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No Intelligence But God & Man
Rabbi: Sforno (image on next page) makes it clear: there 

are no forces, or things with a will, except God and man. He 
thereby rejects amulets, as such claims include the 
assumed awareness of a specific person that is targeted 
for assistance by the amulet. All superstitions, powers, 
segulas, etc. are rejected as well. There are no demons, 
evil eyes, spirits, or ghosts. In other words, we are each 
responsible for our choices.

Reader 1: I'm sure there are other major rabbinic figures 
that take the opposite position. Why should we adopt the 
rationalistic position?

Rabbi: Why are you using a rational argument?

Reader 2: Do you think the Ramban, who believed that 
amulets worked, was an idolater? Doesn't it make more 
sense to assume that there are ways to reconcile these 

beliefs with rational monotheism, even though 
they are less compelling to us than the 
approach of Rambam/Seforno for other 
reasons? It's not just him...in their perushim on 
Masekhet Shabbat, pretty much every rishon 
other than the Meiri and the Rambam consider 
amulets legitimate and explain the gemara on 
that assumption.

Rabbi: Please quote Ramban's exact words. 
Thanks. But one cannot impute Ramban 
accepted any idea without basis. And "basis", 
is a rational approach. In contrast, a mystic or 
a fool earns Solomon'a ridicule, "the fool 
believes everything."

Reader 2: Here are the words of Ramban on 
Humash discussing magic and astrology: 

"He placed the earth and all things that 
are thereon in the power of the stars and 
constellations, depending on their rotation 
and position. Over the stars and constella-
tions He further appointed guides, angels, 
and "lords" which are the souls. Their 
behavior from the time they come into 
existence for eternal duration. However, it 
was one of His mighty wonders that within 
the power of these higher forces, he put 
configurations and capacities to alter the 
behavior of those under them. Thus if the 
direction of the stars towards the earth be 
good or bad to a certain country, people, or 
individual, the higher dominions can 
reverse it of their own volition… Therefore, 
the author of the Book of the Moon, the 
expert in [the field of] necromancy, said, 
"when the moon, termed 'the sphere of the 
world' is, for example, at the head of Aries 
(the Ram) and the constellation thus 
appears in a certain form, you should make 
a drawing of that grouping, engraving on it 
the particular time and the name of the 

angel appointed over it. Then perform a 
certain burning [of incense] in a certain 
specified manner, and the result of the 
influence [of the relative position of the 
stars] will be for evil, to root out and to pull 
down, and to destroy and to overthrow. And 
when the moon will be in a position relative 
to some other constellation you should 
make the drawing and the burning in a 
certain other manner and the result will be 
for good, to bud and to plant." Now this, too, 
is the influence of the moon as determined 
by the power of its [heavenly] guide. But the 
basic manner of its movement is by the wish 
of the Creator, blessed be He, Who 
endowed it so in time past, while this 
particular action is contrary thereto.

This then is the secret of [all forms of] 
sorcery and their power concerning which 
the rabbis have said that "they contradict 
the power of the Divine agency," meaning 
that they are contrary to the simple powers 
[with which the agencies have been 
endowed] and thus diminish a certain 
aspect of them. Therefore, it is proper that 
the Torah prohibit these activities in order to 
let the world rest in its customary way, 
which is the desire of its Creator. This is also 
one of the reasons for the prohibition of 
kilayim (mixing seeds), for the plants result-
ing from such grafting are strange, giving 
rise to changes in the ordered course of the 
world for bad or good, aside from the fact 
that they themselves constitute a change in 
Creation, as I have already explained."

Rabbi: I don't know why you feel a need to 
reconcile Ramban with Sforno. Arguments 
exist. And two parties cannot both be correct, 
if their views are mutually exclusive, like the 
belief in, and the rejection of astrology. I 

further believe Ramban would reject astrology 
today. But the primary point, as I commenced, 
is that reason is the sole method for arriving at 
truth, i.e., what is "real," And what is real,man 
can determine only via our inescapable 
senses and patterns of thought, which follow 
cause and effect, reason, induction, deduc-
tion, comparison and others. Ramban would 
never accept anything that was bereft of a 
cause to believe it. Thereby, he followed a 
reasonable path. His praise of Maimonides 
confirms this.

Reader 3: The real question is would you 
jump off a bridge if the Ramban told you there 
was an amulet that would save you?

Rabbi: And if you told that to Ramban, he 
would not jump, as it does not comply with 
reason.

Reader 2: I am just playing devil's advocate 
because I thought your original statement was 
overreaching a bit.

Rabbi: Either you're playing devil, or you feel 
I'm overreaching. Which is it? If the former, 
why accuse of overreaching? If the latter, then 
you're not playing devil.

Reader 2: You made it sound like anyone who 
believe in amulets would basically be an 
irrational pagan, which may be true today, but 
not in the past.

Rabbi: We live today. I talk about today. And 
you too agree old science is "old." Why argue?

Reader 2: You were quoting a Sforno from 
hundreds of years ago.

Rabbi: God is older. ■
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hours from now. But Torah is alive 3000 
years later. It is the singular history of the 
Jews.

We understand the necessity for God's 
Revelation. Without it, future genera-
tions have no proof, and God desires 
man to accept only proven matters.

God designed man with senses, 
precisely so we can determine what is 
real, and what is not sensed. God and 
Moses demand we accept only matters 
that are provable, thereby teaching we 
discount unproven matters. Maimonides 
states this openly in his Letter to the 
Community of Marseilles 
(tinyurl.com/ccn2cyj).

God's words are true, they are sensible 
and proven. In contrast, Jews and Jewish 
organizations endorse segulas, amulets, 
prayers to the dead, astrology, supersti-
tions and Rabbis as miracle 
workers…things not found in the Bible, 
Prophets or Writings, and actually 
prohibited throughout all three. In 
violation of Sinai's message, reason and 
proof are not engaged when it comes to 
Jewish practice today. Jews plan the most 
intelligent business strategies, but in 
religious practice, the mind is absent. Not 
only are these trinkets and practices 
foolish violations, Moses says in our 
Torah reading this week that any 
addition to religious practice is prohibited 
(Deut. 4:2). 

�e truth is, we have no choice but to 
adhere to reason. �e world operates in a 
reasonable, cause and e�ect fashion; as do 
our very minds. We cannot deny that our 

legs are the cause and our motion is the 
e�ect; this acceptance of cause and e�ect 
is not learned, but is natural and inextrica-
bly part of our design. Another two 
examples are the mental acts of "compari-
son" and "identi�cation." An infant does 
this innately and thereby determines the 
woman in front of him is not his mother, 
and so he cries. "Identi�cation" is not a 
learned process, but like breathing, it's 
part of our natural design. �ese and 
other processes unveil God's plan that 
thought be our primary tool. So valued is 
intelligent thought, a wise Rabbi said that 
God named this human faculty after 
Himself, "Tzelem Elohim" – "form of 
God." Of course God is not "inside" man, 
as Maimonides and all great leaders teach. 
God is not physical, and therefore not 
subject to division or location, that He 
might have parts or place. �at is hereti-
cal. "Form" of God merely refers to that 
faculty that can perceive or relate to 
"ideas", similar to God, unlike the �ve 
senses that are limited to perceiving 
physical phenomena.

Some think religion and science operate 
in separate realms of understanding. 
Va'Eschanan teaches otherwise: God 
wishes man to uses the scienti�c approach 
in his religious beliefs. �e world operates 
through cause and e�ect, and the human 
mind does as well. God engaged both to 
prove Judaism as the only true religion.

If we use our minds in lesser areas like 
wealth, which although valuable and 
necessary, is still temporary…we should 
certainly be intelligent when it comes to 
our religious decisions, as God teaches, 
which directly impacts our eternal lives. ■

scienti�creligion
his week's Torah reading, 
Va'Eschanan, includes Moses' 
command, "Lest you forget 

what your eyes saw," referring to Revela-
tion at Sinai. "You have been shown to 
know" is another warning to accept this 
proof. Clearly, God orchestrated a 
provable event — mass witnesses and 
supernatural phenomena — and Moses 
recalls these provable elements as they 
both desire mankind to use our gifted 
intelligence and trust only reason and 
proof. Had Revelation never occurred, 
and instead, Moses lied to some people 
telling them "not to forget what they 
saw," they would dismiss Moses as 
psychotic, as they saw nothing. Judaism 
would never have reached us, had 
Revelation never occurred. However, the 
unanimous transmission that reached 
the entire world — the Bible — testi�es 
to Torah's authenticity. Would anyone 
try to perpetrate such a grandiose lie 
today, that millions heard an "intelligent 
voice emanating from �re", not a single 
person would accept such a story without 
corroborating mass witnesses. And 3000 
years from now, that lie will not be a 
world religion. It won't even be known 3 

Rabbi Moshe Ben-Chaim

T
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with his desires and thus seeks to 
make alterations.  While at the outset 
the change may seem minimal the 
danger is that he has embarked on a 
slippery slope.  The evil inclination is 
never satisfied.  The more one gives 
in to it the more demanding it 
becomes.  If one negates a mitzvah 
because he regards it as too burden-
some it won’t be long until he comes 
to feel the same way about many 
others until he hardly keeps any at all.

However, the Torah also warns us 
not to add to the mitzvot.  At first 
glance the desire to increase obser-
vances does not seem to be so bad.  
It would appear to reflect a positive 
attitude toward mitzvot.  He loves 
them so much that he can’t get 
enough.  He desires to serve Hashem 
even more by increasing his obliga-
tions.  Why is the phenomenon of 
adding to the mitzvot so sinful?

In Psalm Nineteen which we recite 
on Shabbat morning, David declares, 
“Hashem’s Torah is perfect refresh-
ing the soul…The L—d’s precepts are 
just gladdening the heart…the L--d’s 
judgments are true, altogether 
righteous.”  The basic idea is that the 
Torah is a work of perfection which if 
properly observed will lead mankind 
to its ultimate fulfillment.  As such we 
must guard and study it and conform 
to its requirements.  One who seeks 
to change the Torah fails to appreci-
ate its greatness.  Rather he is guided 
by his own sense of right and wrong.  
He feels that it is too cumbersome or 
too lenient.  His desire is to fashion a 
religion which conforms to his 
personal moral inclinations.  How-
ever he is deviating from the recogni-
tion that the Torah is a Divine 
Creation which cannot be improved.  
A fundamental tenet of Judaism is 
that of Torah Misinai.  This means we 
acknowledge the Divine character of 
Torah and that it expresses the 
infinite wisdom of Hashem.  We must 
put our emotions aside and submit 
to the will of Hashem and be 
instructed by His wisdom.  We must 
be humble and resolve never to 
tamper with our perfect Torah but to 
be filled with awe as we approach it.

