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A passing sight, an attitude that remains

Eve stands before Adam complete, and he says, “Bone of my bones
and flesh of my flesh.” Why did the way she was created need to be
concealed from him? Rashi explains: “So that he would not see the
piece of flesh from which she was created, and she would become
distasteful to him.” Here the difficulty begins: childbirth also
involves blood, yet the baby is welcomed affectionately. What turns
a passing sight into diminished appeal?

The research follows five links: the meaning of diminished appeal;
the sight prevented; its continuing influence after completion; the
possible difference from childbirth; and Rashi's choice of this
reason to explain sleep in the plain meaning of Scripture. It
preserves disagreements: an answer suited to a formless piece is
not necessarily an answer to separating a complete body.

Where the inquiry has advanced  What remains to be examined

Diminished appeal concerns favor  No judgment of lesser worth

and reception need be added

Persistence is explicit in Rashi and Its weight against affection and
Yafeh To'ar wonder is not fully explained
Avot deRabbi Natan connects Its precise relationship to
seeing a baby girl with difficulty Rashi's revulsion requires
marrying her distinction

Commentators explain sight, Their reasons must not be

knowledge, pain, and presentation merged into one interpretation

This is the full Research Booklet: interpretations, evidence,
rejected proposals, and conclusions, followed by detailed
comparison of reports by Dot, Grok Bot, Grok Heavy, and Claude,
including errors and retractions. Scores describe particular
reports in this process. The editor's responsibility is examined too;
agreement between models is no substitute for a source.

2 %



3

The inquiry was conducted at Beit Midrash YeshivahAI under
human direction and rabbinic supervision. Historically, V7
incorporated four improvement reviews of V6 while preserving the
source foundation and certainty levels. A reader booklet with
precise research references was then developed. This English
edition translates the subsequently corrected Hebrew research
text; the historical version labels remain part of its record.

Reading guide

From the question and sources to disagreements, conclusions,
and the next test.

1. What exactly is difficult -4 6. What explanation can be - 43

in Rashi's wording? built, and how can it be

2. How does an earlier sight -9 tested?

affect reception after 7. Which approaches - 49
completion? remain outside the proof?

3. Why can childbirth and -16 8. What can be concluded, -53
family closeness evoke and what remains open?

love? Appendix: the review - 55
4. Why sleep, andwhy did -25 process and assessment of
Rashi choose this reason? reports

5. Does diminished appeal -41 Sources for study - 88
ﬁt t‘I?le condition before the Unit map and certainty . 90
S levels

Unit identifiers were preserved across editions even when their order
changed. The final map lists all thirty-one units and the status of their
claims. Page numbers are calculated from this file; the cover is page 1.
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1. What exactly is difficult in Rashi's
wording?

T1 - The question: why would seeing creation affect
Adam's attitude toward Eve?

The verse reads: “The L-rd G-d caused a deep sleep to fall upon
the man, and he slept; He took one of his sides and closed up
flesh in its place.” Rashi's three relevant comments, in their
order with clarifying punctuation, are: “From his sides - from
his sides, as in 'the side of the Tabernacle'; this is what they
said: two faces were created”; “He closed - the place of the cut”;
then the comment discussed here. Parenthetical source
indications differ between transcriptions; they are not

established here as Rashi's original wording.

Rashi on Genesis 2:21:

1LY 712NN N2 11N WA NPNN IR KW — mpo 1w, “He
slept, and He took - so that he would not see the piece of flesh
from which she was created, and she would become distasteful
to him.” ' This concerns Eve's creation, not Rachel's death and
not “He breathed.” In the comments available to us, “He closed
- the place of the cut” precedes “He slept, and He took,”
although the verse reverses their order. This order underlies a
disagreement among the commentators.

The question is not simply why blood or a wound might repel.
Childbirth also involves blood and difficult sights, yet one can
see them and love both child and mother. Some recoil from
blood; others do not. Momentary revulsion need not destroy the
appeal of the person before us. The questioner does not
assume an intrinsically filthy substance, such as excrement,

1. Rashi, Genesis 2, 21.
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%A9%22%D7%99_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91_%D7%9B%D7%90
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%A9%22%D7%99_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91_%D7%9B%D7%90

but a process creating life. Why must its sight be prevented so
that Eve does not become distasteful?

Shared origin might instead increase closeness. Adam later
knows and says, “Bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh.”
Sleep does not conceal this fact. We must clarify what sight
adds to knowledge, what diminished appeal means, and why
Rashi chose it to explain sleep. The questioner seeks an
explanation belonging to the plain meaning of Scripture, not a
generic “it is disgusting.”

Wikisource marks the comment “there, 17,” following a
Bereishit Rabbah reference; the Chabad translation cites
Sanhedrin 39. These indications are not a manuscript collation.
Both sources contribute to the inquiry, but parenthetical
citations alone cannot establish Rashi's historical choice.

T2 - What would count as an answer?

The inquiry separates five questions. First, wording: does “she
would become distasteful to him” mean her embarrassment, a
judgment of worth, or his rejection of her? Second, sight: a
formless piece, a complete body at its cut, or Adam's body with
the removal site open? Third, its effect: how does seeing one
stage affect reception after completion? Fourth, interpretive
choice: what does revulsion explain in the verse and opening
words, and is pain rejected? Fifth, consistency: how does the
proposal fit “bone of my bones,” childbirth, and Adam before
the sin?

We need not demand a psychological experiment or an
exceptionless law from Rashi. Still, merely suggesting that
someone might recoil does not complete the explanation. A
source describing what happened, a commentary clarifying the
affected relationship, and a proposal explaining why it was

5%



affected are three different achievements. Each stage identifies
what was achieved.

T1-T26 were preserved from V1 despite changes in order. T27-
T29 were added in V2; T30 in V3; T31, on Akedat Yitzchak, in
V4. The final map lists all thirty-one. Q1-Q5 are follow-up
questions; S1 onward identify sources. Review reports are
assessed as research claims; their agreement is not additional
evidence in place of a source.

Consistency also involves Rashi's sequence in Genesis 2:20-24:
seeking a partner, sleep, presentation, recognition, and “one
flesh.” Ramban disagrees at verse 24, so his words do not
automatically become Rashi's answer. Logical possibility, a
grounded reconciliation, and proof of the reason remain
distinct whenever sources are combined.

Follow-up questions and answer status

These formulations are editorial expressions of the research
dossier's tracking map, so the question codes are intelligible
without the original brief.

Question What needs clarification? Answer status and unit

Q1 Why does Rashi explain sleep  Reasons differ by commentator and
through revulsion rather than  bodily interpretation; pain is not
pain alone? unanimously rejected. T9-T14, T20,

T30

Q2 What connects witnessing Persistence is explicit; its weight
formation with diminished against affection and wonder is not
appeal after completion? fully explained. T3, T28, T22

Q3 How does diminished appeal = Shame, modesty, and revulsion are

fit the condition before the sin distinguished; a special limit applies
and “they were not ashamed”? to Levush's interpretation. T23

6 ¢



Question What needs clarification? Answer status and unit

Q4 What positive explanation can A defined inference about preventing
be taught, and what must the sight and protecting reception,
remain qualified? not a universal psychological law.

T22, T26, T29

Q5 Was a specifically identified None was located within the
explanation by the Rebbe documented search; no claim is made
located? that none exists. T25

Three bodily accounts

Partzuf: Adam and Eve are described as two joined faces or
sides that separate, not a piece lacking human form. Zanav,
literally “tail”: in the discussion and commentaries, a part
taken and built into awoman; Maskil LeDavid emphasizes its
lack of form before construction. Actual rib: a rib in the bodily
sense, as distinguished by Be'er BaSadeh. These are different
interpretations, not three stages in one process.

How to read the claim levels

Explicit: stated in the source in context. Inference: an editorial
conclusion from a source or combination; it must not be
attributed to a commentator without marking it. Proposal: an
explanation not proved, even if grounded. “Not proved” does
not mean “rejected.” Detailed ledger labels remain; a unit
containing disagreement does not give every sentence one
status.

Access to a source - scan, transcription, mediation, or partial
reading - must also be separated from the strength of the claim
derived from it. A scan does not itself prove a reviewer read it,
and a transcription does not make every inference explicit. In
textual criticism, a “witness” attests a reading; an “apparatus”
lists variants in an edition; a “collation” systematically
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compares witnesses. No collation not performed is claimed
here.

T27 - “She would become distasteful to him”: favor and
reception

Adam is the grammatical subject of “see”; Eve might become
distasteful in his eyes. This is neither Eve's embarrassment nor
Adam's shame about his body. The Talmud's result is “repulsive
to him.” Lekach Tov says, “So that she would not become
unappealing to him and he would not reject her.” 2 Mizrachi
likewise uses “become unappealing to him.” These support
rejection and diminished affection without necessarily adding a
conscious judgment that Eve is of lesser worth.

Kiddushin 41a connects “become unappealing to him” with the
duty of love. Shabbat 64b discusses “not become unappealing
to her husband” and the concern that this could lead to divorce.
These are substantive sources for the marital meaning of the
phrase, not merely substituted vocabulary. Yet Kiddushin may
concern seeing a previously unknown characteristic, and
Shabbat concerns adornment. Neither expressly discusses
remembering the formation of a now-complete body. [source]

[source]

Dot and Claude's R1 reports rightly called for correcting V1's
framework: an additional transition from nausea to a judgment
of status need not be proved. The more precise question is how
seeing the flesh makes Adam fail to welcome Eve affectionately
after formation. The word's meaning is clearer; the cause of the
response still needs explanation.

The commentary printed under Rashi's name on Bereishit
Rabbah also describes an open presentation that did not please

2. Lekach Tov, Genesis 2, 21-23.
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https://www.sefaria.org/Midrash_Lekach_Tov%2C_Genesis.2.21
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%99%D7%93%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%9E%D7%90_%D7%90
https://www.sefaria.org/Shabbat.64b
https://www.sefaria.org/Midrash_Lekach_Tov%2C_Genesis.2.21

him and a concealed presentation that did. 3 Its attribution to
Rashi is not settled here. It reinforces the language of affection
and reception; it does not establish a law about every witness to
life's creation.

2. How does an earlier sight affect reception
after completion?

Understanding Rashi requires moving from what is seen to
what remains of seeing. The Talmud's analogy and the Midrash
commentary teach that connection. After reading them, we can
distinguish describing the effect from explaining its strength
against other feelings.

T3 - The Sanhedrin analogy: two comments by Rashi

Sanhedrin 39a objects that taking the side during sleep
resembles theft. 4 After the analogy of silver replaced with gold,
the question is why the side was not taken openly. Meat is then
placed beneath embers and offered to eat; the observer says, “It
is repulsive to me.” The application: had the side been taken
openly, she would have been repulsive to him.

Both comments by Rashi must be read. On preparing the meat:
“This is how it is roasted; because he saw it in its unappealing
state, it became repulsive to him.” On the application: “He
would see her being cut out before her formation was
complete.” The first comment already appeared in Grok Bot's
initial report but was omitted from V1's body; R1 reviews
restored it. This was an editorial omission, not a source first
discovered in the present round.

The explicit pattern is that seeing an earlier condition affects
reception of what is offered later. Rashi does not require an

3. Commentary printed under Rashi’s name, Bereishit Rabbah 17, 7; 18, 4.
4. Sanhedrin 39a with Rashi.
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https://www.sefaria.org/Rashi_on_Bereshit_Rabbah.17.7
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%9C%D7%98_%D7%90

unnatural process; he says this is the normal roasting method.
The text does not say “half-roasted” or that every observer of
cooking rejects the food. This provides the explanation's
foundation without a universal law or details not stated about
the meat.

On the daughter's identity, Lekach Tov explicitly says “the
emperor's daughter,” as does Ben Yehoyada. This inquiry does
not settle every textual witness; the identity does not affect the
revulsion reason. Preventing a particular sight is central. T30
adds Be'er BaSadeh's distinctions concerning knowledge.

The two analogies answer different questions: silver and gold
establish the benefit; meat establishes why the manner of
giving still matters to reception. Dot proposed this in R2, but it
received insufficient space in V3. It is accepted as an
explanation of the passage's structure: something good can be
given in away that harms its appeal without reducing its value.
This alone does not explain why the particular sight of Eve's
creation carries such weight.

T4 - Ben Yehoyada: even the meat analogy needs
explanation

Ben Yehoyada asks, “Why is it more repulsive to a person if he
sees it before roasting?” He suggests meat held by a baby for
sucking. ® After roasting, it repelled the emperor because of its
prior use. In the application he writes, “Human flesh, after
being cut from him, becomes repulsive in his eyes.” Both
comments were checked in V2's foundation and R2 reports; no
claim is made to reread the entire book.

The baby detail is Ben Yehoyada's explanation, not the
Talmud's wording. Its strength is a specific reason for rejecting
cooked meat; we must not claim no commentator noticed the

5. Ben Yehoyada, Sanhedrin 39a.
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analogy's difficulty. Rashi, however, mentions no baby. This is
interpretive expansion, not permission to rewrite the analogy
in Rashi's name.

In the application, Ben Yehoyada posits revulsion toward flesh
cut from the body. He does not discuss childbirth or explain
why the new complete appearance does not outweigh the
earlier impression. His words contribute without settling the
whole question. They do not establish that watching meat
preparation is always repulsive.

In “cut from him ... in his eyes,” the owner of the body is
looking at flesh cut from himself; this is not a neutral account
of any observer looking at someone else's flesh. His discussion
of the daughter's motive and “degradation” interprets the
dispute's setting. Neither necessarily distinguishes every
childbirth observer nor resolves the entire childbirth
comparison.

T5 - Bereishit Rabbah: mucus, blood, and two creations

In the common text of Bereishit Rabbah 17:7, Rabbi Yosi
answers the concealment question through the first creation:
Adam saw her covered with mucus and blood, rejected her, and
a second creation followed. The description also appears at
18:4, on “this time.” V4 first examined a scan of the Theodor-
Albeck edition in this dossier, rather than online transcriptions
alone. 7 [source]

Textual findings: at p. 158, on 17:7, the body prints “he saw her
filled with mucus and blood.” The apparatus records

% 07 0°7°7 INIK IXN: compared with witness lamed, the added
word is “filled,” while mucus and blood are already present. The
commentary says, “I emended here too: filled with mucus,

6. Bereishit Rabbah 18, 4.
7. Bereishit Rabbah, edition Theodor-Albeck, pp. 158, 163-164.
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etc.,” after citing chapter 18. Thus the editor did not insert the
whole mucus-and-blood phrase into a text lacking it. Variants
include simply “he saw her” and “she became unappealing,” or
“unappealing in his eyes.” Not all witnesses agree. The spacing
of “filled” in the editorial note and the reading cited for lamed
establish the addition's extent. Dalet and peh also include
mucus and blood; other readings are shorter or describe
ugliness. Not all sigla were identified here, so they must not be
counted as independent votes or described as a manuscript
collation.

In chapter 18, pp. 163-164, the same sight appears in Rabbi
Yehudah bar Rabbi's exposition. The apparatus records
reversed order, “blood and mucus,” but no witness omitting the
phrase. This is a conclusion within the apparatus's scope, not
about every possible manuscript. At p. 164, “he distanced her
from himself” is explained as undoing the creation and
creating again. The commentary does not add completion and
adornment of the first creation, explicit in Yafeh To'ar. That
addition cannot be assigned to every interpretation, nor must
the accounts necessarily contradict. The childbirth comparison
should therefore also be grounded here and in Avot deRabbi
Natan B:8, not solely the disputed chapter 17 wording. Avot
deRabbi Natan is cited at p. 158 and was checked against
Schechter's print in V5; see T17. 8 This does not change Yafeh
To'ar or Be'er BaSadeh, who themselves discuss mucus and
blood. Their wording must not be stripped of a sight they
explain because the Midrash text varies.

