R. David Nieto's Matteh Dan, Life on Other Planets and Jewish Reactions to
Copernicus.

by Eliezer Brodt

R. David Neito and the Mateh Dan

R. David Nieto was born in 1654 in Venice and died in England in 1728. Aside for being a
tremendous talmid hakham, Nieto also had degrees in science, philosophy, and was a medical
doctor. He was a Rav, Dayan and Darshan in Leghorn for a while. He then was hired to be
Rav of the Sefardi Kehila in England in 1701. Besides for being a multi-talented Rav, he was
a prolific writer authoring numerous works. Including on dealing with the calendar
Pascologia, another work, De la divina Providencia was authored in his own defense after he
gave a sermon claiming that G-d and nature are one, some people in the community called
him a heretic for this. A copy of this sermon was sent to the Chacham Zvi who defended R.
Nieto. This defense was printed in his Shu"t Chacham Zvi (#18). This incident is also
mentioned in R. Jacob Emden's autobiography Megilat Sefer (Bick Ed.),(p.55). See also
Chida in Shem Hagedolim (Erech Mateh Dan) who quotes this; C. Dembeister, Klelas Yofee
1:95b; Cecil Roth, Essays and Portraits in Anglo Jewish History (Philadelphia: Jewish
Publication Society, 1962), 118; Jacob J. Schacter, "Rabbi Jacob Emden: Life and Major
Works," (PhD dissertation, Harvard University, 1988), pp. 272 & 331; David B. Ruderman,
Jewish Thought and Scientific Discovery in Early Modern Europe (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1995), 317-318]. See also here and here.

Another of R. Nieto's works is Esh Dat which was written against Nechemiah Chiyyon. As
far as halakhic literature we do not have any printed works but R. Nieto did produce works in
this field yet they remain in manuscript until today (see Cecil Roth ibid.), one was recently
auctioned off at a Asufa auction. Most of his works have never been translated into Hebrew.

Much has been written on R. Nieto in general, just to cite a few sources: see Moritz
Steinschneider, Jewish Literature, (1967) p. 263; Israel Zinberg, Toledot Safrut Yisrael, vol.
3, pp. 243-44; especially Cecil Roth, Essays and Portraits in Anglo Jewish History, 113-29,
later translated into Hebrew in the Mossad Rav Kook 1968 edition Mateh Dan; Raphael
Loewe, "The Spanish Supplement to Nieto's Esh Dath," Proceedings of the American
Academy for Jewish Research 48 (1981): 267-296; and David B. Ruderman, "Jewish Thought
in Newtonian England: The Career and Writings of David Nieto (In Memory of Jacob J.
Petuchowski)," Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research 58 (1992): 193-
219, later expanded in his work, Jewish Thought and Scientific Discovery in Early Modern
Europe, 310-31; and the recently published article by Matt Goldish, "The Spirit of the
Eighteenth Century in the Anti-Sabbatean Polemics of Hakham David Nieto," in Jeremy D.
Popkin, ed., The Legacies of Richard Popkin (=International Archives of the History of Ideas
- Archives internationales d' histoire des idées, no. 198 [2008]), 229-243. See, as well,
Menachem Butler, "Hakham David Nieto and Hakham Zebi," the Michtavim blog (14
November 2008), available here, which includes, as well, a picture of R. Nieto. Additionally,
R. Nieto is mentioned in the excellent work of historical fiction by David Liss, A Conspiracy
of Paper, pp. 109-10. David B. Ruderman shows in his Jewish Enlightenment in an English
Key (Princeton Press, 2000), pp.185-86, that R. Nieto was the first Jewish thinker to grapple
with Newton in his works although not by name.


http://englishhebraica.blogspot.com/2007/01/pamphlet-published-by-london-bet-din-in.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Nieto
http://michtavim.blogspot.com/2008/11/hakham-david-nieto-hakham-zebi-hazon.html

