Response to Rabbi Yaakov Segal’s Critique of
The Camel, The Hare and the Hyrax

Nosson Slifkin

I was glad to see that someone investigated the issues that I analyzed in my book,
The Camel, The Hare, and the Hyrax, and raised several topics for discussion. As I wrote
myself in the preface to the book:

After five years, numerous major overhauls, and hundreds of minor revisions, I
feel that this work is finally finished. This is said with the qualification that it is
not truly complete, as many of the significant questions currently have answers
that are less than fully satisfactory. However, it is hoped that this volume
presents all the most accurate information that is available at this time. I
certainly anticipate that future discoveries in the field of zoology, and continued
refinements in our understanding of Torah, will ultimately shed more light on
this topic. Corrections and wupdates will be posted online at
www.zootorah.com/hyrax. Positive and negative comments and criticisms
concerning specific data and arguments contained in this work are welcome.

Indeed, several people contacted me after the book’s publication with further
relevant sources and other comments. I added some corrections and additions to my
website at www.zootorah.com/hyrax, which I intend to incorporate into future
editions of the book.

Unfortunately, rather than engage in courteous debate, the paper written by Rabbi
Segal is filled with ridicule, sarcasm and slander. I was very surprised at this. My
purposes in writing this book were to solve difficult questions in the Torah and
Talmud. I performed this investigation with immense effort and care. At every step of
the way I consulted with distinguished Torah scholars, some of whom wrote extremely
favorable endorsements for the book. It is, of course, possible that, as with any book,
there are mistakes, and this is one of the reasons why I invited comments and
criticisms. It also is likely that there are differences of opinion among Torah scholars
regarding fundamental issues. Still, I believe that some respect is due, if not to me,
then at least to the distinguished Rabbanim who read through every word of the book
and wrote haskamos. Furthermore, Rabbi Segal’s derisive style of writing, in which he
mocks me for trying to reconcile Torah with science, only serves to further alienate
many people from Torah Judaism. (Note in particular how he constantly expresses my
position in quotation marks, a form of written sarcasm, to “prove” his “points.”)



Rabbi Segal has been busy for many years with the noble and difficult task of
defending Torah Judaism against the attacks of Daat Emet. It seems that in Israel, the
usual approach for responding to Daat Emet-type attacks (aside from pretending that
they don’t exist) is to discount everything they say and add a generous helping of
ridicule. However, many people are dissatisfied with such responses, and remain with
questions that shake their faith. I have written books to help these people, and Baruch
Hashem 1 have been very successful. It is relevant to cite one letter I received in

response to my work:

Dear Rabbi Slifkin,

I am writing to you to say thank you. Being that I am trying to be a “Baal
Tshuva,” I have always had an inquisitive mind. As my Torah Learning grew,
however, so did my doubts and questions. I have always considered the most
difficult of these questions the questions regarding the camel, the hare, the
hyrax, and the pig (from the Torah and Talmud), and other animal-related
questions from the Talmud because these were just some of few questions
regarding Torah that were outwardly verifiable (i.e. statements whose validity
could be verified outside the realm of Torah).

To say the least, I was always disappointed with the answers I got for these
questions. The Rabbis I have asked always seemed to give me a run-around
answer or said that the shafan and arnevet were extinct. My research showed me
otherwise, so I was left with a bitter taste in my mouth, doubting my new way of
life.

Reading two of your works, The Camel, The Hare, and The Hyrax and Mysterious
Creatures, 1 found your research to be exhaustive, honest, and refreshing. I feel
that addressing such issues head on, and taking the time to do extensive and
honest research is the best and only approach to get a true answer to these
questions. Seeing an Orthodox Rabbi willing to address these questions in the
detailed manner which I am used to (being that I am an engineer), rather than
an off-the-cuff answer, has given me new found inspiration in my relatively new
Torah-Observant way of life. I cannot praise you enough for your work, as I have
found it to be a major reason I have decided to continue this way of life. Thank
you so much, and hatzlacha raba to youl

Sincerely,
A. L.
Los Angeles, CA

I will quote Rabbi Segal’s entire paper (with the exception of one tangential section
that I shall indicate) and intersperse my responses.
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My approach of reconciling Torah with that which appears proven from science is
no different from the approach of Rambam, Ramban,' Malbim,” etc. (The fact that I
do not remotely approach the caliber of these Torah giants is entirely irrelevant.)
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The assumption that everything written by Chazal was stated with ruach hakodesh and
is infallible is not a universal legacy for many generations. The only sources that I
know of (I would be glad to learn of others) are the Chida, Leshem (grandfather of
Rav Elyashiv), and Chazon Ish. This was clearly not the approach of Rambam,
Ramban, Rav Yitzchok Lampronti, Maharam Schick, Rav Hirsch, and others.

! Commentary to Bereishis 9:12 and Vayikra 12:2.
2 Commentary to Bereishis 1:6.
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Rabbi Segal cites the Chazon Ish at length, who speaks of it being heretical to
doubt the words of Chazal. However since he admits that the Chazon Ish was
referring to Aggadata, not to scientific matters, this is irrelevant. Rabbi Segal claims
that by extension, the Chazon Ish’s words would apply to Chazal’s scientific
statements, since they were far greater than us, and who are we to dispute them. The
answer, of course, is that while we are lesser people, we have the benefit of the
cumulative efforts of many people over many centuries who investigated the natural
world.

Rabbi Segal disparages those who dispute Chazal’s statements about the world
based on ever-changing scientific theories. It is true that science changes in some
areas. However to use this as grounds for undermining all science is naive. It is
unreasonable to insist that we will one day find mice that grow from dirt.
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Rabbi Segal’s citation of the Maharal’s condemnation of Azariah de Rossi’s Meor
Einayim is irrelevant. De Rossi attacked lots of things, including the authorship of
Sifrei Kodesh and the chronology of Chazal. He had a very casual attitude to Chazal,
and explained many passages in the Gemara as mere inventions (see e.g. 2:15 and
2:16) without looking for any deeper meaning. It is to this that Maharal responded,
because he was a champion of the depth and profundity in the statements of Chazal.
Maharal also accepted much contemporary science, and tried to harmonize them. I
am not aware of any passage in Maharal that could suggest, one way or another,
whether he thought that all Chazal’s scientific statements were inerrant. He only
discussed cases where he could say that they were irrelevant, because Chazal were
talking abut the penimiyus of the matter. It is not at all clear what he would say in non-
Aggadic matters such as with the mouse that grows from dirt.

In any case, while I do not believe that there is any significant comparison between
my work and that of de Rossi, I will dispute Rabbi Segal’s rhetorical question, “What

1”

is there to respond to the Maharal’s words?!” The fact remains that not everyone
followed the Maharal’s condemnation. Meor Einayim was cited approvingly by many
Torah authorities, including Magen Avraham, Kenesses HaGedolah, Yad Melachi, Be’er
Sheva, Toldos Adam, Netziv, and even by the Maharal’s own disciples, such as Tosafos

Yom Tov and Rabbi Dovid Gans in Nechmad V’Na’im.
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Rabbi Segal writes (to Dr. Betech) that I vigorously and easily ignored the latter’s
words. Actually, although Dr. Betech strongly disagreed with the idea that Chazal
could have made erroneous statements on scientific matters, we had a very
constructive and respectful correspondence spanning several months, in which we
exchanged ideas and information. I also showed him several versions of the
manuscript in order to hear his comments. I am ready to make this correspondence
available to anyone who wishes to see it. In fact, Dr. Betech helped me so much that I
thanked him in the acknowledgements of the book.
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Rabbi Segal writes that although I worked to defend the written Torah against
attack, I did not make attempts to defend Chazal. I find this astonishing. Most of the



final two chapters of the book are dedicated to defending the Gemara’s drashah about
the animals can be upheld even in light of new discoveries, representing years of effort
on my part. Rabbi Segal is free to dispute my offered solutions, but I don’t understand
how he can claim that I did not attempt to defend Chazal. I specifically wrote that the
approach of Rambam/Hirsch, etc., that Chazal did not possess perfect knowledge of
science, while a potential answer to some of the problems, is not necessary due to
other solutions that I offered.

Contrary to Rabbi Segal’s accusation, I do not equate myself with Chazal; I simply
subscribe to the view espoused by the Maharam Schick that we have the benefit of
scientific discoveries unknown to earlier generations.