Classification depends on the textual unit, not the book's title.
Rabbi Yosi's unit in Yalkut Shimoni 23 and Bereishit Rabbati 44
is indirect testimony through compilation or adaptation, not a

8. Avot deRabbi Natan version B, chapter 8; Schechter edition, Vienna 1887, pp. 23-24.

12 %


https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/2d/Avot-de-Rabbi-Natan-Schechter-1887-HB38247.pdf#page=58
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/2d/Avot-de-Rabbi-Natan-Schechter-1887-HB38247.pdf#page=58

direct manuscript of Bereishit Rabbah. The checked
transcriptions read “he saw her and distanced her” in 23 ?, and
“she became unappealing in his eyes and he distanced her” in
Rabbati 44 1 without mucus or blood in that sentence. These
resemble the apparatus's shorter types. Yalkut 24, the “this
time” unit parallel to 18:4, includes mucus and blood. This is
correspondence of readings; without identifying every siglum,
it is not a further independent verification of the edition's
witnesses. Rabbi Yehoshua's “like his sister” narrative in
Rabbati is another unit. Differences between works do not all
prove corruption.

Two creations, separation of a joined side, and cutting a lump
of flesh must not be assembled into one narrative. Rashi here
does not give the complete first-creation narrative. With
“perhaps one may say,” Yafeh To'ar proposes that removal came
first and deep sleep belongs to the second creation. This is his
reconciliation, not a chronology agreed by all interpretations.

At the end of 18:4, creation “in a dream” is mentioned. Etz
Yosef connects it to sleep and imagination. ' The commentary
printed under Rashi's name says “she was created during
sleep.” Neither attests that Adam dreamed of the cutting. In the
same unit, Rabbi Tanchuma's exposition about marrying a
relative is understood as greater affection, also limiting the
claim that familiarity or kinship always repel (commentary
printed under Rashi's name, Bereishit Rabbah 17:7; 18:4). source]

This examination read scans of p. 158 and pp. 163-164 with
their notes. No independent manuscript collation was
performed, nor were all sigla identified anew. The claim is a

9. Yalkut Shimoni Genesis, sections 23-24.
10. Bereishit Rabbati, Bereshit, unit 44.
11. Etz Yosef, Bereishit Rabbah 18, 4.
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verified report of the critical edition, not an independent ruling
on the ancient text.

T6 - The matron: acquaintance can alter appeal

The matron adds that she grew up in the same house as the
man she was intended to marry; she became unappealing to
him and he married someone less attractive. “I add to your
words” presents her story as further evidence, not a
purposeless anecdote. Matnot Kehunah and Etz Yosef explain it
as additional evidence for Rabbi Yosi. 12

[ts contribution is the distinction between beauty itself and the
appeal a person finds in someone encountered in a particular
way. The history of acquaintance matters. “Less attractive than
[” shows that superior beauty did not ensure his choice. This
does not attest later-acquired beauty or witnessing birth or
creation. Yafeh To'ar extends the comparison from seeing
ugliness to the familiarity of growing up together. V1's framing
mainly as a story that establishes no rule was therefore
incomplete: its positive explanation must come first.

Yet the story does not say he witnessed her formation, nor
expressly attest that all familial affection remained. It does not
show that growing up together always removes marital desire.
An important wording in Bereishit Rabbati, discussed in T17,
adds “like his sister” and clarifies the relationship; it too needs
a bridge to witnessing Eve's creation.

T28 - Yafeh To'ar: persistence and the manner of
presentation
On “he saw,” he describes her becoming repulsive even after

completion and adornment: 137 1NYT PN 79112 °RIW °0Y,
“because he saw her in her unseemly state, his mind drew

12. Midrash commentaries: Maharzu, Matnot Kehunah, Etz Yosef; Radal, 17, 7.
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away from her.” 3 He cites the meat analogy in Sanhedrin. This
explicitly grounds persistent rejection after completion, rather
than merely renaming “repulsive.” A scan accompanies
transcription of key passages; expanding abbreviations does
not license replacing words.

The full context adds three arguments. In the second comment
on “at first,” he asks why two creations were needed: had the
question only been why secretly, one could explain that it
prevented her becoming unappealing. He proposes that the
first creation enabled Adam to see “that He had acted
appropriately” by creating her secretly afterward. The first
sentence must retain its role inside a question. The scan reads

“by force of the matron's question”; “the matron's addition” in
proposal GB2-1 is not exact transcription.

Second, he places the braiding and presentation in the second
creation: “That occurred in the second creation.” This explicitly
assigns chronology. It does not alone prove that only concealed
adornment works: he says the first creation too was completed
and adorned yet remained repulsive. Third, “I add” develops an
a fortiori argument: even growing up together without seeing
ugliness may lose favor; all the more so seeing her
unseemliness. This concerns the strength of the result, not
proof that familiarity and seeing blood have one mechanism.
The reading is “in the house with him,” not “his brother.”

He thus explains what remains of the sight and how
acquaintance's history affects favor. Even the a fortiori
argument, however, relies on a particular response to
unseemliness. It does not prove revulsion must outweigh every
source of Adam's affection. This remains the question; wonder
and revulsion need not be treated as mutually exclusive.

13. Yafeh To'ar, Bereishit Rabbah 17, scan HebrewBooks 42241, PDF p. 240.
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Rashi on Ezekiel 16:6 describes a newborn in blood with “even
in your unseemliness.” 1 This verbal resemblance makes it
harder to dismiss childbirth merely by claiming one case is
unseemly and the other is not. It does not prove Yafeh To'ar
deliberately alludes to that Rashi or that both sights coincide in
every detail.

Verification and correction: the full Yafeh To'ar scan,
HebrewBooks 42241, PDF p. 240, was rechecked in V3. It reads
171112, not TMY°02, printed in V2. Claude identified the error;
Dot independently proposed correction from the scan. The
editor confirms it and accepts responsibility for the earlier
overconfident quotation. In R4, Dot withdrew the yod added in
R2, 711712, also absent in print. The old archive must not be
silently altered.

3. Why can childbirth and family closeness
evoke love?

Completion does not necessarily remove the earlier
impression. We now examine the other side: the same
elements - shared origin, body, and blood - can occur within
love. Showing that the cases differ is insufficient; we must
identify which difference might explain their different
reception.

T7 - Ramban: shared origin draws spouses closer too

Ramban on Genesis 2:24 explicitly rejects Rashi's explanation
of “one flesh” through the child: “Rashi's words” 1°, followed by
“this has no adequate explanation.” He explains attachment
through the woman being formed from the man's bones and
flesh, prompting him to want her always with him. This

14. Rashi, Ezekiel 16, 4-6.
15. Ramban, Genesis 2, 24.
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strongly supports the questioner's intuition, beyond parental
love alone.

Distinguish the disagreements: Ramban disputes Rashi at verse
24; this does not establish disagreement with the sleep reason
atverse 21. Origin as a cause of closeness differs from
conscious knowledge of origin. Ramban links attachment to
origin and then to the nature implanted in descendants; he
does not isolate knowledge's effect. His words contradict the
claim that merely being part of Adam degrades Eve or cannot
suit marital love. They do not prove every knowledge of origin
draws people closer at every time under every interpretation.

This limits the answer “parent versus spouse”: for Ramban,
origin draws spouses closer too. His view must not be
attributed to everyone. Be'er BaSadeh, under a particular
interpretation, fears advance knowledge could diminish
affection. V3's conclusion was therefore too broad and
conflicted with the unit's ending.

Abarbanel on verse 24 explicitly links Adam's love for his wife
to her being bone of his bones, comparing it with later
generations' love through offspring. 1® He accepts Rashi's
direction on “one flesh,” rejected by Ramban. Within
Abarbanel's own commentary, origin-based love and
diminished appeal from seeing formation coexist; we must not
call them contradictory for him. At verse 21, “the part ... loves
it” describes the part's love for the whole; reversing that
sentence cannot itself prove Adam loves her.

R2 added explicit love-oriented sources. Saadia Gaon explains
that creating her from his limb evokes mutual care. 7 Raavad's
introduction to Ba'alei HaNefesh combines a hierarchical
structure with loving her as oneself and honoring her more

16. Abarbanel, Genesis 2, 24, including “they were not ashamed”.
17. Saadia Gaon, Genesis 2, 21, in Hebrew translation.
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than oneself. ' Tzeror HaMor 2:18 says she is part of him and
he loves her as himself. 1° Their dimensions of dependence
must not be erased, but neither support revulsion without a
bridge.

The generalization was corrected: Be'er BaSadeh proposes
temporary concealment of origin under one bodily account,
whereas partzuf makes this impossible and requires preventing
sight. “Knowledge can never repel” is therefore not agreed.
Ramban and the Netziv retain their views; an explicit
disagreement is now developed in T30.

Rabbi Dostai in Niddah 31b explains seeking a wife through an
owner searching for his lost possession. 2% Rashi specifies an
unmarried man seeking a wife. Origin can thus explain turning
toward her. But origin's role in the relationship must be
separated from conscious knowledge's effect; not every source
addresses the latter. No unwritten verbal contradiction should
be manufactured.

T8 - Ha'amek Davar: the hand analogy does not
explain loss of appeal

On verse 23, the Netziv describes Adam's love because Eve is
from him: “as a person loves his hand.” 2 In later generations,
attachment makes them one. On verse 24 he also says “entirely
subordinate,” within the part-whole relationship and the
change after the sin. His hierarchical dimension must not be
blurred.

Dot sharpened this in R4, and the comment was verified anew:
the Netziv describes love “before he had relations with her and
before he became attached to her.” Absence of previous

18. Raavad, Ba'alei HaNefesh, introduction.

19. Tzeror HaMor, Genesis 2, 18.

20. Niddah 31b: Rabbi Dostai: lost possession; Rabbi Meir: renewed affection.
21. Ha'amek Davar, Genesis 2, 23-24.
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intercourse and attachment does not exclude love. Yet verse 23
follows “He brought her” in verse 22. Before intercourse does
not mean before presentation: this does not prove the same
love already operated during cutting. It strengthens the
affection question without fixing its weight at an undiscussed
time.

Subordination does not establish Grok Bot's initial proposed
link: that watching a part of his body being cut makes it lack
appeal. In the same commentary, the hand analogy explains
love. Dependence, attachment, and equality may be discussed,
but cannot be equated with revulsion without a source.

Since V2, the correction avoids opposite generalizations: it
neither denies subordination in the Netziv nor equates it with
lost appeal. The original report's proposal remains a proposal,
as marked there; its inference to diminished appeal remains
unsupported.

T16 - Childbirth: affection despite unseemliness, and
kindness in nature

What does childbirth test? “Everyone embraces” limits
explanations based on blood or unseemliness alone. It does not
prove Adam felt no revulsion or identify newborn affection with
marital desire. Avot deRabbi Natan's link to marital desire must
be read separately in T17.

Dot added Vayikra Rabbah 27:7 in R1: a soiled newborn,
“covered with mucus and blood, everyone embraces and kisses
him.” 22 This is a midrashic image, not measurement of every
observer. But “everyone” extends the question beyond parents.

R2's precision matters: the exposition says “even though” and
uses “abhorrent.” It does not deny an unattractive sight; it
describes loving reception despite it. Thus it challenges blood

22. Vayikra Rabbah 27, 7.
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and unseemliness alone as requiring the relational outcome,
not the possibility of recoil itself.

In the parallel at Vayikra Rabbah 14:4, Etz Yosef adds a positive
explanation: “Even though he is full of filth, G-d implanted in
nature that he becomes dear in everyone's eyes, to embrace
and kiss him.” 22 Dot supplied the source; the editor read the
unit and all ten comments. It explains the childbirth side,
rather than merely adding a challenge. It does not establish
that only parents love independently of appearance.

R4 strengthened the distinction: Avot deRabbi Natan B:8
expressly uses seeing a blood-covered girl as an example of
difficulty marrying her, within an answer about Eve's creation.
“Overly familiar with her” was verified in print; see T17. This
advances beyond a conceptual distinction. Yet the source
neither says seeing blood produces love nor asks “everyone
embraces.” Connecting it with newborn affection is an

inference from two sources (Schechter, Vienna 1887, pp.
23-24) [source]

Conversely, relationship type does not prove Eve could not
receive such natural favor. Rashi in Sotah says a woman has
favor even when unattractive. 24 Be'er Mayim Chaim's
challenge is stronger: why assume granting favor here would
require an additional miracle?

The comparison depends on interpretation. Mizrachi and
Maskil LeDavid, following “before completion,” describe a
piece before form; childbirth presents an already-formed baby.
This is a real descriptive difference, but alone does not require
one response rather than another. Lack of form is not every
commentator's limit.

23. Etz Yosef, Vayikra Rabbah 14, 4.
24. Sotah 47awith Rashi on the woman’s favor.
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In Midrash and Be'er BaSadeh the descriptions are especially
close: newborn and Eve are both covered with mucus and
blood. Blood and unseemliness are not unique to one. Identical
components, however, do not make every detail identical: Be'er
BaSadeh concerns the separated side; Levush concerns a
complete body with an open cut. Neither is adequately
answered by “complete baby versus formless lump.”

Claude's proposed common factor - flesh without complete
covering and repair - remains a proposal, not a quotation. A
further route, now sourced in Avot deRabbi Natan, concerns
acquaintance and marital desire; it does not prove every recoil
from cutting follows that mechanism.

Abarbanel describes Eve's formation as “wallowing in her
blood,” resembling Ezekiel's newborn language. The phrase
omitted in V2 was restored. It supports the comparison's
relevance without equating anatomy. Combining resemblance
to birth with diminished appeal does not prove relationship
type is his entire distinction; Claude's conclusion remains a
proposal.

Vayikra Rabbah 14:2 also uses silver deposited secretly and
returned as gold publicly to describe complete souls born from
reproductive material. 2° Maharzu explicitly refers to Bereishit
Rabbah 17:7. 26 The connection is real: it teaches the product's
worth and creation's kindness, not automatic transfer of
revulsion. Claude proposes that birth presents a complete
product rather than all its formation. This is a possible
inference; “secretly” in the analogy describes the deposit, not
itself a rule that all formation must remain hidden.

R3 proposed two qualifications. First: Sotah concerns favor
“always in her husband's eyes, even if unattractive”; Kiddushin

25. Vayikra Rabbah 14, 2-4.
26. Maharzu, Vayikra Rabbah 14, 2.
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41lawarns against marriage without seeing; Niddah 31b teaches
familiarity and renewed affection within marriage. Combining
them distinguishes receiving a spouse from newborn affection
and prevents childbirth from simply refuting Rashi. It does not
prove favor cannot operate before marriage or why it does not
overcome revulsion here. Kiddushin requires seeing to avoid
entering a relationship without knowledge; it does not instruct
concealing unattractiveness. The comparison concerns sight's
effect on relationships, not identical remedies.

Second, Grok Bot's claim, expressly retracted in R4, that Eve's
unique creation lacks a natural law of newborn favor is
rejected. Claude offers the narrower point that Etz Yosef on
every birth does not establish such a law for Eve. That limit is
accepted but does not prove favor cannot be granted. A unique
creation could establish nature, without proving this particular
mechanism; Ramban and the Netziv themselves describe later
nature from the first creation. Sotah and Be'er Mayim Chaim
also support the favor question. Etz Yosef's “even though”
proves affection despite sight, not how everyone would respond
without that affection. Both directions require caution.

T17 - Family closeness and marital desire: what has
strengthened?

Bereishit Rabbati, Bereshit unit 44 in the digital edition, has
Rabbi Yehoshua answer within Eve's creation discussion:
“When awoman grows up with a man, he does not readily
marry her, because he sees her as his sister.” The matron
confirms it. Context connects early acquaintance to creation,
but the sentence does not describe watching a cut (Bereishit
Rabbati, unit 44) [source]

The R4 addition: Avot deRabbi Natan B:8, Schechter, Vienna
1887, pp. 23-24, gives Rabbi Yehoshua and the matron's unit.
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After the moon and bone-and-flesh analogies, p. 24 says:
“Furthermore, whenever a man sees a girl covered with blood,
he does not readily marry her (from his heart) [because] he is
overly familiar with her.” Growing up together and seeing her
as a sister follow. The matron says, “Rabbi, you have satisfied
me,” and describes him marrying someone less attractive. Grok
Bot located the Theodor-Albeck quotation and transcription;
the editor verified Schechter's print, PDF p. 58. [source]

Wording and status: “because” is printed as a bracketed
correction replacing “from his heart.” “Overly familiar with
her” is not bracketed; note 31 also records a variant with “with
her” in manuscript H. Schechter's introduction, p. XXX,
explains bracketed readings from the Halberstamm
manuscript. The reason is not wholly a modern transcriber's
addition. Manuscripts themselves were not examined. Note 30
records 17°22 DTIN 7°7 NN°9N, preserved without silent
correction.

