/3/8 /8

The test is whether a general source applies to the Bnei Beseira.
Separate courts, unsettled law and scholarly stature do not
automatically govern this Temple case. Grok and Grok Bot usually
retained the boundary; Claude exceeded it in excluding earlier
authority; Gemini made Beitzah an absolute uniformity rule. T31-
T33, T40.

A16 — Counterexample design
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /9/4/6/ 8

Claude stood out for the three courts, Grok for the four majority
tests. Two garments was a useful counterexample repeatedly
pressed by the coordinator; failure to incorporate it lowers Gemini
and Grok Bot. This rewards examples that discriminate between
explanations, not the number of illustrations. T12-T15, T27, T29-
T35.

A17 — Reproducible checking

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /7/4/7 /8

Link, unit, reader and scope must work together. Grok’s tables were
useful; Claude’s attributions shifted; Gemini’s edition claims were
not always anchored; Path B supplied pages but corrected volume
details. The coordinator documented dual pagination, yet a
missing image packet impaired execution. T18, T42-T45.

A18 — Handling access limits

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /8/4/8/7

Grok and Claude disclosed blockage and continued with accessible
checks; Path B combined OCR and images. Gemini lacked
sufficient verification anchors. The coordinator obtained sources
but left some researchers without usable input. No attempt-count
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or elapsed-time metric is claimed; a complete log was not retained.
T45.

A19 — Useful new contribution
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /8 /5/7 /8

The four majority tests, three courts and Ritva’s limits added usable
tests. Gemini contributed corrections but also revived rejected
claims. Path B contributed a particularly useful formulation of
specific reception. Historical priority cannot be assigned from
response timing that was not recorded. T29, T33, T39.

A20 — Organization of writing
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 8 /8/6/6/7

Grok and Claude separated questions and ledgers well; Gemini was
orderly but repeated overstrong conclusions; Grok Bot used dense
codes; the coordinator provided structure but over-compressed the
previous research edition. This is not a score for PDF layout or
English not authored by those researchers.

A21 — Productive progress
Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot/ ChatGPT: 8 /7/3/7 /7

“Efficiency” means documented progress versus recurring errors,
not speed or cost. Grok moved to defined tests; Claude added depth
but needed repeated correction; Gemini received no R4 because
errors recurred; Path B maintained independence with some
repetition. The coordinator closed the cycle but needed to rebuild
the edited product.

A22 — Stability of uncertainty labels

Scores in the order Grok / Claude / Gemini / Grok Bot / ChatGPT: 9/6/3/8/8

Grok consistently kept B open. Claude upgraded and downgraded
it, while Gemini closed the further question on an incomplete
argument. Grok Bot generally separated mapping from resolution.
The coordinator corrected statuses but remains susceptible to
overrating partial explanations. T04, T14, T28, T34, T46.
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What cannot responsibly be scored

Parameter Status

Time, cost and attempt count No complete measurement log; unscored

Each researcher’s English translation Comparable translations were not supplied

Research-report graphic design The researchers did not produce the
booklet template

Model versions and run settings No uniform identification for a controlled
benchmark

Gemini R4 score No report; no score invented

Full score for missing R1 reports Later corrections cannot replace a

complete report

Each participant’s contribution profile

Grok — Testing mechanisms and retaining difficulties

His main strength was separating four non-interchangeable
demands: wording, framework, memory and authority. This showed
why a plausible explanation may still fail to solve the question.
Reporting blocked scans was clear. Weaknesses included no
independent verification of the key talks, semikhah confusion and
Rashi/Tosafot attribution. The retained contribution is the test and
its limited conclusion, not automatic acceptance of every
statement about public practice.

Claude — Developing arguments and test cases

His strength was sustained analysis of Rambam’s permission and
the precise three-court test. Eduyot added distinctions a short
answer would miss. The weakness was not lack of depth but
movement from plausible inference to absolute exclusion and
inconsistent commentary attribution. Explicit withdrawals were
substantial, yet some mistakes recurred in the conclusions. The
detailed cases retain the insight without adopting the
overgeneralization.
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Gemini — Orderly presentation with a high review
burden

His reports contain correct repairs and formally useful tables. But
repeated conflation of Talmudic accounts, the Rashi error, blanket
institutional exclusion and the physical tzitzit explanation required
renewed checks of already corrected fundamentals. His research
path therefore stopped before R4. Useful corrections should not be
erased, and research scores do not disqualify explanatory or
design review. Such review still requires checking each
observation against the page, especially when reviewers conflict.

