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HALACHIC AND HASHKAFIC ISSUES IN

CONTEMPORARY SOCIETY
SERIES 2: 90 - THE WRITTEN TORAH, THE ‘SECRET OF THE 12’

AND MAIMONIDES’ 8TH IKAR
OU ISRAEL CENTER - SUMMER 2024

A] THE LAST VERSES IN CHUMASH

1.Æ, �t �u c :i �S�s �g sg�k �D �v�, �t . �r²t v�kF�, �t v̄Iv�h Uv �̧t �r�H�u I ·j �r�h h́�b �P�k �g r�J)t vºD �x �P �v Jt« µr I ºc�b r´�v�k �t Æc tIn ,«³c �r �g��n v ¹�J«n k �ģ�H �u t
oh�r n �T �v rh¬�g I ²j �r�h ,¯�g �e �C rºF �F �v�, �t �u c�dÀ�B �v�, �t �u d :iI �r)j��t v o¬H �v s�g v ºsUv�h . �ŕ �t�kF Æ, �t �u v·�:�b �nU o�h�r �p �t . �r¬�t�, �t �u h º�k T �p�b�kF
t¬«k v NJ �u Whº�bh �g �c Wh �́,h �t �r �v vB·�b �T �t W)g �r��z�k r« ºnt�k Æc«e)g��h�k �U e³j �m�h�k o ̧v r �c �t�k h �T �g Â�C �J�Âb r´�J)t Æ. �r ̧t v ,t«³z uh Àk �t Av r �nt«̧ H �u s :r �g« �m�s �g

 :r« �c)g��,I º,�r��c �e�, �t �Jh �t g��s�h�t�«k �u rI·g �P ,h�$C kU 'n c º�tIn .�r��t �C �h�D�c I *,«t r«+C �e�H�u-u :�v h��P�k�g c'�tIn .�r��t �C �v�s�c ��g v/�J«n o0�J , �n+�H�u-v
v��Z �v oI�H �v s'�gctIn ,«¬c �r��g �C v²�J«n�, �t k̄ �t r �G�h ḩ�b �c ÁUF �c�H �u j :v« �j�k x¬b�t«k �u I bh �g v¬,)v�f�t«k I ·,«n �C vb J oh ²�r �G �g �u v ̄t �n�i �C v À�J«nU z :

Æk �t r �G�h�h��b �C uh³k �t Uģ �n �J�H �u uh·kg uhsh�, �t v²�J«n Q¬�n x�h��F v ºn �f j �jUŕ Æt�k n iUÀb�i �C �g F́JIvh��u y :v ��J«n k �c¬�t h�f �c h¬�n�h U ºn �T�H��u oI·h oh �́J«k �J
oh À�, �pI �N �v �u ,«º,«t�v�kf�k th :oh��b P�k �t oh�b P Av Iǵ s�h Ær �J)t v·�J«n �F k�t r �G�h �C sI ²g th¬�cb o ̧e�t�«k �u h :v ��J«n�, �t Av v¬U �m r²�J)t��F U ºG)g��H��u
v º�J«n v ́Gg Ær �J)t kI ·sD �v t´rIN �v k« f�kU v ºez)j��v śH �v Æk«f�kU ch :I �m �r �t�kf�kU uhsc)g�kf�kU v«¬g �r �p�k o�h·r �m �n . �ŕ �t �C ,I G)g��k Av ÆIjk �J r³�J)t

 :k��t r �G�h�kF h�bh �g�k
sk erp ohrcs

The last chapter of the Torah (Devarim 34) deals with the death of Moshe.  From the start, Moshe is absent from the

Jewish people. From 34:5, the narrative takes place after the death of Moshe.  

• The question arises1 - who wrote these last lines in the Torah?  If Moshe wrote them, then he is writing something which is not

accurate2.  If Yehoshua wrote them, this fits with the time-line, but is there then a problem that they were not written by Moshe?

2./van oa ,nhu (v) van ,na rapht c,ufu van oa ,nhurhtn hcr /gauvh c,f lkhtu ifhn van c,f itf sg tkt ?!
rnut tuv hrv rnut (y :tk ohrcs) ,̧t«Z �v v´r«uT �v�, �t »v �J«n c ´« T �f �H �u,ut ukhpt vrhxj thvaf vru,v ,t van i,ba rapht /

ohba vbjnv lu,n ,tmuh kue ,c rnut rzghkt hcr //// tuv lurc ausev uk rnta vn c,uf van vhva snkn tkt ?,jt
 rnt iuhknx /wvan ,nw ,rnutu ,zrfn v,hvu khn rag ohba kg khn ragvan oa ,nhu /

zba texhp vfrcv ,tzu ,arp ohrcs hrpx

The Sifrei brings a number of opinions on the issue.  The Tana Kama understands that Yehoshua wrote them.  R. Meir
understands that Moshe wrote them by dictation from God.  Semalion

3
 understands that a bat kol projected the verses

throughout the camp to inform the people that Moshe had died!

B] WHO WROTE THE LAST 8 VERSES - THE TALMUDIC ANALYSIS

3. //// vru,ca oheuxp vbunau urpx c,f gauvh `cuhtu ogkc ,arpu urpx c,f van ?ic,f hnu
:sh tr,c tcc

The Gemara in Bava Batra discusses the order of the books of Tanach and who wrote them. The first view brought in a
Beraita is that Yehoshua must have written the last 8 verses in the Torah.

4

1. For more material on the topic see:

http://download.yutorah.org/2013/1053/Sukkot_To-Go_-_5774_Rabbi_Feldman.pdf by Rabbi Daniel Feldman.

https://etzion.org.il/en/tanakh/torah/sefer-devarim/parashat-vezot-haberakha/vezot-haberakha-who-wrote-last-eight-verses by Rav Elchanan Samet

2. See Maharsha Chidushei Aggadot  Bava Batra 16a who writes that Moshe was not prepared to write something which would ‘look like’ sheker.

3. Semalion is the name either of a Talmudic Sage or a malach!  See Tosafot Sota 13b s.v. Semalion. See also https://www.jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/13410-semalion.

4. The Gemara then cites a parallel debate to the one below in Menachot 30a.
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4.`a"rf tks ?itnf /b"fvcc i,ut true shjh 'vru,ca oheuxp vbna :cr rnt kshd cr rnt tct rc gauvh hcr rnt
:thb,s 'Av�s �c��g v¯�J«n o ¹J , ņH �u hj van rapt5ic gauvh c,f lkhtu itfn 'van c,f itf sg tkt ?!van oa ,nhu c,fu 

:ch,fu ?,jt ,ut rxj ,"x rapt :a"r uk rnt /vhnjb hcr vk hrntu 'vsuvh hcr hrcs 'iub(uf:tk ohrcs)  Æv r«uT �v r �p³�x ,´�t �jÀ« ek
«u º,« t o´�T �n �G �u vº�Z �v 'tkt !wudu c,ufu rnut vanu rnut v"cev itf sg  - h"ar)c,ufu c,fc vgyh tka hsf uhrjt rnut vanu(/

gnsc c,uf vanu rnut v"cev lkhtu itfn )- h"ar uhrjt rnut vhv tku rgm curn /(u :ikvk rntba vnf (jh:uk uvhnrh)r �nt ³«H �u
«u �h �S �C r �p�X �v�k �g c¬�,« F h²�b)t �u v�K·�t v oh �r c �S �v�k F ,¬�t h º�k �t t´r �e �h Æuh �P �n QUºr C Æo �vk /)- h"ar(uuv ,ubhes ouan uhrjt rnut vhv tka 

hb,aht hb,ahtu khtuv - a"r tnh, ukhpt ?a"rf tks tnhk)  - h"ar/(,"x rtan hb,aht gnsc c,fbs
/k ,ujbn

Chazal discuss how the last 8
6
 verses of the Chumash were written - by Moshe in tears (R. Shimon) or later by Yehoshua

(R. Yehuda/R. Nechemia).  The Gemara concludes that all opinions agree that the last 8 pesukim in the Torah are

‘different’ and can therefore be read by a ‘yachid’.  R. Shimon
7
 understands that they must have been written by Moshe

and their difference is in the manner in which they were written
8
.  R. Yehuda understands that they were written by

Yehoshua, which of course makes them very different to the rest.

C] INK AND TEARS - WHAT CONSTITUTES  ‘WRITTEN’ TORAH

5. /v"cev uk rnta vn gnsc c,uf van vhva snkn tkt
 (yne,, znr)vfrcv ,tzu ,arp vru, hbugna yuekh

The Yalkut Shimoni phrases the Midrash slightly differently - ‘Moshe wrote down in tears what God told him’.