Contribution: an explicit midrashic link now joins a blood-
covered girl to marital desire, in an answer about Eve. Context
presents a birth image though the sentence does not say
“birth.” Thus the newborn-versus-marital distinction is not
merely invented by the editor. Combined with Vayikra Rabbah
and Etz Yosef, affection despite appearance need not require
later marital desire. Avot deRabbi Natan does not itself ask why
newborns are loved or say seeing blood causes love.

Reason and limit: “overly familiar with her,” alongside “like his
sister,” grounds familiarity and acquaintance, beyond merely
stating a result. But “not readily” is not “never,” and
overfamiliarity must not always be defined as absence of
attraction. Rashi emphasizes an unappealing sight before
completion. The two reasons' relationship remains to be
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clarified; Avot deRabbi Natan does not prove Rashi's full
intention (Sanhedrin 39a with Rashi). [source]

Gur Aryeh on “a help corresponding to him” distinguishes
father-son assistance from a woman “important and equal in
standing to the man.” ?7 This illuminates relationship structure,
not Adam's response to blood. Ramban, the Netziv, and Rabbi
Tanchuma describe affection increased by closeness, so
familiarity is no universal rule of rejection (Ramban 2:24;
Ha'amek Davar 223-24, Bereishit Rabbah 184) [source] [source]

[source]

Grok Bot withdrew the rigid before/after-presentation window
in R3, then “the danger is before the relationship forms” in R4.
Avot deRabbi Natan describes difficulty entering marriage;
Niddah 31b describes familiarity and aversion inside marriage
too. Rashi explains “weary of her - she is repulsive to him ... so
that he does not become habituated to her and she becomes
dear to him.” There is no immunity afterward. Nor is timing
proved irrelevant. No defined sensitivity window or date when
favor forms is established (Niddah 31b: Rabbi Dostai and
renewed affection according to Rabbi Meir). [source]

Be'er BaSadeh links origin knowledge with loss of affection
under one alternative; under partzuf he separates necessary
knowledge from preventable sight. T30 reads these claims
separately. Neither “only sight harms” nor “knowledge always
repels” reconciles them.

T18 - Status and the “product” proposal: what
remains?

Grok Bot initially proposed that the woman should be received
as a gift and corresponding helper, not a subordinate part;
Claude linked mystical separation to Adam viewing her as his

27. Gur Aryeh, Genesis 2, 18.
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“product.” Both sought a deeper meaning than unpleasant
sight and marked their suggestions as proposals. They must
not be portrayed as claiming all this was explicit.

The problem is that G-d forms her and Adam still knows after
sleep that she comes from him. If knowledge creates a
diminishing attitude, sleep did not remove its cause. If sight
alone does, its special effect needs a source. The Netziv's hand
analogy does not supply it: it explains love.

In R1, Claude withdrew the separation-to-maker/product bridge
and proposed anchoring an image instead. That retraction is
accepted. Lekach Tov and Abarbanel discuss status and the
chosen limb, but do not interpret Rashi as ownership induced
by watching. Affectionate presentation remains; the product
thesis is not a conclusion.

Be'er BaSadeh corrects “he knows afterward, so concealing
knowledge has no purpose”: temporary concealment is indeed
a commentator's proposal. It does not endorse product or
ownership; it concerns affection and acquaintance, not
contempt for Eve as Adam's product. The original bridge
remains rejected for lacking sources on sight and ownership,
not because timing can never matter.

4. Why sleep, and why did Rashi choose this
reason?

“Side” does not mean the same thing in every interpretation.
Partzuf here is a complete human side separated from Adam;
zanav is the limb or appendage from which the woman was
formed, not yet her complete form. Be'er BaSadeh also
discusses an actual rib. Bodily description changes what Adam
would see, know, or find painful. Each commentator must be
followed within his interpretation.
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T9 - Mizrachi and Siftei Chachamim: a piece before
form

Mizrachi connects “piece of flesh” to the woman being formed
from zanav. 28 Siftei Chachamim, citing Nachalat Yaakov,
brings Rashi's “before completion” in Sanhedrin and links
revulsion and closing the cut to that interpretation. 2° Nachalat
Yaakov itself remains read through Siftei Chachamim.

Be'er BaSadeh expressly rejects that inference from Sanhedrin:
after citing Nachalat Yaakov, he says, “I see no indication of
this there.” 3% Verified in print, this prevents presenting the
restriction to zanav as an agreed conclusion from the passage.

This is not merely a generic claim about blood. The sight is
material without complete form, and encountering it may affect
reception of the formed woman. Mizrachi's “become
unappealing to him” also strengthens T27's language analysis.
Maskil LeDavid explicitly connects being a piece with
revulsion's applicability.

These words do not prove every observer of creation responds
this way. But they are not wholly without a reason: absence of
form is their reason. Why it determines Adam's favor even after
completion, and why the wonder of formation does not
outweigh it, remain questions.

»

Siftei Chachamim's sources must be separated. On “He closed,
the passage ending [Maharshal] says, “I say even according to
partzuf,” allowing a cut under two faces too. Nachalat Yaakov's
restriction of revulsion does not restrict every closure
explanation. V2 wrongly assigned “I say” to Siftei Chachamim's
author; Claude prompted correction. A work called Nachalat

28. Mizrachi, Genesis 2, 21.
29. Siftei Chachamim, Genesis 2, 21: Maharshal; Nachalat Yaakov cited therein.
30. Be'er BaSadeh, Genesis 2, 21: “He closed”; “He slept, and He took”.
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Yaakov on 929, attributed there to Rabbi Yaakov of Lissa, does
not verify the work cited by Siftei Chachamim.

T10 - Maskil LeDavid: absence of form and degree of
pain

Maskil LeDavid assigns revulsion to zanav: “Since she was only
a piece of flesh, revulsion certainly applies.” 31 He finds no
revulsion reason under partzuf and explains sleep through
preventing separation's pain. This genuinely differs from
Levush, rather than restating one explanation.

At the end, a reason omitted from V1 appears: taking one piece
from below involves “not so much pain; therefore he sought the
revulsion reason,” whereas separating partzuf causes great
pain. He also addresses painless Divine separation: no miracle
is performed unnecessarily. Both parts were read directly in the
full comment.

This specifically addresses why Rashi needs revulsion: for this
commentator within zanav, pain is less sufficient. It is not a
medical finding or an agreed view among all Rashi's
commentators. The plain-meaning conclusion rests on a
particular removal account.

The previous comment explains Rashi's order by combining
interpretations, “one for this opinion and one for that.” His
whole reading cannot be summarized as “zanav only”: the
restriction concerns revulsion within a more complex
sequence.

Radal on Pirkei deRabbi Eliezer 12, note 31, proposes, “Perhaps
this reason fits only the opinion of zanav,” asking what adds
revulsion to a separated partzuf. 32 “Perhaps” is retained. This
is further interpretive testimony in Maskil LeDavid's direction;

31. Maskil LeDavid, Genesis 2, 21.
32. Radal on Pirkei deRabbi Eliezer 12, note 31.
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without examining literary dependence, it is not called an
independent research witness.

Radal also describes deep sleep canceling sensation and
mentions physicians' drugs, supporting pain. No historical
response to Yafeh To'ar is attributed without evidence. Against
Maskil LeDavid's small-pain argument, Be'er BaSadeh holds
even that pain should be prevented. His additional
disagreement with Radal concerns revulsion under partzuf.
This is substantive comparison, not a claim of historical reply.

T11 - Levush HaOrah: a complete body at the cut

Levush disputes restricting revulsion to zanav. 3 A complete
partzuf seen cut from Adam “without skin and flesh covering
the place of the cut” might become distasteful. Rashi's “piece of
flesh” can thus mean the cut flesh of the partzuf, not
necessarily material without human form.

Levush also explains the order differently: Rashi defines the
side, then explains what was closed, and afterward explains
sleep. He emphasizes Rashi's pursuit of plain meaning. His
plain-meaning argument cannot be accepted while his
disagreement about the sight is omitted.

Under this approach, “childbirth presents a complete person”
does not fully dismiss the comparison. A complete form can be
present here too; the open condition needs explaining. Levush
and Maskil LeDavid remain distinct, and any combined
explanation must identify which it fits.

Abridged Yafeh To'ar on Bereishit Rabbah 18:1 cautions against
taking all adornment accounts literally. 34 This neither
invalidates Levush's cut explanation nor makes all Rashi
allegorical; it is a boundary within Yafeh To'ar's commentary.

33. Levush HaOrah, Genesis 2, 21.
34. Abridged Yafeh To'ar, Bereishit Rabbah 18, 1.
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T30 - Be'er BaSadeh: what can be concealed, and why is
sight needed?

Be'er BaSadeh's argument has three layers, to be read
separately: three bodily accounts - partzuf, zanav, actual rib;
two alternatives to sight - joy of discovery and concealing
origin; and two negations showing why these alternatives fail
under partzuf. Only then can we understand why sight is
needed without cancelling pain.

1. What remains of the other reasons: pain and
revulsion

Be'er BaSadeh maintains pain: “Thus it fits even zanav: the
reason is that he should not suffer.” He strengthens this
through the Targum's actual rib involving considerable pain.
This answers Maskil LeDavid's dissatisfaction with relatively
small pain under zanav. He asks, “Why should he suffer even
the slightest amount?” Even minor pain is not abandoned
(Be'er BaSadeh, Genesis 2:21, on “He closed” and “He slept,
and He tOOk”). [source]

Revulsion applies under partzuf too: “Full of blood and mucus;
there is no greater revulsion than this.” This is not necessarily
Levush's uncovered-skin reason. He calls the sight repulsive
but does not compare it with postnatal affection. Immediately
after citing the matron and mucus-and-blood passage comes
“see there in the commentary on Yalkut.” That commentary's
identity remains unresolved; the reference belongs here, not to
the later Sanhedrin 103 proof.

2. Three bodily interpretations and two alternatives

Separate bodily accounts from explanations. Joy, cited from
Akedat Yitzchak, follows “But according to an actual rib, as in
the Targum and Bereishit Rabbah, we do not need the revulsion
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explanation”: it is expressly attached to an actual rib.
“Alternatively” concerns zanav or an actual rib: “So that he
would not know she was taken from him and she would not be
dear to him because she is flesh of his flesh.” The purpose is
preventing knowledge that might diminish affection, not
diminishing affection itself. Concealment lasts “for a time.”
Pain was already maintained under zanav. Extending the
explicit joy attribution to zanav requires marking an inference.

This table summarizes this unit alone; each cell corresponds to
a sentence in sections 1-6.

Reason or

alternative

Partzuf

Zanav

Actual rib

Pain

Applicability of
revulsion

Alternative 1:
discovery's joy,
cited from Akedat
Yitzchak

Alternative 2:

concealing origin,

“alternatively”

Need for Rashi's
sight explanation

Not eliminated by
the argument
(section 3)

Explicit: “full of
blood and mucus”

Excluded: “he
immediately knew
it was taken from
him”

Excluded: “Adam
cannot fail to know
this”

Needed: “therefore
the reason that he
should not see was
necessary”

Maintained: “even
under zanav”

Not denied
(section 5)

Not stated
expressly;
assigning it to
zanav is an
inference

Stated;
concealment “for a
time”

Unneeded: “under
zanav this reason
is unnecessary”

Considerable
pain, following
the Targum

Not denied
(section 5)

Explicit after “but
according to an
actual rib”

Stated;
concealment “for
atime”

Unneeded: “we do
not need the
revulsion
explanation”

3. Two negations under partzuf and their conclusion

Read both negations in place. “He immediately knew it was
taken from him” precedes “alternatively,” answering sudden
discovery: noticing the joined part missing behind him reveals
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its removal. Against concealing origin he says, “Adam cannot
fail to know this, since the partzuf was removed from behind
him.” His conclusion: “Therefore the reason that he should not
see was necessary.” He distinguishes unavoidable knowledge
here from preventable sight.

This sequence explains why sight is needed under partzuf, not
every emotional effect or proof that sight is stronger than
knowledge. It does not eliminate pain, already maintained.
“One may say” and “alternatively” offer alternatives; joy and
concealment must not be merged into one argument.

4. Concealment's limits: “flesh of his flesh,” “for a
time,” and Amon

“Flesh of his flesh” prevents claiming all origin knowledge
creates closeness, unlike Ramban and Akedat Yitzchak's
direction. One may distinguish origin-based attachment from
familiarity that diminishes favor; this is a proposed
reconciliation, not an explicit agreed distinction among
authors.

“For a time” gives timing significance: later knowledge does
not cancel temporary benefit. One may infer a role for
encounter order, not permanent immunity from later
knowledge. Benefit might lie in affection formed first, or in
reception at that moment without future guarantee. These are
possibilities, not an exhaustive distinction written by the
commentator. Saadia's extra-rib account has Adam know
beforehand and upon waking; it limits transfer to every rib
interpretation, rather than internally refuting Be'er BaSadeh.

The Sanhedrin 103b reference was verified: Rashi, concerning
Amon and his mother, says a person is “sated with” the place
from which he emerged. 3° Be'er BaSadeh uses this to explain

35. Sanhedrin 103b with Rashi on “the place from which you emerged”.
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possible distance from origin knowledge. It is not a universal
rule against shared-origin love, nor a license to import Amon's
story into Eve's. Rashi concerns the one emerging in relation to
origin; Eve raises Adam's attitude toward someone who
emerged from him. Be'er BaSadeh may generalize closeness in
reverse, but that is interpretive expansion, not identical cases.
This challenges the proof's strength without denying his
reasoning.

5. “We do not need”: necessity, not denial

“We do not need the revulsion explanation” denies its necessity
under those alternatives, not all possibility under zanav or an
actual rib. His pairing of Bereishit Rabbah with actual rib while
using its blood as evidence supports this. It is reinforcement
from his use of Midrash, not a claim that every Midrash
tradition has one bodily interpretation. T30.b, saying he
excludes all revulsion under zanav, changed from “uncertain”
in V3 to “rejected” in V4. Applicability, necessity, and
preference differ. His own pain explanation prevents claiming
pain entirely eliminated.

6. Rashi's comment order: why sight fits partzuf

On “He closed,” he first argues that Rashi never cited or hinted
at zanav: “Our teacher did not bring this opinion anywhere or
hint at it.” This is the author's claim, not checked through a
fresh survey of all Rashi. He adds a plain-meaning reason: “The
verse's plain meaning does not suggest that side means zanav.”
Rashi gives two faces and must not be assigned an unmarked
switch. The ending says the order signals partzuf, since “under
zanav this reason is unnecessary.” This strengthens sight's fit
to his reading of Rashi, without a new emotional mechanism or
cancellation of pain.
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Documentation and corrections

Grok Bot brought Be'er BaSadeh, Jerusalem 1846, in R2. V4
rechecked both “He slept” and preceding “He closed,”
HebrewBooks 22552, PDF p. 23. Claude prompted three
corrections: “immediately knew,” not “at once” in different
Hebrew wording; “we do not need,” including “we”; and no
added “he holds” abbreviation absent in print. Omitting “we”
cannot shorten a quotation silently. In R3 Grok Bot retracted
R2's opposite claim that Be'er BaSadeh rejects pain. The editor
wrongly accepted it in V3's T14 despite possessing the scan
and accepts responsibility. Claude correctly identified the
negations' sequence, verified again. His point about Rashi's
direction from emerging person toward origin is accepted
(section 4). Akedat Yitzchak, previously mediated, was read
directly in V4's T31.

T12 - Gur Aryeh and Divrei David: why close the site?

Gur Aryeh connects closure with deep sleep: “Necessarily, it
was so that she would not become distasteful to him.” 36
Closing the flesh of the cavity likewise prevents a sight
diminishing his wife's appeal. This explains Rashi's closure-
before-sleep order. “Necessarily,” restored in V2, must retain
its force within his argument.