R. Nieto is most well known for his Matteh Dan or the Kuzari Hashenei. First printed in
1714, this edition was issued in three versions at the same time, one in Hebrew one in Spanish
and one in both Hebrew and Spanish. The Spanish only edition is exceedingly rare.
According to one source there are but three complete copies of this edition extant. See Israel
Solomons, "David Nieto and Some of his Contemporaries," in Jewish Historical Society of
England Transactions, vol. XII (1931) pp. 26-27. All of the various versions of the first
edition include a drawing of Rabenu Hakodesh on the title page which some speculate was
done by Nieto as he was an artist (see Roth, ibid, p. 128, but he is mistaken in claiming the
drawing was of Moshe when the legend underneath the portrait states that is Rabbenu
Hakodesh and the figure is pointing at a book that has the word "Mishna" in large letters). In
1779 the Matteh Dan was reprinted with a beautiful Haskama from the Shages Aryeh (also
mentioned by the Chida in his Shem Hagedolim entry on R. Nieto). The title page of the 1884
edition of the Mateh Dan mentions these two Gedolim (Shages Aryeh and Chida) and the
Chacham Zvi all endorsing this work. The Steipler (Chayhe Olam) includes the Mateh Dan in
a small list of recommended reading material on emunah and refers to the Mateh Dan as
"7o97 7I9R". This work is quoted in many seforim just to cite a few: R. Y. Heller. Maoz
Hadas, p. 35a, Meshiv Nefesh (p.18a), R. Kemlar in Talmud u-Maddah numerous times (pp.
16, 31, 58, 69) Shut Beis Mordecahei (#63) and even in some of the recent works on Bircas
ha-Chammah, see, e.g., R. J. D. Bleich, Bircas Hachammabh, p. 58; R. M.M. Gerlitz, Bircas
Hachamah KeHilchosah,p.148; R. A. Brisk, Otzar Hazemanim, pp. 209, 225, 238. R.
Meshulam Roth created a curriculum for his yeshiva, he included the Kuzari Hashnei as an
essential sefer for his talmidim to read (among other interesting things in the program; see
Mivasar Ezra, p.177, and Mivasar Vomer, p. 119); R. Meir Shapira even asked R. Roth if he
could use the latter's curriculum for Yeshivat Chachemei Lublin (see Mivasar Ezra, p. 172).



http://www.hebrewbooks.org/30637
http://www.hebrewbooks.org/30637
http://www.hebrewbooks.org/33308
http://www.hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx?req=33308&pgnum=2
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In 1968, Mossad ha-Rav Kook published an edition of the Mateh Dan based on the first
printing. This edition is visually very nice, they did a nice job of laying out the sefer including
a table of contents before each section of the sefer. But the notes although are helpful are very
minimal [all quotes in this post are from this edition].



A few months ago a new English critical-edition of R. David Nieto's Matteh Dan was
translated from the Hebrew by Louis Loewe and completed by Raphael Loewe, published by
the Spanish and Portuguese Jews' Congregation of London, and Mechon Haktav of Jerusalem.
This work was edited and prepared for publication by Yehuda Hershkowitz. This new edition
is two volumes including a beautiful facsimile edition of the first printing on high quality
paper leather bound. The facsimile volume reproduces the original edition of Hebrew with a
Spanish translation on the side. The English translation had been done in 1845 by Louis
Loewe. [I am aware that there is another English translation of this work published by Yashar
Books, although it is only a partial translation and I never had a chance to see it.] This
translation of L. Loewe was reprinted in this new set with some of the translation adjusted to
our current English but as a whole remains the same. Many small useful notes were added in
by the editors Raphael Loewe and Yehuda Hershkowitz. Besides for the nice interesting
introduction by R. Loewe this new edition has an excellent overview by Yehuda Hershkowitz
entitled "A Brief Survey of Calendar Making" (pp. 318-48). The purpose of Hershkowitz's
overview is to aid the reader in understanding the fifth section of Mateh Dan which deals with
the calendar. Some other additions found in this edition were the many comments of R.
Moshe Rimoni written in 1794 which were already included in the Mossad Rav Kook edition.
In addition to this Yehuda Hershkowitz printed for the first time a manuscript from 1819
written by R. A. Lampronti about life on other planets.This manuscript comes from the now
well known Valamaddona collection of Jack Lunzer.