6. ohc,fb ohbuatrv hf ovhbhca arpvvu whp /gnsc c,uf vanu rnut v"cev lkhtu itfnu c,uf vanu rnut v"cevuhsc
 ohc,fb ohburjtvugnsc /
 /uy tr,c tcc t"cyhrv haushj

The Ritva explains that the last 8 pesukim were originally written using tears instead of ink!
9
 

7. Tractate Gittin (19b) speaks of invisible writing which can be read only after another liquid has been applied to it. This writing

is written with "a solution of milin," which according to Rashi (ad loc.) is a solution of gall-nut …. Ancient authors frequently

refer to such manners of preparing invisible ink. .... There are also certain liquids from which letters come into being, which at

the time of the writing cannot be read, but become visible after a while. It stands to reason that the word dema in our

statement is invisible ink of this sort. In Arabic, the word dim'a refers to a certain resin that drips from plants. It is possible

that in the days of the Tannaim as well such a liquid that was used for invisible writing was called dema. Now we only have to

clarify the halakhic status of such invisible writing, which can be read only after applying some other means.10

Rabbi David Tzvi Hoffman, Ha-Talmud al Shemonet ha-Pesukim he-Acharonim she-ba-Torah
11

8.oa ,nhu iuakn tuv wgnscw ,knu //// /(jf:cf ,una) - W)g �n �s �u ¬W �, t�k �n itfn c,uf vhva /,uh,ut ,ucurg, rnukf 'cucrg ihbg
,usux h"pg ,urjt ,uch, er wvan ,nhuw treb vhv tku 'v"cev ka uh,una ovu ',uh,utu ,uch, hpurhm h"pg lkhtu
ukhpt rxj tku van ic,f ,ntc hf 'kkf hdhkp tk vbv /,ukdk ,uar uk i,hba hpf gauvh ic,f u,,hn rjtku /vru,v
hbau /vkdbv hpf ic,f gauvhu /gnsc uvzu 'ohpurhmv hpf er vkdbv hpk ukt oheuxp vbuna c,f tka er /,jt ,ut
ubhshc vcu,f thv ratf vkdbv gauvh h"gu 'suxvu r,xbv van h"g ovhba h"g uc,fb hf ,jt vgsk ohnhfxn ,ugsv
kct 'u,,hnc van rgymb tk hf 'urgm curn gnsc uc,fa h"arhpn vyba vtrbu  /ornta hnk ohhutr ohrcsvu  /(t"rdv)

:a"anf 'rvc ,unu uvuma utruc ,umn ohhek vjna apbcu ,hbumr v,hn ,n
v:sk ohrcs vkcevu c,fv

5. Note the slightly different formulation of the same question.  The Sifrei asks how could Moshe be dead and still write this.  The Gemara asks how could he be alive. 

6. Although the Gemara refers to the last 8, a number of mefarshim point out that a similar issue applies to the last 12.  See Ibn Ezra below and also Hafla’a and Torat Moshe on this

passage.  See also Tosafot to Megilla 21b. Some mefarshim suggest that the first 4 are slightly different in that they could have been written by Moshe on Har Nevo.

7. For a comparison between the opinion of R. Meir in the Sifrei and that of R. Shimon in the Gemara see the etzion.org article ob. cit. 

8. Aside from the issue of tears which we examine below, R. Shimon specifies that, up to these last verses, God dictated the word to Moshe, who then repeated the word before writing

it down.  For these last verse, Moshe did not repeat the word but wrote it in silence.  The Shulchan Aruch (OC 32:31) rules that if a sofer is writing from dictation (without another text

before him) he must repeat the word before writing it.   The Magen Avraham (32:42) raises the question of whether this is necessary if the scribe is copying from a text. The Vilna

Gaon 32:31 rules that the word must be repeated even when copying from another text.  
9. Some suggest that the dema was used instead of ink to address issues of Shabbat (the day that Moshe died); see R. Avraham Yitzchak Glick, Resp. Yad Yitzchak, I, 136.

10. For a discussion on the halachic status of invisible ink, see Rabbi Levi Yitzchak Halperin, Responsa Ma’aseh Choshev, Vol. II, Sec. 14 and, in general on this topic, Rabbi Yitzchak

Mirsky, Hegyonei Halacha, Vol. II, p. 100-108.

11. This article was originally written in German and published in the journal Yeshurun, volume 2. It was translated into Hebrew by Asher Vasertil, and appears among the appendices at

the end of Rabbi Hoffman's commentary to the book of Devarim, volume 2, pp. 577-582.  The English translation is from Rav Samet’s article cited above.
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R. Ya’akov Mecklenburg (19C) brings a totally different understanding in the name of the Vilna Gaon.   ‘Dema’ is not

sadness - Moshe was was not depressed as he ascended to olam haba!  Dema here means a mixture.  Moshe wrote the

last 8 pesukim in the ‘code’ of mystical Names of God that the whole Torah really comprises, but in this case did not
‘decode’ it into regular text; the decoding was left to Yehoshua.  Thus, there is ultimately no machloket between R.

Yehuda and R. Shimon.  Moshe and Yehoshua both wrote the text - Moshe the nistar and Yehoshua the nigleh.

9. vru,v kfa !tuv rurcu ,nt vz kct /// ktrah kf hbhgk sg ,hatrc rpx ,kj,n//// van ka uhbztk v"cev ka uhpn vrntb 
kg cuaj, ukhtf /sjt ihbgc ,unak ,uekj,n ,uch,va v"cev ka uh,una vkuf vru,v kf hf ,nt ka vkce ubhshc ah sug
ka ivh,uhrynhdu ivhpurhm sckn if vru,v kfu /wohvkt trc,h atrcw iudf ,urjt ,uch,k ekj,h w,hatrcw euxp hf kan lrs
/wyhuw wtchuw 'wgxhuw oheuxp vakac tuv ihbg vzhtc c"g ka kusdv oav ihbg sunk,c uhaurhpc vnka ubhcr c,f rcfu /,una

//// kuxp rxjc ut tknc ,jt ,utc uc vgya vru, rpx vz hbpnu
 ,hatrc rpxk vnsev i"cnr

The Ramban emphasizes the kabbalistic concept that the Torah is also an encoded string of the Names of God.  Every
word (to the end) was dictated by God directly to Moshe.  As such, a sefer Torah with one letter missing is invalid.

10.

ihhyabyfhk kthjh r�s ub,ujnk ehmhcukux s�h �r c,fa c,fn lu,n

Rav Soloveitchik explains that the kedusha of Chumash stems from two processes: (i) Moshe writing it down and (ii) his

reading/teaching it to the people.  The last 8 pesukim were written but never not read out to the people by Moshe, since

they had not yet happened.  Only when Yehoshua read them later did they attain the full kedusha of a Sefer Torah.
12

D] WHO WROTE THE LAST 8 VERSES - IS THERE A PSAK?

11. (y),tzv vru,v ,t van c,fhu- /ktrah kf hbhgk sg ,hatrc ,kj,n 
y:tk ohrcs i"cnr 

The Ramban learns that the entire Torah was written by Moshe (including the final verses that deal with Moshe’s death).

12. /sgk iurtc uvb,b sjt rpxu ycau yca kfk rpx i,bu /ush c,fc ,unha osue ubhcr van vc,f vru,v kf
 o"cnrk vezjv shk vnsev

This is also the position of the Rambam.

13.van kghu -  'c,f tk van vkga rjt hf /gauvh c,f euxpv vzn hf h,gs hpkuc,f vtucb lrscu//// 
t:sk ohrcs trzg ict

The Ibn Ezra clearly takes the position of R. Yehuda
13

 that the verses were written by Yehoshua though prophecy
14

 and
expands this to the last 12 verses, when Moshe leaves the people and ascends the mountain.

14.vzv ouhv sg-  /uhnh ,hrjtc vz c,fa if,hu /gauvh hrcs
oa trzg ict

The Ibn Ezra explains that the verses suggest that Yehoshua wrote these decades later at the end of his life.

12. Note a similar idea from the Brisker Rov who suggests that Torah normally incorporated both the quality of a spoken prophecy given to Moshe to be told to the Jewish people and

also a written account to be recorded in the Torah.  According to R. Shimon, the last eight pesukim were not meant to be given over as a Moshe’s prophecy to the people.  They were

words which God wanted to be written in the Torah.  Therefore, the difference between R. Yehuda and R. Shimon is not in how it was transmitted to the people, only in who wrote it. 