He ends by noting partzuf need not leave a cavity: closure can
concern the cut. Thus he does not establish identical cavities
under every anatomy. Divrei David also explains closure as
preventing revulsion, within his own argument. 37

“Flesh of the cavity” is not a healed scar. Claude's initial “open
scar” was inaccurate for the open site, but criticism must not

36. Gur Aryeh, Genesis 2, 21, note 39.
37. Divrei David, Genesis 2, 21, on “He closed”.
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expand it into a claim that every later scar degrades. Retain the
source's removal-site sight.

Yeriot Shlomo proposes two complete joined faces, attached
only in part, with closure at the cut alone. 38 This further
explains anatomy and closure, without a new sight-to-favor
mechanism.

Divrei David asks why Scripture reports closure, not just why
the body needs it. His question must not be merged with Gur
Aryeh's. Nor does it imply cuts lack bodily reasons for closure
absent diminished appeal; it concerns the detail's role in
interpreting the verse.

T13 - Pain, fear, and a woman presented affectionately

Radak's plain explanation prevents pain: no miracle is needed
where sleep can achieve the purpose. *® He also cites the
Sages: taken “with his awareness while awake,” she would be
repulsive; brought “without his awareness,” she is dear.
“Awareness” must not silently become “seeing” as a quotation.
Radak also explains “he slept” as restful sleep after removal;
this is not every commentator's division of the sequence.

Abarbanel combines preventing diminished appeal while she
forms “wallowing in her blood,” preventing pain, and sudden
joy like finding something good. 4% Adam initially thought she
came from elsewhere, then recognized their closeness. This
partly supports encounter versus later knowledge. He does not
reject pain generally.

Sforno says, “So that he would not fear or suffer.” 41 Chizkuni
attributes sleep to compassion for his pain 42, and Malbim to

38. Yeriot Shlomo, Genesis 2, 21.
39. Radak, Genesis 2, 21.

40. Abarbanel, Genesis 2, 21-22.
41. Sforno, Genesis 2, 21.

42. Chizkuni, Genesis 2, 21.
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preventing separation's pain. 4 Chizkuni was read directly in
V2, correcting V1's omission.

Pain already appears in Pirkei deRabbi Eliezer 12:7: G-d spared
him pain by inducing deep sleep. 44 Bereishit Rabbati also cites
Rabbi Eliezer. It is not merely a late plain-meaning view. Two
traditions alone do not prove Rashi deliberately weighed and
rejected one; that claim needs further argument.

Saadia adds Divine power and loss of consciousness with
preventing pain, and answers theft through Adam's
completeness and benefit. This differs from the meat analogy
and is not historical verification of Rashi's choice. Akedat
Yitzchak, mediated in V3, was read directly in V4's T31. This
discussion is not medical guidance.

T31 - Akedat Yitzchak: a felt lack and a sudden
discovery

Be'er BaSadeh attributes joy to Akedat Yitzchak. Gate 8 on
Genesis 2:21-23 was read in V4, pp. 192-193 of the Da'at
edition, with p. 191's context added in V5. This is a typeset
edition based on Lviv 1868, not a scan of that print. 4°

Rabbi Yitzchak Arama begins with recognizing the missing
helper: “Once he reached this recognition, immediately” deep
sleep followed. He cites the Sages' prevention of diminished
appeal through seeing formation; the transcription refers to
Sanhedrin 39. Then comes the possibility that sleep prevented
flesh hurting during separation of its connections. The exact
citation marking is not assigned to the author without checking
print.

43. Malbim, Genesis 2, 21-22.
44. Pirkei deRabbi Eliezer 12, 7.
45. Akedat Yitzchak Gate 8, Genesis 2, 21-23; Da’at edition pp. 192-193.
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He then prefers: “The correct explanation is that He did so that
she would come unexpectedly, like a sudden discovery, and he
would rejoice greatly in her.” Surprise and the previously felt
lack intensify joy: “Both together increase joy in the finder's
heart; this is the essence and root of bridegrooms' joy.” “The
correct explanation” marks preference, not explicit rejection of
the previous two or proof they form one mechanism.

Sleep thus participates in moving from recognized lack to
finding a helper. Presentation is “so that he would see,
recognize, and rejoice in finding the helper he sought.” Rashi
on verses 20-21 also links “I have no partner” to “immediately
He caused.” 4 They share the earlier lack; surprise itself is not
stated in the Rashi under study.

Akedat Yitzchak sees creation from one another as
strengthening closeness and love. P. 193 reads, “According to
their unity and resemblance, love and companionship between
them will strengthen.” Dot's R4 quotation substituted a word
suggesting duration and inferred growth of love over time. It
does not match the checked edition, so that specific inference
was not adopted. P. 191 establishes equality and resemblance;
recognition of origin during encounter contributes to joy.

Origin knowledge does not conflict with discovery's joy here.
Nor should this reason be merged with Be'er BaSadeh's
concealment alternative, where knowledge may diminish
affection. Be'er BaSadeh uses discovery within his own bodily
divisions; those divisions are not assumed to appear in Akedat
Yitzchak.

The preferred reason works without revulsion and does not
explain why sight outweighs affection. It does not prove Rashi
intends surprise or that first impressions determine all future

46. Rashi, Genesis 2, 20; 25.
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reception. It establishes another interpretation, not an
automatic refutation of necessity argued within a particular
reading of Rashi. Presentation's positive explanation is
stronger; revulsion remains unexplained by it.

T14 - Be'er Mayim Chaim and Yafeh To'ar: sleep's
purpose is disputed

Be'er Mayim Chaim asks why deep sleep is needed and why Eve
cannot be granted favor despite the sight. 47 He answers by
distinguishing sleep, which shows the angels Adam is not
divine, from removal during existing sleep to prevent
diminished appeal. He connects “He slept, and He took” with
the etnachta pause. Both sections were verified in V1-V2; Grok
Bot added scan reading in R2. The author did not leave his
question unanswered.

He answers two questions: why sleep occurred, and why
removal happened then. Timing needs only a modest reason,
since Adam was already asleep. A reason sufficient for
removal's timing need not suffice for sleep itself. He neither
leaves the verse unexplained nor proves revulsion alone
necessitated sleep. V2's mistaken table presentation as an
unanswered question is documented and corrected.

Sotah 47a says “awoman's favor in her husband's eyes”; Rashi
says “always in her husband's eyes; even if unattractive, she
finds favor.” “Always,” omitted in shortened quotations, was
restored. This proves neither that favor begins only after
presentation nor that it cannot change. It strengthens the
possibility of granting favor. Etz Yosef on newborns shows
divinely given favor may be natural rather than an additional
miracle (Sotah 47awith Rashi). [source

47. Be'er Mayim Chaim, Genesis 2, 21, 1-2.
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Abridged Yafeh To'ar, Bereishit Rabbah 17:4, assigns sleep to
removal and disagrees with the angels exposition. Its
transcription was read in V3 and S48 upgraded. Both Grok and
Grok Bot identified it in R1; credit cannot go to only one. It is a
different comment from the full discussion of the matron. [source]

Pain is genuinely disputed. Full Yafeh To'ar denies its
necessity: G-d can separate painlessly, and even humans use a
drug. Be'er Mayim Chaim also objects. Be'er BaSadeh does
not belong with them: he maintains pain even under zanav.
V3's opposite claim was a factual error from Grok Bot R2. He
belongs alongside Radak, Maskil LeDavid, and Radal while
preserving disagreement over pain's degree. Their reasons
must not all be merged.

Claude proposes that preventing sight itself grants favor rather
than competing with it. This explains a possible presentation
choice, not why no other way exists, and is not Be'er Mayim
Chaim's explicit answer. Applying “no unnecessary miracle” to
favor is unsupported unless that favor is first shown to be
miraculous.

T20 - What does Rashi explain in the plain meaning?

“He slept, and He took” links sleep with removal's manner. Agra
DeKallah's Rashi glosses ask, “Why during sleep, and why not
openly?” 48 Rashi's sequence connects the missing helper to
sleep, then construction, presentation, and recognition. These
are interpretive data, not alone a first-impression theory (Rashi,
Genesis 220, 225) [source]

Strength within his
interpretation

Commentator Question and reasoning

Mizrachi “Piece of flesh” fits zanav, A proposal marked “perhaps”
explaining the order

48. Agra DeKallah, Rashi glosses, Genesis 2, 21.
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Strength within his

Commentator Question and reasoning

interpretation
Nachalat Yaakov  Cutting before completion Mediated interpretation; not
in Siftei and the link to zanav every comment speaks with
Chachamim one voice

Maskil LeDavid  Less pain under zanav; great A focused reason for revulsion

pain under partzuf under zanav
Levush HaOrah  Defining “side” requires Revulsion applies under
explaining the cut partzuf too; a different
division
Gur Aryeh Sleep and closure prevent the “Necessarily” within his
removal site's sight argument
Divrei David Why Scripture reports closure Sleep proves closure's

interpretive role

Yeriot Shlomo The joined faces' connection  Explanation of location, not a
requires closure favor mechanism

Be'er Mayim Sleep itself versus removal's  Revulsion alone does not

Chaim timing require sleep

Be'er BaSadeh Three bodily accounts; plain ~ Explains sight's necessity
meaning and Rashi's order; under partzufwithout
unavoidable knowledge cancelling pain, even under
under partzuf; rejects zanav; alternatives remain

Nachalat Yaakov's inference  within their interpretations

Saadia Gaon Completeness and benefit An independent argument; the
answer theft; sleep prevents  rib is known beforehand, so
pain no initial concealment of

origin

Akedat Yitzchak  Felt lack and sudden Preferred after revulsion and
discovery increase possible pain, not proof of
presentation's joy Rashi's intention or a

combination of all reasons

Lekach Tov 2:22 describes adornment and presentation like
wedding attendants. Agra DeKallah, Bereshit 392, explicitly
connects Sanhedrin's analogy with renewed presentation
without seeing the side. This is a significant new bridge,
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marked by him as a possible allusion, not proof of Rashi's plain
meaning (Lekach Tov 221-23) [source] [source]

Positively, the reason serves the sequence: removal occurs
without Adam seeing separation, and he receives the formed
woman; some commentators add closure. Pain does not explain
the sight-closure-presentation link in the same way. But adding
a reason does not prove Rashi rejected pain, and denying
closure any other role exceeds the evidence.

A “five-year-old studying Scripture” can understand origin
knowledge versus the sight of encountering a person without
ownership or mystical intellectual faculties. Plain-meaning
demands do not prove every emotional detail. Why the sight
harms favor remains to be tested by interpretation, not
dissolved by the label “plain meaning.”

T21 - What necessity is claimed, and about whom?

The sources describe Adam in the creation story, not
necessarily everyone at every time. Someone untroubled by
blood does not alone refute Rashi. Individual variation also
does not explain why this reason is needed here.

Gur Aryeh's “necessarily” belongs to his sleep-and-closure
argument. Maskil LeDavid has a specific interpretive necessity:
relatively small pain under zanav does not perform revulsion's
role. These arguments should be presented and tested, not
replaced by generic “the verse can mean this.”

“So that he would not” expresses prevention. It alone does not
distinguish possible danger, certain result, or suitable
presentation. The research does not soften the source into
mere risk to escape difficulty. “Might” here limits our
generalization from the narrative, not Rashi's wording.
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Three levels remain distinct: a possibility consistent with
Scripture; a reconciliation grounded in wording and context;
and necessity excluding alternatives. Even “necessarily” must
retain force alongside commentators disputing its premises.
Be'er Mayim Chaim separates necessity for sleep from benefit
in removal's timing.

5. Does diminished appeal fit the condition
before the sin?

So far we examined reception of Eve. Adam before the sin
requires further precision: bodily shame, awareness of
modesty, and diminished affection are not synonyms. The
following discussion examines relevant interpretations rather
than resolving everything through a generic definition of
human nature.

T23 - Before the sin: shame, modesty, and favor differ

If Adam and Eve were unashamed of their bodies, could Adam
recoil from the bodily sight during creation? This is distinct
from childbirth. Absence of nakedness-related shame must not
automatically mean absence of beauty or affectionate
reception; each commentator's interpretation needs
examination.

Rashi 2:25 attributes absence of shame to not knowing modest
conduct before eating from the tree. “She would become
distasteful” is not automatically nakedness shame or moral
embarrassment. Yet naming distinct categories alone does not
prove every familiar revulsion applied before the sin.

Levush on verse 25 clarifies that they did not lack all modesty
or moral knowledge. 4° Without the evil inclination, concealing
those bodily activities was unnecessary. On verse 23 he also

49. Levush HaOrah, Genesis 2, 23; 25.
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mentions something immediately repulsive while interpreting
the described union intellectually rather than as an act. This
grounds distinction within a Rashi commentator, though he
does not explicitly join the sleep and nakedness comments.

Claude added Rashi 4:1, placing conception and birth before
the sin. %0 Verified, it prevents the simple answer that all union
and birth began afterward. Birth's existence does not directly
establish visual revulsion. “His mind was not satisfied” does not
independently prove sensory experience either: Maskil
LeDavid on 2:23, following Rama, interprets it through naming
and rejects literal reading.

Bereishit Rabbah 17:6 uses beauty and “not degraded like an
animal” in creating the body. This strengthens that the
vocabulary is not limited to post-sin nakedness shame; it does
not alone establish Adam's particular sensation. [source]

Guide of the Perplexed 1:2 and Mizrachi on 2:25 distinguish
truth/falsehood from attractive/unseemly. This philosophical
comparison must be read within its framework, not imported as
Rashi's answer. A parallel translation was retained; Ibn Tibbon's
wording was unverified in V2, with Claude's R2 reading
distinguished later. Q3 concludes no simple contradiction is
proved, but no commentary explicitly combines all
components of the pre-sin question. [source]

Matnot Kehunah explains Bereishit Rabbah 17:6's degradation
through exposure of the anus. %2 This differs from Eve's
creation and cannot evade the questioner's distinction between
creating life and excrement. It limits the claim that all
degradation begins after the sin, rather than directly
explaining rejection of Eve.

50. Rashi, Genesis 4, 1.
51. Maskil LeDavid, Genesis 2, 23.
52. Matnot Kehunah, Bereishit Rabbah 17, 6.
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Abarbanel on verse 24 also proposes that unity and love made
them one flesh, so they were unashamed before one another as
a person is unashamed before himself, then offers other
explanations. This explicitly combines body, love, and absence
of shame, but must not be imported as Rashi's framework.

[source]

Dot argues that a grounded reconciliation within Levush does
not require one sentence joining all his comments: absence of
nakedness shame does not eliminate every response to beauty
or revulsion. This is accepted without becoming a complete
explanation of Adam's reaction to Eve.

Divrei David 2:23 disputes exclusively intellectual
interpretation and describes creatures initially attractive, then
repulsive. 33 Its transcription was checked in V3; nearby OCR
errors remain, without scan verification. Maskil LeDavid and
Levush cannot therefore be presented as agreed on “his mind
was not satisfied.”

Claude read Ibn Tibbon's Guide translation in R2: this is the
reviewer's reading, not independent editorial verification in V3.
The tension between attractive/unseemly in verse 25 and
diminished appeal in verse 21 needs treatment within Mizrachi,
not borrowed distinctions from another commentator.

6. What explanation can be built, and how
can it be tested?

We can now combine results while identifying source and
editorial synthesis. We build from the explicit outcome to
sleep's role, then test against birth, affection, knowledge, and
bodily accounts. A counterexample may limit an explanation
rather than erase it.

53. Divrei David, Genesis 2, 23.
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T22 - Reception and sight's continuing influence:
grounded or proposed?

Briefly: sleep serves reception. It prevents a sight leaving
aversion even after bodily completion and permits affectionate
presentation. This is a defined inference combining sources,
not one commentator's statement. The following separates
explicit claims, variables, connections, the inference, and
remaining proposals and questions.