Grok Bot — Independent path and specific distinctions

Path B offered a comparison that was not merely an echo of Path A.
It particularly preserved reception concerning a specific law in
Ramban and public conduct as evidence. Section locations and
book names needed correction, and the same-corner explanation
recurred. Codes and mixed languages hindered continuous
reading. Its value lies in independent examination and
distinctions, not another vote for truth.

ChatGPT — Coordination, sources and closure—with
responsibility for editorial failures

The coordinator connected the questions, located scan anchors
and decided what could enter the synthesis after closure checks.
He also bears responsibility for incomplete initial questions,
image-access gaps and generalizations narrowed by Rashba and
Ritva. The prior research edition added a different failure: it
preserved conclusions without sufficiently presenting the route.
This edition repairs the product; editorial repair does not erase
that failure from the work’s history.

Profiles and scores concern submitted reports, not the authors’
intentions. A source error does not establish intent to mislead, and
confident wording does not establish verification. Editorial
responsibility is to make that difference visible.
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Sources for further study

Access labels refer to the coordinator and documented rounds, not a fresh examination of every
edition during production. Mediated sources document the process; they are not conclusive
evidence.

Sifrei Bamidbar §65, Numbers 9:2 — Exchange between R. Yoshiyah and R. Yonatan.

[SO7a - V-T]

Sifrei Bamidbar §142, Numbers 28:2 — R. Yoshiyah'’s reply and the wording freed for inference
(mufneh) concerning the daily offering. [SO7b - V-T]

Mekhilta de-Rabbi Yishmael, Pisha 5, Exodus 12:6 — Parallel, unit 30 on the linked page.
Natan/Yonatan variants were not subjected to a manuscript study. [SO7c - V-T]

Seder Olam Rabbah, chapter 11 — Jericho on Shabbat and the inference about Nissan 14; the
competing Seder HaDorot account was not checked at source. [S30 - V-T]

Mishnah Pesachim 6:1-2 — Sacrificial service and preparatory acts must be distinguished.
[SO3 - V-T]

Mishnah Eduyot 1:5-6 and its commentaries — Rambam, Bartenura, Tosafot Yom Tov, Melekhet
Shelomoh and Tiferet Yisrael are distinct witnesses. [S17 - V-T]

Tosefta Pesachim ch. 4; numbering varies — Parallel narrative. R1 used mediated and partial
textual evidence; exact numbering depends on edition. [SO3b - V-T: partial]

Tosefta Sanhedrin 7:11 — Hillel’s seven interpretive rules before the elders of Beseira; reference
from the opening round. [S33 - P: mediated/partial]

Yerushalmi Peah 7:5 — An unsettled law and public practice; not a census of practitioners.
[S19 - V-T]

Yerushalmi Pesachim 6:1 — Three arguments, received teaching, R. Avun and R. Mana.
[SO2 - V-T]

Shabbat 87b; Numbers 9; Joshua 5 — Wilderness Pesach and the weekday calculation from the
Tabernacle’s erection. Joshua 5 alone does not give a weekday. [S15 - V-T]

Eduyot 1; Eruvin 13b — Opening references to decision rules; not a ruling for three threads in
Menahot. [SO5 - V-T: partial]

Pesachim 66a-b and Rashi — Narrative, order of arguments, knife; Rashi on halakhah zo and
vekhi me’ahar de-gamir. [SO1 - V-T]

Beitzah 5a — A decision requiring another formal decision for repeal; applicability here is not
automatic. [S29 - V-T]

Beitzah 20a-b and Rashi — Laying hands on a festival offering; Hillel, Bava ben Buta and
establishment of a ruling. [S24 - V-T]

Rosh Hashanah 25b — The judge of your own day; not by itself a complete law of choosing
precedents. [S28 - V-T]

Mishnah Hagigah 2:2; Hagigah 16a — The dispute over laying hands on an offering across the
pairs of leaders. [S26 - V-T]

Yevamot 14a and Rashi — Factional division, distinct courts and differing practices. [S23 - V-T]

Bava Batra 74a and Rashbam — The wilderness dead; counting threads and winding units.
[SO8 - V-T]

Sanhedrin 14a — Ordination by R. Yehudah ben Bava; a different meaning of semikhah.
[S27 - V-T]
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%99_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%93%D7%91%D7%A8_%D7%98_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%99_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%93%D7%91%D7%A8_%D7%9B%D7%97_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9B%D7%99%D7%9C%D7%AA%D7%90_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%A9%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%91_%D7%95
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%93%D7%A8_%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%9D_%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%94_%D7%99%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%95_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%95%D7%99%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%90_%D7%94
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%AA%D7%90/%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%93
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%AA%D7%90/%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9F/%D7%96
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%99_%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%94_%D7%96_%D7%94
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%99_%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%95_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%A4%D7%96_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%99%D7%92_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A1%D7%95_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%94_%D7%94_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%94_%D7%9B_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9_%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%9B%D7%94_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%97%D7%92%D7%99%D7%92%D7%94_%D7%91_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%93_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%91%D7%90_%D7%91%D7%AA%D7%A8%D7%90_%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%99%D7%93_%D7%90