Shabbat Shalom. ■

In this week’s parsha, Vaetchanan, 
Moshe continues to exhort the Jews 
to remain faithful to Hashem in the 
land.  Their success and longevity in 
Eretz Yisrael was dependent on the 
type of society they would establish.  
Their chief mission was to be faithful 
to the Torah and observe it in an 
intelligent and conscientious 
manner.  Moshe strongly warned 
them to adhere to the Torah as 
Hashem gave it and not to institute 
changes.  Thus he admonished them 
not to add to or subtract from the 
commandments.  Explaining the 
seriousness of this injunction the 
Sforno says, “adding or subtracting 
even an iota will lead to total corrup-
tion.”  It is interesting to note that no 
distinction is made between adding 
and subtracting.  Both are regarded 
as equally disastrous.  However, the 
matter is not so simple.  We can 
understand why reducing the com-
mandments is so harmful.  The 
motive of the person doing it is to 
liberate himself from the “yolk of the 
mitzvot.”  His objective is to gain 
more personal freedom to indulge 
his impulses and live as he sees fit.  
He regards the regulations of the 
Torah as a burden which conflicts 

 a  Per fect
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No Intelligence But God & Man
Rabbi: Sforno (image on next page) makes it clear: there 

are no forces, or things with a will, except God and man. He 
thereby rejects amulets, as such claims include the 
assumed awareness of a specific person that is targeted 
for assistance by the amulet. All superstitions, powers, 
segulas, etc. are rejected as well. There are no demons, 
evil eyes, spirits, or ghosts. In other words, we are each 
responsible for our choices.

Reader 1: I'm sure there are other major rabbinic figures 
that take the opposite position. Why should we adopt the 
rationalistic position?

Rabbi: Why are you using a rational argument?

Reader 2: Do you think the Ramban, who believed that 
amulets worked, was an idolater? Doesn't it make more 
sense to assume that there are ways to reconcile these 
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beliefs with rational monotheism, even though 
they are less compelling to us than the 
approach of Rambam/Seforno for other 
reasons? It's not just him...in their perushim on 
Masekhet Shabbat, pretty much every rishon 
other than the Meiri and the Rambam consider 
amulets legitimate and explain the gemara on 
that assumption.

Rabbi: Please quote Ramban's exact words. 
Thanks. But one cannot impute Ramban 
accepted any idea without basis. And "basis", 
is a rational approach. In contrast, a mystic or 
a fool earns Solomon'a ridicule, "the fool 
believes everything."

Reader 2: Here are the words of Ramban on 
Humash discussing magic and astrology: 

"He placed the earth and all things that 
are thereon in the power of the stars and 
constellations, depending on their rotation 
and position. Over the stars and constella-
tions He further appointed guides, angels, 
and "lords" which are the souls. Their 
behavior from the time they come into 
existence for eternal duration. However, it 
was one of His mighty wonders that within 
the power of these higher forces, he put 
configurations and capacities to alter the 
behavior of those under them. Thus if the 
direction of the stars towards the earth be 
good or bad to a certain country, people, or 
individual, the higher dominions can 
reverse it of their own volition… Therefore, 
the author of the Book of the Moon, the 
expert in [the field of] necromancy, said, 
"when the moon, termed 'the sphere of the 
world' is, for example, at the head of Aries 
(the Ram) and the constellation thus 
appears in a certain form, you should make 
a drawing of that grouping, engraving on it 
the particular time and the name of the 

angel appointed over it. Then perform a 
certain burning [of incense] in a certain 
specified manner, and the result of the 
influence [of the relative position of the 
stars] will be for evil, to root out and to pull 
down, and to destroy and to overthrow. And 
when the moon will be in a position relative 
to some other constellation you should 
make the drawing and the burning in a 
certain other manner and the result will be 
for good, to bud and to plant." Now this, too, 
is the influence of the moon as determined 
by the power of its [heavenly] guide. But the 
basic manner of its movement is by the wish 
of the Creator, blessed be He, Who 
endowed it so in time past, while this 
particular action is contrary thereto.

This then is the secret of [all forms of] 
sorcery and their power concerning which 
the rabbis have said that "they contradict 
the power of the Divine agency," meaning 
that they are contrary to the simple powers 
[with which the agencies have been 
endowed] and thus diminish a certain 
aspect of them. Therefore, it is proper that 
the Torah prohibit these activities in order to 
let the world rest in its customary way, 
which is the desire of its Creator. This is also 
one of the reasons for the prohibition of 
kilayim (mixing seeds), for the plants result-
ing from such grafting are strange, giving 
rise to changes in the ordered course of the 
world for bad or good, aside from the fact 
that they themselves constitute a change in 
Creation, as I have already explained."

Rabbi: I don't know why you feel a need to 
reconcile Ramban with Sforno. Arguments 
exist. And two parties cannot both be correct, 
if their views are mutually exclusive, like the 
belief in, and the rejection of astrology. I 

further believe Ramban would reject astrology 
today. But the primary point, as I commenced, 
is that reason is the sole method for arriving at 
truth, i.e., what is "real," And what is real,man 
can determine only via our inescapable 
senses and patterns of thought, which follow 
cause and effect, reason, induction, deduc-
tion, comparison and others. Ramban would 
never accept anything that was bereft of a 
cause to believe it. Thereby, he followed a 
reasonable path. His praise of Maimonides 
confirms this.

Reader 3: The real question is would you 
jump off a bridge if the Ramban told you there 
was an amulet that would save you?

Rabbi: And if you told that to Ramban, he 
would not jump, as it does not comply with 
reason.

Reader 2: I am just playing devil's advocate 
because I thought your original statement was 
overreaching a bit.

Rabbi: Either you're playing devil, or you feel 
I'm overreaching. Which is it? If the former, 
why accuse of overreaching? If the latter, then 
you're not playing devil.

Reader 2: You made it sound like anyone who 
believe in amulets would basically be an 
irrational pagan, which may be true today, but 
not in the past.

Rabbi: We live today. I talk about today. And 
you too agree old science is "old." Why argue?

Reader 2: You were quoting a Sforno from 
hundreds of years ago.

Rabbi: God is older. ■

LETTERS

Below:  Sforno on Deut. 4:28

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■



No Intelligence But God & Man
Rabbi: Sforno (image on next page) makes it clear: there 

are no forces, or things with a will, except God and man. He 
thereby rejects amulets, as such claims include the 
assumed awareness of a specific person that is targeted 
for assistance by the amulet. All superstitions, powers, 
segulas, etc. are rejected as well. There are no demons, 
evil eyes, spirits, or ghosts. In other words, we are each 
responsible for our choices.

Reader 1: I'm sure there are other major rabbinic figures 
that take the opposite position. Why should we adopt the 
rationalistic position?

Rabbi: Why are you using a rational argument?

Reader 2: Do you think the Ramban, who believed that 
amulets worked, was an idolater? Doesn't it make more 
sense to assume that there are ways to reconcile these 
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beliefs with rational monotheism, even though 
they are less compelling to us than the 
approach of Rambam/Seforno for other 
reasons? It's not just him...in their perushim on 
Masekhet Shabbat, pretty much every rishon 
other than the Meiri and the Rambam consider 
amulets legitimate and explain the gemara on 
that assumption.

Rabbi: Please quote Ramban's exact words. 
Thanks. But one cannot impute Ramban 
accepted any idea without basis. And "basis", 
is a rational approach. In contrast, a mystic or 
a fool earns Solomon'a ridicule, "the fool 
believes everything."

Reader 2: Here are the words of Ramban on 
Humash discussing magic and astrology: 

"He placed the earth and all things that 
are thereon in the power of the stars and 
constellations, depending on their rotation 
and position. Over the stars and constella-
tions He further appointed guides, angels, 
and "lords" which are the souls. Their 
behavior from the time they come into 
existence for eternal duration. However, it 
was one of His mighty wonders that within 
the power of these higher forces, he put 
configurations and capacities to alter the 
behavior of those under them. Thus if the 
direction of the stars towards the earth be 
good or bad to a certain country, people, or 
individual, the higher dominions can 
reverse it of their own volition… Therefore, 
the author of the Book of the Moon, the 
expert in [the field of] necromancy, said, 
"when the moon, termed 'the sphere of the 
world' is, for example, at the head of Aries 
(the Ram) and the constellation thus 
appears in a certain form, you should make 
a drawing of that grouping, engraving on it 
the particular time and the name of the 

angel appointed over it. Then perform a 
certain burning [of incense] in a certain 
specified manner, and the result of the 
influence [of the relative position of the 
stars] will be for evil, to root out and to pull 
down, and to destroy and to overthrow. And 
when the moon will be in a position relative 
to some other constellation you should 
make the drawing and the burning in a 
certain other manner and the result will be 
for good, to bud and to plant." Now this, too, 
is the influence of the moon as determined 
by the power of its [heavenly] guide. But the 
basic manner of its movement is by the wish 
of the Creator, blessed be He, Who 
endowed it so in time past, while this 
particular action is contrary thereto.

This then is the secret of [all forms of] 
sorcery and their power concerning which 
the rabbis have said that "they contradict 
the power of the Divine agency," meaning 
that they are contrary to the simple powers 
[with which the agencies have been 
endowed] and thus diminish a certain 
aspect of them. Therefore, it is proper that 
the Torah prohibit these activities in order to 
let the world rest in its customary way, 
which is the desire of its Creator. This is also 
one of the reasons for the prohibition of 
kilayim (mixing seeds), for the plants result-
ing from such grafting are strange, giving 
rise to changes in the ordered course of the 
world for bad or good, aside from the fact 
that they themselves constitute a change in 
Creation, as I have already explained."