13. Normally, in the event of a halachic dispute between R. Shimon and R. Yehuda, the halacha follows R. Yehuda.  However, this is only the case if the sugyot do not indicate otherwise.

In this case, the Rambam rules like R. Shimon since he understands this to be a fundamental of Jewish thought!  R. Dovid Tzvi Hoffman, in the article referred to above, notes that

the position of R. Shimon can also be found in other ancient sources.  He writes “This opinion [= of Rabbi Shimon] was very common in ancient times, as we find it both in [the

writings of] Philo and of Josephus. Philo [in his "Life of Moshe," toward the end] writes: "And while he was still alive, he prophesied about his own death before he died…";

Josephus [in his Antiquities of the Jews, IV, 48] writes: "In the Holy Scriptures he wrote about himself that he died… ."

14. This is a very important point.  Although Ibn Ezra may be open to some narrative verses being added to the Torah after Moshe (see below), these must always be through prophecy.  
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15. (u)- vzv ouhv sg  vzk ohnsuev ohrntn if unfu /c,uf vanu rnut vhva wv hrcs ovu,ut rucehu van oa ,nhuh,htru /
/ohukk urxnaf vru, rpxv ohkav tk vana ohcu,fv hyapc vktv ohrcsf cu,fk hutr ihtu if c,f gauvha c,fa g"ctrvk

vz rcsc ohfc,xn ubng hbcn h,gna hbztcac,fnv ube, ktrah hbcna o"ufgv ,bgy thv uzu !vru,c vrhpf vzn ohpg,xnu 
van uc,f vru, rpxv kfa rehgvu /osdbn lhbhg hcxv ovhnusu ohrcsv ge,ahu /vhva vn vhv tku vhv tka vn vc tmnbu

 ornutfu(/uy c"c)/gnsc unhkav 
u:sk ohrcs ohhjv rut

The Orach Chaim the Ibn Ezra’s position as leading, at best, to confusion and, at worst, heresy!

16./Av J¬�S �e �n �C r�J)t v ºK �t´v , �j �µT o º: v´�nh �e�h �u v ºkIs �D i �ć �t Æj �E�H �u ohe«k[t ,´�rIT r �p�x �C v�K º�t v oh �́rc �S �v�, �t Æ�g F̧JIv�h c« ³T �f�H �u
 uf:sf gauvh

17.rnudu gauvh c,fhu-   in oheuxp wj ukt rnt sj - ohtrunt uekjb //// van ,nhusgktrah kf hbhgk /unhkavu rxj ,"x hrva 
/vru,v rpxc ohcu,f uhva unf urpxc c,f yken hrg ka uz varp rnt sju

oa h"ar

Rashi quotes both sides of this debate - either Moshe wrote them or Yehoshua wrote them later.

18. ovc ihehxpn iht (tf) - ,"x rtan hubha ivc ahs ogyvu /ohture hbak iekjkic,f gauvhsgnsc ic,f vans s"nk ukhptu /
/// ,"x rtaf iekjk tka ub,ab gnsc uc,fba ivc hubha aha khtuv

tf e"x jf, inhx vrurc vban

The Mishna Berura throws open the possibility (unlike the position of the Rambam and Ramban) that the halacha follows

R. Yehuda, and in fact Yehoshua wrote them. 

E] IBN EZRA AND THE ‘SECRET OF THE 12’

• The Ibn Ezra appears to take this issue further and hints that the last 12 pesukim of the Torah carry a deeper secret15.

19./vcrgc rcsnc isrhv rcgc od 'rag ohbav sux ihc, otu  [tU ·v &v o«u ÉH&C ,t ¼« Z &v vË.rh /0 &v1,2t] vÁ2J«n c Ë« T7f/H&u(cf:tk ohrcs) 'z .t h/b9g&b7F &v7u
 . 2r .t.C(u:ch ,hatrc) 'v<2t .r=h w ¼v rË&v 7C [o«uºH &v rÉ=n .t=h ¿r 2J9t] (sh:cf oa) ' [i«u ·N&g hÉ=b 7C ,¼&C &r7C tu º/v vÉ« k9v] kº2z 7r&C G2rÉ2g ¿ «uG 7r&g vÊ=B /v(th:d ohrcs) 'rhf,
/,ntv 

 c:t ohrcs trzg ict

(In)famously, the Ibn Ezra teases us with his ‘Secret of the 12’, suggesting that verses could have been added to the

Chumash by later Nevi’im.  This position was rejected by most Rishonim, and almost all Acharonim.  The Rambam would

certainly have considered it to be heretical (see below), and this is also the position of many authorities today.

20. /. �r tC z t h �b)g�b �F �v �u v �r«un i«uk �t s �g o�f �J o«ue �n s �g . �r tC o r �c �t r«c)g�H�u (u)
 u:ch ,hatrc

21. - .rtc zt hbgbfv!oush khfanvu /sux uk ah if ubbht otu /rjt shn igbf vap, igbf .rta if,h
u:ch ,hatrc trzg ict

The Ibn Ezra hints that he is open to the possibility of narrative verses being added to the Torah later through prophecy.

22. /k �t r �G�h h�b �c�k Q�k �n�Qk �n h�b �p�k o«us[t . �r �t �C Uf�k n r �J)t oh �fk �N �v v�K �t �u

tk:uk ,hatrc 

15. The issue of post-Mosaic authorship of any part of Chumash has been discussed in many places of the last 30 years.  One of the first rounds in the recent debate was a 1993 article

by Marc Shapiro in the Torah U’Madda Journal Vol 4 p187 - The Last Word in Jewish Theology? Maimonides 13 Principles.  Prof. Shapiro subsequently expanded this into a book -

The Limit Of Orthodox Theology, (Littman 2004).  The book caused significant controversy! More recently, Rav Amnon Bazak covered this in more depth in his book Ad HaYom HaZeh,

published in 2020 by Maggid in English translation as a To This Very Day. As such, although these issues are certainly controversial, the discussion on them is now widespread and it

is important to understand the parameters of the debate. Unsubstantiable claims are often made by less reliable authors (we will see Spinoza below) as to the acceptable

boundaries on this issues within classic Jewish thought.  It is, in my view at least, important to understand the actual sources in depth in order to be able to respond to those making

spurious claims.  There is indeed a line beyond which a position is apikorsut and Chazal instruct us in Avot (2:14) ‘da mashetashiv l’apikorus’ . To draw that line conservatively with

the aim of protecting people from serious error is understandable, and may have been appropriate in previous generations. But it is no longer tenable given the information widely

available to all - on line and in print.  It can also be counterproductive - leading to accusations of dishonesty and lack of full disclosure, which sow unwarranted seeds of doubt in

other areas too.     
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23. - ohfknv vktuhejmhu /varpv ,tz vc,fb vtucb lrsc hf t"h16arhpu varpv ,tz vc,fb ypauvh hnhc hf urpxc rnt 
 /;ravk hutr urpxu ypauvh hnh kg rcsa unf rcsva vkhkj vkhkju //// !uk ejmh gnuav kf - ejmh una tre hfv /ubumrf ,urusv

oa trzg ict
Ibn Ezra maintains that the suggestion that verses were added to the Torah later without prophecy is heretical!

• The Ibn Ezra is very elliptical in his description of the the ‘secret’.  Can we be sure what he actually means? 

24.'vc ubht v,g kct vc vhv zt vgnana wztw ,kn itfc rnt lht hf tuv uaurhpu  /ohrcs tkt ,arp ,kj,vc usux znr tuvu
 //// !hbgbfv shc .rtv v,hv uhnhcu vru,v ,t c,f van vkvsjt ut gauvh er 'itf vknv ,tz van c,f tka vtrb vz hpku

 //// vuc,f ohthcbv rtanhrcsu khtuv rjt thcb uc,fa ut van uc,fa hk vn vtucb hrcscu vkce hrcsc ihntvk ubk aha rjtu
/vtucbc ovu ,nt okuf

u:ch ,hatrc trzg ict kg wp jbgp ,bpm

One of the classic commentators on Ibn Ezra is the Tzafnat Pa’aneach
17

. He clearly understands that the Ibn Ezra

accepts the addition of pesukim in the Torah later than Moshe, as long as these are through prophecy. Since prophecy

comes from God, why would we doubt its truth?

25.rnukf - suxv uvzu /if c,f trzg ut gauvh rntba tkt /igbf shc v,hv ihhsg [u]hnhc hf /vwgrn vz rnta if,h tk tuv fwtu
/vwgrn uc,f tka

u:ch ,hatrc trzg ict kg wp 'ubhaunkt van wr

This is also the understanding of  R. Moshe Almosino
18

.