L2770 DIWD RAT WIWD 190K 5" 2127 2w H A0 KD LNV A0 MR R NIRITY MK
SR 0D

I do not understand what is wrong in trying to be objective. And, as stated earlier, I
did indeed exert effort to demonstrate the truth of Chazal’s statements, as my work
indicates. What I did not do was to engage in what I considered intellectually
dishonest reasoning in order to prove the truth of Chazal’s statements.
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Contrary to Rabbi Segal’s disturbing accusation, I do not relate to science with
“holy trembling” or as if it is a revelation from Sinai. I simply accept that which
appears sufficiently proven, just as we do with medicine and other fields of science.
Actually, a substantial portion of my book is dedicated to showing that the common
statement in science books that the hyrax does not ruminate is not sufficiently proven
and is not necessarily true.

In any case, the goal of the book is to explain the Torah according to the best
knowledge that we currently possess. I explicitly stated, both in the preface and in the
conclusion, that future scientific discoveries could shed further light on the topic. But
I believe that we have a responsibility to explain the Torah according to our current
knowledge. This approach has been used by many Rishonim and Acharonim.

It is bizarre that Rabbi Segal freely states that science can be discounted, and yet
he proceeds to write a lengthy paper attempting to refute the conclusions of my book.



If one is simply going to discard science, then any discussion of this topic does not

even start.
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Rabbi Segal claims that we have seen many scientific theories discarded, and many
statements of Chazal confirmed. Actually, the reverse appears to be the case. With
modern science (which is a very different discipline from the “science” of previous
centuries), very little has been discarded. With Chazal’s statements about the world,
there are many that are problematic (e.g. about bats laying eggs, about the gestation
period of animals, about spontaneous generation, etc., etc.).
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Many outreach workers claim that the Gemara is full of astounding scientific
information that was unknown to the rest of the world at the time and could only
have been known through ruach hakodesh. In the course of writing my book Mysterious
Creatures 1 investigated dozens of such claims. I had hoped to include such cases in the
section where I explain the approach that Chazal possessed superior knowledge of the
natural world. Unfortunately, so far I have found all such claims to fall into one or
more of the following three categories:

1) A statement of Chazal that is very unlikely to mean what it is claimed to mean;

2) A scientific fact that is indeed in the Torah/ Gemara, but which the non-Jews of
that time knew also, or:

3) Something that is not true.

If anyone can send me an example of something that does not fall into any of these
categories, I would be thrilled, and I would include it in the next edition of my book.
The first example that Rabbi Segal brings is one of the most impressive that I have
seen, but it is still far from ideal. He is presumably referring to the statement of the
Gemara in Berachos 32b that the constellations contain 10" stars. But the exact figure
given in the Gemara should not be used as an argument for Chazal having divinely
inspired knowledge of such things, because the actual number given by modern
science is about ten thousand times greater. Furthermore, the Gemara appears to be
referring to metaphysical rather than physical phenomena, with its description of
everything existing in multiples of the number 30. At best, we can say that it seems
remarkable that the Gemara suggests such an astronomically large number — but the



Torah itself indicates that the number is astronomical, comparable to all the sand by
the sea, so this is evidence of Hashem’s knowledge rather than Chazal’s.
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Rabbi Segal’s second example of Chazal’s extraordinary knowledge of science falls
into the second category. The spherical shape of the earth is indeed discussed in the
Zohar, but it was also known to the Ancient Greeks and others. Furthermore, it seems
that some of Chazal believed the world to be flat, and based on this, the Shevus Yaakov
(3:20) disdains the belief that the world is spherical.
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Rabbi Segal then discusses the snake’s gestation period. This is actually something
that I myself cite in my book Mpysterious Creatures as evidence for Chazal’s wisdom.
However, as I discuss in that work, this is far from straightforward. In the
overwhelming majority of cases, snakes have a gestation period of far less than seven
years. Only in a few cases do they store their sperm for up to ten years. A gestation of
seven years would be very rare indeed.
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The fact that Chazal observed the effect of cat scratches does not testify to any
superior source of wisdom. Furthermore, it is very difficult to understand exactly how
“cat scratch disease,” caused by the bacterium Bartonella henselae, is the explanation of
the venom in a cat’s claws that the Gemara discusses. The Gemara states that dogs do
not possess such venom, whereas dogs are in fact known to transmit this disease,
albeit with lower frequency than cats. More problematically, the Gemara states that
cats inflict such venom upon lambs, yet sheep are not known to be able to contract
this disease. Furthermore, other statements in this section of the Gemara, such as that



drusah only occurs when the animal claws intentionally, are certainly difficult to
reconcile with modern observations.
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The interesting facts of louse reproduction are not relevant to the accuracy of the
Gemara’s discussion, which makes it clear that lice do not emerge from eggs at all. I
am not familiar with the specifics of the other cases that Rabbi Segal discusses, but I
can say that all such similar cases that I have investigated have not demonstrated any
special knowledge of Chazal that was not possessed by other people of their era.
Unfortunately I know of many sincere and intelligent people who have found such
claims to be woefully inadequate. As Rambam writes, the problem with using wealk
proofs is that when they are discovered to be weak, they undermine a person’s
confidence in the entire philosophy.
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The purpose of my book is not to dazzle an irreligious person into becoming
religious. It is to perform an honest and thorough investigation of a very difficult topic
that has been poorly researched until now. All possibilities must be investigated and
considered. In light of the sources, it does seem distinctly possible that dorsal fins are
not rated as a fin in the Torah (Rabbi Dr. Yisrael Meir Levinger agreed that the
definition of fins is unclear). In light of this, and the other potential exception of the



sea-snake, it is not intellectually honest to boast that there is not a single fish that
provides an exception to Chazal’s principles. One can be amazed that there are only
one or two potential exceptions out of 25,000 species (not 30,000), but this would
not demonstrate that the statement was divinely inspired and flawlessly infallible.
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I strenuously object to the idea (apparently some sort of limud zechus!) that I would
try to justify myself by admitting that I knowingly distorted the Torah but did so for
the purpose of outreach (which was also stated by Rav Elya Weintraub in his
condemnation of my works). I wrote what I believe to be true. The reason why I think
it should be published and disseminated is that this approach has proved effective in
restoring emunah for those who have been troubled by these questions and have been
dissatisifed by the woefully inadequate approaches that are usually taught.
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I wholeheartedly agree with this entire paragraph. Rav Chaim Brisker’s comment
that people possess expertise in areas of knowledge to which they feel connected, and
the logical inference, that only people with such a connection and expertise should
deal in such areas, is expecially relevant.
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I find it difficult to believe that Rav Neuwirth gave his haskamah to this book
unaware that it extensively discusses the view that Chazal could have been mistaken
in scientific matters.
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I am well aware that Rav Dovid Cohen’s personal view is that Chazal possessed
superior knowledge of science. But of course such views exist; that is not relevant.
What is relevant is that Rav Dovid Cohen nevertheless has repeatedly endorsed the
legitimacy of those who take a different view.
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The fact that Rav Dovid Cohen repeated the common belief that the presumed
exclusivity of the Torah’s list proves the Divinity of Torah does not accomplish
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anything for Rabbi Segal, since Rav Cohen did not research this thoroughly and he
appreciated my more thorough research on the topic.

MN30I2 11707 71 977,593 XN RY D27 ,190:7 2127 707 M99 N30T 1200w 2°120 W OX OA I
N7 ANIND ORTIW,INAMAT QTR 9V 999 191N 1200w 2°1271 NRY PROOH0 92pWw MINI0T OV 1R
"1 oW 2w 1R "eR"Y RPY L0207

Actually, this is exactly what the haskamos on my works were for.
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Of course, not all haskamos reflect a thorough reading of the book. In the case of my
books, however, most do indeed reflect such a reading. Rav Belsky explicitly states
that he read through the entire work from beginning to end, and I was privileged to

discuss many aspects of it with him.
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Obviously Professor Levi’s book is different from mine, since his goal is different.
He writes on page 1 that “Since our purpose here is to demonstrate, whenever
possible, the scientific competence of the Talmudic sages, we focus in such cases
primarily on the opinion corresponding most closely with today’s scientific opinion.”
My book The Camel, The Hare And The Hyrax, on the other hand, sets out to perform
an honest investigation of one particular topic. My book Mysterious Creatures is
intended to demonstrate a variety of different approaches to resolving conflicts

between Chazal and science.