Rabbi: I don't know why you feel a need to 
reconcile Ramban with Sforno. Arguments 
exist. And two parties cannot both be correct, 
if their views are mutually exclusive, like the 
belief in, and the rejection of astrology. I 

further believe Ramban would reject astrology 
today. But the primary point, as I commenced, 
is that reason is the sole method for arriving at 
truth, i.e., what is "real," And what is real,man 
can determine only via our inescapable 
senses and patterns of thought, which follow 
cause and effect, reason, induction, deduc-
tion, comparison and others. Ramban would 
never accept anything that was bereft of a 
cause to believe it. Thereby, he followed a 
reasonable path. His praise of Maimonides 
confirms this.

Reader 3: The real question is would you 
jump off a bridge if the Ramban told you there 
was an amulet that would save you?

Rabbi: And if you told that to Ramban, he 
would not jump, as it does not comply with 
reason.

Reader 2: I am just playing devil's advocate 
because I thought your original statement was 
overreaching a bit.

Rabbi: Either you're playing devil, or you feel 
I'm overreaching. Which is it? If the former, 
why accuse of overreaching? If the latter, then 
you're not playing devil.

Reader 2: You made it sound like anyone who 
believe in amulets would basically be an 
irrational pagan, which may be true today, but 
not in the past.

Rabbi: We live today. I talk about today. And 
you too agree old science is "old." Why argue?

Reader 2: You were quoting a Sforno from 
hundreds of years ago.

Rabbi: God is older. ■
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In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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Weekly Parsha

�e Torah o�ers a warning to us 
(Devarim 4:9):

“But beware and watch yourself very 
well, lest you forget the things that your 
eyes saw, and lest these things depart 
from your heart, all the days of your life, 
and you shall make them known to your 
children and to your children's 
children.”

Rashi clari�es what we are to beware 
of, tying it to the previous verses. �e 
Torah explains (ibid 6) that through our 
observance of the commandments, we 
will be wise before the peoples. Rashi 
explains this to mean our observance 
leads to the view by the world that we are 
wise men. In the verse referenced above, 
Rashi explains:

“Only then, when you do not forget 
them, and will [therefore] do them in 
their proper manner, will you be consid-
ered wise and understanding, but if you 
distort them because of forgetfulness, 
you will be considered fools.”

A later commentator on Rashi (Sefer 
Zikaron) explains that Rashi is adding 
an element here – rather than the people 
of the world looking at us, in our failure 
to “remember” the commandments, as 
being unwise, they will in fact see us as 
fools. 

Rashi is presenting a fascinating idea, 
one that reveals an important funda-
mental concept. We are not merely 
talking about our forgetting of a speci�c 

commandment, as this does not neces-
sarily lead to distortion. �e forgetful-
ness involves the basis for the command-
ments, the fact they are all based on 
chachma, knowledge, and the crucial 
concept that we must understand the 
rational basis for all the command-
ments. Each mitzvah is tied to chachma 
and functions to help perfect us. �is 
idea must be present not just for our own 
personal bene�t, but on display to the 
world. When approached by the other 
religions, they must see us being guided 
by these principles. When they ask why 
we celebrate Shabbos, we cannot answer 
that we need a day o�. When someone 
sees us picking up a lulav, and inquires 
why anyone would pick up a palm 
branch and shake it around, we cannot 
simply respond with a blank stare. �is 
is the di�erence noted above between 
being unwise and being a fool. �e 
world at large will, by de�nition, see our 
actions as those of fools if we simply 
apply blind faith without any semblance 
of rationality. Our role as being 
mekadesh Hashem, sanctifying God, is 
inherently impaired when we fail to 
recall, internalize and present the 
chachma of the derech Hashem.

�e Ramban takes umbrage with 
Rashi’s approach, o�ering a completely 
di�erent, but no less important, 
approach to understanding the context 
of this verse. He posits that the Torah is 
in fact teaching us about a speci�c 
commandment, structured as a mitzvah 
lo saaseh, or negative commandment:

“For, as he stated that we should be 
careful concerning all the command-
ments and be heedful to perform the 
statutes and ordinances, he again stated: 
‘Only I warn you exceedingly to take 
heed and guard yourselves very, very 
much to remember whence the 
commandments came to you, that you 
should not forget the Revelation on 
Mount Sinai, nor all the things which 
your eyes saw there – the thunderings, 
and the lightnings, His glory and His 
greatness and His words that you have 
heard there out of the midst of the �re’.”

He continues, explaining that it is not 
enough to remember Sinai; the speci�cs 
of the event must be passed down to 
one’s children, from generation to 
generation. Why is this so important? 

“He explained the reason [for this 
prohibition]: God made that Revelation 
so that you might learn to fear Him all 
the days and teach your children during 
all generations.”

�e Ramban also explains the bene�t 
of this commandment. Had the Torah 
been delivered to us by Moshe, without 
the communication from God, nobody 
would have challenged Moshe, as his 
“credentials” were nothing less than 
persuasive. �e problem would be in the 
future, if another prophet would arise 
and challenge a tenet of the Torah – “a 
doubt would enter the people’s hearts”. 
However, since the Torah was delivered 
from God straight to us, no such doubt 
will emerge, leading us to declare the 
false prophet’s statements as fallacy. (�e 
Ramban adds one more point concern-
ing the nature of the communication to 
our children, but due to lack of space, we 
will not be taking this up).

�e Ramban is presenting a powerful 
case for the importance of the event at 
Sinai. What is di�cult to understand is 
how he formulates this into an actual 
commandment. What does he mean 
when he states we cannot forget the event 
of Sinai? Does this mean we should have 
the book of Shemos open in front of us at 
all times, turned to the section detailing 
the Revelation at Sinai? How do we pass 
this along to our children – simply by 
reading to them the verses apropos to the 
subject? 

�e Ramban is keying in on another 
essential idea of the Jewish religion, one 
that indeed makes us stand apart from all 
others. Obviously, he cannot be referring 
to a constant reading and re-reading 
from the verses surrounding the revela-
tion at Sinai. His presentation of the 
practical bene�t to this commandment 
could be the starting point. We accepted 
the veracity of the prophecy of Moshe 
due to his overwhelming resume of 
actions and wonders, among other 
reasons. As such, there would be no 
reason for us to doubt the authenticity of 
the Torah had Moshe told us it came 
from God. We would say that the most 
reasonable rational explanation is that 
the Torah is true. And when another 
prophet comes along, o�ering a rational 
argument against a speci�c command-
ment, or o�ers to add something to the 
system that rings of truth, accepting such 

a position does not seem so far o�. We 
are a nation dictated by rational thought, 
and the “doubt” would emerge due to the 
con�icting possibilities. �e Ramban is 
telling us that the reality of Sinai, where 
God directly communicated with the 
Jewish people, must be internalized 
within all of us. He focuses on the 
miraculous wonders, as well as God 
speaking to us, to emphasize one critical 
point. At Sinai, there was no question, no 
doubt at all, as to the Divine source of all 
of it. It was not the most likely rational 
conclusion – it was the only rational 
conclusion. �erefore, even when the 
false prophet presents a coherent 
position, we turn to our knowledge of the 
Torah, through the Revelation at Sinai, 
as being one of a greater quality, and feel 
“at ease” rejecting the new position. 
Within this idea, or the reason for the 
commandment as the Ramban puts it, 
we see a di�erent way to relate to God. 
�ere are individuals who are able to 
reach the rational conclusion that there is 
a Divine being, one that is non-physical 
and the Creator, etc. Yet for the nation, a 
rational conclusion did not seem to be 
su�cient. An event where there was a 
conclusion made that could not be 
challenged would have a di�erent impact 
on how the Jewish nation was to view 
God. �e source of the Torah must be 
Divine, and God’s communication with 
the Jewish people demonstrated without 
a doubt the existence of God. 

While there is much more that can be 
discussed regarding the words of the 
Ramban, we are able to extract an idea of 
immense importance. Rational thought 
plays a central, if not de�ning role in the 
Jewish religion. We are to be guided by 
our minds, cleaving to God as the source 
of knowledge. �is serves as the de�ning 
dissimilarity between “us” and “them”. 
No other religion lays claim to such a 
foundation. 

�ere is a common theme that we can 
use to tie Rashi and the Ramban 
together. We are a people beholden to the 
religion of rationality, and this needs to 
be on display through our execution of 
the commandments. Without question, 
this generates a qualitative breach 
between our religion and that of others. 
�is cannot translate into an emotional 
sense of supremacy – rather, it should be 
viewed as a tremendous opportunity, 
ours for the taking. ■

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■

Dogmatism, when applied to religion, is a term 
that does not sit well with most people. �e word 
carries the implication of preeminence and exclusiv-
ity at the expense of other beliefs. In Judaism, we are 
faced with this very principle, as we see throughout 
the Torah how we are to function as the “light unto 
other nations.” By virtue of this role, it is evident 
that we are of a qualitatively di�erent religious stan-
dard; at the same time, it is imperative we do not 
transform this into a feeling of superiority, as this is 
not the commandment’s intent. In this week’s 
parsha, within a debate between Rashi and the 
Ramban, we see from two perspectives how we are 
“di�erent” from every other religion, as well as how 
the world ultimately should view us.

Rabbi Dr. Darrell Ginsberg

  We    StandApart
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Weekly Parsha

�e Torah o�ers a warning to us 
(Devarim 4:9):

“But beware and watch yourself very 
well, lest you forget the things that your 
eyes saw, and lest these things depart 
from your heart, all the days of your life, 
and you shall make them known to your 
children and to your children's 
children.”

Rashi clari�es what we are to beware 
of, tying it to the previous verses. �e 
Torah explains (ibid 6) that through our 
observance of the commandments, we 
will be wise before the peoples. Rashi 
explains this to mean our observance 
leads to the view by the world that we are 
wise men. In the verse referenced above, 
Rashi explains:

“Only then, when you do not forget 
them, and will [therefore] do them in 
their proper manner, will you be consid-
ered wise and understanding, but if you 
distort them because of forgetfulness, 
you will be considered fools.”

A later commentator on Rashi (Sefer 
Zikaron) explains that Rashi is adding 
an element here – rather than the people 
of the world looking at us, in our failure 
to “remember” the commandments, as 
being unwise, they will in fact see us as 
fools. 