26.tk ubjbtu /oheuxp vcrvc u,gs ifu 'vacfba rjt c,fb lt van uc,f tk vza u,buuf hf /wsux uk ah if ubbht otuw urnt uvz
/hubau eukhj tkc wv hpn van vc,f vru,v kfa ,gsv vzc ,uthb

(14 wng xhkd) oa okav ,upxu,

Ashkenazi commentators also understood this to be the position of  the Ibn Ezra.  This is confirmed here in a commentary

of the Ba’alei HaTosafot, who quotes the Ibn Ezra in this vein, but disagree with his position. They do not however
accuse him of heresy. 

• But why not?  Surely one of the 13 Principles of Faith is that EVERY word of the Torah was given by God to Moshe!

F] TORAH MIN HASHAMAYIM

27.rntba tcv okugk ekj ovk ah ktrah kf(tf:x uvhgah)  h�sh v¬�G)g �n h ²�g Y �n r�m̄�b . �r·t UJ �rh́ �h ok«ug�k oh º�eh �S �m óK FF ÆQ �N �g �u
r��t P �, �v�k 'vru,v in oh,nv ,hhj, iht rnutv tcv okugk ekj ovk ihta uktu  /ohnav in vru, ihtu'//// xruehptu 

t vban h erp ihrsvbx ,fxn vban

The Mishna rules that all Jews have a place in the World to Come other than a small group of heretics.  These include

someone who claims that Torah is not from Heaven.

28. :ibcr ub, /wufu ohnav in vru, iht rnutvu (tk:uy rcsnc)[V�c v¬b«u)g tu�v �v J�p¬�B �v] , ²�rF �T ,¯�rF �v r·�p �v «u ,u �m �n�, �t �u vºz C wÆv�r �c �s h³�F
tuv lurc ausev urnt tka vz euxpn .uj 'ohnav in vkuf vru,v kf :rnt ukhptu //// /ohnav in vru, iht rnutv vz -

 uvz - unmg hpn van tktvºz C wÆv�r �c �s h³�Fvrzdn 'vz rnuju ken 'vz eusesn .uj 'ohnav in vkuf vru,v kf :rnt ukhptu /
 tuv vz - uz vua/vºz C wÆv�r �c �s h³�F

/ym ihrsvbx

The Gemara explains that this is learnt from the verse which talks of someone who scorns the word of God.  This includes

someone who claims that all of the Torah is from Heaven other than one verse that Moshe made up by himself.  This also
applies to the Received Tradition of the Oral Law.

16. Yitzchaki’ is a Karaite commentator, usually identified as Yitzchak ben Yashush of Toledo (982-1057).

17. R. Yosef b. Eliezer HaSefaradi, 14 Century Spain.   The author is commonly identified as R. Yosef Bonfils (Tov Elem) of the same period. This seems to be a mistake.  See M. Wilansky,

Mechkarim VeSifrut (Jerusalem, 1978) 344-48.

18. 16th Century Turkey.  See Chapter 7 of Prof Marc Shapiro’s The Limits of Orthodox Theology, Littman (2004).  Shapiro cites a long list of classic mefarshim who understand the Ibn

Ezra in this way and he has updated that list in many subsequent posts on the The Seforim Blog.  He now lists over 35 different commentators who all understand that Ibn Ezra’s

‘secret’ was the existence of a number of post-Mosaic additions to the Torah through prophecy.  It should be noted that many of these commentators disagree with the Ibn Ezra’s

opinion on this, but the point is that they interpret him in this way.  
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29.

            
 ihrsvbx vban 'ekj �pk vnsev - o�cnr

The Eighth Ikar - Torah Min Hashamayim - comprises a number of key points:-
• The entire Torah ‘which we have in our hands today’ was communicated to Moshe who acted as a ‘scribe’, faithfully

recording that Torah.  

• The precise mode of communication from God is beyond our understanding - we call it ‘speech’ but it was not really.
• Every verse in the Torah is equal in Divine origin, whether halachic or narrative in nature.  This is opposed to what

others (specifically King Menashe) suggested - that there are central and peripheral aspects to the text and that the

narrative is less ‘authoritative’.

• Someone who says that any part of the Torah is not Divine, but rather that Moshe added it, is a heretic.
• So too, the ‘Received Explanation’

19
 of the Torah is of Divine origin.

30.hpn urnt van rnt ot ,jt vch, ukhpt sjt euxp ukhpt wv ogn vru,v ihta rnutv :vru,c ohrpufv iv vaka
 /vru,c rpuf vz hrv unmg

j vfkv d erp vcua, ,ufkv o"cnr

The Rambam codifies in halacha that it is not only heresy to deny that a verse was made up by Moshe, but that even a
WORD was made up by Moshe.   

31. teus utku /,jt vch, ukhpta rurcu yuap 'vz euxpn .uj er t,ht wndv iuakca ;tu,jt ,ut oda ihsv tuvuoda ;t !
ouas /// cu,fk tuv lurc ausev uk rnta vn c,ufv rpux er vhv vana tuv sjt ogy tvs vz rhfzv tk o"cnrv
gmntc hv rnuk l"pmbn kg ;tu /rcs asjk htar thcbv ihta - w,umnv vktws rcs oua ,ubak kfuh tk okugca thcb
wrk trzg ;tu //// tkupkpc tuv ousxhu urzju oujfa .urh,vu /rcs asjk ihtar ihta wndv vaev vch, ;uxc hvu vch,

////  /rcs oua ie,k ihbgk tk kct vru,c vznr vana vz ihbgk er tuv 'c,fv ush kg vb,abs t"f ;s ihrsvbxc hxuh
van c,fa ,jt ,ut er ukhpt tfhta rnuta hnu /ann ,utu ,ut kf vrucdv hpn van h"g vc,fb vkuf ,"xv kf p"fg

 kkfcu vru,c rpuf tuv unmgcvzc wv rcs hfutca ut ohrjt tkt uc,f tk van ;ta rcs vzht tfhta rntha hn a"fu /
 kkfcu vru,c ohrpuf ova 'vru,v in vz urhxjvu ohrjt/vzc wv rcs hf 

she inhx d ekj vgs vruh van ,urdt ,"ua

Rav Moshe Feinstein
20

 explains that it is heretical to claim that even a LETTER of the Torah was not given by God.  He is

also clear that this restriction also applies to later prophets.  No prophet has the ability to change the Torah itself.

• So how would the Ibn Ezra and commentaries explain the clear position of the Chazal that anyone who suggests that  word of Torah

did not come from God is a heretic?  There are a number of possibilities: (i) They could argue that this refers to an addition without

prophecy but that prophecy (whether of Moshe or later) authenticates the addition. (ii) The Tzafnat Pa’aneach writes that Ibn Ezra

understood this to refer to additions to mitzvot and not to narrative.  But this is precisely the point that that the Rambam clearly labeled

as the essence of the heresy - alleging that the Torah has different strata of authority. 

• The Rambam views the remit of non-Mosaic prophecy in much more a limited manner.  It may NOT have any input into the halachic

process.  It certainly could NEVER be the source of changes to the Chumash itself and to suggest otherwise is heresy! However, other

Rishonim - notably the Kuzari (3:39-41) - understand that later prophecy CAN have a direct input into the ongoing halachic process.

They are not dealing with the issue of post-Mosaic authorship of Chumash, and there is no reason to assume that they would support

the suggestion. But, according to them, prophecy does now have a broader remit.  

 

32. k º�p r)g�v �u íbg��v ÆJ �t v Q«u ³T �n r ÀvC o ¹�f�k �v �e�kF�k �t wv Ár�C �S v�K ¿�t v oh �́rc �S �v�,��t;·�x�h t�«k �u k«u 's�D k«u �eohº�bc)t , ´«jFk Æh�b �J�k �g o À�c �T �f�H��u 
 /h�k �t o�b �T�H��u

 yh:v ohrcs

19. It is clear from the Rambam in many places (such as his Introduction to the Mishna and Hilchot Mamrim) that it is NOT the case that the ENTIRE Oral Law came from Sinai.  The

Rambam divides the Oral Law into multiple categories, some of which were given to Moshe and others which developed later. 

20. We will see the teshuva in more detail below.
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33. (yh);xh tku - /hcnup u,utc ,utrvk w;hxuv tkw - ;xh tku rjt rcs /okugk ohheu ezj ukue hf wexp tkuw ibhndr,n
oa h"ar

This could be reflected in the Torah itself which states concerning the ‘Voice’ of Sinai - ;·xh t́«k �u k«u sD k«u ¬e.  Chazal

interpret this in two opposite ways - that the voice of Sinai ended at Sinai (ie with Moshe
21

).  The other view is that the
Voice is ongoing.