The strengthened explanation does more than identify blood or
a cut. Rashi in Sanhedrin and Yafeh To'ar describe an earlier
sight affecting later reception. This is explicit, not editorial
speculation. Sleep prevents that sight; Be'er BaSadeh's partzuf
account retains origin knowledge. Limiting our generalization
does not cancel the source's account (Sanhedrin 39a; Yafeh
To'ar, HebrewBooks 42241, PDF p. 240; Be'er BaSadeh 2:21).

[source] [source] [source]

Explicit sources: Rashi says seeing an unappealing state causes
rejection and specifies “before completion.” Yafeh To'ar retains
rejection after completion and adornment. Radak describes
dear reception without awareness; Abarbanel and Akedat
Yitzchak explain discovery's joy; Lekach Tov describes
completion and presentation. Avot deRabbi Natan B:8 links a
blood-covered girl to difficulty marrying her, because of
overfamiliarity. No single source states the entire synthesis
(Radak 2:21; Abarbanel 2:21-22; Lekach Tov 2:21-23; Akedat
Yitzchak, Gate 8, pp. 192-193; Schechter's Avot deRabbi Natan,
PP. 23-24) [source] [source] [source] [source] [source]

Persistence is explicit; memory is a possible explanation.
Completion removes bodily deficiency, but Yafeh To'ar says it
does not automatically remove aversion formed through
seeing. This connects a vanished condition with reception of
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the complete woman. Repeated recall of the image is not
expressly stated; memory is possible, not the only required
mechanism.

Origin, knowledge, and awareness differ. Ramban and the
Netziv link origin with love; Akedat Yitzchak includes
recognition during presentation. Be'er BaSadeh fears
knowledge under one alternative and expressly explains under
partzuf why knowledge cannot be prevented but sight can.
Radak contrasts aware-and-awake with unaware; awareness of
the act must not be silently quoted as sight.

General knowledge versus witnessing formation: a limited
possibility. Following Yafeh To'ar, Claude suggests knowledge
of the first creation did not prevent receiving the secretly
created second. This supports distinguishing general
knowledge from witnessing the present person's formation. Yet
the source does not detail all Adam knew of the second stages
or expressly limit revulsion to “that object.” The creations'
identities are interpreted differently, and Rashi here does not
tell both. The inference is accepted only as a limited possibility,
not a law that knowledge never transfers aversion (Yafeh To'ar;
Theodor—Albeck, PP. 158, 163-164) [source] [source]

Keep two routes distinct. First, an unappealing sight leaves
rejection after completion: explicit in Rashi and Yafeh To'ar,
with Be'er BaSadeh's blood-and-mucus partzuf. Second,
familiarity and acquaintance's history relate to diminished
affection: Avot deRabbi Natan, the matron, concealed
knowledge, and Niddah contribute. These are not two uniform
laws; each source has its case and reason. Neither identity nor
complete lack of overlap is proved.

Niddah linguistically supports the second route: Rashi explains
“weary of her - she is repulsive to him ... so that he does not
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become habituated to her and she becomes dear.” “Repulsive”
need not concern bodily disgust. Yet this alone does not make
Sanhedrin's mechanism loss of novelty: there an unappealing
sight is explicit. The parallel broadens vocabulary without
replacing context (Niddah 31b). [source]

The components answer T2's distinct questions. Sanhedrin and
Yafeh To'ar explain persistence after a passing condition. Be'er
BaSadeh's partzuf distinguishes knowledge from preventable
sight, answering “bone of my bones” after sleep. Avot deRabbi
Natan answers childbirth by separating newborn affection from
marital desire. Radak, Abarbanel, Akedat Yitzchak, and Lekach
Tov add positive reception within T20's verse sequence. Each
component has another source, sometimes another bodily
account, so the combination is an inference, not one
commentator's words.

Defined inference: preventing sight and affectionate
presentation together explain sleep's role in reception. Avot
deRabbi Natan strengthens the newborn-versus-marital
distinction, so childbirth is not a simple refutation. Newborn
affection comes from Vayikra Rabbah and Etz Yosef, not that
same unit, and sight is not proved to cause love. Be'er BaSadeh
explicitly distinguishes unavoidable knowledge and
preventable sight under partzuf, with temporary concealment
under rib/zanav. Combining that with persistent sight is our
inference, not his weighing of sight against affection. It
belongs neither solely to Yafeh To'ar nor universally to all
interpretations.

Unproved proposal: the first encounter has special decisive
weight. Claude's image-anchoring proposal differs from mere
persistence. Prolonged familiarity does not prove firstness;
discovery explains joy without a future law. Nor is a sensitivity
window ending in marriage proved. Niddah describes
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changing affection within marriage; Sotah does not date favor's
beginning. Grok Bot's retractions from rigid windows remain
documented (Sotah 47a with Rashi). [source]

Further limits: the Netziv describes love before intercourse, so
intercourse cannot begin all affection. That does not date love
to earlier formation or prove love must cancel recoil. Likewise,
distinguishing concealed temporary conditions in Sanhedrin
from permanent traits in Kiddushin is only a proposal; no
source explicitly joins them this way.

It is no longer correct to say no source connects seeing a baby
girl with marital desire. There is a source and reason. Three
questions remain: scope - whether overfamiliarity in Avot
deRabbi Natan is Rashi's unappealing-before-completion
mechanism (T17; T29's first row); weight - how sight and
familiarity combine with Adam's affection and wonder under
each body account; firstness - whether first encounter is
decisive, still unproved. Wonder, recoil, and love can coexist.
The explanation identifies sleep's removed obstacle and
beneficial presentation, not the only Divine way or a resolution
of every bodily account.

Next: T29's countertests examine the explanation against major
difficulties; T26 summarizes the graded conclusion.

T29 - Countertests for the combined explanation

What has been established? Remaining limit or question

Blood-covered Limits comparison: explicitly Newborn affection is not stated

girl: Avot links sight with marital desire; there; relationship to Rashi's
deRabbi Natan  overfamiliarity verified in mechanism still needs

B:8 print explanation

Origin as a Limits generalization: No dating to cutting, nor
reason for love Ramban and Netziv ground weighing of recoil

love in it, even before
intercourse and attachment


https://www.sefaria.org/Sotah.47a

What has been established?

Knowledge of
origin

Knowledge and
sight in the
second creation

Childbirth by
bodily account

Newborn with
mucus and
blood

Complete
partzuf

The matron and
“like his sister”

“In a dream”

Divinely given
favor

Favor after
marriage

Rib and
immediate
knowledge
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Interpretations disagree:
recognition adds joy in Akedat
Yitzchak; Be'er BaSadeh has a
fearful alternative

Limited inference: Yafeh To'ar
describes hidden
presentation after the first
rejection

Depends on interpretation: a
formless piece is not a
complete baby; blood and
mucus appear in the other
cases

Limits blood alone: affection
despite sight; “everyone”
extends beyond parents

Different interpretations:
Levush's cut, Be'er BaSadeh's
blood and mucus

Another acquaintance route:
Midrash context links
acquaintance with
concealment

Does not refute: an
interpretation means creation
during sleep

Limits necessity: Be'er Mayim
Chaim distinguishes sleep
and removal's purposes

Limits a rigid window: Niddah
describes familiarity and
renewed affection

Another interpretation: Saadia
describes recognition on
waking

Remaining limit or question

No agreement all knowledge
draws closer; distinguish origin
itself

Adam's knowledge is not fully
detailed; non-transfer of
aversion is a limited inference

Verbal similarity is not total
visual identity; answers cannot
transfer between
interpretations

Etz Yosef explains natural
affection; what parallels it in
Eve?

Two reasons, without proof that
form alone decides

No statement identifies
watching creation with a sibling
relationship

No testimony he dreamed of
cutting; no refutation can rest
on it

No proof revulsion alone
required sleep

Limits vulnerability confined to
relationship's beginning

Concealed knowledge cannot
transfer to every rib
interpretation



What has been established?

“We do not
need”

Lost possession
and origin

Discovery in
Akedat Yitzchak

Variants at 17:7

Rejects a misreading: denies
necessity, not possible
revulsion

Limits generalization: Rabbi
Dostai explains seeking the
woman through origin

Strengthens presentation:
surprise and earlier felt lack
increase joy

Textual limit: mucus and
blood already in lamed;
“filled” was added. No
omission is recorded at 18:4

Remaining limit or question

Do not attribute “no revulsion
under zanav” to Be'er BaSadeh

Origin as a reason for
relationship need not be
conscious origin knowledge

No lasting firstness or
elimination of diminished
appeal proved

Yalkut 23 and Rabbati 44 are
shorter; Yalkut 24 includes
blood. Neither independent
collation nor a new explanation
of weight

These tests are not a psychological experiment on Adam. They
prevent unwritten extensions and clarify each interpretation's
assumptions. A new source adds only if we identify the link it

explains.

7. Which approaches remain outside the

proof?

Some proposals broadened horizons through anatomy,
Kabbalah, and parallels. Their intellectual value does not
remove the need to show how they explain Rashi's words. They
remain here with reasons for not using them as proof.

T15 - Ralbag and other explanations: interpretations to
keep separate

Ralbag's word and narrative explanations describe a

membrane-covered piece growing in Adam's side, analogous to
formation in the womb. %4 Relevant units were read in V2; scope

54. Ralbag, explanation of Genesis 2, 21.
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is in the ledger. He rejects any necessity to read a bone
removed from the body and describes limbs built from the
piece. Abarbanel criticizes his reading.

He cannot prove Rashi's anatomy of cutting a rib. His womb-
like creation account is not his answer to diminished appeal.
V2 removed him as direct foundation for Rashi while
preserving his independent interpretation and the reason for
exclusion.

Alshich's vitality passage, read in V2, says removal was not
dead flesh later receiving a soul: she existed within Adam and
was taken alive. ®° Creation from Adam serves unity and love.
This is another purpose, not explicit revulsion. Malbim's
intellectual division of theoretical and practical faculties
likewise does not fill that link.

Be'er BaSadeh does not restore Ralbag as Rashi's foundation.
Ralbag's closure and Alshich's part-whole relation remain
distinct. Alshich's part longing for the whole runs from Eve
toward Adam; mutual attachment may follow, but the
quotation's direction must not be reversed.

T19 - Mystical separation and sleep: no proved bridge
to diminished appeal

Sha'ar HaKavanot describes deep sleep and separation in the
feminine configuration's repair and independence. °° Its
passage was read in transcription in V1. Likkutei Torah, Tavo
42b, was opened through the Lubavitch Library's public
interface in V2; precise reading status is in the ledger. (source]

Receiving intellectual faculties and formation not through the
male are real mystical sources. They do not say Rashi fears
Adam considers himself Eve's maker or explain “repulsive” and

55. Alshich, Genesis 2.
56. Sha’ar HaKavanot, Rosh Hashanah discourses, discourse 1.
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visible cutting. Claude retracted his mystical-to-plain-meaning
transfer in R1.

This chapter moved from childbirth comparison to extensions.
Its idea, source, and limits remain, not a closure of a plain-
meaning question. Current material offers no explicit bridge to
the studied Rashi; similar words “independence” and
“separation” do not suffice.

V2 omitted a separate Claude proposal, not the withdrawn
product thesis: some distance may preserve affection. Dot
distinguished “This day,” Likkutei Torah Tavo 41d-42a, from
the Rosh Hashanah/Yom Kippur discussion, 42b-c, in R2. %7 His
log reports reading both; this is not claimed as direct editorial
reading in V3. It remains a qualified Chassidic comparison,
without an explicit link to revulsion from cutting.

“A man and his sister” in Sha'ar HaKavanot is not itself
Rabbati's psychological relationship. Verbal resemblance is no
proved mechanism. Yafeh To'ar 47:1 connects part and
acquisition with the husband's crown °8, extending honor
rather than attesting degradation through watching creation.

T25 - Maharsha, parallels, and inconclusive searches

Maharsha on Sanhedrin 39a explains the emperor's argument:
concealment seems evidence of a disadvantage, answered by
the woman as benefit. ® Maharsha himself must not be
assigned the judgment that Eve is inferior. Silver/gold concern
the exchange's value; meat concerns concealment's manner,
not two identical proofs of an impression mechanism.

Rashi's “the eye sees and the heart desires,” Numbers 15:39,
reminds us sight can attract. 6 It concerns neither pre-sin

57. Likkutei Torah, Tavo, “This day,” section 2: 41d-42a.
58. Abridged Yafeh To'ar, Bereishit Rabbah 47, 1.

59. Maharsha, aggadic glosses, Sanhedrin 39a.

60. Rashi, Numbers 15, 39.

51 %


https://chabadlibrary.org/books/4001380884
https://www.sefaria.org/Yefeh_To'ar_on_Bereshit_Rabbah.47.1
https://www.sefaria.org/Chidushei_Agadot_on_Sanhedrin.39a
https://www.sefaria.org/Rashi_on_Numbers.15.39
https://chabadlibrary.org/books/4001380884
https://www.sefaria.org/Yefeh_To'ar_on_Bereshit_Rabbah.47.1
https://www.sefaria.org/Chidushei_Agadot_on_Sanhedrin.39a
https://www.sefaria.org/Rashi_on_Numbers.15.39

Adam nor proof of this response. Kiddushin, Shabbat, and
Niddah retain their different roles. Attendance-at-birth
halachah is no evidence of revulsion and no practical ruling is
issued. Psychological studies mentioned in inputs remain
unverified candidates.

Tzeror HaMor was completed at the correct anchor, Genesis
2:18; earlier search failure was not a negative finding. Rashi in
Sotah and abridged Yafeh To'ar were completed too. Be'er
BaSadeh became central rather than merely a search target.
Grok Bot reported wording-only Yosef Da'at and partial Iyun
Yaakov; neither is claimed as direct editorial reading or proof
nothing further exists.

Q5: R2 reports located no specific Rebbe explanation. Dot read
specified index sections and Likkutei Sichot vol. 35, pp. 2-4;
that candidate does not explain this phrase. Claude
documented searching and reading some Torat Menachem
volumes and Likkutei Sichot 30-39; 1-29, Biurim LePeirush
Rashi, and printed indexes were not exhausted. This describes
reviewers' scope, not the editor reading all volumes. It does not
prove no talk exists. R2 logs retain addresses and scope; no
empty search need be repeated merely to increase check
counts.

Grok Bot already qualified the absence-of-child argument from
“three kinds of favor” as weak silence-based reasoning. That
fairness correction is accepted; the argument still does not
show children lack favor. Avoiding Sefaria was his personal
policy: V5.5 and the read instructions contained no general
prohibition, so it was not imposed project-wide. Verified
alternative links aid access without automatically invalidating a
read transcription.
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V4 completed two R3 targets: direct reading of Akedat Yitzchak
Gate 8 and scans of Theodor-Albeck pp. 158, 163-164. They are
no longer “unopened.” Identifying Be'er BaSadeh's Yalkut
commentary remains unresolved after limited searching. Q5
was not rechecked in this editing round; no status change or
claim of absence. Divrei David 2:23 print and original Nachalat
Yaakov remain documented limits, not completed checks.

8. What can be concluded, and what remains
open?

The conclusion must hold real progress and unresolved
difficulty together. We distinguish confidently teachable
content, grounded synthesis, and the deeper question of sight's
weight against affection.

T26 - Graded conclusion and further inquiry

What can be taught confidently

Rashi connects sleep with preventing the sight of flesh during
formation or separation. Rashi in Sanhedrin and Yafeh To'ar
describe influence continuing after completion: the body is
complete, but sight-created aversion does not automatically
vanish. Sleep prevents this obstacle to receiving Eve
affectionately. No lesser worth or Adam-made “product” needs
to be added.

Why sight in Be'er BaSadeh? Under partzuf, removal cannot be
concealed, so ignorance-dependent alternatives fail and “not
see” is needed. This explains the reason's necessity, not its full
emotional action. He also maintains pain, even under zanav.
“We do not need” concerns necessity, not all possible
revulsion. Three bodily accounts and two alternatives remain
separate (T30).
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Differences depend on interpretation. Mizrachi and Maskil
LeDavid's piece before form differs from a complete newborn.
Levush has a complete partzuf with an open cut; Midrash and
Be'er BaSadeh have blood and mucus. For the latter, “lump
versus complete person” is insufficient. Avot deRabbi Natan
adds familiarity and marital favor, without proving Rashi's
complete intention.