Rashi is presenting a fascinating idea, 
one that reveals an important funda-
mental concept. We are not merely 
talking about our forgetting of a speci�c 

commandment, as this does not neces-
sarily lead to distortion. �e forgetful-
ness involves the basis for the command-
ments, the fact they are all based on 
chachma, knowledge, and the crucial 
concept that we must understand the 
rational basis for all the command-
ments. Each mitzvah is tied to chachma 
and functions to help perfect us. �is 
idea must be present not just for our own 
personal bene�t, but on display to the 
world. When approached by the other 
religions, they must see us being guided 
by these principles. When they ask why 
we celebrate Shabbos, we cannot answer 
that we need a day o�. When someone 
sees us picking up a lulav, and inquires 
why anyone would pick up a palm 
branch and shake it around, we cannot 
simply respond with a blank stare. �is 
is the di�erence noted above between 
being unwise and being a fool. �e 
world at large will, by de�nition, see our 
actions as those of fools if we simply 
apply blind faith without any semblance 
of rationality. Our role as being 
mekadesh Hashem, sanctifying God, is 
inherently impaired when we fail to 
recall, internalize and present the 
chachma of the derech Hashem.

�e Ramban takes umbrage with 
Rashi’s approach, o�ering a completely 
di�erent, but no less important, 
approach to understanding the context 
of this verse. He posits that the Torah is 
in fact teaching us about a speci�c 
commandment, structured as a mitzvah 
lo saaseh, or negative commandment:

“For, as he stated that we should be 
careful concerning all the command-
ments and be heedful to perform the 
statutes and ordinances, he again stated: 
‘Only I warn you exceedingly to take 
heed and guard yourselves very, very 
much to remember whence the 
commandments came to you, that you 
should not forget the Revelation on 
Mount Sinai, nor all the things which 
your eyes saw there – the thunderings, 
and the lightnings, His glory and His 
greatness and His words that you have 
heard there out of the midst of the �re’.”

He continues, explaining that it is not 
enough to remember Sinai; the speci�cs 
of the event must be passed down to 
one’s children, from generation to 
generation. Why is this so important? 

“He explained the reason [for this 
prohibition]: God made that Revelation 
so that you might learn to fear Him all 
the days and teach your children during 
all generations.”

�e Ramban also explains the bene�t 
of this commandment. Had the Torah 
been delivered to us by Moshe, without 
the communication from God, nobody 
would have challenged Moshe, as his 
“credentials” were nothing less than 
persuasive. �e problem would be in the 
future, if another prophet would arise 
and challenge a tenet of the Torah – “a 
doubt would enter the people’s hearts”. 
However, since the Torah was delivered 
from God straight to us, no such doubt 
will emerge, leading us to declare the 
false prophet’s statements as fallacy. (�e 
Ramban adds one more point concern-
ing the nature of the communication to 
our children, but due to lack of space, we 
will not be taking this up).

�e Ramban is presenting a powerful 
case for the importance of the event at 
Sinai. What is di�cult to understand is 
how he formulates this into an actual 
commandment. What does he mean 
when he states we cannot forget the event 
of Sinai? Does this mean we should have 
the book of Shemos open in front of us at 
all times, turned to the section detailing 
the Revelation at Sinai? How do we pass 
this along to our children – simply by 
reading to them the verses apropos to the 
subject? 

�e Ramban is keying in on another 
essential idea of the Jewish religion, one 
that indeed makes us stand apart from all 
others. Obviously, he cannot be referring 
to a constant reading and re-reading 
from the verses surrounding the revela-
tion at Sinai. His presentation of the 
practical bene�t to this commandment 
could be the starting point. We accepted 
the veracity of the prophecy of Moshe 
due to his overwhelming resume of 
actions and wonders, among other 
reasons. As such, there would be no 
reason for us to doubt the authenticity of 
the Torah had Moshe told us it came 
from God. We would say that the most 
reasonable rational explanation is that 
the Torah is true. And when another 
prophet comes along, o�ering a rational 
argument against a speci�c command-
ment, or o�ers to add something to the 
system that rings of truth, accepting such 

a position does not seem so far o�. We 
are a nation dictated by rational thought, 
and the “doubt” would emerge due to the 
con�icting possibilities. �e Ramban is 
telling us that the reality of Sinai, where 
God directly communicated with the 
Jewish people, must be internalized 
within all of us. He focuses on the 
miraculous wonders, as well as God 
speaking to us, to emphasize one critical 
point. At Sinai, there was no question, no 
doubt at all, as to the Divine source of all 
of it. It was not the most likely rational 
conclusion – it was the only rational 
conclusion. �erefore, even when the 
false prophet presents a coherent 
position, we turn to our knowledge of the 
Torah, through the Revelation at Sinai, 
as being one of a greater quality, and feel 
“at ease” rejecting the new position. 
Within this idea, or the reason for the 
commandment as the Ramban puts it, 
we see a di�erent way to relate to God. 
�ere are individuals who are able to 
reach the rational conclusion that there is 
a Divine being, one that is non-physical 
and the Creator, etc. Yet for the nation, a 
rational conclusion did not seem to be 
su�cient. An event where there was a 
conclusion made that could not be 
challenged would have a di�erent impact 
on how the Jewish nation was to view 
God. �e source of the Torah must be 
Divine, and God’s communication with 
the Jewish people demonstrated without 
a doubt the existence of God. 

While there is much more that can be 
discussed regarding the words of the 
Ramban, we are able to extract an idea of 
immense importance. Rational thought 
plays a central, if not de�ning role in the 
Jewish religion. We are to be guided by 
our minds, cleaving to God as the source 
of knowledge. �is serves as the de�ning 
dissimilarity between “us” and “them”. 
No other religion lays claim to such a 
foundation. 

�ere is a common theme that we can 
use to tie Rashi and the Ramban 
together. We are a people beholden to the 
religion of rationality, and this needs to 
be on display through our execution of 
the commandments. Without question, 
this generates a qualitative breach 
between our religion and that of others. 
�is cannot translate into an emotional 
sense of supremacy – rather, it should be 
viewed as a tremendous opportunity, 
ours for the taking. ■

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
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could we ever know if the constants of 
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these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
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does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.

TORAH ’ S  PRO OF
of  G OD

R A B B I  I S R A E L  C H A I T

udaism, as seen through the eyes of the scholars of the Talmud, 
has its own unique religious orientation. While basing itself on 
a cataclysmic  event - revelation, it does not look to miracles as 

the source of its intimate relationship with God. God's revelation at 
Sinai was a one-time occurrence never to be repeated. �is is expressed 
in Deuteronomy 5:19, "a great voice which was not heard again."(1) In 
the mind of the Talmudic scholar God continuously reveals himself 
not through miracles but through the wisdom of his laws. (2) �ese 
laws manifest themselves in Torah - the written and the oral law - and 
in nature.

J

(continued on next page)

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■

R e v e l a t i o n  a t  S i n a i

INTRODUCTION
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

(continued on next page)

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

T Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

(continued on next page)

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

(continued on next page)

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

(continued on next page)

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.

In the previous post we showed that it 
is faulty to use the multiverse theory to 
explain anything because it is a theory 
which can equally explain everything. 
�erefore, explaining �ne tuning with a 
multiverse is a 'multiverse of the gaps' 
argument which is desperately put forth 
to deny the indications of Intelligent 
Design.  In this post we will put that 
problem aside and explain why we 
believe that multiverse theory is not even 
science, but is rather bad philosophy of 
science.

One of the pillars of the scienti�c 
method has been the requirement that a 
theory should make predictions which 
can be reasonably tested.  �is has 
allowed science to build solid founda-
tions, as consensus forms only when 
there is objective con�rmation in reality 

that a theory is true (or close to it).

Every theory of a multiverse is, almost 
by de�nition, not testable.  Sometimes 
its proponents invent far-fetched 
hypothetical tests (mentioned by Greene 
in the article), like maybe our universe 
collided with another universe and 
maybe we could somehow see the e�ects 
of that collision in the background 
radiation.  �at is not what it means in 
science for something to be reasonably 
testable.  (In any event, even if we could 
somehow observe such a collision 
between one other universe, that still 
does not mean we could observe an 
in�nite number of multiverses.  Nor 
could we ever know if the constants of 
nature or the laws themselves varied in 
these other multiverses.)

�e question of whether the cause of 
the universe is intelligent or not, is a 
philosophical question.  �e answer 
does not lead to testable conclusions.  It 
could be proven in the positive, if for 
example, the Intelligent Cause commu-
nicated its existence before millions of 
witnesses.  But that is not a reasonably 
repeatable test, and would therefore not 
come under the scienti�c method either.  
Not all knowledge is subject to the 
scienti�c method (i.e., certain historical 
knowledge).

Our answer to this philosophical 
question, that the cause of the universe is 
Intelligent, is based upon mankind's 
understanding of modern physics.  It is a 
testament to the e�cacy of the scienti�c 
method that we have enough knowledge 

about the physical universe to answer 
this philosophical question by virtue of 
our understanding of the �ne tuning of 
the constants.  It is a philosophical 
conclusion rooted in veri�ed scienti�c 
facts.

�e theory of the multiverse is an 
attempt to answer a philosophical 
question with a near in�nite number of 
unobservable universes and some 
hypothesized unintelligent number 
generator which randomly selects the 
values of the constants.  Despite what its 
proponents profess, the multiverse 
theory is not science.  It is untestable, 
non-falsi�able, metaphysics. In fact, 
because it is clear that it is not science, 
multiverse theorists are beginning to 
suggest that the de�nition of science (the 
requirements of prediction and testabil-
ity) be changed.  (See the Carr/Ellis 
article.)

�e inquiry into the ultimate cause of 
the physical universe is bound to go 
beyond science and into philosophy.  
Nevertheless, it is a worth while pursuit, 
and an important question that we 
would like to know as much about as the 
human mind is capable of comprehend-
ing (which might not be that much).  
However, the answer cannot be tested, 
as it makes no concrete predictions.

It is therefore of paramount impor-
tance in this area to exercise proper 
methodology in thought.  One false 
step, based on poor philosophical 
reasoning, can send a person into the 
world of �ction and fantasy.  Without 
the check that empirical testing 
provides, a person's speculations can run 
reckless.  Physicists need to clearly 
separate between science and metaphys-

ics.  To confuse the two areas of thought 
in a speculative theory of in�nite 
physical universes with an unintelligent 
random number generator, is to do 
injury to both science and philosophy.