* It must be noted that this seems somewhat strange — if one is only focusing on those opinions which
correlate with modern science, how does this prove that the sages in general were scientifically competent?
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Rabbi Segal decries my ignoring the opposition to my books by Rav Michel
Lefkowitz, shlita. Rabbi Segal dismisses, but does not dispute, the fact that Rav
Lefkowitz did not read the book (he does not read English) and refused to meet with
me. Rav Lefkowitz also sent a message to me that he does not really know what my
books are about (but nevertheless wrote, relying on Rav Weintraub’s testimony, that
there is no possible justification for either my writings or myself). It was pointed out to
me that not even the Beis Din HaGadol can rule on someone without hearing his side;
the Chazon Ish explains that one can never be sure that there are no extenuating
circumstances. In view of Rav Lefkowitz’s failure to read my books or to take the
opportunity to meet with me, I am entitled to conjecture that had he done so, he
might have a different view. He is not known as an expert in the field of Torah vs.
science and might not be so familiar with the relevant but little-known sources from
Rambam, Ramban, Rav Hirsch, Maharam Schick, etc. And he was not at all familiar
with what my books are about and who they are for. In any case, a number of Torah
scholars, including Rav Yisroel Belsky, shlita, known for their expertise in these areas,
read the book cover-to-cover and glowingly endorsed it. Why am I not entitled to
follow Rav Belsky’s opinion? And how can Rabbi Segal, who claims that it is
impossible for a gadol b Torah to be mistaken or misled, justify ignoring Rav Belsky?
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Rabbi Segal claims that it is impossible for a gadol b’Torah to be mistaken or
misled. Yet he is contradicting the Talmud (Sanhedrin 101b-102a), which states that
even the great Achiyah HaShiloni was misled. And with regard to the possibility of
their being mistaken — for thousands of years there have been arguments between
Torah scholars, with each claiming the other to be mistaken.
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Rabbi Segal then begins his point-by-point critique of my work. He states in
advance that while he is slightly editing and elaborating upon my words, he is not in
any way changing the intent. Actually, I will demonstrate that, on several occasions,
he severely distorts my words, and on one occasion completely invents an idea that is
not in my book at all.

I must also add that many of Rabbi Segal’s objections are satisfactorily answered by
a careful reading of my book. The comments that follow are not intended as a
substitute for such a reading. Anyone who truly wishes to understand this topic, or to
form a meaningful opinion as to whether Rabbi Segal is correct or I am correct, must
read my entire book carefully. But the following is a point-by-point response to Rabbi
Segal, numbered according to his system.
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I do not see how sarcastic comments, devoid of any real content, have any place in
a respectable dispute about solving questions in Torah.
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Rabbi Segal claims that I dismiss, with no justifications of substance, the more
suitable identifications for the shafan than hyrax. (The arneves is admitted to be the
hare by Rabbi Segal himself.) In fact, I provide pages and pages of substantial
justifications for my assertions. Furthermore, my conclusion as to the identification of
the shafan as the hyrax is shared by nearly all those who have studied the zoology of
the Torah. It was only disputed by some later authorities (whom I cite in the book)
who lived in Europe and therefore did not know of hyraxes. But my conclusion that
the shafan is the hyrax is the view of Rav Saadia Gaon, Malbim, and the contemporary
authorities on Chullin, Rav Yisrael Meir Levinger and Rav Amitai ben-David (in Sichas
Chullin), as well as numerous other authorities.
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Rabbi Segal claims that there are testimonies attesting to the existence of an animal
unknown to science. His sources are the testimonies that I myself cite in the book.
However, these do not prove the existence of such creatures, because we lack sufficient
descriptions of the animal. It is overwhelmingly more likely that Rabbi Yaakov Sapir
was looking at a known animal, such as the kangaroo, rather than an animal which is
totally unknown to us today from either living specimens or fossils. I must add at this
point that while Rabbi Segal may be a distinguished Torah scholar, he does not, to my
knowledge, have a reputation as being knowledgeable in zoology. Furthermore, Rabbi
Sapir argued that this animal was the arneves — and yet Rabbi Segal himself admits (in
section 8) that there is a satisfactory mesorah that the arneves is the hare. Rabbi Segal
also claims that scientists admit that there were different types of hyraxes, much larger
than those seen today (and also theoretically ruminating), formerly extant in Israel.
However, those same scientists state that these became extinct about two million years
ago, and they would also not state that they were ruminating animals.
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Rabbi Segal then argues that I have no proof that the shafan is small from Mishlei
30:26. While he is correct that this passuk does not conclusively prove it to be a small
animal, I did not claim that it does. I claimed only that it shows it to be a weak
creature. However, there is an earlier passuk which does explicitly state that it is a
small creature: “There are four that are small in the land... the shafan...” (Mishlei
30:24). This precludes the possibility that the large animal seen by Rabbi Yaakov
Sapir was a shafan. And Rabbi Segal himself later admits that there is a strong mesorah
supporting the hare being the arneves, which he considers can be truly rated as
ruminating. If, as Rabbi Segal suggests, we should accept Rabbi Sapir’s testimony that
he saw a large animal with only one kosher sign, this would be another animal in
addition to the Torah’s list of four such animals! In seeking to endorse Rabbi Sapir’s
testimony, Rabbi Segal is undermining his own case.
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Rabbi Segal then writes that it is “absurd” that I dismiss the pika as the shafan.
However, the shafan is described in Tehillim and Mishlei as a familiar animal, and yet
the fossil evidence indicates that the pika has not lived in the Near East in the last
100,000 years. While Rabbi Segal is comfortable with dismissing the science of
paleontology as nonsense, other people, quite reasonably, will accept the testimony of
unbiased experts, just as we do in medicine. Furthermore, it seems very likely that the
pika is a sheretz (it is about the same size as a rat), whereas the shafan is a chayah (and
a hyrax is much, much bigger than a pika)
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Rabbi Segal disputes my statement that the world is clearly many billions of years
old, and that animals evolved from other animals. He claims that the latter is not only
unproven, but also unthinkable and impossible. However, both ideas are the virtually
unanimous opinion of scientists from all over the world in many different fields of
science, whose judgment on these matters is worth a great deal more than that of
Rabbi Segal. It also is a view shared by many observant Jews, including many Torah
scholars. I am entitled to follow that view.
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5. See 7.
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Rabbi Segal claims that I wrote that describing cecotrophy as maaleh gerah is a
“dochek,” and he calls this nonsense. I actually described it in several statements as
follows: “This is, of course, not a straightforward explanation of ma’aleh gerah, but it is
legitimate” (p. 143): “Some consider such explanations to be fairly straightforward,
while others see them as forced” (p. 148); “These approaches are viable, albeit
somewhat difficult” (p. 230). I believe that this is a fair assessment. It is not
completely straightforward, in light of the word maaleh meaning “bringing up” and
gerah meaning “that which travels via the throat,” neither of which are easily applied
to cecotrophy. Rabbi Segal himself admits that several of the meforshim explain that
gerah refers to food being brought up by way of the throat; he claims that they were
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only referring to the kosher animals. Yet the Torah itself used the same term to refer
to the shafan and arneves. And it is certainly a departure from the pashtus to give a
different meaning to the phrase that was not explained this way until recently.
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Rabbi Segal claims that I myself quote prominent zoologists as testifying that the
hyrax genuinely ruminates. That is correct, but I also quoted even more prominent
zoologists who disputed these statements. I therefore concluded that it is a dispute
amongst zoologists.
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Rabbi Segal asserts that, unlike the capybara, only rabbits, hares and pikas possess
both the feature of cecotrophy and the feature of lateral chewing. He is correct that
using such criteria, the capybara would not seem to pose a difficulty, and I therefore
plan to mention this possibility in future editions of the book. It nevertheless seems
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quite far-fetched to say that the title of maaleh gerah is earned only if an animal has
both of these features. The rationale behind defining each of these features as maaleh
gerah is very different — one is justified by saying that the Torah considers only
external appearances, while the other is justified by saying that the Torah cares not
about superficial aspects but about functional aspects. Claiming that both are required
is making one siman of kashrus into two! Furthermore, none of the Torah scholars who
state that cecotrophy can be described as maaleh gerah added that this is only if the
animal also chews like a ruminant. In any case, this will not solve the problem with
the kangaroo, which is as much a “ruminant” as is the hyrax.
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(a) The hyrax — Rabbi Segal claims that if this is the shafan, then the truth must lie
with the scientists who attest that it is a true ruminant, and it differs from the
kangaroo, which only practices merycism. Unless he has discovered new information
(and he does not claim to have done so), he has misread my book. In fact it was only
one scientist, Hubert Hendrichs, who claimed that the hyrax is a ruminant, and it was
the same scientist who claimed that he also saw kangaroos ruminating, and for longer
periods! Rabbi Segal further adds a theory that the Torah wanted to specify any
animal that might be considered a ruminant, even if it is not a true ruminant but only
ruminates on rare occasions, or merely appears to ruminate. If so, then the Torah
should certainly list the kangaroo, which has been falsely thought to be a ruminant by
many people!
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(b) The rabbit [or hare?]. But as I wrote in the book, rabbits lived only in the
Iberian Peninsula and France at the time that the Torah was given. Yet in Mishlei and
Tehillim the shafan is described as a familiar animal. Furthermore, the shafan is
described as hiding under rocks. This is not true of most rabbits. (Later, in objection
30, Rabbi Segal argues that the red rock hare, Pronolagus rupestris, hides under rocks.
However hares of the genus Pronolagus live only in southern Africa, and thus would
not have been described in Nach as a familiar animal.)
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(c) The pika. Rabbi Segal disputes the opinion of paleontologists that the fossils of
pikas in Israel date to 100,000 years ago. However, as noted earlier, others will accept
the opinion of experts. Furthermore, as Rabbi Segal himself admits, it is hard to see
how the pika could be rated as a chayah rather than a sheretz.
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Rabbi Segal’s conclusions on this point involve internal contradictions and circular
reasoning. He claims that the shafan could be any of these three animals. But if it is
the hyrax, then in order for the rabbit not to present an exception to the Torah’s list,
it must be classified as the same min as the hare — an arneves — and the pika must be
classified either as an arneves or a sheretz. But if the shafan is the rabbit, then it must be
classified as being a different min from the hare. And if the shafan is the pika, then it
must be that the pika is not a sheretz. So the definitions of min and sheretz are being
retroactively and arbitrarily selected in order to make sure that there are no
exceptions. If one has no definite criteria to apply in determining whether the rabbit
and the hare are different minim, or in determining whether the pika is a sheretz or a
chayah, and simply uses whichever explanation make the topic achieve the desired
outcome, how can one then use this topic to prove that the Torah is divine? (See
points 10 and 13 for further examples of poor logic.)