• The position of the Ibn Ezra was famously misrepresented by Spinoza in his Theological-Political Treatise, 2:8.  Spinoza argued that

the Ibn Ezra did not accept Mosaic authorship for any of the Torah.22  

34.ruphx ohkkufv vru,ca ohburjt oheuxp cwh kg u,buuf 'wrag ohbav sux ihc, otuw urntc gwctr hf ohgsuh kfv vbvu
'vzubhpa kct /// gsuh h,kcf unmg vag kct /vz gsh vzubhpa odu 'unmg tuv oc,f tka ,b,ub ,gsva /van ka u,,hn
/vnrncu vnrgc uhtrue ,t vgyv ,unuen vnfcu /cku ckc rcsn if od vhva epx iht 'uh,urhejc vgya sckn

/// uhrea rhfvk ovhbhg jephu uhrpx ohtruev kg ojrh ouenvu
t:t ohrcsk (k"sa) uytmuk sus ktuna aurhp

Shadal accuses Spinoza of deliberately misrepresenting the Ibn Ezra in order to mislead his readers!

G] IS THE IBN EZRA A LONE VOICE? POSITIONS OF OTHER RISHONIM

• It is clear from the way in which the Ibn Ezra presents the ‘secret of the 12’ that the idea of post-Mosaic authorship of any word of the

Torah was considered extremely controversial at the time.

• Indeed, the Rambam unequivocally regards it as heretical and in breach of the 8th Ikar.  Someone who espouses such a view would,

according to the Rambam, cease to be a bona fide member of the Jewish people and lose their place in Olam HaBa.

• This is the position of most Rishonim and the Ibn Ezra’s approach is clearly minority.  But is it a da’at yachid?

G1] RAMBAN

35.r·�nt«H �u w v��k r�s²�b k¬�t r �G�h r �̧S�H �u :h �c��J UB�N �n �C �J¬�H �u k º�t r �G�h �C Æo �jÆK�H �u oh·�r ,)t v Q �r�S k º�t r �G�h t́C h µ�F c�dº�B �v c´�J«h Æs r)g�Q�k��n h³�b)g�b �F �v g º�n �J�H �u
o·�vh �rg�, �t �u o�v �, �t o¬�r)j�H�u h º�b)g�b �F��v�, �t Æi �T�H �u k À�t r �G�h k«ué �C w ¹v g �̧n �J�H �u :o��vh �rg�, �t h�T �n �r)j��v �u h º�sh �C Æv�Z �v o³g v�, �t i ¹�T �T i«̧,b�o �t

 :v�n �r j o«u e N �v�o �J t¬r �e�H �u
d-t:tf rcsnc

The Jewish people were attacked in the desert by the King of Arad.  They then took vows to destroy the cities of this

marauding king, and ultimately fulfilled those vows.

36. :vhtrvu 'vc,f gauvh varpv ,tz hf 'urnt ohcrusjt srg lkntreh ouenv u,ut hf 'oukf urnt tku //// /(sh:ch gauvh) 
 /,unuen hba - ,ntvu /srg lkn - vzu ',pm vkj,c

oa trzg ict

The Ibn Ezra quotes views that this verse was written later by Yehoshua and refers to the King of Arad whom he fought.

However, Ibn Ezra rejects that pshat and argues that these are, in fact, two different places.

21. Moshe’s connection to God in the Mishkan is a continuation of the Sinai experience (see Ramban). 

22. Of course, Spinoza became one of the starting points for the modern academic study of Higher Biblical Criticism. This shiur is not the forum for an in-depth analysis of this issue.

Those interested in further reading on this, and its broader implications for orthodox responses to academic Biblical Criticism should see Rabbi Bazak’s sefer To This Very Day, in

particular Chapter 2, and also:

• Fundamental Questions in the Study of Tanakh, R. Amnon Bazak - https://www.etzion.org.il/en/series/fundamental-issues-study-tanakh

• The Patchwork Bible - a series of shiurim by R. Harvey Belovski - https://harveybelovski.com/the-patchwork-bible/

• Orthodox Responses to Biblical Criticism, Rabbi Shnayer (Sid) Leiman, on YU Torah

• Why Jews Should Continue to Ignore the Bible Critics, R. Francis Nataf - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uXhnJsv41zg

• 8 essays by Prof. Joshua Berman - www.torahmusings.com/2013/12/rethinking-orthodoxy-and-biblical-criticism-viii/

• Professor Berman released a book on these and related issues:  Ani Maamin: Biblical Criticism, Historical Truth, and the Thirteen Principles of Faith, Maggid (2020).

• https://thelehrhaus.com/scholarship/orthodox-judaism-and-the-impossibility-of-biblical-criticism/

Other recommended books on the issues include:

• The Documentary Hypothesis, Cassuto, Shalem Press (2006)

• A Journey Through Torah,  Ben Zion Katz, Urim (2012)

• Faith Without Fear (Unresolved Issues in Modern Orthodoxy), Chap 4 - Rabbi Michael Harris, Vallentine Mitchell (2016)

• Modern Scholarship in the Study of Torah, The 1991 Orthodox Forum, ed. Carmy, Aaronson (1996), especially Chapters 2, 3, 6, 7 and 8.

• The Revelation at Sinai - What Does “Torah from Heaven” Mean? (2021) ed Yoram Hazony, Gil Student and Alex Sztuden, together with the review of that book by R. Marc Shapiro,

available at https://thelehrhaus.com/commentary/confronting-biblical-criticism-a-review-essay/

• The Believer and The Modern Study of the Bible (2019) ed. Tova Ganzel, Yehuda Brandes and Chayuta Deutch 

It goes without saying that there are MANY books and websites which do not present these issues from an orthodox Jewish perspective.  Care must be taken, even with writers and

websites which claim to represent an authentic synergy between Torah and academic thought.  Often they do not!
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37.'ursb rat orsb ,t ohhek 'gauvh ,un hrjt igbf .rtc otuc hrjt ovhrg ,t od ktrah unhrjv hf 'rpxk itfc sug ohkavu
 /vnrj ohrgv oa utrehu

oa i"cnr

The Ramban suggests a number of different explanations for this episode.  One indicates that it refers, presumably as a
prophecy, to the destruction of those cities which the Jewish people would achieve much later (in the book of Shoftim

after the death of Yehoshua).

38.iuhf c,ufv vhv hn rfz tk kct 'unhkav cu,fva o,xc rcsv jhbvu /vz c,f gauvha cu,fk uhbp vnhkf v,xf crv hf ////
urndu ubnb ovk rat vru,v haurhpca whtrev hrcsn g"ctrv uvjek ukkfc vzv ,gsvu /oukav uhkg van vhv tka
c,f tka rcs vru,c aha uhpn tmha u,auseu u,ru, ,unkan vnh,vu /g"ctrv hrjt vyb i"cnrvu /van vz c,f tka

 kkfc if ot ovu !vanvzc wv rcs hf !
oa ktbcrct

The Abarbanel assumes (in horror!) that the Ramban is taking the position of the Ibn Ezra and accepting post-Mosaic

authorship of some verses in the Torah!
23

G2] RASHBAM

• The Rashbam does not explicitly make any comments which could suggest that he follows the position of the Ibn Ezra on this issue.

39. /k �t r �G�h h�b �c�k Q�k �n�Qk �n h�b �p�k o«us[t . �r �t �C Uf�k n r �J)t oh �fk �N �v v�K �t �u

tk:uk ,hatrc 
The Torah refers to the kings who reigned in Se’ir before the first Jewish king. We saw above that the Ibn Ezra rails
against those who claim that this verse was simply added in the time of Yehoshefat.

40.ohfknv vktu :ohypua hnhc vc,fb uz warpa o"carp.

vdbk /h h"g xpsuv o"carv ka sh c,f - ohbez caun

Although the standard edition of the Rashbam’s commentary is clear that this ‘Jewish king’ is a reference to Moshe, a

manuscript
24

 was found (and published by Isaac Lange - see below) which attributes to the Rashbam a comment that this
verse was inserted into the Torah in the time of the Shoftim.  

• It is very difficult to know whether this is the actual comment of the Rashbam or was inserted later by a student.25

G3] R’ YEHUDA HECHASID

• R. Yehuda HeChasid (Germany, 1150-1217) was an central figure in the Chassidei Ashkenaz - the Pietists of Medieval Germany -

and author of the highly influential Sefer HaChasidim.