We would like to quote from the 
opening paragraphs Stephen Hawking's 
book �e Grand Design (2010), which 
is indicative of a general attitude of 
disdain physicists have towards philoso-
phy.  �is attitude has severely 
hampered their ability to develop proper 
methodology in philosophical thought.

"What is the nature of reality?  Where 
did all this come from?  Did the universe 
need a Creator?...Traditionally these are 
questions for philosophy, but philosophy 
is dead.  Philosophy has not kept up with 
modern developments in science, 
particularly physics.  Scientists have 
become the bearers of the torch of 
discovery in our quest for knowledge."

(Needless to say, philosophers do not 
take too kindly to this sentiment.)

Physicists steal the crown of science, 
the prestige that science has rightly 
attained because of its adherence to the 
scienti�c method, and use it to impress 
upon people the belief that the multi-
verse is a credible scienti�c theory. �e 
multiverse is bad philosophy if believed 
to be true, and decent science �ction 
when it is recognized as a form of 
entertainment.

We have illustrated that based upon a 
correct knowledge of modern physics 
(which demonstrates �ne tuning in the 
constants of nature), a reasonable person 
will conclude that the best, most likely 
explanation is that the constants have 
their speci�c values in order to bring 

about the unique universe that we 
observe.  �is conclusion is not scienti�c 
knowledge itself, but rather philosophi-
cal knowledge derived from scienti�c 
knowledge.  �ere is no experiment we 
can set up to prove or disprove it.  It is 
philosophical reasoning applied to 
understanding the laws of physics and 
the constants, as they have been under-
stood by science.

�e division of Natural Philosophy 
into the two separate branches of knowl-
edge of 'Science' and the 'Philosophy of 
Science', was the foundational move that 
gave rise to modern Science, and greatly 
improved both areas of knowledge.  If 
the foundation of Science is removed, 
the scienti�c model that rests upon it 
crumbles.  Scienti�c knowledge is the 
inheritance of Mankind, not the posses-
sion of a  community of people who do 
not practice the methodology of science 
itself.

�e leading physicists of our genera-
tion, in their attempt to deny an Intelli-
gent Agent, are destroying the bedrock 
of science.  When they put forth a 
philosophical theory of randomness and 
in�nite possibilities under the guise of 
science, when they hide behind 
mathematical equations in an e�ort to 
avoid common sense reasoning, they are 
abandoning the methods of the great 
men of science who bequeathed to them 
the invaluable tools of proper investiga-
tion into the ways of nature.  �ey are 
replacing science with bad philosophy.

We have included a video of Richard 
Feynman discussing the scienti�c 
method on the �rst page.  What do you 
think he would say about the scienti�c 
merit of the theory of the multiverse? ■
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

(continued on next page)

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■
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experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Animal deification

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

(continued on next page)

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.
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he Psalmist expresses this 
view most clearly. He 
speaks freely of the wonders 
of nature and the awe- 

inspiring universe as in Psalm 8:4, "When 
I look at the heavens, the work of Your 
�ngers; the moon and stars which you 
have established". 

Psalm 104, dedicated to the wonders of 
nature, climaxes with the exclamation, 
"How many are Your works, O Lord! You 
have made them all with wisdom." 
Regarding the sheer intellectual joy one 
derives from studying Torah, he states, 
"�e Torah of the Lord is perfect, 
restoring the soul, the testimony of the 
Lord is trustworthy, making wise the 
simple person. �e precepts of the Lord 
are upright, rejoicing the heart; the 
commandment of the Lord is lucid, 
enlightening the eye. �e statutes of the 
Torah are true; they are all in total 
harmony. �ey are more to be desired 
than gold, even �ne gold, and they are 
sweeter than honey and the honeycomb."

When speaking of man's search for God 
the Psalmist states, "�e Lord, from 
heaven, looked down upon the children of 
man, to see if there were any man of 
understanding searching for God (14:2)." 
Man discovers God only through under-
standing. Accordingly, the righteous are 
depicted as being constantly involved in 
this process of searching for and discover-
ing God. "But only in the Torah of the 
Lord is his desire, and in His Torah he 
mediates day and night"(Psalms 1:2). 
Maimonides sharply criticizes those who 
consider themselves religious and search 
for God through the miraculous. "Say to a 
person who believes himself to be of the 
wise men of Israel that the Almighty 
sends His angel to enter the womb of a 
woman and to form there the foetus [sic], 
he will be satis�ed with the account; he 
will believe it and even �nd in it a descrip-
tion of the greatness of God's might and 
wisdom; although he believes that the 
angel consists of burning �re and is as big 
as a third part of the Universe, yet he 
considers it possible as a divine miracle. 
But tell him that God gave the seed a 
formative power which produces and 
shapes the limbsá and he will turn away 
because he cannot comprehend the true 
greatness and power of bringing into 
existence forces active in a thing that 
cannot be perceived by the senses." (3)

III

Let us now proceed to the question of 
how the events at Sinai, which occurred 
over three thousand years ago, were to 
serve as evidence for all succeeding 
generations. We may begin by asking 
what kind of event, if any, could possibly 
be performed that would qualify as 
evidence long after such an event has 
transpired? What criteria could we set 
forth that would satisfy such a require-
ment? Let us analyze how we as human 
beings gain knowledge. What methods 
are available to us? It would seem that 
there are two methods we use to obtain 
knowledge. �e �rst is by direct observa-
tion. �is course seems simple enough 
and for our purpose requires little 
analysis. Very little of our knowledge, 
however, is obtained through direct 
observation. We would know little or 
nothing of world history if we limited 
ourselves to direct observation. Even in 
science little or no progress could be made 

if one were limited to direct observation. 
We could not rely on textbooks or 
information given to us by others. 
Instead, each scienti�c observer would 
have to perform or witness all experimen-
tal evidence of the past �rsthand. Knowl-
edge in our personal lives would be 
equally restricted. When we place 
ourselves on the operating table for 
surgery we have very little �rsthand 
knowledge about our physical condition 
or even whether the practitioner is indeed 
a physician. We put our very lives on the 
line with almost no �rsthand, directly 
observed evidence.

Why do we do this? Are there any 
criteria we use that can rationally justify 
our actions? Here we come to the second 
class of knowledge available to us -  
secondhand knowledge. Secondhand 
knowledge seems to us quite reasonable 
provided certain criteria are met. When 
secondhand knowledge comes to our 
attention we are immediately faced with 
the question: Is this piece of information 
true or false? We cannot directly know 
whether or not it is true since we have not 
witnessed it directly; we can, however, 
know if it is true by way of inference. If we 
can remove all causes of falsehood we can 
infer that it is true. How can we remove 
all causes of falsehood? �e rationale is 
simple. If the information that others 
convey to us is false, it is so for one of two 
reasons. Either the informer is ignorant 
and mistaken in what he tells us, or his 
statement is a fabrication. If we can rule 
out these two possibilities, there remains 
no cause for the information to be false. 
We then consider it to be true.

How can we eliminate these two 
possibilities? For the �rst one, ignorance, 
we only need to determine whether the 
individual conveying the information to 
us is intellectually capable of apprehend-
ing it. We deal here with a direct relation-
ship. If the information is simple we may 
trust an average person. If it is complex or 
profound we would only trust someone 
capable of understanding such matters. 
�e more complex the matter, the more 
quali�ed a person is required to be; the 
more simple the matter, the less quali�ed 
an individual needs to be. If an ordinary 
person would tell us it was raining we 
would be inclined on the basis of the �rst 
consideration to believe him. If he would 

Clearly then, the basis on which one's 
religious convictions are built di�er in the 
cases of the strict religionist and the man of 
Torah. �e di�erence might be stated in 
the following manner: �e religionist 
believes �rst in God and then in his mind 
and senses, while the man of Torah, who 
bases himself on evidence, accepts his mind 
and his senses and then proceeds to 
recognize God and His Torah by means of 
these tools. Only the man of Torah 
perceives God as a reality as his ideas 
concerning God register on the same part 
of his mind that all ideas concerning reality 
do. (5)

Let us proceed to the demonstration that 
took place at Sinai. We must understand 
not only how this event would serve as 
proof for those immediately witnessing it 
but for future generations as well, as it is 
stated in Deuteronomy, "and they will also 
teach their children." We must de�ne at the 
outset what we mean by proof. �e term 
proof as it is commonly used has a subjec-
tive meaning. We mean proof to the 
satisfaction of a given individual. As such it 
is subject to a wide range of de�nitions and 
criteria. �ere are those for whom even the 
world of sense perception is doubtful. In 
order not to get lost in the sea of epistemol-
ogy let us state that the Torah accepts a 
framework similar to the one a scientist 
employs. It accepts the world of sense 
perception and the human mind. �e 
events that occurred at Sinai are according 
to Torah valid evidence from which a 
rational person would conclude that a). 
�ere exists a deity, b). �is deity is 
concerned with man, and c). �is deity 
entrusted Moses with the task of conveying 
his system of laws to the people. To anyone 
who maintains that even if he were at Sinai 
he would remain unconvinced, the Torah 
has little to say.

�e Torah addresses itself to a rational 
mind. It must be remembered that every 
epistemological system that is defendable 
from a logical standpoint is not necessarily 
rational. Rationality demands more than 
logical consistency; it requires clear intellec-
tual intuition. One may argue, for instance, 
that we possess no real knowledge of the 
atom. One might contend that all electrons 
and protons conspired to act in a certain 
way when they were being observed. It may 
be di�cult to disprove such a hypothesis, 
but it is easy to see that it does not appeal 
innately to the human mind. (6) Our 
intuitive intellect rejects it. (7)

the a�rmative to the �rst question and in 
the negative to the second question, we 
accept the information as true.

�ese are the criteria, which guide our 
lives. �ey determine the choices we 
make in both our most trivial and most 
serious decisions. With this modus 
operandi we conclude that so and so is a 
highly quali�ed physician. If we suspect 
his integrity or his capabilities we consult 
a second physician or even a third. If all of 
them agree we would submit to even a 
serious operation on the grounds that a 
universal conspiracy is absurd.