Grounded interpretive synthesis

T22 builds this defined inference: preventing sight and
affectionate presentation together explain sleep's role in
reception.

Avot deRabbi Natan B:8 adds an explicit link from a blood-
covered girl to difficulty marrying her because of
overfamiliarity, within Eve's creation discussion. It goes beyond
“blood is disgusting” to acquaintance and marital desire.
Vayikra Rabbah and Etz Yosef describe newborn affection
despite sight. Combined, affection need not require later
marital desire. No single source makes the entire comparison
or says blood creates love (Schechter, pp. 23-24; Vayikra
Rabbah 277, Etz Yosef 144) [source] [source] [source]

Radak cites dear reception without awareness; Abarbanel
explains sudden discovery; Akedat Yitzchak combines surprise
and earlier lack, preferring that after citing revulsion and pain
without expressly rejecting them. These are identified
interpretations, not proof all are Rashi's intention.

The deeper question: sight's weight against affection

Affection was not erased: the Netziv describes love before
intercourse and attachment, preventing “no love before
intercourse.” His words follow presentation, not proof of love
during cutting. Divinely given favor also must not
automatically be called an additional miracle.
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Persistence has been explained and a midrashic bridge from a
girl to marital desire found. A full explanation of sight or
familiarity's weight against Adam's affection and wonder under
each interpretation remains absent. No universal decisive first
encounter, post-presentation immunity, agreed rejection of
pain, or uniquely possible Divine sleep method is proved. The
pre-sin question remains within Levush's framework (T23); no
specific Rebbe explanation was found within the search, not
proof none exists (T25).

Next steps - improvements, reader edition, translations -
appear in the introduction and appendix's stage table (T24).
Editorial sequence does not resolve open questions or require
another source-search round.

Appendix: the review process and
assessment of reports

T24 - Review rounds and contributions

Five supplied inputs began the research; V1 established 26
units, V2 incorporated R1 into 29 units and 50 source records.
V3 read Dot, Grok Bot, and Claude's R2 files, including Claude's
later appendix 04, and Grok Heavy's pasted report. These were
not independent reruns of four models, nor do names establish
undocumented technical identities.

Participant Main R2 contribution What was limited or corrected
Dot Etz Yosef on natural newborn  Does not settle childbirth;
affection; Be'er Mayim distinguish reviewer verification

Chaim's answer; fairness and  from editorial checking
Levush precision

Grok Bot Be'er BaSadeh; full Yafeh To'ar No proved rigid favor window;
context; scan checks matron-question quotation
corrected; personal source policy
not an established owner rule
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Participant Main R2 contribution What was limited or corrected

Grok Heavy Evidence weighting and Partial sources/inputs; access
countertests; Bereishit Rabbati failure does not downgrade an
already-verified scan

Claude Corrected benuvlah; Radal; Different parallels are not
Lekach Tov and Agra automatically textual witnesses;
DeKallah; positive explanation childbirth and firstness remain
unproved
Editor Verified both scans and new V2 quotation/attribution errors,
sources; separated claims and overgeneral ledger, and omitted
conclusions accepted suggestions

Corrections are not votes. Be'er BaSadeh changes a near-
consensus claim; Etz Yosef explains childbirth positively, not
just opposition to Rashi. Their combination yields a narrower
yet stronger explanation than “nothing explains it beyond
repulsive.”

Fairness corrections: both Grok and Grok Bot brought abridged
Yafeh To'ar; Grok Bot already marked “three favors” as weak
silence reasoning and did not fail to open Sefaria when
choosing not to use it. Claude did not claim every first
encounter is decisive. His appendix 04 retracts the complaint
about misattributing CL-25; this supersedes the old remark.

The initial English Rachel-death report remains invalid as
foundation: Rashi Genesis 35:18 does not contain this
reason. 81 A context error is not an interpretation. Original
inputs and historical scores remain archived; later reports
must not be invented for them.

Reading and verification in R1-R4 document earlier stages, not
reopening every source while editing V7. Reading coverage,
claim correctness, and file-byte verification are separate
checks.

61. Rashi, Genesis 35, 18.
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V2's full archive contains evidence/history files some reviewers
missed in the loose-file folder. The delivery problem was
highlighting its path, not proving files lost. V3 supplied key
scans separately with clear archive instructions.

Reading the comparison: what did each report
change?

Cases: contribution, error, retraction, and textual
effect

Each case connects contribution, error or extension, retraction
or correction, and effect on the text. This neither replaces unit
conclusions nor counts votes. Profiles below refer to case
numbers.

Retraction,

Case and unit Contribution Error or extension correction, and
effect on text

1-Be'er Grok Bot brought R2 attributed Retracted in R3/R4;
BaSadeh and the source in R2 rejection of pain; editor accepted
pain (T30, T14) the editor inserted it responsibility. V4
in V3's T14 despite = maintains pain, even
the scan under zanav
2 - Be'er Claude: three Earlier wording Corrections accepted;
BaSadeh: quotation substituted “at sequence verified in
wording and corrections in once,” omitted “we,” scan. It explains need
negation order  R3; negation and added an absent for sight, not all its
(T30) order in R4 abbreviation; the emotional effects
substitution
reached the ledger
too
3 - “We do not Necessity was Grok Bot read “no R3 retraction and
need” (T30, T29) already revulsion”; T30.b's  Claude's necessity/
distinguished in  denial of all zanav possibility
V3's assessment revulsion was distinction; T30.b
“uncertain” in V3 rejected



Case and unit

Contribution

Error or extension

Retraction,

correction, and
effect on text

4 - Yafeh To'ar:
persistence and
benuvlah (T28)

5 - Avot deRabbi
Natan B:8 (T17,
T16, T22, T26)

6 - “In its
unappealing
state,”
Sanhedrin (T3)

7 - Be'er Mayim
Chaim: answer,
not unanswered
question (T14)

8 - Netziv and
Akedat Yitzchak
(T8, T31)

9 - Favor window
and unique
creation (T17,
T16)

Grok Bot:
rejection
continuing after
completion

Located by Grok
Bot in R4

Already in Grok
Bot's initial
report

Dot corrected
answer status in
R2

Dot R4: love
before
intercourse and
attachment

V2 printed awrong
word; Dot added an

absent yod in R2

“Everyone

embraces” is not in

that unit; a direct

childbirth answer

was overstated

Editor omitted it
from V1

V2 table wrongly left

the question
unanswered

Before intercourse

is not before
presentation; the

duration quotation

did not match

Grok Bot: rigid
window in R2;
unique creation
lacking natural
favor in R3

Claude identified
error; Dot proposed
scan correction;
editor confirmed V3,
Heavy confirmed R3;
Dot withdrew yod R4

Editor verified
Schechter;
conclusion narrowed:
a source does
connect the girl to
marital desire

R1 reviews restored
it; it grounds T22's
explicit claims

Body corrected; error
retained in
documentation

Netziv precision
accepted within
timing limits;
duration inference
rejected and exact
wording restored

Retracted window in
R3/R4 and
uniqueness in R4;
Claude's narrower
limit accepted only as
a limit



Retraction,

Case and unit Contribution Error or extension correction, and

effect on text

10 - Mystical Claude's No source for sight- Claude retracted in
separation to proposal; Grok induced ownership; R1, proposed image
maker/product;  Bot's related gift/ Kabbalah needs a anchoring; T19
transfer into helper direction bridge to plain moved to extensions

plain meaning meaning

(T18, T19)

11 - Image Claude, R1 Broad wording; Claude did not claim
anchoring and Heavy criticized every first encounter
first encounter “formative always decides; still
(T22, T18) encounter” an unproved

proposal

12 - Childbirth Claude: common Relationship type as Proposal retained;
and relationship factor, later the whole difference bodily dependence

type (T16) dependence on  was too broad accepted, with verbal
bodily similarity not
interpretation complete visual
identity
13 - Akedat Claude R4 Report's detail list Exact wording
Yitzchak's proposed and handoff restored; V4's
separation original wording grouped paraphrase paraphrase was
wording (T31) rather than with quotation outside quotation
paraphrase corrections marks, not a
imprecisely fabricated quotation
14 - Attributinga — Claude's R2 Retracted in
proposal (CL-25; objection to appendix 04,
T24) attribution was superseding the old
mistaken remark

Detailed tables preserve ten assessment criteria and reasons by
round. To avoid losing research behind numbers, we begin with
each participant's substantive contribution, demonstrated risk,
and effect on the text. These editorial conclusions concern this
dossier, not fixed model-family traits or predictions for another

task.
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Separate useful source discovery, verifying wording/context,
inference, and correct incorporation. A report may excel at
discovery yet overextend inference. An editor may incorporate
a correct source wrongly. A file hash verifies the delivered file,
not the truth of its claims.

S Main advance What r(?qulred further
correction?
Initial inputs Knowledge/sight distinction; Unsupported descriptions,
pre-completion flesh; Be'er = maker/product bridge, and
Mayim Chaim's question Rachel-death diversion

R1incorporated Both Rashi comments; Yafeh Result sometimes presented as

in V2 To'ar's persistence; newborn full mechanism; firstness
affection beyond parents remained a proposal

R2 incorporated Be'er BaSadeh; Etz Yosef; Pain error, mixed

in V3 Yafeh To'ar wording; positive interpretations, and overstated
explanation favor window

R3 incorporated Pain retraction; necessity/ Emendation scope, quotation

in V4 applicability distinction; details, and knowledge/origin
Akedat Yitzchak and critical distinction
edition
R4 incorporated Avot deRabbi Natan; Application to Rashi and sight's
in V5 negation structure; love weight against affection
before intercourse; limited  remained limited
inferences
V6 and Full research presentation V6 submitted for improvement;
improvement and readable, useful V7 incorporated four reviews
round I1 comparison without new source research

Dot: sharpening the question and controlling limits

Contribution and units: Dot strengthened what quick answers
tended to skip: the newborn is not just parental love. “Everyone
embraces,” then Etz Yosef's natural affection, required
confronting love despite unseemliness. R4 added Netziv's love
before intercourse and attachment, preventing removal of
affection merely by assuming no relationship. T8/T16 show
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findings altering countertests without full solutions. Another
strength separated result from mechanism: persistence need
not mean repeatedly recalled images. The two analogies (T3)
and Be'er Mayim Chaim's answer status (T14) were also
clarified (cases 7-8).

Error or extension: wording and timing still needed
correction. Before intercourse is not before presentation, and
the duration reading in Akedat Yitzchak was rejected against
resemblance. R2's added yod was absent in print (case 4).

Retraction and correction: R4 withdrew the yod and an
overstated attribution criticism; R2 corrected excessive
criticism of Claude. Caution in inference does not replace
quotation checks or alone provide a positive affection/
revulsion explanation.

Assessment limit: the reports helped test omitted aspects and
changed conclusions. Dot's R3 response completed R2 on V2,

so it received no new V3 review score. This prevents apparent
round coverage that never occurred.

Grok Bot: focused sources, with risk of extending
conclusions

Contribution and units: three findings advanced the core:
Yafeh To'ar's persistent rejection, Be'er BaSadeh's bodies/
knowledge/sight, and Avot deRabbi Natan's girl and marital
desire. Importance lies in changes to T28, T30, T17, not source
counts. Each changed the claimed gap: after Avot deRabbi
Natan, no-source-to-marital-desire is no longer true.
“Unappealing state” already appeared initially (cases 4-6).

Error or extension: useful sources quickly became broad
solutions. Avot deRabbi Natan does not contain “everyone
embraces” there; temporal divisions do not prove immunity
after presentation; “we do not need” is not “no revulsion.” R2's
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pain rejection was especially serious: it entered V3 although
the source maintains pain even under zanav. The editor shares
responsibility (cases 1, 3, 5, 9).

Retraction and correction: R3/R4 expressly withdrew that
error and other generalizations. Retractions do not erase
historical mistakes but materially contribute afterward.

Assessment limit: preserve both strengths: finding decisive
material and located corrections, with inference bounded by
wording. R4's output-hash problem was disclosed; it differs
from scan verification and claim correctness.

Grok Heavy: testing inference and distinguishing
progress from gaps

Contribution and units: separated explicit persistence from
unresolved weight against affection. Criticism of “formative
encounter” prevented merely renaming the question; later
recognition of Yafeh To'ar's contribution prevented a sweeping
“no explanation.” These helped T22, T29, and conclusions
(cases 4, 11).

Error or extension: R4's demand to strengthen every “may”
was too broad: a result can be explicit for this case while wider
generalization remains qualified.

Retraction and correction: R3 correctly withdrew opposition
between wonder and revulsion, reframing their weights.

Having seen the scan, it withdrew the old scan qualification and
confirmed benuvlah.

Assessment limit: several rounds read only key units, with
mediated sources. Failure to open a scan does not cancel
previous documented viewing; verification not performed must
not be assigned. These reports tested argument and remaining
boundaries without replacing full-dossier reading. Partial
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reading affected scores; delivery gaps did not become Torah
claims.

Claude: developing explanations, reading structure,
correcting text

Contribution and units: completed Maskil LeDavid's reasons;
corrected benuvlah alongside Dot; corrected three Be'er
BaSadeh quotations and negations; distinguished unit wording
from calling a whole book a witness. R4 separated origin,
knowledge, familiarity, sight, favor and made childbirth depend
on bodily account. T10, T5, T28, T30, T16, T22 show the effect
(cases 2, 4, 12).

Error or extension: explanatory strength also produced
qualified proposals: a separation-to-maker/product bridge and
mystical-to-plain transfer (T18/T19); “open scar” instead of
open site (T12); relationship type as the whole childbirth
difference (T16, cases 10/12). Image anchoring is an editorial/
reviewer development, not a commentator quotation. Second
creation supports limited knowledge/sight distinction, not non-
transfer of aversion as a law. Bodily dependence was accepted
with verbal/visual distinction. R2's CL-25 attribution criticism
was wrong (case 14).

Retraction and correction: R1 withdrew the mystical maker/
product transfer. Six R3 retractions remain detailed in its
review. R2 appendix 04 withdrew CL-25 criticism; the incorrect
abbreviation reading was fixed before R4 delivery. Proposals
retained their proper level rather than being rejected merely for
not being proof.

The separation paraphrase: R4's body identified it as a
paraphrase and proposed the original wording, accepted in
T31. Its list and handoff called it a quotation correction
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imprecisely, creating the impression of a false quotation (case
13).

Assessment limit: long useful reports need organization to
preserve decision order. Length is not automatically depth.
Claude did not score unread peer reports in R3/R4.

The editor: responsibility for integration and fair
comparison

Contribution: editing is not counting agreements. It decides
conflicting proposals, performs required research verification,
and integrates claims into text and ledger. Verification included
scans/new sources in V3, Akedat Yitzchak and Theodor-Albeck
in V4, and Schechter/Netziv in V5.

Error or extension: omissions and errors include
“unappealing state” missing from V1, pain error entering V3,
inaccurate quotations, and accepted suggestions insufficiently
expressed. Multiple reviewers did not prevent these: wrong
Yafeh To'ar word in V2, Be'er BaSadeh wording in V3, and V2's
Be'er Mayim Chaim table (cases 1, 2, 4, 6, 7).

Retraction and correction: each responsibility was accepted
in its unit and body corrected without silently rewriting
archives.

Assessment limit: historical self-assessments remain with
later criticism. They are not external approval, and V6 awards
no new score merely for production. New improvements should
be judged next: clearer explanation, ordered history, and
traceable claims without rereading all correspondence.

The invalid input and what scores cannot show

The initial Deep Research report mistakenly concerned
Rachel's death. This subject error excludes it as foundation for
Eve interpretation. It remains archived without invented follow-
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up or judgment about every future use of the product name. A
short answer is not assessed as though it had a later report's
task and reading time.

Reading scores: historical editorial judgments of delivered
reports, not a comparative experiment or general capability
measurement. No new I1 score and no overall cross-round
average. Missing criteria leave the denominator rather than
become zero; editor scores are self-assessment. Small averages
do not prove superiority; suggestion count is not discovery
count. Later retraction may be an achievement without revising
the earlier score. Inputs, reading scope, and tasks changed. I1
requested no new sources, so their absence is not negative.