Furthermore, Rabbi Segal’s proposals still do not resolve the question of the
capybara (which performs behavior that has been described as maaleh gerah for the
hare) and kangaroo (which performs behavior that has been described as maaleh gerah
for the hyrax)!

So, contrary to Rabbi Segal’s assertion that all my efforts are in vain, I still believe
them to be necessary. There are serious difficulties with this section of the Talmud,
and I believe it is a worthwhile goal to try to solve them.
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I am unsure what Rabbi Segal is trying to say here. If he means that the Torah did

indeed explicitly state that there are only four animals — this is clearly incorrect, since

the Gemara had to use the derashah of hu in order to arrive at this conclusion! If he

means that we, as Jews who are loyal to the Oral Torah, accept that the Written

Torah meant that these are the only such animals — I am not disputing this. The only

dispute is as to what the Gemara’s derashah means exactly.
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Rabbi Segal claims that the information I bring contradicts the point made in “all”
the book — “that there is no proof for the Divine authorship of the Torah from its
statements about animals.” This is somewhat of a distortion of my book, since I was
primarily addressing only the asserted proof from the exclusivity of the list of non-
kosher animals. As I stated myself on p. 49, there are aspects of this topic that do
indeed argue against Moshe’s having composed the Torah himself, chas v’shalom.

But in any case, Rabbi Segal’s assertion, that the explanations of the Markeves
HaMishneh, Maggid Mishneh and Sichas Chullin prove that the Torah is divine, does not
hold water. As I prove in the book, the Torah itself does not explicitly claim that there
are only four animals of this type, and there thus can be no proof of divine wisdom
based on a claim of exclusivity. The fact that, using different methods based on
different commentaries, it is possible to reconcile the Gemara’s statement with the
known exceptions, cannot be used as a priori proof of the Torah’s divine origins! As
Rabbi Segal notes, there is much dispute as to the correct explanation of the Gemara.
While we can be selective in the use of these approaches in order to avoid a disproof of
the Gemara, we cannot use them selectively in order to prove that the Torah is divine!
This is a repeat of the sort of poor logical skills demonstrated in point 8 and which
will be seen again.

% DX DRI RAY 7% AU On3 POw N7 oW AW 9K 0OIR 2 2" KOR sppehe 11
JIRIT 773 7997 02" 2100 NAIIRTY IOWA DR DX 07T LKA 73 79V DA PO RIT 000 v
D°I0TINT AWNOWA 9D 177] 7079 2O09n RYY 703 ChYn On pw DWT 0230 DAY Ynwn
[o>7°mn on ,awne2

W ORI DA P R K2 NN DU 19w HW "RITAW R2N RO 2P0 NIRONAY NOX

999 PR DR CIW QY DWW IR LI3 MOYRY a9YRY 000w 1R WL NINAY

25772 VTN, DI IR 9D vynah 82 T W07 O3 X 7awn

JIWRN K7 ,1272W PR VTR 9V MIRTY VT 2w ©hw'a 'han nand ORT phea
919990 H3 90 YN 19X NPT QR 72 TIWA KYY,'MAA 5" 0727 IR WADNw WD TR
DR RN R 22 VTP 09 XM PIW VAL -OR YT AW DAIR AT Ppooh0 Sw paon

24



,34 9°v02 IRY "7n90"7 IR 200 oK 23 LR PY0a R0 Ranw DYt wIea
DR DPTOW 2% IR 2" o muw vy ,n1n 509 axne 2Ry ,nvn 1100 "t wow
TN7 INAW D' 120 7 Tawn KDY RIBR YTO T TANT 1ven ay nvns oae 4
129 INIDIRAR TRDYPR K2 R DWw 7 77192 7apon By 9K N1 4 7an02 SPIDND

Rabbi Segal argues that even according to the Tiferes Yaakov, there is proof of the
extraordinary wisdom of the Gemara, since according to the Tiferes Yaakov it is
stating that there is no animal in the world that ruminates, possesses upper teeth, and
is kosher. However, Rabbi Segal again makes an error of reasoning. Since the
interpretation of the Tiferes Yaakov is a lone view not shared by any others, we
cannot use it to demonstrate the extraordinary knowledge of the Gemara.

Rabbi Segal’s subsequent paragraph, in which he claims that I dispute Chazal’s
statement that there is divine knowledge in the listing of four animals, is a shocking
distortion of my views. I certainly agree with Chazal’s statement; I simply believe that
Rabbi Segal has misunderstood it. The Gemara did not use the phrase Shalit b’Olamo

yodeya in order to demonstrate the divine knowledge of the Torah — it used it as a basis
for a halachah.
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Rabbi Segal claims that I am distorting the Toras Chaim, since he believed that
these are the only such animals in the world. But I did not claim or imply otherwise; I
explicitly stated that I am bringing the Toras Chaim only as some possible support for
the idea that the function of the Torah’s derashah is for the practical rule.

In attempting to prove that the Torah intends to cover all countries, Rabbi Segal
cites the passuk about Hashem scattering the Jews all over the world. But this general
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prophecy does not prove that the halachic derashos of the Torah are intended to cover
all these circumstances. After all, Hashem also knew that man would reach outer
space, and yet the Torah does not clarify the difficult halachic questions that arise.
Furthermore, the word “olam” has many meanings — Rav Dovid Gans in Nechmad
VeNa’im brings examples of these to prove that it need not include the Americas.