Sanhedrin 88b — Referral procedure and decision; proliferation of disputes among the students
of Shammai and Hillel. [S25 - V-T]

Avodah Zarah 7a and commentaries — Two sages; Tosafot on ha-nish’al; Rashba on ve-im hayu
shenayim; Ritva on hayu sheneihem, under their names on this page. [S18 - V-T]

Menahot 34b; Rashi and Tosafot — Order of passages and its interpretations; the observer’s
right differs from the wearer’s. [S10a - V-T: partial]

Menahot 41b — Beit Shammai: four; Beit Hillel: three; Rav Pappa’s ruling. [S09 - V-T]

Temurah 16a — Forgotten teachings and reasoned recovery; it does not identify every law
discussed here. [S06 - V-T]

Niddah 22b-23a — One side freed for inference (mufneh): R. Yishmael learns without rebuttal;
the Sages allow rebuttal. [S22 - V-T]

Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 1:1-5 — Categories of law, court majority, Sanhedrin procedure and
competing rulings. [SO4a - V-T]

Rambam, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:1-4 — Reconsidering an interpretation; enactments; widespread
protective decrees; temporary rulings. [SO4b - V-T]

Rambam, Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2 — opening — Coordinator R3 NOS8: an interpretive derivation
does not by itself determine whether a rule is new or received. [S34 - V-T]

Rambam, Korban Pesah 1; Tzitzit 1:6 — Sacrifice and thread count were cited in the rounds; the
main conclusions here rely on the Mishnah and Menahot. [S32 - V-T: partial]

Ramban, Critiques of Sefer HaMitzvot, root 2 — The sequence beginning ve-havvei yodea and
aval ha-kavvanah: a particular law through a particular verbal analogy. [S20 - V-T]

Shibbolei HaLeket, Hilkhot Tzitzit §3 — Ruling for Beit Shammai on thread count; extracted
digital text, no manuscript inspection. [S31 - V-T: partial]

Meiri, Tzelah, Penei Yehoshua; Terumat HaDeshen §126 — Proposed interpretations of the
forgetting; no claim that all were fully read. [S11 - P: mediated/partial]

Kesef Mishneh, Mamrim 1:5; 2:1 — Scholarly stature and stringency; generational acceptance
after the compilations were closed. [S14a - V-T]

Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 34:1-4 — Prevailing practice and fulfilling both opinions.

[S10b - V-T]

Shulhan Arukh HaRav, Orah Hayyim 34:3-5 — Rashi and his school are the principal ruling; a
God-fearing person also accounts for the other opinion. [S10c - V-T]

Studies of Judean Desert tefillin — Adler 2011, The Content and Order of the Scriptural Passages
in Tefillin, pp. 205-229; Cohn, Tangled Up in Text; Yadin 1969; Milik, DJD II/VI; Schiffman. R1
references, not an independent examination of objects. [S13 - P: mediated/partial]

Fixed-calendar figures — About 11.5% was cited secondarily. No independent computation or
application to an observational calendar is claimed. [S16 - P: mediated/partial]

Likkutei Sihot, vol. 18, Behaalotekha II — Edited Yiddish text; p. 106 n. 26; p. 107 §4 and n. 33;
p. 116 identifies its origin. [S21 - V-I: coordinator]

Sihot Kodesh 5737: 11 Nissan — Unedited Yiddish transcript; booklet pp. 16-21 / volume pp.
588-593; §22 on p. 591. [S12a - V-I: coordinator]

Sihot Kodesh 5737: final day of Pesach — Unedited transcript; pp. 38-45 / 650-657; majority
discussion pp. 43-44 / 655-656, §§49-50 and starred note. [S12b - V-I: coordinator]

Pesach on Shabbat ¢ Expanded research 3.2 ¢ Editing and translation: YeshivahAl. The English is an
editorial translation, not an official translation of the talks. Research materials
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%A4%D7%97_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%96%D7%A8%D7%94_%D7%96_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%93_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%90_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%AA%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%94_%D7%98%D7%96_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%9B%D7%92_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9E%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A9_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9D_%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9F_%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A9_%D7%91
https://www.sefaria.org/Shibbolei_HaLeket,_Hilkhot_Tzizit
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%A1%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A1%D7%95_%D7%90
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