Historical assessment index

Each row is one report or self-assessment at one stage. No
cross-round average; “missing” stays missing. Scores do not
measure general ability.

Report or self-assessment Average Page
Dot - R1 8.9 - 66
Grok Bot - R1 8.3 - 67
Grok - R1 7.9 - 68
Claude - R1 8.2 - 69
Editor: self-assessment - R1 8.3 -70
Dot - R2 9.2 - 71
Grok Bot - R2 8.5 -72
Grok Heavy - R2 8.0 .73
Claude - R2 9.0 .74
V3 editor: self-assessment - R2 8.7 -75
Grok Bot - R3 8.8 - 77
Grok Heavy - R3 8.6 .78
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Report or self-assessment Average Page

Claude - R3 9.2 -79
V4 editor: self-assessment - R3 8.8 - 80
Grok Heavy - R4 8.5 -83
Grok Bot - R4 8.7 -83
Dot - R4 8.6 - 84
Claude - R4 8.9 -85
V5 editor: self-assessment - R4 8.9 - 86

Reasoned assessment of R1 and editorial integration

Historical R1 scores have corrected reasons, not new-round
grades. Editorial 1-10 judgments, not capability or speed
measurements. Series weights remain; missing criteria leave
the denominator. No completion score in an intermediate
round; editor self-assessment is not external approval.

Dot - R1

D(.)t . 1.{1: Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 9 Distinguishes rejection from value

accuracy judgment, T27

Attribution and 15% 9 Vayikra Rabbah and Levush read in

context context, T16/T23

Proofversus 15% 9 Limits childbirth and firstness

proposal

New sources 10% 9 Vayikra Rabbah 27:7 changed the
countertest

Verification and 10% 9 Coverage/completion logs; gaps

transparency marked

Logic and 10% 9 Tests presentation, later sight, and

depth prolonged familiarity
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Dot - R1:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Retraction of 10%
error

Peer criticism 5%

Clarity and 5%
usability

Conclusion and 5%
limits

Weighted average: 8.9.

Grok Bot - R1

Grok Bot - R1:
criterion

8 Expands earlier input; not every
development rechecked

9 Ten anchored correction groups
with replacement text

9 Located, usable corrections

9 Positive conclusion without closing

every inference

Weight Score Reason

Content 15%
accuracy

Attribution and 15%
context

Proof versus 15%
proposal
New sources 10%

Verification and 10%
transparency

Logic and 10%
depth

Retraction of 10%
error
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8 Ralbag correctly separated;
relationship inference needs limits

9 Yafeh To'ar scanned; divisions
detailed

8 Persistence grounded; full
mechanism unproved

9 Yafeh To'ar after completion is
central

8 Gaps detailed; partial Be'er Mayim
Chaim scope, not failure opening

Sefaria

8 Relationship distinction expanded;
three favors already marked weak

8 Withdrew subordination proposals;
separated Ralbag



Grok Bot - R1:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Peer criticism 5%

Clarity and 5%
usability

Conclusion and 5%
limits

Weighted average: 8.3.
Grok - R1

Grok - R1:
criterion

8 Unit/correction map; unread
reports not scored

8 Organized dossier with usable
suggestions

8 Partial childbirth support;
mechanism qualified

Weight Score

Content 15%
accuracy

Attribution and 15%
context

Proofversus 15%
proposal
New sources 10%

Verification and 10%
transparency

Logic and 10%
depth

Retraction of 10%
error

Peer criticism 5%
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8

Missing

7

Separates pain, sight, result;
decisive sources missing

Identifies sleep's purposes;
many mediated sources

Does not call mediation or
firstness proved

Abridged Yafeh To'ar adds
disagreement, not mechanism

Acknowledges partial reading
and no PDF viewing

Sharp countertests, T16-T23

Insufficient model identity and
consistent retraction
documentation

Substantive corrections; some
inputs unread



Grok - R1:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Clarity and 5% 8 Short located wording; file
usability delivery incomplete

Conclusion and 5% 8 Real gap retained; updated after
limits Yafeh To'ar

Weighted average: 7.9.

Claude - R1

Cl:aud.e - Ri: Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 8 Maskil LeDavid completed; pre-sin
accuracy birth does not prove revulsion
Attribution and 15% 8 Strong language sources; bodily
context divisions need limits

Proofversus 15% 7 Synthesis exceeds firstness
proposal grounding; no always-rule claimed

New sources 10% 9 Lekach Tov, Pirkei deRabbi Eliezer,
Agra DeKallah broaden account

Verification and 10% 9 Detailed reading, blocking, and

transparency file-type record

Logic and 10% 8 Positive synthesis; newborn and
depth Levush require precision
Retraction of 10% 9 Retracted mystical maker/product
error bridge

Peer criticism 5% 9 31 replacements with coverage map
Clarity and 5% 9 Complete structured usable dossier
usability

Conclusion and 5% 7 Meaning grounded; firstness

limits unresolved
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Weighted average: 8.2.

Editor: self-assessment - R1

Ed.ltm: - Ri: Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 8 V1 omissions and differing

accuracy interpretations corrected; V2 still
for review

Attribution and 15% 8 Added sibling parallel and Maskil

context LeDavid 2:23; gaps marked

Proofversus 15% 9 Separates meaning, persistence,

proposal firstness

New sources 10% 8 Bereishit Rabbati and naming test
advance inquiry

Verification and 10% 8 Reading evidence and source

transparency ledger; not all candidates verified

Logic and 10% 8 Synthesis/countertests; response-

depth direction gap remains

Retraction of 10% 9 Corrects Rashi/Maskil omissions

error and fair criticism

Peer criticism 5% 8 77 decisions; source and correction

record per unit

Clarity and 5% 8 Reorganized around questions;
usability research necessarily lengthy
Conclusion and 5% 8 Graded conclusion needing
limits independent R2

Weighted average: 8.3.

Comparing the path of progress

The initial short Grok answer wrongly attributed Radak's idea to
Ibn Ezra and described half-roasted meat. Its identity cannot be
proved the same as R1 Grok, so no retraction score was
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assigned. Deep Research's Rachel diversion was invalid, with
no R1 follow-up. No completion score is reconstructed. V1's old
zero-filled, unreasoned-cell table remains historical, not valid
ranking. This assessment replaces it for work without claiming
a controlled experiment.

Dot sharpened childbirth; Grok Bot added explicit evidence and
separated Ralbag; Claude withdrew the mystical bridge and
built a positive account, whose synthesis level remains
disputed. Editor corrected V1 omissions and criticism. This
history is no average of incomparable rounds.

Reasoned assessment of R2 and V3 integration

Editorial 1-10 scores of submitted reports with unchanged
weights, not model-family rankings. Reviewer verification is
judged by supplied evidence and is not editorial verification.
No final score for ongoing research. R1 reasons were corrected
fairly; originals remain archived.

Dot - R2

D(?t ' l.{Z: Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 9 Corrects Be'er Mayim Chaim's
accuracy answer and “even though”
Attribution and 15% 9 Separates Levush/Divrei David;
context restores shared credit

Proofversus 15% 9 Grounds components without fully
proposal solving childbirth

New sources 10% 10 Natural affection in Etz Yosef

changes the favor question

Verification and 10% 9 Verification types and Q5 scope
transparency documented; not every candidate
read
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Dot - R2:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Logic and 10%
depth

Retraction of 10%
error

Peer criticism 5%

Clarity and 5%
usability

Conclusion and 5%
limits

Weighted average: 9.2.

Grok Bot - R2

Grok Bot - R2:
criterion

9

9

10

9

9

Challenges exclusive wonder and
miracle assumptions

Updates childbirth test; corrects
excessive Claude criticism

Examines 77 decisions; identifies
real omissions

Useful replacements/anchors;
overlaps marked

Limited positive reconciliation and
bounded continuation

Weight Score Reason

Content 15%
accuracy

Attribution and 15%
context

Proof versus 15%
proposal
New sources 10%

Verification and 10%
transparency

Logic and 10%
depth
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8

10

Important Be'er BaSadeh; favor
window too broad

Expanded Yafeh To'ar context;
wording needed corrections

Withdraws origin-knowledge
necessity; still upgrades favor
inference

New Be'er BaSadeh changes
several units

Scans/scope documented; owner
policy asserted without rule basis

Knowledge and temporary
concealment; Niddah limits
proposal



Grok Bot - R2:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Retraction of 10%
error

Peer criticism 5%

Clarity and 5%
usability

Conclusion and 5%
limits

Weighted average: 8.5.

9 Explicitly retracts proved-reason
status and “brother” reading

8 24 located corrections; fairer
attribution

9 Organized dossier; usable T30
addition

8 V3 justified; favor mechanism
exceeds source

Weight Score Reason

Grok Heavy - R2
Grok Heavy -

R2: criterion

Content 15%
accuracy

Attribution and 15%
context

Proof versus 15%
proposal
New sources 10%

Verification and 10%
transparency

Logic and 10%
depth

Retraction of 10%
error

Peer criticism 5%
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8 Separates persistence from
response direction

8 Rabbati distinguished; some
interpretations mediated

9 Preserves evidence limits and non-
negation in Q5

7 Added wording/context; most new
R2 sources unchecked

8 Partial reading and only four close
PDF views acknowledged

8 Useful countertests; exclusive
wonder demand needs precision

8 Limits R1 verification claims; short-
input identity unknown

7 Editorial decisions read; raw R1
files not reopened



Grok Heavy -
R2: criterion

Weight Score Reason

Clarity and 5% 8 Short located wording; blocked
usability saving, text delivered in chat
Conclusion and 5% 8 Continuation justified; access
limits failure does not downgrade

editorial scan verification

Weighted average: 8.0.

Claude - R2

Cl:alud.e - Ra: Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 9 Corrects benuvlah/Maharshal;

accuracy childbirth still partial

Attribution and 15% 9 Checks Yafeh To'ar context;

context different parallels not automatically
witnesses

Proofversus 15% 8 Mostly separates levels;

proposal relationship-type generalization
too broad

New sources 10% 10 Radal, Lekach Tov, Agra DeKallah,
origin sources

Verification and 10% 9 Appendix 04 explicitly updates

transparency access and scan reading

Logic and 10% 9 Positive synthesis; firstness weight
depth unproved

Retraction of 10% 10 Detailed retractions, including
error mistaken editorial accusation
Peer criticism 5% 9 35 proposals; R1 integration

checked; overlaps identified
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Claude - R2:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Clarity and 5%
usability

Conclusion and 5%
limits

Weighted average: 9.0.

8

9

Rich but long; superseding
appendix needed for status

Integration then focused checking,
no final declaration

V3 editor: self-assessment - R2

V3 editor - R2:
criterion

Weight Score Reason

Content 15%
accuracy

Attribution and 15%
context

Proofversus 15%
proposal
New sources 10%

Verification and 10%
transparency

Logic and 10%
depth

Retraction of 10%
error

Peer criticism 5%

Clarity and 5%
usability
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8

9

8

Source errors corrected; V3 not
externally reviewed yet

Preserves disagreements,
mediation, and old-quotation
responsibility

Separates persistence, reception,
firstness, favor window

Saadia test; precise necessity in
Be'er BaSadeh

New sources/scans checked;
reviewer readings not claimed as
editor's

Positive answer with precise
countertests

Corrects quotation, attribution,
answer status, fairness

All proposal identifiers mapped
with accept/reject reasons

Expanded research; reader wording
still needs review



V3 editor - R2:

Weight Score Reason

criterion
Conclusion and 5% 8 Further round justified by source/
limits disagreement, not round count

Weighted average: 8.7.

R3 review incorporated in V4

Full Grok Bot and Claude R3 reports were read; Heavy's full
pasted report acknowledges partial booklet/scan reading. Bot/
Claude files were also downloaded and matched reported
hashes. Their source readings are not assigned to the editor.
Dot completed R2 on V2 under the same file IDs; no report
appeared in his R3 folder. No R3 score or zero for an
unperformed review is assigned.

Participant WALELELE) T (TS What was not fully accepted
corrected

Grok Bot Retracted pain error, rigid Unique creation does not prove no
window, quotations; 17 natural favor; a fortiori is not
located proposals identical mechanism

Grok Heavy  Confirmed benuvlah from Partial reading; source rejection is
scan; withdrew wonder/ explicit, its weight unresolved

revulsion opposition;
classified countertests

Claude Three Be'er BaSadeh “In her husband's eyes” is a limit,
quotations, two omissions, not a favor-beginning law; Claude
unit-based indirect-witness  did not claim all favor begins at
classification marriage; firstness remains

proposal

Dot: R2 Table of 37 proposals, Not a new V3 review; technical

completion  locations, suggested ledger, changes are not a new round
reader wording



What R3 added or
corrected

What was not fully accepted

Participant

V4 editor Corrected pain error; No full answer to revulsion's weight;
checked Akedat Yitzchak/ new findings still need review
Theodor-Albeck; separated
result/explanation

Explicit retractions retained: Bot's six concern pain,
applicability/necessity, Yafeh To'ar's question, source policy,
favor window, and identical a fortiori mechanism. Claude's six
concern origin, timing, concealed fact, kinds of closeness,
textual evidence, and encounter-order level; the last upgrades a
bounded inference, not merely retreats. The new position is not
“what he always said.” Heavy retracts emotional opposition and
the old scan qualification. Full wording/scope remains in
reports; local conclusions in relevant units.

Editorial responsibility: V3 checking failed where an available
scan contradicted copied pain error. Incorrect “at once” also
reached body and ledger. Historical V3 self-score remains
unchanged; criticism is recorded here. Two reports repeating
an error are not two proofs. V4 does not accept wording merely
because all reviewers agree.

These scores assess submitted reports' usefulness here, not
general ability. Weights unchanged; new averages use one
decimal, half rounded up. Heavy's partial reading affects
reasons. Dot is not rescored; editor assessment remains
provisional and self-given.

Grok Bot - R3

GI:Ok ].30t - RS: Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 9 Corrects pain; unique-creation
accuracy generalization unproved
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Grok Bot - R3:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Attribution and 15% 9 Separates necessity, possibility,

context bodily accounts

Proof versus 15% 8 Withdraws rigid window; still infers

proposal no natural law

New sources 10% 8 Rabbi Dostai/context checks;
Akedat Yitzchak mediated

Verification and 10% 9 Unread material disclosed; scans/

transparency saving checkable

Logic and 10% 9 Limits a fortiori; separates

depth alternatives

Retraction of 10% 10 Six explicit retractions including

error major own error

Peer criticism 5% 8 Critiques integration; limited peer-
report reading

Clarity and 5% 9 17 usable located proposals

usability

Conclusion and 5% 9 Local continuation, no automatic

limits round

Weighted average: 8.8.
Grok Heavy - R3

Grok Heavy -

R3: criterion Weight Score Reason

Content 15% 9 Correct central scan readings; not
accuracy every Be'er BaSadeh line reviewed
Attribution and 15% 8 Preserves interpretation

context boundaries; no full transcription
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Grok Heavy -
R3: criterion

Weight Score Reason

Proofversus 15% 9 Corrects emotional opposition;

proposal inference distinct; result level
corrected

New sources 10% 6 No new verified source; tests
existing support

Verification and 10% 9 Partial reading and no saving

transparency disclosed

Logic and 10% 9 Eight countertests classified by

depth force

Retraction of 10% 10 Retracts scan qualification and

error emotional opposition

Peer criticism 5% 7 Raw R2 reports not reread

Clarity and 5% 9 Seven short located proposals

usability

Conclusion and 5% 9 Seeks conclusion-changing check,

limits not search for its own sake

Weighted average: 8.6.

Claude - R3

lelud.e " Lk Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 9 Three quotes/two omissions

accuracy proved; temporary inference needs
limits

Attribution and 15% 10 Separates Yosi/Yehoshua units and

context necessity/possibility
Proof versus 15% 9 Sentence-level certainty; not all
proposal inferences necessary
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Claude - R3:
criterion

Weight Score Reason

New sources 10%

Verification and 10%
transparency

Logic and 10%
depth

Retraction of 10%
error

Peer criticism 5%

Clarity and 5%
usability

Conclusion and 5%
limits

Weighted average: 9.2.