•  In the year 1975, Rabbi Yitzchak Lange of Switzerland published Perushei Hatorah L'R. Yehuda HeChasid  from a manuscript. The

work consists of explanations attributed to R. Yehuda HeChasid and collected and written down in decades subsequent to his death. It

is a heterogeneous work, uneven in style and content and was not known or authenticated by scholars of subsequent generations.

• The book quickly became highly controversial since it contains several explanations alleging post-Mosaic authorship.

41./c t«un r �C �s �n Q �r �S r«c)g�B��u i �p�B�u r�cD i«h �m �g �nU ,�kh �t �n vc r)g v Q �r �S �n rh �g �G �C oh �c �J�«H �v u G�g�h�b �c Ubh �j �t , �t �n r«c)g�B��u
 j:c ohrcs

Devarim narrates how the Jewish people travelled via Eilat and Etzion Gaver into the planes of Moav. 

23. It is quite possible that the Ramban did not intend this at all, but was indicating that the verses were a prophecy of future events.  But it is clear from the Abarbanel (i) that this was

clearly his understanding of the position of the Ibn Ezra; (ii) that it was possible to attribute this view (whether or not correctly) to someone of the stature of the Ramban.

24. There is only one surviving manuscript page for Rashbam’s commentary to the beginning of Genesis. There used to be another manuscript that contained his commentary to the rest

of the Torah but was missing the commentary to Genesis chapters 1-17. Unfortunately, this manuscript was lost during World War II.  The Rashbam’s commentary was often

controversial and the Ibn Ezra himself is sometimes highly critical of it.  For a fascinating account as to whether the Rashbam’s commentary was censored by ArtScroll to remove a

‘difficult’ passage see the following posts by Prof Marc Shapiro:  

https://seforimblog.com/2014/12/self-censorship-in-arukh-ha-shulhan/, https://seforimblog.com/2015/01/artscrolls-response-and-my-comments/

https://seforimblog.com/2015/06/more-about-rashbam-on-genesis-chapter-1/ and a response by R. Yisrael Herczeg at http://www.hakirah.org/Vol26Herczeg.pdf

For a shiur on the issue by Prof Martin Lockshin see https://youtu.be/gdRlMGjmyu4 and http://www.hatanakh.com/en/download/file/fid/11320.  See also his critical edition of

the Rashbam’s commentary.

25. See “But it seems to me ..... But I Say”  Later Additions to Rashbam's Torah Commentary, Jonathan Jacobs, Bar Ilan University - available at

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/292451607_But_it_seems_to_me_but_i_say_later_additions_to_Rashbam's_Torah_commentary

To download more source sheets and audio shiurim visit www.rabbimanning.com



s�xc9  rabbi@rabbimanning.com                                    dbhbn ovrct - 5784

42.

                             

j:c ohrcs shxjv vsuvh wr ka vru,v kg aurp
The son of R. Yehuda HeChasid explains in the name of his father that Etzion Gaver fell into the hands of Edom only

later, and not at the time of the Chumash.  These pesukim connect with those at the end of Vayishlach to explain how the

different areas were transferred through royal marriages.  Crucially, he understands that the verse in Bereishit was

inserted into the Chumash by the Anshei Kenesset HaGedola
26

 so that we would be able to understand the context. 

43.

f:jn ,hatrc shxjv vsuvh wr ka vru,v kg aurhp

When Ya’akov gives berachot to Efraim and Menashe, the Torah states that ‘he placed Efraim before Menashe’.  While

most mefarshim understand that this refers to Ya’akov placing the sons, R. Yehuda HeChasid is reported as explaining

that it refers to Moshe giving precedence to Efraim over Menashe.  He claims that it was written later by Yehoshua or,
again, by the Anshei Kenesset Hagedola.

 

44./V�k�Ub[g r�t �c h¬�k)g ,t·«Z �v vrh �: �v�, �t k º�t r �G�h rh �́Jh z µt
zh:tf rcsnc

45.

 zh:tf rcsnc shxjv vsuvh wr ka vru,v kg aurhp

Perhaps the most striking example is the assertion that the Song At The Well in Bamidbar was originally included in the

Chumash in the form of Hallel HaGadol - «u �S �x �j ók«ug�k h�F c«u ·y�h �F wv́�k Uś«uv/  It was then removed from the Chumash by

David HaMelech and represented as Tehillim 136!

• When Rabbi Lange sent the book for publication, the publisher was concerned at the inclusion of these passages and spoke to the

Rav of Zurich, who referred the matter to Rabbi Moshe Feinstein for his opinion. 

46. - 1/u"ka, iuatrv rst j"f /v"gc shxjv h"rk xjuhnv vru,v aurhp rcsct"yhka huk kthbs r"rvun d"vrv hshsh f"gn 
//// /lhrhmc iuruah ,sg ,khve s"ctv

 - 2.uj ohnav in vkuf vru,v kf rnt ukhptu ohnav in vru, iht rnutv vz vzc wv rcs hf thb, y"m ;s ihrsvbxc vbvu
 uvz unmg hpn van tkt tuv lurc ausev urnt tka vz euxpn ///// vzc wv rcs hfvan h"g vc,fb vkuf ,"xv kf p"fg 

 kkfcu vru,c rpuf tuv unmgc van c,fa ,jt ,ut er ukhpt tfhta rnuta hnu 'ann ,utu ,ut kf vrucdv hpnrcs hf
vzc wv vru,v in vz urhxjvu ohrjt utca ut ohrjt tkt uc,f tk van ;ta rcs vzht tfhta rntha hn a"fu 'ova

 kkfcu vru,c ohrpufvzc wv rcs hf//// /

26. The Anshei Kenesset HaGedola included nevi’im, which is essential for the thesis of the Ibn Ezra.
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 - 3s uhct whpa n"pk cu,fa vn tkhnnu ////vabn hbpk ohrpt ,t oahutuv /// kds atrc vhv ohrpta van kg tuv 
lurc ausev tv ?ohkdsv rshx van hfu !,uya hrcs ov kkfcu /vrucdv hpn van uc,f tka vz euxp kg vru,c vrhpf

 /vyua odu xruehptu gar vhv ;hhznva tmnbu //// orshx tuv
lknv susa tkt anujc cu,f vhv vzu kusdv kkv tkt vru,c c,fba rtc hkg tk vhv rtcv kg ktrah ,rhas f"an ifu
tuva ouan gurd tuvu !lknv susc hpus hrcsu 'vru,c vkusd r,uhv vrhpf tuv ohkv,c urchju vru,v in uz vrha rhxv

 /// /xhgfvk unf er kkf ogy tkc
 - 4vru,c vrhpf tuva lf rjt uc,f jkahuca ohfknv vktu ,arpa vrhpfv tuv hrv //// rcd iuhmg rcsc f"an ifu

ictv ehxnu varpv ,tz vc,fb ypauvh hnhc hf rnta hejmh oac sjt xruehptn trzg ictc thcv rcfu /vtucbcu
/;ravk hutr urpxu ypauvh hnh kg rcsa unf tuva vkhkj vkhkj trzglhrma trzg ictn euxp ihs tuv rcfa tmnbu 

vz uphhz ohgarv ohrpufv hrv hf grd sug vz rpxu 'uz vrhpfc ohrjt ohrpx asjn v,g xhpsb lhtu 'vzf rpx ;urak
yuap ifk vz rnt j"vhr oda uzf vjsvu v,xvc okugv ,t ,ugyvk hsf shxjv vsuvh wr oa kg treba rpx lu,c

ohbhn hrpxn tuv gurd sugu vz rpx xhpsvk ruxtatk ogv hyuapn ukhpt vcrva 'uhkg cu,f rcjnv ihnv oaa 
 /z"hg vru,c ohrpuf uaghu ugyh r,uh oda aujk ah cu,f shxjv vsuvh wr oaaf kct /vzk ubhnthruxta rurc ifku

ohcrv ,t thyjns kusd r,uhv ruxhtc /////// /
 she inhx d ekj vgs vruh van ,urdt ,"ua

Rav Feinstein is clear. The book is a forgery, totally heresy and should be destroyed.  It should certainly NOT be printed!

• Other contemporary thinkers have also questioned these alleged comments of R. Yehuda HeChasid.  In particular, the statements do

not have a strong logical basis, nor do they resolve any serious questions of pshat or structure.  On that basis, and due to their

departure from the mainstream position of the Rishonim on this issue, others argue that the the comments were intentionally inserted

by a later student for polemical purposes.