"PYA"Y 03727 7277 10 ,77°2p 71K T IMTY L0287 971 739972 2"AT owa NIRT 200w am
IWRW 72772 L1712 "33 727 IWWOR PPOOY0 VAW OX O3 1902 Ppooho "Rna™
PRI ATRY XY 130377 VAW 2IAR "on" Raw "NwTInmg 5N pon AR XA
PIY 1712 XD K92 IR 1PI2T MIYAYH VAR A0 TARI R O3 ,1MIPNTA 97017
90 DR PUWH 120 DR A9 2w 179OK 71277 N DIV WAWwI LITOW WA 2070
D7IR2 NRY L1072 77057 27001 112 NP2IPRT N0 DR XX 117 1RY 02277 NvHwn

.2"'11 9927 0°2IN377 Mvwoa

Rabbi Segal then disputes my reliability in reporting that I heard from Rav
Gedalyah Nadel z”/ the explanation that the Torah did not bother to specify animals
from America and Australia since they are not part of the Torah’s “world.” I strongly
resent his suggestion that I did not accurately report this information. Fortunately, I
recorded the conversation on tape, and it is available for download on the internet at
www.zootorah.com/hyrax/RavNadel.wav. I asked Rav Nadel about the exceptions from

South America and Australia. He suggested that it can be similar to the mabul, which
he believed only covered the “world” of the Torah, and did not cover America or
Australia. The mabul traditionally is understood as covering the entire world, yet the
sefer Shleimo Mishnoso (to Berachos 56b) by Rav Azriel Aryeh Leib of Lomza/Stavisk (a
talmid of the Mishkenos Yaakov) states that it covered only “chatzi hakadur ha-elyon
hazeh” and did not cover America.
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Rabbi Segal then addresses Rav Chisda’s rule that all animals lacking upper teeth
are kosher. He claims that Rav Chisda was not referring to animals which also lack
lower teeth, since these do not need to “cut” their food at all, and therefore the
exceptions that I cited (the African rhinoceros, armadillo and Somali warthog) do not
pose a problem. He presents this as some sort of novel point — yet I myself brought
this as a possible answer to the problem. I nevertheless pointed out that it is not a
fully satisfactory answer, since the Somali warthog does sometimes possess lower
incisors, although these are rudimentary.

But Rabbi Segal goes further, and claims that this is not just a possible novel
solution to the problem, but that it actually provides proof of the divine wisdom of
the Gemara. His statement about this explanation of the Gemara (that it is referring
only to the absence of upper teeth when there are lower teeth present) is truly
remarkable: “Even though this is not written explicitly in the poskim, but there is
nothing written to the contrary, and since we now know that this is the factual reality
(that all animals that possess lower teeth but lack upper teeth are kosher — N.S.), we
can thus understand that this was the intent of Rav Chisda, and his principle was
directed in an astonishing manner to the factual reality of every animal in the world.”
Rabbi Segal is reinterpreting Rav Chisda’s principle in a manner that is outside its
literal meaning, in order to avoid the problem of the rhino, aardvark and warthog, and
then claiming that Rav Chisda thus demonstrates an astonishing knowledge of the
natural world that is not contradicted by the rhino, aardvark and warthog! This is a
truly classic example of circular reasoning.
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Rabbi Segal cites my book as stating that the musk deer and muntjac present a
contradiction to Rav Chisda’s rule that every animal possessing upper teeth is tref,
since these are kosher animals and yet they possess upper teeth. Rabbi Segal
triumphantly responds that this is not a difficulty, since they possess only upper
canines, not upper incisors. To someone who has not read my book, it might appear as
though he has discovered information that refutes my point. However, anyone who
reads my book will discover that I myself presented this as a possible answer. Yet, I
pointed out the difficulty of its not being in accordance with the simple understanding
of the Gemara, and certainly not in accordance with Tosafos, which states that the
term shinayim includes both incisors and canines. According to Rabbi Segal, Tosafos
had no basis for its question regarding the camel’s canines being equivalent to incisors.
Apparently Tosafos felt differently. (Contrary to Rabbi Segal’s report from zoology
books, most deer do not possess upper canines.)
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Rabbi Segal then parenthetically admits that there are Torah authorities who do
consider canines to be equivalent to incisors in this regard. He then insists that these
animals possessing upper canines still do not pose exceptions, since they must be
deficient in another aspect of kashrus, such as the musk deer’s hooves not being rated
as mafris parsah, or the mouse deer possessing only three stomach compartments and
thus not being rated as maaleh gerah. However, such new interpretations of the simanim
are very difficult to justify, especially since the Torah describes the camel, which
possesses only three stomach compartments, as being maaleh gerah! Furthermore, there
are other animals, such as elk, which possess upper canines and also possess the
regular four-part stomach of ordinary deer! And yet Rabbi Segal places his faith in the
idea that there must be some sort of deficiency in the kosher signs of these animals.
He is entitled to do so, but he cannot then claim triumphantly that Rav Chisda’s rule
has no exceptions. Once again Rabbi Segal is reinterpreting the Gemara, in departure
from the pashtus, in order to solve the problems of apparent exceptions, and then
proudly claiming that the Gemara’s rule stands true without exception!
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I cited the Chassam Sofer, who states that the Gemara, when referring to inhabited
areas, does not need to point out exceptions to its rules (such as the young camel or
onager) if these animals do not live in inhabited areas. The Chassam Sofer states that
the Gemara needs to point out these exceptions only when referring to the wilderness.
But his basic point is that in areas where animals are not found, the Gemara does not
need to account for them. Accordingly, the rhino and warthog do not present a
problem with Rav Chisda’s principle, since they do not live in the areas discussed by
the Talmud. Rabbi Segal objects that Rav Chisda’s rule must apply to all Jews in all
areas. He admits that this does not pose a problem for me, since I do not believe that
Rav Chisda was aware of rhinos and warthogs. I therefore see no particular reason to
respond to this objection. But in any case, it can be adequately answered. There has
never been Jewish habitation in the areas where these animals live; hence, in
accordance with the explanation of the Chassam Sofer, they do not pose a problem
with the Gemara’s principle.
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Rabbi Segal then again refers to my suggestion that the Torah’s principles are
intended as rules for local regions, and do not need to take into account animals from
South America and Australia. He refers to this as “nonsense,” and as “Reform-
Enlightenment folly” which has no place being taught by a rabbi. But the Gemara
itself explicitly states (62a) that its principles need only cover the yishuv, which is why
in giving principles for identifying kosher birds, it does not mention the clear
exceptions of the peres and aznipah. The concept of the “world” of the Torah not
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including the Americas and Australia is stated in Rabbi Dovid Gans’ Nechmad
VeNa’im, the Shelemo Mishnaso, and 1 also explicitly heard this from Rav Gedalyah
Nadel z”I, and had it endorsed by Rav Yisroel Belsky, shlita (amongst others). Rabbi
Segal is, in effect, accusing these Rabbanim of endorsing Reform-Enlightenment folly,
and thus unwittingly slandering Torah scholars.
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Rabbi Segal then attacks my interpretation of the phrase “Shalit b’olamo.” A careful
reading of my book will show that I am presenting two possible explanations of this
phrase. The first is that it may simply refer to the world of the Torah, which as several
Torah authorities explain, does not include South America and Australia. Second, I
mention that “the school of Rabbi Yishmael may have used this phrase because they
did not know of exceptions in South America and Australia, but their exegesis and
principle is still valid even with our knowledge of exceptions.” Rabbi Segal considers it
as a “Heaven forbid” that Chazal did not know about kangaroos. I think it is clear
from Rishonim and Acharonim that this was the case; see the following note. I would
like to know Rabbi Segal’s basis for considering it as obviously true that Chazal knew

about kangaroos.
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Rabbi Segal then deals with my citation of Rav Sherira Gaon, Rambam, Rabbeinu
Avraham ben HaRambam, and Rav Shimshon Raphael Hirsch, that Chazal did not
possess perfect knowledge of the natural world and made statements according to the
scientific knowledge of their era. Rabbi Segal refers to this as “nonsense” and “possibly
heresy.” He is thereby accusing these Torah authorities of talking nonsense and
possibly heresy! While he is entitled to take this position (and he is not the first to do
so), I am entitled to believe these Torah authorities spoke with wisdom and did not
propagate heresy.

Rabbi Segal claims that these authorities are irrelevant, because they were not
speaking about halachic matters. I did not claim that these authorities were speaking
about halachic matters; I merely cited them in support of the concept that Chazal
relied on the science of their day. I further added that this concept would only affect
Rav Chisda’s rule according to the Toras Chaim’s explanation that Rav Chisda’s rule
was not received from Sinai, but rather was thought up by Rav Chisda. Furthermore,
there are authorities who did believe that Chazal may have erred in scientific matters
and that it could affect the halachah, such as Rav Yitzchak Lampronti in Pachad
Yitzchak.
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Rabbi Segal claims that Rabbeinu Avraham ben HaRambam wrote his essay to
prove that Chazal’s statements cannot be disputed, which is the opposite of my claim.
Yet the citations that he brings from Rabbeinu Avraham ben HaRambam are
addressing aggadic material in the Gemara, which Rabbeinu Avraham argues is not to
be taken literally. This is not relevant to Rabbeinu Avraham’s statements about
Chazal’s knowledge of science, which he states was not flawless and can be disputed.