Our acceptance of all historical data is 
based on the previous considerations. We 
are satis�ed with the verisimilitude of 
certain historical events and unsatis�ed 
with others depending on whether or not 
our criteria for reliability have been met. 
We are quite sure of simple well-known 
facts. For example, no one would dispute 
the claim that World War I occurred. 
Again, we are quite certain that George 
Washington existed, but we are not so 
sure of what size shoe Washington wore. 
A simple fact readily observable by many 
individuals we accept as true. Details we 
doubt. For these and for complex 
information we require quali�ed 
individuals. By ruling out fabrication we 
accept their communications as true. 
Because of our system we often arrive at 
gray areas when our criteria have not been 
adequately ful�lled. To the degree that 
they are not satis�ed we are infused with 
doubt.

We are now in a position to determine 
what event could be performed that 
would retain its validity for future genera-
tions. Since future generations cannot 
observe the event directly, it would have to 
be an event that rules out in its process of 
communication the causes of doubt due 
to the ignorance of the communicators 
and due to fabrication. A simple event 
grasped easily by the senses that occurs 
before a mass of people who later attest to 
its occurrence would ful�ll the require-
ments. Such an event would have all the 
credibility of the most accepted historical 
fact. If we doubt either a simple event 
attested to by masses of people or a 
complex event attested to by quali�ed 
individuals, we would ipso facto have to 
doubt almost all the knowledge we have 

acquired in all the sciences, all the 
humanities, and in all the di�erent 
disciplines existing today. Moreover we 
would have to desist from consulting with 
physicians, dentists, lawyers, mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, or specialists in 
any �eld who work from an accepted 
body of knowledge.

�e event at Sinai ful�lls the above 
requirements. �e events witnessed as 
described were of a simple perceptual 
nature so that ordinary people could 
apprehend them. �e event at Sinai was 
structured with the same built-in ingredi-
ents that cause us to accept any historical 
fact or any kind of secondhand knowl-
edge. Moses himself points this out 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-13,32-36). Moses 
notes that those events that transpired 
before the entire nation were clearly 
perceived. He states,

"You are the ones who have been 
shown, so that you will know that God is 
the Supreme Being and there is none 
besides Him. From the heavens, He let 
you hear His voice admonishing you, and 
on earth He showed you His great �re, so 
that you heard His words from the �re."

Someone may ask how we know that 
these events were as described in the 
Torah, clearly visible, and that they 
transpired before the entire nation. 
Perhaps this itself is a fabrication? �e 
answer to this question is obvious. We 
accept a simple fact attested to by numer-
ous observers because we consider mass 
conspiracy absurd. For the very same 
reason no public event can be fabricated, 
for we would have to assume a mass 
conspiracy of silence with regard to the 
occurrence of that event. If someone were 
to tell us that an atomic bomb was 
detonated over New York City �fty years 
ago, we would not accept it as true 
because we would assume that we would 
have certainly heard about it, had it 
actually occurred. �e very factors, which 
compel us to accept as true, an account of 
an event of public proportion safeguards 
us against fabrication of such an event. (8) 
Were this not so all of history could have 
been fabricated. Had the event at Sinai 
not actually occurred anyone fabricating 
it at any point in time would have met 
with the sti� refutation of the people, 
"had a mass event of that proportion ever 

tell us about complex weather patterns we 
would doubt his information. If, however, 
an eminent meteorologist would describe 
such patterns to us, we would believe him. 
�e day President Kennedy was assassi-
nated word spread almost instantly that 
he was shot. �is report remained 
accurate although it passed through many 
hands. �e details about how or where he 
was shot were confused. �e shooting was 
a simple item of news capable of being 
communicated properly even by many 
simple people. �e details of how and 
where were too complex for ordinary 
people to transmit properly.

Sometimes our criteria are ful�lled in 
concert with each other. We may believe a 
layperson's testimony that another 
individual is a well-quali�ed physician 
and then take the physician's advice. In 
another case we may accept a layperson's 
assertion that a text is the work of notable 
scientists. We would then proceed to 
accept as true ideas stated in this text even 
though they seem strange to us. We 
would not accept these very same ideas 
from the original simple person. Our 
acceptance of the information found in 
textbooks is always based on this process.

Now we come to the consideration of 
fabrication. Here again we operate 
through inference. We may rule out 
fabrication when we trust the individual 
or think he has no motive to lie. If we do 
not know the individual we work with a 
second criterion. We accept the informa-
tion if many people convey it, and we 
doubt it when its source is only one 
individual. �e rationale is based on the 
assumption that one individual may have 
a motive to lie, but it is unlikely that a 
group of people would have a collective 
motivation to lie. If we met someone who 
told us that the 8:30 train to Montreal 
derailed we might at �rst be doubtful, but 
if several passengers gave us the same 
report we would accept it. We deem it 
unreasonable to assume a universal 
conspiracy. Our acceptance of the author-
ship of books by those named on the 
covers is based on this assumption. �e 
moment we hear information our minds 
automatically turn to these two factors. 
We ask ourselves if the informant is 
capable of apprehending the information 
he is conveying and if there is any reason 
to assume fabrication. If we can answer in 

"�e Israelites saw the great power that 
God had unleashed against Egypt, and 
the people were in awe of God. �ey 
believed in God and his servant Moses."

But Maimonides is thoroughly 
supported by the Bible itself since after 
this very statement, after the splitting of 
the sea, God says to Moses (Exodus 19:9),

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will then also believe in you 
forever."

It is clear, as Maimonides concludes, 
that there was something lacking in the 
previous belief for if it were complete the 
very motive for the Revelation, as stated 
clearly in the Torah, would be lacking.

A belief instilled by miracles, even 
miracles of cataclysmic proportion 
forecasted in advance and occurring 
exactly when needed is lacking according 
to Maimonides. �ey do not e�ectuate 
total human conviction. It is, in the words 
of Maimonides, "a belief which has after it 
contemplation and afterthought." It may 
cause one to act on it because of the 
profound improbability of coincidence 
but it is not intellectually satisfying. �e 
mind keeps returning to the event and 
continues to ponder it. God wished Torah 
to be founded on evidence that totally 
satis�es the human mind - Tzelem 
Elokim - which He created. He wished 
Judaism to be based on a sound founda-
tion of knowledge, which would satisfy 
man's intellect completely. Miracles may 
point to something. We may be 
convinced that coincidence is improbable 
but such conclusions are haunted by 
afterthoughts. When the voice produced 
by God was heard from the heavens there 
was no further need for afterthought. It 
was a matter of direct evidence. Only then 
could it be said that the people knew there 
is a God and that Moses was His trusted 
servant. �e requirements for knowledge 
were complete.

Maimonides concludes, "Hence it 
follows that every prophet that arises after 
Moses our teacher, we do not believe in 
him because of the sign he gives so that we 
might say we will pay heed to whatever he 
says, but rather because of the command-
ment that Moses gave in the Torah and 

stated, Îif he gives you a sign you shall pay 
heed to him,' just as he commanded us to 
adjudicate on the basis of the testimony of 
two witnesses even though we don't know 
in an absolute sense if they testi�ed 
truthfully or falsely. So too is it a 
commandment to listen to this prophet 
even though we don't know if the sign is 
trueá�erefore if a prophet arose and 
performed great wonders and sought to 
repudiate the prophecy of our teacher 
Moses we do not pay heed to himáTo 
what is this similar? To two witnesses who 
testi�ed to someone about something he 
saw with his own eyes denying it was as he 
saw it; he doesn't listen to them but knows 
for certain that they are false witnesses. 
�erefore the Torah states that if the sign 
or wonder comes to pass do not pay heed 
to the words of this prophet because this 
(person) came to you with a sign and 
wonder to repudiate that which you saw 
with your own eyes and since we do not 
believe in signs but only in the command-
ments that Moses gave how can we accept 
by way of a sign this (person) who came to 
repudiate the prophecy of Moses that we 
saw and heard." (10) �e Jew is thus tied 
completely and exclusively to the event at 
Sinai which was formulated to totally 
satisfy the human mind. (11)

�is explains the main idea of the 
chapter of the false prophet given by the 
Torah in Deuteronomy 13:2-6.

"If there arise among you a prophet or a 
dreamer of dreams and he gives you a sign 
or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder of 
which he spoke to you comes to pass, and 
he says, "Let us go after other gods which 
you have not known and let us serve 
them."

"Do not listen to the words of that 
prophet or dreamer. God your lord is 
testing you to see if you are truly able to 
love God your Lord with all your heart 
and all your soul."

What is this test? �e test is to see if 
your love (12) of God is based on true 
knowledge, which He has taught you to 
follow and embrace, or if you are to fall 
prey to the unsound primitive emotions 
of the moment that well up from the 
instinctual source of man's nature. �e 
faith of the Jew can never be shaken by 
dreamers or miracle workers. We pay no 

occurred we surely would have heard of 
it." Fabrication of an event of public 
proportion is not within the realm of 
credibility.

History corroborates this point. In spite 
of the strong religious instinct in man, no 
modern religion in over two thousand 
years has been able to base itself on public 
revelation. A modern religion demands 
some kind of veri�able occurrence in 
order to be accepted. For this reason the 
two major Western religions, Christianity 
and Islam, make recourse to the revela-
tion at Sinai. Were it not for this need and 
the impossibility of manufacturing such 
evidence, they certainly would not have 
based their religions on another religion's 
revelation.

IV

We now face one question. One may 
argue that we are to accept Torah much as 
one would accept any major historical 
event, and we may put our lives on the 
line based on no stronger evidence, but 
doesn't religion demand certitude of a 
di�erent nature? Here we are not looking 
for certitude based on some formula, 
which we are forced to employ in our 
daily lives but certitude, which gives us 
conviction of an absolute and ultimate 
nature.