• Nevertheless, other similar statements from the school of R. Yehuda HeChasid have subsequently been found27 and most Orthodox

academics today accept the authenticity of the commentary. 28

47..r,n ubht vz kct /j"hrv oac vz thcna ofk rnt wp rna vn h,tmnu 'hbuhm ojbn wr ka hbuhm rpxv udhav hc,f hrjt
kg rpx vzhtc tmnba vn eh,gva vtrbfu /hbuhm ojbn wr tuv hn rurcc ubk gush tku /// vru,c vrhpf tuv htsua !oukf
vz cu,fk cuyu uz vrhpf rcs tmnba rjtn hbuhm rpx od ,ubeku rufnk ruxta rnut h,hhv hbtu /iuhg tkc j"vhr oa

 /ihhyabhhp van 'urheun ushsh hbbvu /h"t hkusdk
she inhx d ekj vgs vruh van ,urdt ,"ua

At the end of the teshuva, R. Feinstein writes that it was pointed out to him that some one of the controversial remarks in

the manuscript is also quoted in the name of R. Yehuda HeChasid by another commentator - R. Menachem Tzioni.
29

 R.
Feinstein responded that this changed nothing, since the statement was still heresy!  He assumes that the author must

have copied this from one of the forged manuscripts in the name of R. Yehuda HeChasid. As such, R. Feinstein argues

that the Sefer Tzioni should also be condemned as heresy and he casts doubt on the reliability of its author.

48. - 1rat rz whp h",f j"xn thcva iuhfu okugn vtr tk hbuhmv rpxa c,fa n"dt rpxc vtra vn vn, rat rcs kg ////
hbuhmv rpxv od ruxtk ah ifk k"bv h",fn ohrz ohrcs thcv hbuhmv rpxc oda iuhfu /k"bv h",fc ihhgk urxtk c,f ifk
iuhf vph s"bgpku //// wv ause iunse hva hbuhmv ausev rpx ruxtk ehsm hp kg vkgh lthv uhkg vn, r",fu /uc ihhgk
ivu vfkvc iv uhkg ufnx rat ohkcuenv hkusdn vhv tuv hbuhmv rpx hf /vz rcs h,htraf h,vn, iyev hbt odu ',"fgn

//// /k"z ohburjtv hkusdn vkcec
 - 2ihc uxhbfvu uc,f vguy shnk, vzhta s"bgpkb tkt /p"nrdv hpn utmh ukt ohrcs rat ihntt tk hf ,ntv kct

rat hbuhmv rpx vtr tk p"nrdva ihntt tk hf od /kusd ikhtc unmg vk,u 'uc uyka ohrz hshu u,rhyp rjtk uhc,fn
//// uhrcs ohthcnv oharpnvu hbuhmv rpx ,t vtr k"z p"nrdva htsuu /okugc oxrupn

 - 3 uzbdku uejrk iht shxjv h"r ka h",fv od z"pk hf ,ntcu a"nf tkt(:dh ,ca)ic vhbbju cuyk ahtk u,ut rufz orc 
cahu ina hcrd ,utn wd uk ukgv ?vag vn /vru, hrcs ihr,ux uhrcs uhva ktezjh rpx zbdb tuv tknkta una vhezj
izbudk tku shxjv vsuvh ubhcr hrcs aursku ina hcrd ,utn akau ohheb vgca cahk ah b"fvu /h"ar ihhg iarsu vhhkgc

//// /inuen itf ihta tkt vfkvv p"g asuec ufrs hpk oarpk aha h,htru ovhrcsc h,bhhg v"cu
 shr inhx ch ekj ,ufkv vban ,"ua

R. Menashe Klein - the Ungvarer Rov - expresses shock that R. Feinstein did not give proper weight to the Sefer Tzioni.

He argues (with obvious irony) that an errant talmid of R. Feinstein must have forged these lines in the Igrot Moshe and

introduced the comments in the name of R. Feinstein!!  

27. In particular by R. Shlomo ben Shmuel Hatsarfati (12/13th Century France) who writes that the name Azazel is a later interpolation, R. Avigdor Katz (13th Century Tosafist), and by

R. Elazar of Worms. Prof Shapiro cites all of these at length in his posts on The Sefarim Blog.  For one of the most recent posts see

https://seforimblog.com/2020/07/post-mosaic-additions-to-the-torah/  

28. Some still maintain that finding these views among the students of R. Yehuda HaChasid lends credence to the view that they were inserted by those errant students. While such a

position is possible, now that many similar sources have been found in manuscript, it becomes increasingly likely that the students heard these from the teacher.

29. 14th century, Germany.  He wrote a kabbalistic commentary on the Torah as well as piyutim. 
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In fact, Rav Klein does NOT recommend destroying the manuscript, but rather finding a way to reconcile it
30

 with classic

Jewish thought.
31

 

49.lf kg ohshgn vrutfka vru,c ohcr ohbnhx obah /,hbunt vbhjcn vaeu ,fcuxn vkta ift thv ktua v,ta vktav
 /lhrcsc ,bhhm okuf ,t tka oheuxp sug ah /ubhcr van rjtk uc,fb vru,v heuxpn ekja

hkusdn ygn obah 'orc ///// v"g ubhcr van ,tucbc uc,fb vkt oheuxpa v,hhv ktrah hnfj hsh kg ,kcuenv vsngv
oheuxpv ,bunak xjhc trndv htruntn ekj hrcs tuv lfk xhxcva rurc /ovhrcsn ,tcv rat ,t ubgya ktrah

 :ohrehgv rehg ,t ahdsvk tuv ,uagk ofj shnk, lhrma vn  /oc,f ubhcr van tka 'vru,c ohburjtv,t lpuva vn
v,ut rnt okug ka ubuchra vscugv thv vru,k vru,v ,t lpuva vn /v,ut c,f hn vktac vb,un ubht vru,k vru,v

ohhj oheukt hrcs thv vru,vu ',ushjc tku vtrnu vp kt vphsh kg uc,fb tka vbnn ohrhgz ohekj ah ot od 'if kg /
heuktv tmunv ,t vru,v hrcsk ohxjhhn tka vgac vrhpfk ohfpuv ov /vrhpf onmgk vkt ohrcsc iht 'ubhcr van
ubhnfj urnta vn ,t chjrvk ruxht iht vru,v heuxp kf ka ykjunv iuhkgv tmunc ohbhntna vgac 'if kg /ykjunv
"uhp" tmun thv vru,v - vkt ohrcsc ohhev hxhxcv iurehgv kac 'vru,c ,unuen sugk vru,c ohburjtv oheuxpv kg

/okug ka ubuchr ka ykjunv 
wcrv ,t ktaw r,tn ukra kcuh crv ka vcua,http://shut.moreshet.co.il/shut2.asp?id=68707 (5766) 

Rav Yuval Sherlow
32

 writes that it is not kefira to argue that pesukim could have been added to the Torah after Moshe by

nevi’im.  The kefira would be to deny the authority of nevua and allege that these words did not come from God.
33

  

H] A SEFARDI~ASHKENAZI MACHLOKET?

• Although this controversial position is often associated with the Ibn Ezra, it is clear that he did not feel he could express it explicitly.

• We also see that the Rambam takes a very hard line on the limits of acceptable theology in this area - one which is backed up by the

later Sefardi poskim, such as the Abarbanel.

• By contrast, some Ashkenazi commentators, such as R. Yehuda HaNasi, seem far more prepared to express these views openly. 

• Some see this as a Sefardi~Ashkenazi machloket, with the Sefardi community under far more pressure from Islam which accused

the Jews of tachrif -  altering Tanach for their own purposes. The Ashkenazim, living in a Christian milieu, did not take such a position.34  

50. One tanna had stated, simply and with no ado, that the last eight verses were of Divine origin but not of Mosaic authorship,

and R. Yehudah he-Hasid added that there were several more verses that were not penned by Moses. Was such a position

seen as being thoroughly mistaken? Most probably. Was it viewed as odd and non-conformist? Undoubtedly; though hardly

more eccentric than R. Yehudah’s view that King David, to flesh out his book of Psalms, lifted from the text of the “original”

Pentateuch many anonymous “psalms” that Moses had penned! Were these strange and misguided views, however,

perceived as being in any way heretical or even dangerous? At that time and place, certainly not. They contained no

concession to the surrounding culture, opened no Pandora’s Box of questions. Indeed, one can take the religious temperature

of R. Yehudah he-Hasid’s explanation by the matter of fact way European medieval commentators (rishonim) treated the

passages in Menahot and Bava Batra where the tannaitic dictum of Joshua’s authorship is brought. In their world, these

words did not abut any slippery slope of a “documentary hypothesis” or of “Jewish forgery”. No need, therefore, to reinterpret

this passage or to forfend any untoward implications. What concerned R. Yehudah he-Hasid’s contemporaries, the Tosafists,

in this statement were its practical halakhic implications for the Sabbath Torah readings, not its theological or dogmatic

ones, for to them, as to R. Yehudah, there were none.