Rabbi Segal then claims that, even according to Rabbeinu Avraham, Chazal’s
opinion about cosmology must have been either a mesorah (presumably from Sinai) or
ruach halodesh. This does not seem to be a reasonable explanation, in light of Rebbi
stating that the opinion of the Gentile scholars seems more viable, and in light of
Rabbeinu Avraham stating that had the Gentile scholars possessed more conclusive
proofs, Rebbi would have ruled conclusively in their favor. Maharam Schick explicitly
states that Chazal’s opinions on various scientific matters were entirely their own
speculation.
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Rabbi Segal then addresses the Rambam, and states that Rambam, in the section of
Moreh Nevuchim that I cited, does not mention anything specific in Chazal that he
believes to be incorrect. That is true, but irrelevant. Rambam nevertheless states that
not everything Chazal said is correct and some of it is based on the deficient science of
the day, which is the only point that I was bringing out. Rambam also writes, in Moreh
Nevuchim 2:8, that Chazal abandoned their theory of cosmology in favor of that of the
Gentile scholars.
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Rabbi Segal then summarizes Rambam and Rabbeinu Avraham as taking the
position that there is no actual case of Chazal being mistaken, just a theoretical
possibility. This is both incorrect and irrelevant. It is incorrect because Rambam
himself does indeed cite a specific case, in 2:8; while Rabbi Segal cites the Sefer
HaBris who claims that this is based on a mistaken text of the Gemara, Rambam
clearly felt differently. And it is irrelevant because both of them clearly take the
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approach that if something is well proven, one is entitled, and even obligated, to
accept it, even if it means stating that Chazal were mistaken.
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Rabbi Segal then argues that although Rambam’s example from Pesachim has
Chazal agreeing that their opinion was flawed, nobody else is entitled to point this
out, especially a person such as myself. Yet Rambam and Rabbeinu Avraham clearly
expect people to draw their own conclusions, based on thorough research, as to what
is correct, regardless of the idea of yeridas hadoros. Rambam’s fundamental principle
was to accept the truth from wherever it comes, be it a Torah sage or a gentile. With
the tremendous increase in scientific knowledge since the time of the Rambam, we are
certainly in a stronger position than Rambam to assess the validity of Chazal’s
statements concerning the natural world. Thus, even though Rambam was only able to
express reserve at Chazal’s account of a mouse growing from dirt, Rav Shimshon
Raphael Hirsch was able to write that the account seems mistaken. Rabbi Segal feels
that I am least of all entitled to state that Chazal’s statements about the natural world
were mistaken, since I am “unsuccessful” at learning the words of the Chazon Ish and
Igros Moshe “in honesty and depth.” I shall soon dispute Rabbi Segal’s determination
of who was mistaken in understanding these sources. But in any case this is irrelevant;
deciding whether Chazal were mistaken depends on one’s knowledge of the natural
world, not of Torah (in a case where there is agreement as to what Chazal were
saying). Rabbi Segal perhaps also appears to understand me as issuing a binding
pronouncement on Chazal. Yet I am simply making my own assessment — others are
free to disagree.
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Rabbi Segal then cites the statement of the Chinnuch that one must follow the
Sages, even if they say make a mistake. I myself cited this Chinnuch at the end of my
book Mpysterious Creatures to make the same point. However there are two important
points to remember. First is that even when there are halachic ramifications, we see
that some authorities rule that one should act stringently, e.g. Pachad Yitzchak (that we
shall later discuss). The second point is that the Chinnuch is only referring to halachic
statements. Rabbi Segal writes that only Chazal themselves had the wisdom/authority
to determine that they were mistaken. This is true with regard to strictly halachic
matters, but not with regard to scientific matters. Rabbi Segal, later in this paragraph,
writes that “there is no difference between science and halachah regarding the
possibility of error” — but this was clearly not the position of Rambam, Rabbeinu
Avraham, Maharam Schick and Rav Hirsch, despite Rabbi Segal’s citation of Rambam
(which is irrelevant to the topic at hand). Rabbi Segal claims that with regard to
Aggadic and scientific statements of Chazal, we have no grasp of their depths, as per
the approach of Maharal and others. While this is undoubtedly true of many Aggadic
statements (such as the Rabbah bar bar Chana stories), it is not unequivocal that this
approach can be applied to other statements (such as the mouse that grows from dirt).
Rabbi Segal is entitled to follow this approach even in such cases, but it was clearly
not the approach of Rambam, Rabbeinu Avraham, and Rav Hirsch. It is somewhat
ironic that Rabbi Segal cites Ramban’s statement that Hashem protects Chazal from
error, since Ramban himself states that Chazal’s explanation of Isha ki tazria may be
superseded by the explanation of the Greeks.
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Rabbi Segal finally claims that the essay of Rabbeinu Avraham and the letters of
Rav Hirsch are of “highly doubtful authenticity.” Regarding Rabbeinu Avraham, I do
not think that there is general doubt as to this. More importantly, Rabbeinu
Avraham’s statements concerning Chazal’s knowledge of science are entirely
consistent with those of Rambam himself. Regarding the letters of Rav Hirsch, on
Thursday, November 11™, 2004, I spoke with Rabbi Dr. Mordechai Breuer, probably
the greatest living expert on Rav Hirsch, who published the letters in HaMaayan. He
told me that there is absolutely no doubt whatsoever that they were originally written
by Rav Hirsch and copied by his family members. (He was amused that someone
disputed their authenticity, and noted that some people are so uncomfortable with
what Rav Hirsch said that they will try anything to get around it.) Furthermore, the
letters were written as part of a correspondence with R’ Hile Wechsler, whose letters
have been published. R” Wechsler was clearly under the impression that he was
corresponding, as he frequently did, with Rav Hirsch.

Finally, it is very important to note that the view that Chazal relied on the science
of their day and could have been in error — which is the fundamental point of dispute
between my books’ supporters and opponents — is not limited to Rabbeinu Avraham
ben HaRambam and Rav Hirsch. It is also to be found in Rambam, Ramban,
Maharam Schick, Rav Lampronti, and Maharsha.
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Rabbi Segal claims that I “further falsify” matters in my citation of Pachad Yitzchak.
This is a very serious accusation. It is also incorrect. Rav Lampronti does indeed cite
Rav Brill in response to this topic, but a careful reading shows that it does not seem
that Rav Lampronti then accepted Rav Brill’s answer. Rabbi Segal then states that Rav
Lampronti was only saying it [’chumrah. But so was I! The discussion is regarding Rav
Chisdah’s statement that every animal lacking upper teeth is kosher. The question is
that there are animals such as the warthog which lack upper teeth and are non-kosher.
According to this answer, we are saying that Rav Chisda did not know about warthogs
in order to go I'chumrah and not permit someone to eat a warthog! It is clear from
section 20 that Rabbi Segal has not read my book properly and thinks that I am
claiming that the drashah of Devei Rabbi Yishmael is proven halachically mistaken by
science. Yet I make no such claim. I am only addressing the Gemara’s principle that
any animal lacking upper teeth may be eaten.
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Rabbi Segal claims that I bring support from Rav Dessler and writes in response
that “on the contrary, he is proof to refute this.” But that is exactly why I cited him —
to show that there are views which differ from that of Rav Lampronti! For Rabbi Segal
to claim that I am bringing this in support and that I am wrong is a disturbing
falsification of my position in order to discredit me.
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Rabbi Segal then explains extensively why he believes that neither the Gemara nor
Rashi held that lice spontaneously generate, giving a creative explanation of both,
which I did not reproduce here. Again, he is entitled to explain them in this way, but
there is no denying that many others explained the Gemara and Rashi differently.
Rabbi Segal’s accusation that I am dealing with topics which are beyond me could
equally be applied to Rav Lampronti, the rebbe of the Ramchal.
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Here Rabbi Segal repeats an earlier pattern, but in an even more bizarrely extreme
manner. He states that my citation of the principle ain lemedin min haklalos is
contradicted by my own latter words that it is not applicable to Rav Chisda’s rule. But
I myself wrote this in order to show that it is not applicable here! Rabbi Segal’s
method is rather like mocking Tosafos for asking a question since Tosafos himself is
going to write the answer. Additionally, Rabbi Segal is incorrect in his claim that the
source is entirely irrelevant. It is relevant for the purpose that I cited it — to give an
example of a case where seemingly absolute statements are not intended to be taken in
that way.
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The next topic is my citation of Chassam Sofer’s principle that exceptions do not
need to be listed if they don’t live in the area. Rabbi Segal then challenges this by
asking why the Gemara wouldn’t mention the exceptions for those areas where they
exist. The answer, as I indicated in the book, was that Rav Chisda did not know of
these areas and the animals that live in them; and nor were they of any concern to
him (just as Ameimar had no need to mention the peres and azniyah).
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Next is my theory that the Torah does not concern itself with the realities of South
America and Australia. As precedent for this, I cited the mitzvah to observe Pesach in
spring, which has many levels of spiritual significance, but which cannot be fulfilled in
the Southern Hemisphere. Obviously this is not exactly the same as the case with the
animals, but it is nevertheless similar. Rabbi Segal rates this comparison as hot air and
nonsense, and writes that woe is to the generation that has such folly printed with an
honorable publisher. Actually, this was suggested to me by a member of the Moetzes
Gedolei Torah of America (incidentally, not Rav Shmuel Kamenetzky). In any case, as
mentioned, the idea that the Torah does not concern itself with the realities of South
America and Australia is discussed extensively by Rabbi Dovid Gans, who brings
extensive support.
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Next is my citation of Tosafos regarding the mabul not covering all the mountains,
which Rabbi Segal also considers to be a foolish comparison. Perhaps he
misunderstood my intent (which I could have perhaps made clearer). The
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conventional understanding of the Torah is that the flood covered the whole planet,
based on Bereishis 7:19. But Tosafos states that the verse means no such thing. If so,
there is no reason to think that the flood covered the entire planet, just the “world” of
the Torah. This comparison was suggested to me by Rav Gedalyah Nadel z”/, who
stated that since the flood only covered the world of the Torah, which does not
include South America and Australia, it is likewise acceptable to explain that the
Torah’s list of animals with one sign is not intended to cover these areas.
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Rabbi Segal then makes another serious accusation, that I distorted the Chazon Ish
and Iggros Moshe (regarding tereifos being established by Chazal regardless of later
discoveries). He says that if this distortion is intentional, I am a dangerous falsifier,
changing the words of Gedolim to heresy. I agree that an intentional distortion would
be a serious crime (although it would not be making them heretical, merely bringing
them in line with other authorities). Rabbi Segal then says that if this distortion is
accidental, I should be distanced from any educational position. Before I show that I
have not distorted the sources at all, I would like to address this point. I strongly
disagree that if someone accidentally distorts a source, he is thereby disqualified from
educational positions — it would result in most people being disqualified! Still, if Rabbi
Segal wishes to set such a standard for himself, he is fully entitled to do so. But this
would mean that since I have demonstrated several occasions in which he has
distorted sources, he should disqualify himself from educational positions.