To answer this question we must 
proceed with an examination of the tenets 
involved in the institution of Torah from 
Sinai, to which the rest of this paper is 
dedicated. Maimonides states that the 
nation of Israel did not believe in Moses 
because of the miracles he performed. (9) 
Moses performed these miracles out of 
simple necessity. �ey needed to escape 
from Egypt, so he split the sea, they 
needed food, so he brought forth manna. 
�e only reason the people believed in 
Moses and hence God and Torah was 
because of the event at Sinai where they 
heard a voice that God produced 
speaking to Moses and instructing him to 
teach the people. But we may ask, weren't 
the miracles in Egypt enough to convince 
the people of Moses' authenticity? Didn't 
they follow him out of Egypt based on 
what they observed of God's miracles? 
And doesn't the Torah itself state at the 
splitting of the sea (Exodus 14:31),

been directed to science, mathematics, 
psychology, and other secular areas from 
which eminent thinkers emerged. In 
former years our intellectual resources 
produced great Torah intellects like 
Maimonides, Rabbeinu Tam, and Nach-
manides. In modern times these same 
resources produced eminent secular 
giants like Albert Einstein, Niels Bohr, 
and Sigmund Freud. I mention this so 
that the layman may have some under-
standing of the intellectual level of our 
scholars, for just as it is impossible to 
appreciate the intellect of an Einstein 
unless one has great knowledge of physics, 
it is impossible to appreciate the great 
minds of Torah unless one has attained a 
high level of Torah knowledge.

�e greatest thinkers of science all share 
a common experience of profound 
intellectual humility. Isaac Newton said 
that he felt like a small boy playing by the 
sea while the "whole ocean of truth" 
rolled on before him. Albert Einstein said, 
"One thing I have learned in a long life: 
that all our science measured against 
reality is primitive and childlike - and yet 
it is the most precious thing we have." �e 
human mind cannot only ascertain what 
it knows; it can appreciate the extent and 
enormity of what it does not know. A 
great mind can sense the depth of that 
into which it is delving. In Torah one can 
�nd the same experience. �e greatest 
Torah minds throughout the centuries 
have all had the realization that they are 
only scratching the surface of a vast and 
in�nite body of knowledge. As the 
universe is to the physicist, Torah is to the 
Talmudist. Just as the physicist when 
formulating his equations can sense their 
crudeness against the vast reality he is 
attempting to penetrate, so too the 
Talmudist in formulating his abstractions 
comes in sight of the in�nite world of 
halachic thought. As the Midrash states, 
"It is far greater than the earth and wider 
than the sea, and it increases in�nitely." 
�e reason for both experiences is the 
same. �ey both derive from God's 
in�nite knowledge.

Let me elaborate further on this point. 
When the scientist ponders the phenom-
ena of nature and proceeds to unravel 
them, he �nds that with the resolution of 
each problem new worlds open up for 
him. �e questions and seeming contra-

dictions he observes in nature are 
gateways that guide him to greater under-
standing, forcing him to establish new 
theories, which, if correct, shed light on 
an even wider range of phenomena. New 
scienti�c truths are discovered. �e joy of 
success is, however, short-lived, as new 
problems, often of even greater immen-
sity, emerge on the horizon of investiga-
tion. He is not dissuaded by this situation 
because he considers his new insight 
invaluable and looks forward with even 
greater anticipation to future gains in 
knowledge. �e scientist is propelled by 
his faith that nature is not at odds with 
itself, that the world makes sense, and that 
all problems, no matter how formidable 
in appearance, must eventually yield to an 
underlying intelligible system, one that is 
capable of being grasped by the human 
mind. His faith is amply rewarded as each 
success brings forth new and even more 
amazing discoveries. He proceeds in his 
in�nite task.

When studying man-made systems, 
such as United States Constitutional Law 
or British Common Law, this is not the 
case. �e investigator here is not involved 
in an in�nite pursuit. He either reaches 
the end of his investigation or he comes 
upon problems that do not lend 
themselves to further analysis; they are 
attributable to the shortcomings of the 
designers of the system. �e man-made 
systems exhibit no depth beyond the 
intellect of their designers. Unlike science, 
real problems in these systems do not 
serve as points of departure for new 
theoretical insights but lead instead to 
dead ends.

�ose who are familiar with the study 
of Torah know that the Talmudist 
encounters the same situation as the 
scienti�c investigator. Here di�culties do 
not lead to dead ends; on the contrary, 
with careful analysis apparent contradic-
tions give way to new insights, opening up 
new highways of intellectual thought. 
Wider ranges of halachic phenomena 
become uni�ed while new problems 
come to light. �e process is in�nite. �e 
greatest human minds have had this 
experience when pondering the Talmud; 
indeed, the greater the mind, the greater 
the experience. We are dealing with a 
corpus of knowledge far beyond the 
ultimate grasp of mortal man. It is this 

attention to them. Based on the rationally 
satisfying demonstration of Sinai we 
remain faithful to God through His 
wisdom and knowledge. (13) Our creed is 
that of His eternal and in�nite law. When 
we perfect ourselves in this manner we 
can say that we truly love God with all our 
hearts and with all our soul. We then 
serve God through the highest part of our 
nature, the Divine element He placed in 
our soul.

 

V

We have so far dealt with the actuality 
of the event at Sinai and with the nature 
of this event. We must now concern 
ourselves with the purpose of this event. 
When the Jews received the Torah at 
Sinai they uttered two words, naaseh 
v'nishma, "we will do and we will hear", 
the latter meaning we will learn, under-
stand, and comprehend. �e commit-
ment was not just one of action or perfor-
mance but was one of pursuit of knowl-
edge of the Torah. Rabbi Jonah of 
Gerundi asks, (14) how can one do if he 
doesn't understand? A performance of a 
rational person requires as a prerequisite 
knowledge of that performance. Rabbi 
Jonah answers: �e event at Sinai served 
as a veri�cation of the truth of Torah. �e 
Torah set up a system of scholarship to 
which its ideas are entrusted. "We will do" 
means we will accept the authority of the 
scholars of Torah concerning proper 
religious performance until we can under-
stand ourselves by way of knowledge why 
these performances are correct. �e 
commitment of naaseh (action) is prelimi-
nary until we reach the nishma, (hearing) 
our own understanding. Our ultimate 
objective is the full understanding of this 
corpus of knowledge known as Torah. 
We gain knowledge of Torah by applying 
our intellects to its study and investiga-
tion. �e study of Torah and the under-
standing of its principles is a purely 
rational and cognitive process. All 
halachic decisions are based on human 
reason alone.

Until rather recently the greatest minds 
of our people devoted themselves to 
Torah study. Since the tradition of our 
people has lost popularity, the great 
intellectual resources of our people have 

�e words of Nachmanides become 
clear when we realize that his inference is 
based on a certain level of Torah knowl-
edge. Either the emotions or the intellect 
generates a belief. But Torah is a vast 
system of knowledge with concepts, 
postulates, and axioms. If such a system 
were fabricated it would have to be done 
so intentionally. Nachmanides therefore 
states his proposition that a person does 
not bequeath a falsehood to his children.

For the purpose of Nachmanides' 
inference, one would have to attain at least 
a basic familiarity with Torah. �e 
ultimate recognition of Torah as a science 
would of necessity require a higher degree 
of knowledge. Nachmanides' proof is 
partially intrinsic, whereas the demon-
stration of Torah from Sinai is totally 
extrinsic. �ere are then three levels of 
knowledge of Torah from Sinai: the 
demonstration, the intrinsic veri�cation 
through knowledge, and that of Nach-
manides.

Epilogue

Torah completely satis�es the needs 
of the Tzelem Elokim in man's nature. 
Every human mind craves Torah. Man 
was created for it (see tractate Sanhe-
drin 99b). Following the example of 
Maimonides, who said "Listen to the 
truth from whomever said it 
(Introduction to Avos)," and his son 
Reb Avraham, who endorsed the study 
of Aristotle in the areas in which he 
does not disagree with Torah, (15) I 
take the liberty to quote Bertrand 
Russell: "�e world has need of a 
philosophy or a religion which will 
promote life. But in order to promote 
life it is necessary to value something 
other than mere life. Life devoted only 
to life is animal, without any real 
human value, incapable of preserving 
men permanently from weariness and 
the feeling that all is vanity. If life is to 
be fully human it must serve some end, 
which seems, in some sense, outside 
human life, some end which is imper-
sonal and above mankind, such as God 
or truth or beauty. �ose who best 
promote life do not have life for their 
purpose. �ey aim rather at what 
seems like a gradual incarnation, a 
bringing into our human existence of 
something eternal, something that 
appears to the imagination to live in a 
heaven remote from strife and failure 
and the devouring jaws of time. 
Contact with the eternal world - even 
if it be only a world of our imagining - 
brings a strength and a fundamental 
peace which cannot be wholly 
destroyed by the struggles and appar-
ent failures of our temporal life." (16)

Torah makes our lives worthwhile. It 
gives us contact with the eternal world 
of God, truth, and the beauty of His 
ideas. Unlike Russell the agnostic, we 
do not have to satisfy ourselves with a 
world of "our imagining" but with the 
world of reality - God's creation. How 
fortunate we are and how meaningful 
are the words we recite each day, "for 
they [the Torah and mitzvos] are our 
lives and the length of our days." ■

 

(End Notes; next page)

experience, this �rsthand knowledge of 
Torah that has been the most intimate 
source of faith for Torah scholars 
throughout the ages.

�e ultimate conviction that Torah is 
the word of God derives from an intrinsic 
source, the knowledge of Torah itself. Of 
course this source of conviction is only 
available to the Torah scholar. But God 
wants us all to be scholars. �is is only 
possible if we do the nishma, the ultimate 
purpose of the giving of the Torah at 
Sinai.

�e revelation at Sinai, while carefully 
structured by the Creator to appeal to 
man's rational principle to move him only 
by his Tzelem Elokim, is only a prelude to 
the ultimate direct and personal realiza-
tion of the Torah as being the work of the 
Almighty. �e revelation at Sinai was 
necessary to create the naaseh, which is 
the bridge to the nishma where anyone 
can gain �rsthand knowledge of Torah 
and the truth it contains. As Rabbi 
Soloveitchick once said, the study of 
Torah is a "rendezvous with the 
Almighty". When we begin to compre-
hend the philosophy of Torah we may 
also begin to appreciate how the revela-
tion at Sinai was structured by God in the 
only way possible to achieve the goals of 
the Torah - to create a religion, forever 
secure, by means of which man worships 
God through the highest element in his 
nature.