R. Dr Haym Soloveitchik, Two Notes on the Commentary on the Torah of R. Yehudah he-Hasid,” in Michael A. Shmidman,

ed. Turim (New York, 2008), pp. 245-246.
35

30. See https://www.aishdas.org/midrash/5765/Balak.htm where R. Klein is quoted as suggesting that R. Yehuda Hechasid is not referring to the text of the Chumash that Moshe

wrote, and from which these passages were moved to new locations, but to another work of Mosaic authorship that is now lost.

31. Rabbi Shneyer Leiman also records that R. Shlomo Zalman Auerbach was not in favor of banning the sefer.  In the end, two editions were produced in 1975, one with the offending

passages (for distribution in chutz l’Aretz) and one without them (for Eretz Yisrael!) The censored edition included a note in the table of changes which reads, “I consider it correct to

inform you that, after consultation with giants of Torah, and in accordance with their opinions, I have eliminated a few passages that cannot possibly have come from the holy mouth

of our teacher Yehuda Hehasid, of blessed memory. We must assume that they were interpolated by others.” 

32. In this post, especially in his response to questions at the end of the post, Rav Sherlow makes a number of statements about this topic which are quite remarkable and certainly do

not confirm with the standard approach on these issues.  He remains a highly respected Rosh Yeshiva in the Religious Zionist world. 

33. R. Uri Sherki - a leading kiruv figure in the Religious Zionist world writes similarly - wv hpn ovau ,nt vru,v hrcs kfa ihntvk tuv vbuntv rehgw                                                   
http://ravsherki.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1220:12201220-1220&Itemid=100512

34. There are significant questions on this analysis, in particular the willingness of other Sefardi Rishonim to explicate the Ibn Ezra’s position, and the majority position of Ashkenazi

authorities which strongly opposed the Ibn Ezra on this. 

35. R. Ephraim Kanarfogel also writes in The Intellectual History and Rabbinic Culture of Medieval Ashkenaz (Detroit, 2013), p. 32: “The availability of this kind of interpretational

freedom and variety also allowed Hasidei Ashkenaz to be comfortable with Ibn Ezra’s stipulation of verses that may have been added to the Torah after the revelation at Sinai.”  See

Prof Mark Shaprio’s post on the Seforim Blog - https://seforimblog.com/2013/03/torah-mi-sinai-and-more/ 
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I] CONCLUSIONS

51. In recent days there has been much discussion regarding the belief in Torah Min HaShamayim. We maintain that it is

necessary not only to assert the centrality of this bedrock principle in broad terms, but also to affirm the specific belief that

Moshe received the Torah from God during the sojourn in the wilderness, the critical moment being the dramatic revelation at

Sinai. The Rambam and others have included this in in their various Principles of Faith but its centrality is so evident that an

appeal to these Principles of Faith is almost superfluous. The very coherence of traditional Jewish discourse concerning the

authority of the Torah she-bikhtav and the Torah she-be’al peh rests upon this conviction.

When critical approaches to the Torah’s authorship first arose, every Orthodox rabbinic figure recognized that they strike at

the heart of the classical Jewish faith. Whatever weight one assigns to a small number of remarks by medieval figures

regarding the later addition of a few scattered phrases, there is a chasm between them and the position that large swaths of

the Torah were written later– all the more so when that position asserts that virtually the entire Torah was written by several

authors who, in their ignorance, regularly provided erroneous information and generated genuine, irreconcilable

contradictions. Beyond a shadow of a doubt, none of the abovementioned figures would have regarded such a position as

falling within the framework of authentic Judaism.

While we recognize and respect the theological struggles that are a feature of many a modern person’s inner religious life, the

position in question is unequivocally contrary to the faith requirements of historic Judaism.

RCA Statement on Torah Min HaShamayim - July 31 201336

52. It may be that we should reject Ibn Ezra’s view as a maverick position outside the consensus. Even if we do accept it as a

legitimate possibility, the fact that we cannot give a concrete number of verses that can be attributed to a later author without

sliding into heresy in no way invalidates the idea that a boundary exists. All concepts include gray areas but those

questionable areas do not undermine the concepts. The fact that we are unsure whether or not abortion and euthanasia are

murder does not mitigate the horror of murder. As Dr. Johnson remarked, the fact that there is a twilight does not minimize the

distinction between day and night. We can exclude Ibn Ezra’s view from the charge of heresy, remain unsure about how much

more latitude to give for an expansion of Ibn Ezra, and still confidently assert that J, P, E and D are beyond the pale. 

Flexibility With a Firm Foundation: On Maintaining Jewish Dogma
37

 - R. Yitzchak Blau, The Torah u-Madda Journal Vol 12

(2004) p 184

• The vast majority of Rishonim understood that every word of Torah was written by Moshe, dictated by God.

• There is a minority view which understands that Torah Min HaShamayim can include later authorship of verses in the Chumash but

only through prophecy38.

• Almost all classical commentators in the Acharonim have rejected the minority view.  Whether or not it is considered heresy39 will

depend to a significant degree on whether it is accepted that there is a ‘psak’ in hashkafa.40

• Modern academic theories on Higher Biblical Criticism are entirely different to the very limited views proposed by some Rishonim on

this issue.  It is very unlikely that Higher Criticism, at least as currently framed, could every be reconciled41 with Orthodox42 Jewish

thought and belief.

36. See also the shiur on YU Torah - Limits of Inquiry, R. Chayim Soloveitchik - https://www.yutorah.org/sidebar/lecturedata/937409/Limits-of-Inquiry from minute 41 on the Ibn Ezra

and the importance of not taking this further than the mefarshim state.

37. This was a review article of Prof Shaprio’s 2004 book, The Limits of Orthodox Theology. It is available at

https://www.academia.edu/64768808/Flexibility_With_a_Firm_Foundation_On_Maintaining_Jewish_Dogma

38. Rav Shlomo Fischer also disagreed with Rav Moshe Feinstein on this issue and accepted that R. Yehuda HaChasid’s position was a minority view within the Rishonim. He understood

that it was a machloket between the Sefardi and Ashkenazi poskim of the time, with the Sefardim taking a harder line position.  Hence, the Ibn Ezra was very reluctant to publicize

his view, but R. Yehuda HaChasid was far more open on it. See R. Uri Sherki at

http://ravsherki.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1220:12201220-1220&Itemid=100512

39. There are an increasing number of contemporary orthodox thinkers and teachers who take the view that, while this position is certainly limited in scope and limited to small number

of Rishonim, it is not heresy.  In terms of the Rambam’s 13 Ikarim, it would of course be considered heresy, but this raises the more fundamental question as to whether the

Rambam’s 13 Ikarim are indeed the last word on what is considered to be heretical. Note that, although the offending parts of the commentary of R. Yehuda HaChasid were clearly

rejected by R. Moshe Feinstein as heresy and censored from some the original prints of the book, they are now INCLUDED in the commentary on Otzer HaChochma (which is careful

not to include anything heretical).  Some of the previously censored comments are also included in a new print of Otzar Ha-Rishonim on Torah.  

40. These issues of course also have halachic implications and the line between hashkafa and halacha is blurred.  For more on this see my shiur - Is there a "Psak" in Hashkafa?-

https://outorah.org/p/46393/ 

41. For different approaches on this see the Patchwork Bible series by R. Harvey Belovski referred to above. 

42. Prof Shapiro raised a characteristic storm with his 2017 article Is Modern Orthodoxy Moving Towards an Acceptance of Biblical Criticism? Marc B. Shapiro, Modern Judaism - A

Journal of Jewish Ideas and Experience, Volume 37, Issue 2, May 2017, Pages 165–193, https://doi.org/10.1093/mj/kjx021. See also the critique of that article and of trends in

Modern Orthodoxy at https://cross-currents.com/2017/05/21/changing-mind-modern-orthodoxy/.  The comments at the bottom of that post are particularly interesting and

Marc Shapiro weighs in to defend his article.  Essentially, he is not arguing that Higher Criticism SHOULD become acceptable to Modern Orthodox Jews but simply that it IS

becoming so, notwithstanding the major theological and hashkafic challenges involved and the potentially corrosive effect on their religious commitment.   
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