I would like to highlight some of the very many points of interest in the Matteh Dan. The
work pretty much starts where the Kuzari ends (hence the alternative title - Kuzari ha-Shenti),
and the main focus of the Mateh Dan is to defend the legitimacy of Torah Shel bal Peh. It is
written in debate format similar to the Kuzari. In the introduction of his work he writes:

IMD2MY 777 INYTR ROXAT 2007 20w 2NN W ..AMD0R DI WRIT D T DY Mponn wow 0o
MN377 2Y MPYPRNa SWIDR? XOW 27D 9902 2IN23 1777 I3 UV AWYAY 2R WA LKA R 00 KD WK
ORI °IK 21297 73 77K 027272 771 XY 27902 R1P 937 F1AK1 VTN CIX W

The sefer is divided into five sections. In the first section he sets out to prove that the Jews
always had Torah Shel Bal Peh from the times of Moshe and onwards. He shows how various
Mitzvas its impossible to understand if we do not have Torah Shel Ba'al Peh. One of the many
nice pieces in this section that he writes when dealing with the prohibition of carrying on
Shabbas (p.12):

Q2 IRM2T N7 192 WY DAY 119272 AR "V TR0 717 W 7702 WIDRY LN Dp RWH 0K
RXMI .5¥°2Wa 0172 MaW™ 2021 AR 931 PIRM 2°0W: 19271 ...7IR 5771 IR 570 0200 QWi NR WK
12W 197 R DOV “IWA Y NIN'Y 17 01737 2127 1KY 027 R R12Y2 IR ROX NAw K7 NAwwOw
R 799 IR 7PIW "I AR 192ORY 2 YA MY 1907 XY 19950 HY2 °nP2 101 n°9on nha RIw Than
'22 W% 9123 700 ROW 7 N 7"2pnw 0377 1% 7272 01 932 MY N NRXIT DY Y30 AYTw WwOR
AR MAw W 72K 7"2p0 N2WW M0 MAw° XY 7292 720 XWAN MAW° WK ORI WK 1991 ,0°000
.7720° 103722 POTMY 199N DAY WA NARA TR PR Xwnan

In section two he continues proving the truth of Torah Shel Bal Peh. A nice piece in this
section is while proving that the esrog is the fruit the Torah requires one to take on Succos he
writes (p.25):

RITW WD D" 07 22K LLLIRI R0 DY RO TINDW WORY L. VY 079 ...aNARYY 2N MR M0 A2
DA 7T, IR W 0D OF AR IN0M WK 01207 DD Wnn ANK RW 71 93 17091 RPNT MNR
A2 DPITNT YIRD NINR D77 WOW TIXW °5H 0OIPT 222PRI MXIR AW 79173 WO Naavt 7270 IRX


http://seforim.traditiononline.org/index.cfm/2007/7/18/No-more-Bentchers-A-Review-of-a-Sefer-Given-as-a-Wedding-Gift

K7 92X IR 077 WY 20w ROR LMV Y PR 2 SMINTN 00V XY .20 ARET2 11007 A7 DX 12
D°90 DWIRY 72057 P11TR TRRNT 1PIAR IR AT 000 TIN2 XX 0777 ¥ ROWD 1130 ¥R D mawn
N2XT DY WY ROR MR TI07 QY0 2277 137 92 172 2712

When dealing with the writing of the Mishnayos he writes (p.43):
VPR ROR 7197 KD WTIPT 1127w 95 ,773p 2219w 2°hY P2 PR 0IRIN 0772 1107 JNIRD 17°9R ROX
.07 TR RIT WK DONMRT TV 1IDT 17 WK DORINT 201 HOKR) YWY 72 POIDY 7170

When talking about asmactos he says (p.52):
23 ,J0IWON NNWR MITUN PITY RITW *D DY AR PI0D PR DY LIPNT Ip0V TN0Y M vown 113 .. .RNON0R
27 PR 9T 17102 AWPR PAWPY ,0TX 012 PWIWW 1D 020 NaplimBraminl 1921 .77°010 7YY ROR R T

This understanding of asmactos follows the Rambam and other Rishonim yet there are other
Rishonim disagree, at times rather sharply. For example, the Ritva who writes:

TPV PIODT 1A RNDNOKR 172 WIW 71 20w 121 MINOT NP9 2197 1R 1P NRY V' CInp 050 2w
DOWIDMIT 97273 KDY L,NNRY TN 127 N ,0°0017 110M) A2 WaAR XYW KOR 10 Mwyh WRIw a"apn
NPT MR MRY KDY 277 YpAws 10,707 7700 DIDW KDY 0°H010 NI 12°0 170 XITW NINDNONRT
NOWYY MR 11D X7 aR 2°1o1[2] WAPD 27T 20 770MY 192 [A70va] (TOYR) nn AR LRIT MR
7707 11 07277 RNJMOK IR 0T IR PRI DIPR 702 PINI 01O RYAN 729091, T 1700 WK 1277 %D Y
0175 77001 XOW "M AR°AN ROW AN22W AN 1K 9"'Yaw 570 931 029n D27 DOWINN QPRY 19D

(R"Y 10 77 7IWT YR ,R"3W)

This topic is dealt by many just to list some sources see: R. Yosef Engel, Beit Haotzar,1:190;
R. Meshullam Roth, Shu"t Kol Mivasar, 2:21-22; Mivasar Ezra, 20-22; R. Yaakov Hayyim
Sofer, Yeshurun 20:678; R. Yonah Martsbach, Aleh Yonah, 101-105; R. Gedaliah Nadel,
Betorato Shel Rav Gedaliah, pp. 28-30; R. Gedaliah Nadel, Mila Dehespeda, pp. 130-31.

In section three he discusses many specific points in regard to Torah Shel Bal Peh just to list
some of the many interesting ones:

When dealing with how exactly did arguments begin in Klal Yisrael in the times of the
talmedei of Hillel and Shamaei he goes has a lengthy historical discussion of that period to
explain what happened listing all the terrible decrees and persecutions that the Jews went
through at that time. At the end the Kuzari asks him (p.65):

QORI 9277 D921 ORAW NP2 11RAY 7272 WITR TR0 2 922 2O 22727 DWW Y 2°WN a1 9aR
DONIAR DOWTPA 1 TR WY XYY IR RY 91 ...97272 391 19007 DY R 72900 2170 DY 12020 X TRl
207770 OAW 17X 0°727 WOWW MDD 3D 1ART ,0°20 227 MNAW2 anaM

QTP P IR AR 92 ANWRIA 199 ...0120VA PR N1D72 770 P™MRT 21wn TPt 2P0 PR a0 IR
1999 5¥ AR .779977 320931 1127277 770 DV 17347 17V 9977 D021 ORAW N°2 IRAW TV LRI 70 INRA IR
L0 T REANW MIP12nT 292 R w0 191 LK DRTRINM PR IR NIMNAT 2P0 O

[This answer applies to all such questions which others have dealt with at length like how did
a argument between Rashi and Rabenu Tam evolve over the order of the Parshiyos in Tefilin



why didn’t they check what previous generations did. The answer in short which is given is
both were done by some.]

When dealing with the famous question dealt with by many of why can’t Amoraoim disagree
with Tannoim he writes (p.68):

TIWN A0 ANOW 10 ROTY NIIPAAT 92 0N DO1TA 1AW 1IW 2191 DORINT Y ORIART PN KW
PPN ROV DRy DY 19apw

Then he writes that there is a constant yeridot ha-dorot when it comes to people's knowledge
(a point which not all agree with) so he wonders why do we say >X1n2> 113777, So he answers:

237 779110 K17 DIIW 9D DV AR PIVA ORI 77 N ORI PIY 023 DY 2917 01w 31700 Dwnt T Y
PV

Much has been written on this wn see the Alpha Beta Kadmita Deshmuel Zeriah from R.
Shmuel Ashkenazi pp. 322-27; see also S. Leiman, "Dwarfs on the Shoulders of Giants,"
Tradition 27:3, pp. 90-94 in both of these articles, the Kuzari Hashenei is not included. Just to
add three more sources on the topic, not on either of the previously mentioned extensive lists
see Simchat Hanefesh, p. 112; R. Y. Heller, Maoz Hadas, p.34b; A. Lipshitz, Avos Atorah
Levonim. p. 175 n.6. On this topic in general see; I. Ta-Shmah, Halacha, Minhag Umitzyius
Baskenaz, pp. 58-79; Daniel Sperber, Netivot Pesikah, p. 31 n.51, Joseph Davis, Yom-Tov
Lipmann Heller Portrait of a Seventeenth- Century Rabbi, pp. 46-47, and A. Melamad, Al
Kesefei Anakim.