 

Postscript

A statement of Nachmanides warrants 
inclusion here. Nachmanides says that we 
can infer the truth of the Torah from the 
principle that a person would not 
bequeath a falsehood to his children. At 
�rst sight this seems inexplicable. Idolatry 
could also avail itself of the same 
argument. We must obviously say that the 
principle, it may be true, must be 
amended to read a person would not 
transmit intentionally a falsehood to his 
children. How then does this show 
Judaism is true? All religious people 
believe their religion is true and that they 
are bestowing the greatest blessing on 
their children by conveying to them their 
most cherished beliefs.

Why does the Torah here as in no 
other place present to us the rational-
ization of the sinner? �e Torah is 
describing the strong sense of security 
these primitive inner feelings often 
bestow on their hosts and is warning of 
the tragic consequences that will follow 
if they are not uprooted.

5. It is imperative that the reader 
examines the passages in the Torah 
relevant to this notion. �ese include 
Exodus 19:4, Deuteronomy 
4:3,9,34,35, and 36.

6. As a classic example, metaphysical 
solipsism may be logically irrefutable 
but is to the human mind absurd.

7. We may even be able to discover 
why we reject it, let us say, due to 
Occam's razor, the maxim that 
assumptions introduced to explain a 
thing must be as few as possible, but 
our rejection is not due to a knowledge 
of Occam's razor but rather Occam's 
razor is based on our rejection. It is part 
of the innate rationale of our mental 
system. Occam's razor, a rather marvel-
ous formula, does not rely on deductive 
logic. It shows that the natural world 
somehow conforms to our mental 
world. �e simplest idea is the most 
appealing to the human mind and is 
usually the most correct one. �e world 
is in conformity with the mind. In the 
words of Albert Einstein, "�e most 
incomprehensible thing about the 
world is that it is comprehensible."

8. It should be understood that the 
mere claim that an event was a public 
one and its acceptance by people does 
not qualify the event as ful�lling our 
requirements; it is only if the people 
who accept the information are in a 
position to reject it that their accep-
tance is of value. If a person from 
Africa claims to people of Sardinia that 
a public event transpired in Africa, the 
acceptance by the Sardinians is no 
indication of reliability as they are not 
in a position to con�rm or deny the 
event. It is only if the claim is made to 
the same people who were in a position 
to observe the event that acceptance is 
of value. Claims made by early Chris-
tians about public miracles of the 
Nazarene do not qualify, as the masses 
of Jews before whom they were suppos-
edly performed did not attest to them. 
�e same is true of claims made by 
other faiths (though, as we will see, 

after Sinai miracles have no credibility 
value).

9. See Maimonides, Code of Law, 
Chapter VIII, Laws Concerning the 
Foundations of Torah.

10. Ibid. Chapter VIII.
11. �is point is crucial. It contra-

dicts popular opinion. �e Jew 
remains at all times unimpressed by 
miracles. �ey do not form the essence 
of his faith, and they do not enter the 
mental framework of his creed. 
�ough the most righteous prophet 
may perform them, they instill no 
belief. His credence harks back to only 
one source - Sinai.

12. See the concept of love of God as 
described by Maimonides Code, Laws 
of the Foundations of Torah Chapter 
II 1,2, and our elaboration on this 
theme in "Why one should learn 
Torah."

13. When visiting the Rockefeller 
Medical Institute, Albert Einstein met 
with Dr. Alexis Carrel, whose extra-
curricular interests were spiritualism 
and extrasensory perception. Observ-
ing that, Einstein was unimpressed. 
Carrel said, "But Doctor what would 
you say if you observed this phenom-
enon yourself?" To which Einstein 
replied, "I still would not believe it." 
(Clark, Ronald W. Einstein: �e Life 
and Times. (New York: 1971, Avon 
Books) p. 642). Why would the great 
scientist not capitulate even to 
evidence? It is a matter of one's total 
framework. �e true man of science 
who sees knowledge permeating the 
entire universe from the smallest 
particle to the largest galaxies will not 
be shaken from his view by a few paltry 
facts even though he may not be able 
to explain them. Only the ignorant are 
moved by such "evidence." In a similar 
manner miracles do not a�ect a man of 
Torah who is rooted in Sinai and 
God's in�nite wisdom. His credo is his 
cogito.

14. Rebbeinu Yonah Avos III 9.
15. Concerning books that are 

proscribed, this follows the precedent 
of the Talmud [Sanhedrin 110b], mili 
mealyesah deis baih darshinon - those 
true things that are contained in them 
we do study.

16. Schlipp, Paul R. �e Philosophy 
of Bertrand Russell. (LaSalle: 1989, 
Open Court Publishing). p.533.

1. See Rashi, Rashbam, and Ibn Ezra 
on this verse.

2. In his description of the Torah 
scholar, Rav Soloveitchik states, "He 
does not search out transcendental, 
ecstatic paroxysms or frenzied experi-
ences that whisper intonations of 
another world into his ears. He does 
not require any miracles or wonder in 
order to understand the Torah. He 
approaches the world of halacha with 
his mind and intellect just as cognitive 
man approaches the natural realm. 
And since he relies upon his intellect, 
he places his faith in it and does not 
suppress any of his psychic faculties in 
order to merge into some supernal 
existence. His own personal under-
standing can resolve the most di�cult 
and complex problems. He pays no 
heed to any murmurings of [emotional] 
intuition or other types of mysterious 
presentiments." Rabbi Joseph B. 
Soloveitchik, Halakhic Man. 
(Philadelphia: 1983, Jewish Publica-
tion Society of America) p.79.

3. Maimonides, Moses. �e Guide 
for the Perplexed. Trans. by M. Fried-
lander. (London: 1951 Routledge & 
Kegan Paul Ltd) p. 161.

4. From both Maimonides and 
Nachmanides who concur on this 
point, as well as from the plain mean-
ing of the Bible itself with regard to the 
objective of Revelation, it is clear that 
Judaism does not give credence to the 
existence of an authentic inner religious 
voice. Were this the case, there would 
be no need for the demonstration at 
Sinai in order to discredit the false 
prophet (Deuteronomy 8:2-6). On the 
contrary, this would be the exact test 
spoken of, to see if one will be faithful 
to this inner voice. For Judaism this 
inner voice is no di�erent from the 
subjective inner feelings all people have 
for their religious and other unwar-
ranted beliefs. It stems from the primi-
tive side of man's nature and is in fact 
the source of idolatry. �is is clearly 
stated in Deuteronomy 29:17, 18:

Today, there must not be among you 
any man, woman, family or tribe, 
whose heart strays from God, and who 
goes and worships the gods of those 
nationsáWhen [such a person] hears 
the words of this dread curse, he may 
rationalize and say, "I will have peace, 
even if I do as I see �t."

While Judaism is based on a supernatu-
ral event, it is not oriented toward the 
supernatural. �e essence of Judaism is 
not realized through religious fervor over 
the miraculous but through an apprecia-
tion of God's wisdom as revealed both in 
Torah and the natural world. A miracle, 
being a breach of God's law, does not 
contribute to this appreciation. �is 
distinction is crucial since it gives Judaism 
its metaphysical uniqueness.

 

I

�e foundation of our faith is the belief 
that God revealed himself to the people of 
Israel a little over three thousand years 
ago. �e revelation consisted of certain 
visual and audible phenomena. �e 
elements of �re, clouds, smoke pillars, and 
the sound of the shofar were present. God 
produced an audible voice of immense 
proportion that He used to speak to 
Moses and then to the people. �e voice 
conveyed intelligible Laws of great 
philosophic and halachic import. �e 
event left no doubt in the minds of those 
present that they had witnessed an act of 
God. �e Torah describes the details of 
the event in two places, �rst in Exodus 19 
and then in Deuteronomy 4, where Moses 
recounts the event to the people before his 
passing. What was the objective of the 
event? In both places the Torah very 
clearly tells us the purpose of the revela-
tion. �e statement that God made to 
Moses immediately before the event reads 
as follows:

"I will come to you in a thick cloud, so 
that all the people will hear when I speak 
to you. �ey will also then believe in you 
forever." (Exodus 19:9)

When Moses recounts the event to the 
people he says,

"Teach your children and your 
children's children about the day you 
stood before God your Lord at Horeb. It 
was then that God said to me, "Congre-
gate the people for Me, and I will let them 
hear my words. �is will teach them to be 
in awe of Me as long as they live on earth, 
and they will also teach their children." 
(Deuteronomy 4:9-10)

God clearly intended the event to be a 
demonstration that would serve the 
present and all future generations. Nach-
manides and others consider it one of the 
613 commandments to teach the demon-
stration of the event at Sinai to every 
generation. We are therefore obliged to 
understand the nature of this demonstra-
tion and how it was to be valid for future 
generations. An understanding of the 
foundations of a system o�ers insight into 
the character and philosophical milieu of 
that system. Comprehension of Torah 
from Sinai provides the most rudimentary 
approaches to the entire Weltanschauung 
of Torah.

 

II

�e very concept of a proof or evidence 
for the occurrence of the event at Sinai 
presupposes certain premises. It sets the 
system of Torah apart from the ordinary 
religious creed. �e true religionist is in 
need of no evidence for his belief. His 
belief stems from something deep within 
himself. Indeed, he even senses in the idea 
of evidence for his belief a mixed blessing, 
as it were, a kind of alien ally. He does not 
enjoy making recourse to reality. Judaism, 
on the other hand, doesn't just permit 
evidence; it demands it. If one were to say 
he believed in Torah from Sinai and does 
not need any evidence, he would not be in 
conformity with the Torah. �e Torah 
demands that our conviction that it was 
given to us by God be based on the 
speci�c formula of the demonstration He 
created for us. Nachmanides states further 
that were it not for the event at Sinai we 
would not know that we should reject a 
false prophet who performs miracles and 
tells us to abandon any of the laws or ways 
of the Torah. It is written in Deuteronomy 
18:20 that we should not follow such a 
prophet. But, says Nachmanides, were it 
not for the demonstration at Sinai we 
would be totally in a quandary, unable to 
know whether we should follow the Torah 
based on miracles that occurred in Egypt 
or follow the false prophet based on his 
miracles. (4) �e event at Sinai resolves 
this dilemma. After the event at Sinai the 
Jew remains unimpressed even by 
miracles that would lead an ordinary 
person to conclude that the words of the 
false prophet are true. We shall return to 
this point later.