Now I will turn to whether I indeed distorted the Chazon Ish and Iggros Moshe.
The Chazon Ish writes that remedies exist for all sicknesses, and are revealed to some
generations and hidden from others. Thus, he is of the opinion that a remedy that was
hidden from Chazal could be discovered by later generations. So he does indeed write
that “the laws of tereifos were determined and finalized by the state of knowledge of
the Sages of the Talmud, regardless of later changes or discoveries.” While the Iggros
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Moshe, in the additional sources cited by Rabbi Segal, only mentions changes in
nature, the source that I cited explains that the phrase “nature has changed,” can
mean both inherently, and also in our understanding of it. With these words, Rav Moshe
clarifies his intent with the phrase nishtaneh hateva — that it also refers to later scientific
discoveries. This is also how Rabbi Dr. Moshe Tendler explains that Rav Moshe
Feinstein intended it. However, I now have seen others argue that this interpretation
may not be accurate. Due to this dispute, I plan to remove it from future editions.
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Rabbi Segal claims that I should have asked a Rav whether dorsal fins or larval fins
are rated as a fin in the Torah. Actually, I asked the former to Rabbi Dr. Yisrael Meir
Levinger and the latter to Rabbi Dr. Ari Zivotofsky, both of whom are considered
experts in this field, and both of whom said that the answer is not clear (just as I
wrote), notwithstanding the Shulchan Aruch (which is likewise not entirely clear).
Rabbi Segal’s slanderous suggestion that perhaps I do not rely on any Rav, since I am
willing to suggest that Chazal made mistakes, is baseless; we are talking here about
Torah explanations, not scientific matters.
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In a slanderous document in which Rabbi Segal accuses me of misreading and
falsifying sources, and in which he claims he will not distort my statements in any
way, Rabbi Segal then entirely misreads my book (in such a bizarre way that it is
simply inexplicable) and falsifies my statements. He claims that I cite the okapi as an
exception to disprove Rav Yitzchak’s statement that the ten kosher animals in the
Torah are all that exist. I cannot even begin to imagine where he thought I wrote such
a thing. I mentioned the okapi indirectly in one place (p. 62, referring to it as a species
of giraffe), in which I stated that it is one of the ten categories in the Torah. I
discussed the okapi explicitly on page 68, in which I explained how it can indeed be
considered to fall into these categories. Nowhere did I mention that it is an exception
to the Torah’s list. Rabbi Segal also claims that if it is explained not to be an
exception, this will prove that Torah is divine and I should then burn my book. But
this is poor reasoning. While I provided an explanation of how the okapi can be
considered to be a type of giraffe, which is explained by some to be in the Torah’s list,
there is no proof that it is a type of giraffe, and nor is there any proof that the giraffe
itself is in the Torah’s list. It would be another example of circular reasoning: “Since
all the animals must be in the list, then the okapi must be a type of giraffe, and the
giraffe must be in the Torah’s list, and this proves that all the animals are in the list!”
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Rabbi Segal then claims that I exert effort to show that the camel and llama are two
distinct minim. In fact, an honest reading of my book will show that I exerted effort to
try to show that they are the same min, but was forced to conclude that this is
nevertheless not straightforward. Rabbi Segal makes the extraordinary claim that the
number of chromosomes is more significant than whether the animals are capable of
naturally interbreeding! (His point about pigs is mistaken; a wild boar is certainly
capable of interbreeding with a domestic pig, even if this does not commonly occur in
the wild.) Rabbi Segal’s response, presenting a method by which camels and llamas
can indeed be considered as one min, is a method that I myself suggested as a way to
do this. Yet it is not straightforward, for reasons that I explain in the book.
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Rabbi Segal cites my statement that the shafan could not be a rabbit because it is
described as hiding under rocks. He disputes this on the grounds that the red rock
hare, Pronolagus rupestris, hides under rocks. However hares of the genus Pronolagus
only live in southern Africa, and thus would not have been described in Scripture as a
familiar animal.
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I wrote that the capybara practices cecotrophy like the hare, and thus presents an
exception to the list. Rabbi Segal claims that all agree that the capybara does not
practice this with the same frequency and duration as the hare, and that some
experiments failed to observe it at all. If he has some new information, then I am
interested to hear it (but he must provide a source). However I corresponded with
Emilio Herrera, probably one of the leading experts in this field, who told me that
there are no significant differences between capybaras and hares in this regard. As I
wrote in the book, four scientists who collectively studied this noted that one earlier
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recorded study failed to find evidence of cecotrophy in capybaras. Since their own
study and that of many others did find evidence of it, they suggest that the other
study failed because the experimental conditions induced behavioral alterations, or
because the experimental diets were abnormally high in protein, thus rendering
cecotrophy unnecessary.
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I wrote that the kangaroo, while it is not a true ruminant, is at least as close to this
as is a hyrax. Rabbi Segal claims that since the Torah did not list the kangaroo as an
exception, there must be a difference between kangaroos and hyraxes in this regard. I
am approaching this question differently — evaluating whether there is a difference,
and if not, seeing if there is a different way to understand the Gemara (without
declaring the Gemara to be wrong). Rabbi Segal claims that since science has recently
proved the kangaroo not to be a true ruminant, then we see that the Torah knew that
which was unknown to science for a long time! This is hilarious. From the Torah not
mentioning anything about kangaroos at all, Rabbi Segal is demonstrating the Torah’s
wisdom, because it knew that kangaroos have no place in this list!
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Rabbi Segal then lists six possible reasons as to why the Torah would not need to
list kangaroos in its list of animals with one sign:

He claims that the kangaroo does not engage in chewing motions with the same
frequency as hyraxes, and thus one is less likely to think that it ruminates. Yet I cited
a paper that “We have also frequently observed chewing in kangaroos, usually in a
lying posture, sometimes several hours after feeding. It therefore seems probable, but
not proven, that they chew the cud or ruminate” (p. 171). Even if a difference does
exist, it would not be a significant difference.
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Rabbi Segal claims that the process of regurgitation, mastication, and reswallowing
is not observed in kangaroos. The scientific literature that I cited claimed differently.
In any case, such a sequence is not observed in hyraxes either (only the masticatory
action).
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Rabbi Segal claims that the Torah did not need to mention the kangaroo, because
by the time it was discovered, there was already enough knowledge of science for
people to easily recognize it as a non-kosher animal. Yet while today it is a familiar
animal, this was not the case in the first decades following its discovery. Furthermore,
this explanation strikes me as exactly the sort of thing that Rabbi Segal elsewhere
rejects as Reform-Enlightenment heresy. The Gemara derives from a derashah that the
four animals in the Torah’s list are the only such animals in the world. Rabbi Segal
claims it is Reform-Enlightenment heresy to claim that this is not intended to include
Australia, but it is perfectly acceptable to claim that it need not include animals that
are only discovered in the twentieth century!
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Rabbi Segal creatively suggests that since the kangaroo has long back legs, it is
unlikely that its feet could be mutilated such that its lack of hooves is not
recognizable. I cannot see how the kangaroo’s long legs make it less likely to have
mutilated feet. Anyway, the point is whether it is possible, not whether it is likely — it
is certainly unlikely that someone would find any animal that lacks all its feet and yet
is not a tereifah.
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Rabbi Segal then suggests that the kangaroo is a more familiar animal in its native
country than is the camel in the areas where it lives, and thus its local people would
not think it is a non-kosher animal. Aside from the fact that this is probably not true,
it is also exactly the same type of reasoning that Rabbi Segal considers to be Reform-
Enlightenment heresy, claiming that the Gemara’s statement that these are the only
such animals in the world is not true for all places.
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Finally, Rabbi Segal argues that the Gemara only needed to mention the camel,
since (unlike the hare and hyrax) its overall bodily form is similar to that of a kosher
animal, and the Torah mentioned the hare and hyrax also since it was listing any
animal that possessed one kosher sign; but the kangaroo is not similar in bodily form
to kosher animals, and hence the Gemara did not need to mention it because one
would not think it is kosher, and the Torah did not need to mention it because it
“does not truly ruminate in any form.” But while the omission of the kangaroo in the
Gemara can be satisfactorily answered in several ways (such as that it possesses upper
teeth), Rabbi Segal has not explained why it is omitted from the Torah’s list — while
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the kangaroo does not truly ruminate, it does ruminate to the same extent that a hyrax
does (and probably more so).

oy o?wa nn T PRY T2 "NININRT 20w NIRD W9w" Wnnwa 01nTRn IR :]‘7b”70 33
ATOW PR N2 T2 AWANWT TRXY MATY TR PR IR 2R TN RN NN 12°0 1w

IV DY ,00T0MY ARNO2 NITIPR W Ma0 MY OI0K? NYowaw Lpnye M ,a"a igawen
M 70N 7NN 2"V ¥yTa2 P Ny DY 2o1nTpn 0127 B, "YTr mwa e
DRI RIT 7700 PORT Ny 92 YT wab ORI 1%°079 MR 27 0PR 1T WP

ANTIN 9"V W VT NN YT 0 MM

MWL WHY PAW NI ORT "YTY wmwa vow" weanw 11 5wo DY 1and N2
T72WN O9YAY 2MPR0Aw L,IPR 2OWDR DM AT OPIPR VT T a7 T
11w 119779 1990 9221 110 922 PR Y0 17017 ,77N0 MNMAR NIXITY D312 DWnnwn

W 't 7" 02727 790 DY 2™%Im 2"V '0 PO NYA YIaRan X020 MY PRt 1M
PRI FIRT DWND ID0R TR ARE RAT MWOWY AP TR 01 17 :0''Ima XXl 20
TR 200 DY ORPY "N 1WA M PSR aYIwnT AR ' mRRd o W
NY b5 INIMY MWK DM 2MATA AR INAMT WIR KD WK TN 20N
TRY02 NIATA INTA KD NNT D221 PN S0ER 952 HRITH AP0 IRV YauT SN0 MR
M T7IN% TN DM AN LNRT VT WD T 7IN AN Mwmsnm Ry Tah AN

Rapalvhl

21 AT MRA AMNN VPIT A0 277 [R'EAN w'PDSa 7' nawr RApIes Y
727 ' MRD X222 TR DOAW R AN TR DINIRY 721N IRA 707 0072 2Ip wn
D227 .NIDIMTY B 2 2 IMARRT MIWH PR 9D 22 7 AN Y52 712 aywownT

NRT NA0AY DY AT MMYNAY TR X991 0N PR

T "™ 0227 HY S19ea '

QIRIRD 72N INDR 270 WORRY IR TR 921 72OV I MR AWARN KD 777 AR CIN
QORI I 7N PR

(0" XpoD) 'T 7" 02127 5Y 90 HY 2" PRy v

KD 577 AR TN W2 2n07H NOR (G0 PYWT) IPI0WSR 951 KOT RAMIAT AT j20
TTIR 4903 51O IV INEMS KRR W KDY, A7 9Unan 198N

...OW 912 TN 19 .0 72N IR ROK

17 2IN57 QYL .13 NYYA NI0TD YOW NYOIYT 7079 N079) 93 '3 K™ XAPN 1Mann P
077 AR 179KRN RY 22K ;19980 19977 1PIn0: 2w 72 1w anna v

L7052 Y YA NAIINTY DWW DRNT UIDW KUK 59D 7172 10 MR MR M
729 AN 12902 2RIYA 2R PR "R

48



AN n¥p] 7w 486 °19% 2now ['a7 DW 27 1TIT] 1IRP PR 270 PRNS MITYINY
922 977 ,AY2IRT MR PT A PIRA? TN 9 Mwpa? v i R™ LROpna [L..300n
MIRSA ARYR TRITRT MWONTIN WD LLA9IRN MK I 21000 W 19 WO nw InR
JIV2IRT R ROR IN2ID DW TAR R0 77 wOw 29Ipa a2 PR NPT nsm

JIRIDID S32°0 PIW IR IV 320 CIW IR 177 DR 737 W an?T 2aR

I claimed that proving the Torah from the exclusivity of the Torah’s list only began
in the last few hundred years, and was not done by the Talmud. Rabbi Segal responds
by citing the position of the Maharitz Chayes that this is indeed the argument of the
Talmud. Yet of course I am aware the Maharitz Chayes claimed it to be in the Talmud
— I cited this in the book! I was arguing that the Maharitz Chayes is mistaken and the
Talmud is making a different argument. Likewise, all the other sources cited here by
Rabbi Segal are ones that I cite and discuss in the book.
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In my book I argued that there are not thousands of types of animals that could
potentially provide exceptions to the Torah’s list, but only a few dozen, once we are
using the Torah’s system of classifying “types.” Rabbi Segal claims that this is
irrelevant, since there could have theoretically been thousands. Actually, his point is
both irrelevant and incorrect. It is irrelevant because I was only discussing this point
in order to address the argument used by some outreach educators that thousands of
further types of animals have already been discovered, which I proved to be a grossly
inflated number. Rabbi Segal’s argument is also incorrect, because it is not the Torah
that claims its list of ten kosher animals and four animals with one sign to be exclusive
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— it is the Talmud. Rabbi Segal states that the Talmud is the only true understanding
of the Torah. That is correct from our perspective — but it is not inherently provable
from the Torah itself! And obviously Chazal themselves believed that the Torah is
divine and explained their derashos accordingly. One cannot prove that the Torah was
bold in stating an exclusive list, when the Torah did not state that it was giving an
exclusive list, and it was only later explained this way by Chazal. This is a point that I
explain at length in chapter two.
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Rabbi Segal cites my conclusion and responds merely that he has already answered
all this nonsense. Since he is not adding any new argument or information, I see no
reason to respond.
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Finally, Rabbi Segal claims that the laws of animals do indeed prove the divinity of
the Torah in four ways, but notwithstanding his usage of a bold and underlined
typeface, I think that I have proved him entirely wrong. I very much hope that
someone will someday be able to show how this topic proves the divinity of Torah,
but this has not yet happened. Of Rabbi Segal’s thirty-five proposed refutations of my
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book, only part of a single point (my explanation of the Iggros Moshe) may hold
water. I myself found several errors in the book, none significant, as in any book of
this nature, but Rabbi Segal did not locate them. There may indeed be new findings in
science or insights in Torah that would change the book’s conclusions, but Rabbi
Segal did not provide any. Instead, he distorted my words, committed errors of logic,
misinterpreted Rishonim and Acharonim, and slandered me as an espouser of Reform/
Enlightenment/ heretical notions. His final statement, that someone who distorts the

Torah (i.e. me) is a liar (bada’iy), needs no comment.
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