9

Sanhedrin 103, Niddah, Yalkut
classification; critical edition still
target

Explicit limits; scans/files
checkable

Origin, favor, firstness sharpened;
weight unresolved

Six R2 retractions without rewriting
history

Partial peer reading, so unread
reports not graded

16 detailed proposals; long but
practical

Three focused targets, no broad
round

V4 editor: self-assessment - R3

V4 editor - R3:
criterion

Weight Score Reason

Content 15%
accuracy

Attribution and 15%
context

Proofversus 15%
proposal
New sources 10%
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8

V3 errors corrected; new findings
need review

Body disagreements and R2/R3
distinction retained

Explicit result, inference, proposal
separated

Akedat Yitzchak and critical edition
read directly



V4 editor - R3:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Verification and 10% 9 Input bytes, scans, reading limits
transparency documented

Logic and 10% 9 Positive progress without

depth concealing weight question
Retraction of 10% 9 Direct responsibility for pain/
error quotation errors

Peer criticism 5% 9 All 40 numbered R3 proposals
decided, plus additions

Clarity and 5% 8 Detailed long research; reader
usability wording separately focused

Conclusion and 5% 9 R4 bounded by new findings and
limits Dot's completion

Weighted average: 8.8.

R4 incorporated in V5

Four R4 dossiers were read: Heavy 5 proposals, Bot 15, Dot 10,
Claude 20. Fifty identifiers are not fifty independent
discoveries. Each has a decision in DECISIONS-R4.csv and a
reading record. Reading a report does not mean reopening
every source it mentions.

Participant Retained contribution Limit and correction

Grok Heavy Separates explicit result from Limited possibility does not
unexplained weight necessarily downgrade an explicit
source

Grok Bot Avot deRabbi Natan B:8; three Editor checked print; newborn
bodies; pain/window affection absent from same unit;
retractions familiarity/unseemliness not

automatically identical



Participant Retained contribution Limit and correction

Dot Netziv's pre-intercourse love;  No love dated to cutting; duration
persistence not necessary quotation rejected against
repeated memory; ledger resemblance
consistency

Claude Negation sequence; origin/ Second creation supports limited

knowledge; bodily-dependent inference, not non-transfer law;
comparison; wording/fairness verbal similarity not identical sight

V5 editor Schechter print, Netziv/ History retained without claiming
context verification, decisions fresh checks of all 70 records;
and integration central gap explicit

Self-corrections retained: Dot confirms benuvlah without yod;
Claude fixed the abbreviation before R4 delivery, where print
reads “he too follows.” Bot withdrew pain, knowledge, and
window generalizations. No further round is needed merely to
obtain agreement on wording.

Two broad criticisms are not accepted: V4's separation
paraphrase was outside quotation marks, not fabricated
quotation; the exact wording is now used. First creation
establishing nature is generally grounded in Ramban/Netziv;
what lacks proof is this specific favor. R3's table and T16.b2
were corrected not to assign Claude a pre-marital-no-favor
claim he never made.

Reasoned R4 assessment and V5 integration

All four R4 dossiers were read. Scores do not replace R1-R3 or
add a new R3 score. Scopes differ; reasons identify mediation
and gaps. No time/general ability measurement. Same ten

weighted criteria; editor self-assessment not yet externally
checked.



Grok Heavy - R4

Grok Heavy -
R4: criterion

Weight Score Reason

Content 15% 9 Accurate distinction between result

accuracy and weight

Attribution and 15% 8 Akedat Yitzchak/Theodor read;

context pain sentence mediated via V4

Proofversus 15% 9 Separates explicit, inference,

proposal proposal

New sources 10% 7 Tightens existing sources; no
additional decisive source

Verification and 10% 9 Nine full units; reading gaps

transparency disclosed

Logic and 10% 8 Useful weight test; overstates

depth “may” severity

Retraction of 10% 9 Retains wonder/recoil retraction

error

Peer criticism 5% 7 R3 reports not fully read; limited
integration critique

Clarity and 5% 9 Five short located proposals

usability

Conclusion and 5% 9 Local correction, no broad search

limits demand

Weighted average: 8.5.

Grok Bot - R4

GIZOk ].30t R Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 8 Three bodies precise; direct birth
accuracy answer overstated
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Grok Bot - R4:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Attribution and 15% 9 Located Avot deRabbi Natan; editor
context completed Schechter

Proofversus 15% 8 Withdraws rigid window; routes
proposal still too sharply separated

New sources 10% 10 Avot deRabbi Natan B:8 adds a
genuinely relevant parallel

Verification and 10% 8 Output-hash and reading gaps

transparency openly disclosed

Logic and 10% 9 Bodies/familiarity structure

depth advances inquiry

Retraction of 10% 10 Explicit window, knowledge,

error uniqueness, source-policy
retractions

Peer criticism 5% 8 15 useful corrections; some peer
reports unread

Clarity and 5% 9 Located corrections and coverage

usability map

Conclusion and 5% 8 Conclusion narrowed; no broad R5

limits needed

Weighted average: 8.7.

Dot - R4
D(.)t . I.M: Weight Score Reason
criterion
Content 15% 8 Netziv important; Akedat Yitzchak
accuracy duration quotation wrong
Attribution and 15% 8 Preference versus combination;
context intercourse versus presentation
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Dot - R4:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Proof versus 15% 9 Persistence versus necessarily

proposal recurring image

New sources 10% 8 Existing sources reactivated as
countertests

Verification and 10% 9 Full delivery record; 31 units/68

transparency sources map

Logic and 10% 9 Corrects no-affection assumption

depth and memory mechanism

Retraction of 10% 9 Retracts added yod and excessive

error attribution criticism

Peer criticism 5% 9 Finds ledger/support/date/path

defects
Clarity and 5% 9 Ten focused correction groups
usability
Conclusion and 5% 9 Leaves weight gap without broad
limits search

Weighted average: 8.6.

Claude - R4

lelud.e R Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 9 Precise wording/negations;

accuracy paraphrase mistakenly listed as
quotation

Attribution and 15% 9 Akedat Yitzchak context and each

context unit's witnesses distinguished

Proofversus 15% 9 Three new links marked inferences

proposal
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Claude - R4:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

New sources 10% 9 Apparatus/context completed, not a
new book

Verification and 10% 9 Scans/transcriptions distinct; self-

transparency correction documented

Logic and 10% 9 Origin, knowledge, familiarity,

depth sight well separated

Retraction of 10% 9 Abbreviation corrected before

error delivery; earlier retractions
retained

Peer criticism 5% 8 Unread peer reports not scored

Clarity and 5% 8 20 detailed but lengthy,

usability overlapping corrections

Conclusion and 5% 9 Focused continuation; creations/

limits birth link limited editorially

Weighted average: 8.9.
V5 editor: self-assessment - R4
V5 editor - R4:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Content 15% 9 Akedat Yitzchak quotation and
accuracy intercourse/presentation corrected
Attribution and 15% 9 Schechter print, scans, inference
context scope distinguished

Proofversus 15% 9 Claude's three links accepted
proposal within limits

New sources 10% 8 Avot deRabbi Natan verification,

Akedat correction; foundation
mostly earlier
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V5 editor - R4:

Weight Score Reason

criterion

Verification and 10% 9 50 decisions; no new reading
transparency assigned to all 70 sources

Logic and 10% 9 Partial explanation retained without
depth replacing weight question
Retraction of 10% 9 Corrects Claude attribution, ledger,
error V4 errors

Peer criticism 5% 9 All four R4 reports checked;
objections weighed separately

Clarity and 5% 8 Detailed research edition; reader
usability not yet produced at that stage
Conclusion and 5% 9 Limited positive conclusion, no
limits declaration of total completion

Weighted average: 8.9.

I1 improvements: explanation, structure, layout

Four V6 improvement dossiers were read: Heavy's 8 proposals,
Bot's 36, Dot's 22 groups, Claude's 33. Task: improve booklet,
no new source research or historical score changes. These are
not four new verification rounds.

Reported reading Main incorporated

Reviewer or s Limit to preserve
scope contribution

Grok Key units; all Positive explanation Partial reading is

Heavy pages rendered, before limits; certainty not full coverage;
seven closely key; birth test; scores as pasted products, full
viewed editorial study Drive saving not

verified by reviewer

Grok Bot  Structure/layout Explicit questions; early No sources opened;
critique; 19 bodily definitions; Be'er editor questions are
averages BaSadeh table; name not new source
recalculated directionality/table splits  findings



Reported reading Main incorporated

Reviewer Limit to preserve

scope contribution
Dot All 31 units/ Argument before Internal map
appendix; all 67 documentation; argument consistency is not
V6 pagesvisually = map; error/retraction/ new source
checked partial-reading verification
distinctions; reference
corrections
Claude Improvement Six Be'er BaSadeh Tables organize
dossier/booklet sections; connected existing foundation;
according to explanation; three open smaller score-table
supplied coverage questions; uniform type rejected
map profiles/cases

Editorial decision: overlapping suggestions were combined, not
counted as four discoveries. Score tables keep large type and
every criterion, weight, score, reason. New tables organize
existing claims only. Full PDF accessibility tagging is not
claimed: language, direction, bookmarks, links exist, but no
screen-reader testing or PDF/UA certification.

Two distinct products arise: this preserves full argument,
alternatives, history; the reader presents necessary explanation
with unit/page references. Reader-improvement prompts
concern explanation, language, structure, design only. English
translation follows completion of the Hebrew pair; this is that
translation stage.

Sources for study

Selected texts for direct study, early to late. Within overlapping
periods, learning order follows the question; scanned print
date is not composition date.

e Sages: Bereishit Rabbah 17:7 and 18:4 - two creations,
matron, mucus/blood, “this time”; compare textual tradition
afterward. [source] [source]
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https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%94_%D7%99%D7%96_%D7%96
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%94_%D7%99%D7%97_%D7%93

e Sages: Avot deRabbi Natan B:8, Schechter pp. 23-24 - baby
girl, overfamiliarity, growing up as a sister; read editorial
notes too. [source]

e Sages: Vayikra Rabbah 27:7 and 14:2-4 - “even though,”
“everyone,” birth, silver/gold analogy. isource] [source]

e Sages: Sanhedrin 39a with both Rashi comments - how does
the question change between analogies? [source]

e Sages: Kiddushin 41a, Niddah 31b, Sotah 47a - sight, seeking
a spouse, renewed affection, favor despite unattractiveness.

[source] [source] [source]

e Geonim: Saadia Gaon, Genesis 2:21 - pain, benefit, rib
recognition in Hebrew translation. (source]

e Rishonim: Rashi 2:21, order/sleep; Radak there, awareness;
Ramban 2224, origin/attachment. [source] [source] [source]

e Late Rishonim: Akedat Yitzchak, Gate 8§, pp. 192-193 - two
causes of joy alongside diminished appeal/pain. [source]

e Late Rishonim: Abarbanel, Genesis 2 - blood, pain, discovery,
origin recognition; Mizrachi 2:21 - retain “perhaps” and
bOdlly assignment. [source] [source]

e Early Acharonim: Gur Aryeh 2:21, “necessarily”; Yafeh To'ar,

PDF p. 240, three key comments; Levush 2:21, complete
partzuf/open cut. [source] [source] [source]

e Eighteenth century: Maskil LeDavid 2:21 - absent form,
relatively small pain, comment order. [source]

e Late eighteenth/nineteenth centuries: Be'er Mayim Chaim
2:21, question/two-part answer; Be'er BaSadeh, PDF p. 23,
pain/concealment/plain partzuf. (source] [source]

* Nineteenth century: Agra DeKallah, Bereshit 392, renewed-
presentation allusion; Radal, Pirkei deRabbi Eliezer 12:31,
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https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/2d/Avot-de-Rabbi-Natan-Schechter-1887-HB38247.pdf#page=58
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%90_%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%94_%D7%9B%D7%96_%D7%96
https://www.sefaria.org/Vayikra_Rabbah.14.2-4
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%9C%D7%98_%D7%90
https://www.sefaria.org/Kiddushin.41a
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%9C%D7%90_%D7%91
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A1%D7%95%D7%98%D7%94_%D7%9E%D7%96_%D7%90
https://www.sefaria.org/Saadia_Gaon_on_Genesis.2.21
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%A9%22%D7%99_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91_%D7%9B%D7%90
https://www.sefaria.org/Radak_on_Genesis.2.21
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%91%22%D7%9F_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91_%D7%9B%D7%93
https://www.daat.ac.il/daat/tanach/parshanut/akedat/arama02.pdf#page=192
https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%A0%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91
https://www.sefaria.org/Mizrachi%2C_Genesis.2.21
https://www.sefaria.org/Gur_Aryeh_on_Bereishit.2.21
https://hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx?req=42241&pgnum=240
https://www.sefaria.org/Levush_HaOrah%2C_Genesis.2.21
https://www.sefaria.org/Maskil_LeDavid%2C_Genesis.2.21
https://www.sefaria.org/Be'er_Mayim_Chaim%2C_Genesis.2.21
https://hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx?req=22552&pgnum=23

pain/“perhaps”; Etz Yosef 14:4, natural newborn affection.

[source] [source] [source]

e Nineteenth century: Ha'amek Davar 2:23-24, hand analogy
in context; Ben Yehoyada, Sanhedrin 39a, why the analogy
itself repels. [source] [source]

e Twentieth-century critical edition: Theodor-Albeck pp. 158,
163-164 - text, apparatus, emendation note together. [source]

Unit map and certainty levels

Thirty-one units in reading order. Level concerns the
discussion's core; its limits are detailed in each unit.

Unit Topic Level Page
T1 Rashi: wording and sequence Grounded 4
T2 What counts as an answer? Inquiry framework 5
T27 Diminished marital appeal Grounded 8
T3 Sanhedrin: the meat analogy Grounded 0
T4 Ben Yehoyada: what is repulsive? Grounded within 10
source's scope
T5 Bereishit Rabbah: creation and Text clarified within 11
variants edition's scope
T6 The matron: familiarity Grounded and limited 14
T28  Yafeh To’ar: aversion after repair Grounded 14
T7 Ramban: shared origin and love Bounded disagreement 16
T8 Ha’amek Davar: loving one’s hand Grounded, limited 18

T16  Childbirth: affection despite blood Partial reconciliation 19

T17  Family closeness and marital desire Grounded parallel; 22
open limit

T18  The “product” proposal Rejected 24

T9 Mizrachi: a piece before form Grounded 26

T10  Maskil LeDavid: form and pain Grounded 27

T11  Levush: a complete body at the cut Grounded 28
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https://www.sefaria.org/Agra_DeKala%2C_Bereshit.392
https://www.sefaria.org/Beur_HaRadal_on_Pirkei_DeRabbi_Eliezer.12.31
https://www.sefaria.org/Etz_Yosef_on_Vayikra_Rabbah.14.4
https://www.sefaria.org/Haamek_Davar_on_Genesis.2.23-24
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https://archive.org/details/bereschitrabba00albeuoft/page/n328/mode/1up

Unit Topic

T30

T12
T13

T31
T14
T20

T21
T23

T22

T29

T15
T19

T25
T26
T24

Be’er BaSadeh: knowledge and
sight
Closing the removal site

Pain, fear, and affectionate
reception
Akedat Yitzchak: lack and discovery

Disputed purposes of sleep

Rashi’s choice in plain meaning

What necessity is claimed?

Before the sin: distinct responses

A continuing impression and
reception
Countertests for the explanation

Ralbag: a separate interpretation

Mystical separation: an unproved
bridge
Parallels and inconclusive searches

Graded conclusion and next steps

Review rounds and contributions

Level
Clarified from scan

Grounded

Clarified disagreement

Verified, limited
Clarified disagreement

Answer by
interpretation
Grounded and limited

Reconciliation within
Levush
Grounded, partial

Tests by claim
component
No support for Rashi

Bridge unproved

Partly open
Graded conclusion

Bounded assessment

Page

29

33
34

35
37
38

40
41

44

47

49
50

51
53
55
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