When listing the 11277 m1¥» he writes that (p.72) they are:

M NYAW ,INWAT N’ VAW N0 YW 01w 0 21,0070 1001, PV, P90 ,210 a1 Naw 01,7000 ,770
IV Y2IR MYaR

Not all agree with this listing as this topic has been discussed at great length in his usual
incredible style by R. Shmuel Ashkanazi in Kovetz Beis Aron ve-Yisrael (issue # 35, pp. 97-
114 and issue #38, pp.139-154).

While discussing the reason why we do not blow Shofar when Rosh Hashonah falls out on
shabas he writes about the masses of the Jews at the time (p.80):

17 RD X207 PIRT MY 17 R 11001 ,2°090 197 RDIWIAT KD PIRT MY 17 9RO 012 oy 1w

N YPNOW 72 291977 OV WX DWW OV P2 DR 777 NAW2 N0 MW WRI 2Aw 1991 MED SPITPITR PRPA
DR AR 7270 MK 2777 K127 032777 MWI2 NIAR VIR 11299171 111972 IR IN?°03 TIN5 770 1819 T2
ST 2027 A3 RY AR 0D PR MPY YA RY 12 10

When discussing the topic of why we have two days of Yom Tov even thought we understand
the calendar today he writes (p.83):

NN aNRTR DY NAW? HRIW? MWD 100 NI232 1TV WTWH DR 7P ORI IR YW Ton ORY
T QWY AN T KD IR ANATR QTR 23 ORI D DY PWIRR 1M UwYrh M2 NI P70 070y
TIRM DRI ORI 2w 1101 ,17°N02 AR P32 TR 1122w 127 20w Dwn '3 Dve? XOX TR 01°2
TWHR 7117 73PN P12 19 03 0710 1000 TR ,PO0 1A PoN0AY 0 1w MwyY ooy 12ap YR
DRI 127 101 N0 WY 837 DRI T37 DAKR 220 NNAIRT 9D 172 0077191 2°IN0% 1KY °197 Yav 17


http://www.hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx?req=13035&pgnum=93
http://www.hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx?req=13035&pgnum=93
http://www.hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx?req=13066&pgnum=141

D7D N2 122 ,0°15 02 11°1°21 Oi7°1°2 7120 T w2 X1 77172 77 2OVTY IR PR AWK ,MPID N13°7n2

.0°09777) D171 1902 PNORY CNRYAW 177 993 ,ARTIRDIRDI 7103 MDA, WD 1T

R. Menachem Kasher (Torah Shelemah, vol. 13, p. 129) already points out that the Meshech
Chochma (Bo, 12:1) and others say the same thing.

In section four he deals with many topics related to Chazal and their knowledge in science. He
begins this section dealing with what exactly are the seforim chizonim that chazal prohibit one
from learning and why are they prohibited (pp. 97-100). He is of the opinion as are many
others that there is a connection between kabalah and philosophy (p. 98). He shows that
chazal had great knowledge in philosophy (pp. 129-57), geometry, and mathematics including
a whole lengthy discussion of the mathematical Gemaras in Succah (pp. 113-25). He also
deals at great length showing there tremendous knowledge in understanding the calendar etc.
(pp- 182-90). Many others have also shown Chazal knowledge in all areas of science just to
mention one interesting work on the topic is R. Y. Kembhlar's Hatalmud Vmadei Hatevel. In
addition R. Nieto also has a lengthy discussion showing there expertise in the and anatomy of
humans and animals (pp. 104-06). Others have also shown this for example see Meshiv
Nefesh (p. 14b, 22a) R. Aron Marcus, Keses Hasofer (p. 78) and Hatalmud Vmadei Hatevel
(p. 24). One additional source related to this is found in Chut Hamishulash (p.29a) where he
writes about the Chasam Sofer:

DOTITA QOTIN 0090 7N W 93719 577 12 DY 1AV 90 Tavay maR? 1990 7025 1 9173 nank
IR WY 72231 73T NOIAN MM CIW TN TAIR2 D T 19Y 1TONPN? MIRIAY 207 P70 P1TRTR R

77 RO KDY MDA DRI 7991 TnhR R0 WIN AWYN 0O1°197 2pRn 931 Q%P0 P00 2wy 1971 RPN
JTAY79Y 7773 MOYA ONR 1TAY NP2 DOXIR T DR WK 2°p02 00700 2

After this R. Nieto brings that "the Kuzari asked him "(pp. 106-07) “I have no doubt that they
knew science etc. but how did they have time to learn and time for the sciences”. To which R
Neito replied that they although some were real experts in science like Shmuel but most just
knew what was necessary for them to understand those areas of Torah that required such
knowledge.

R. David Neito and life on other planets

He writes about life on other planets a very interesting thing (p. 128):

7' AR RN AER NI RIZ P00 1R, 137 IR 931 HYWIN 20270 11077 RN, WD BT WITIN RINT
DRIINI IPTIRIT WINRYAT 297 WasNa 297 Ay 57 WY NYPEIN Y2 DNYan O 712 MK, X239 o
WRD 13T 72777 19K 137 DWW TN 207 37 KOV OWIRD DR R DART 21 99 waR. 1297 97 WK

WYY IR DAY W DARNT WAL 719192°0 277 19070 277 Ap1aYia 23037 awn Y 0 119nIn RwA 270 039
2V %50, AXTPNT AATRN 17X RO, IROWT WOTT 27111 7D SwanaY 29N Aoon YIpXe] ynvT apa''n
IR D7a9% D% 27OR 1T WHW BRI WA 2.

R. Pinchas Hurwitz in his Sefer Habris (pp.33-34) also says there could be life on other
planets bringing proof from various Chazal and Zohar including the some of the same Chazal
that R. Neito uses.

However not everyone understands this Chazal literally just to list one other explanation R. A.
Shor writes:


http://www.hebrewbooks.org/5931
http://www.hebrewbooks.org/286
http://www.hebrewbooks.org/286

11 °12 NIXN Y2 M¥n A0 TA DPNIR 7N 302 W0 NN2T70 DWW 09% RN Mn?w " 1oon avw
X1 7217 57 1DIXID 17 X121 QTRAY 997 ROR MAW 70 2TRY 12 W1 J729W IR 1179y 1"'ND 790na
DR MWY? MNWY 12301 IRIPN2 QIR YYD 22W1 07w 120 IRI21 2P 707 MAwIT 70 101 QTR v DX
POTX 927 MR "W 13 72pI7 JNOXIAY 1919 IR PPN 1IN NN 7N MR 2 799 7 nIRn 9

(R"Y P AT ,1°77730 ,2%°0 nMIN) POTX)

[On this Toras Chaim see R. S. Askanazi in Kovetz Beis Aron Vyisroel (issue #38, p.142)]. R.
Yosef Zechariah Stern (Ma'amar Betalocas Aggaddos, p. 45) suggests even more that there is
a printing mistake and it should say two (¥1°) not three hundred and ten (") worlds. [As an
interesting bibliographical note R. Yakov Shor [Mishnat R. Yakov, p. 41] this chazal is not
really the end of Ukztin rather it was stuck in from elsewhere because we like to end with
something good].

This topic has been dealt with by many see for example the Ri Barcellona in his work on
Sefer Yetzirah (pp.171-173) where he writes:

X7 N1 IRW:T INIR2 VIR 9D NINDYT IRW 201 NI 17197 2020 27T TW IWORY ...XI2W MDY R 1
TR IR 777K M0 NI RVA2 N1°I2 072 PR MR 77 1NN 9 117 911 WK Y9 ...a7I0 on? 1l
T2 U YO R PRY ROA X2 11 377 202170 P9I IR 171207 2P0 KI2W 37 NN Q%897 110

As mentioned earlier, Y. Hershkowitz printed for the first time a manuscript from R.
Lampronti about life on other planets where the author deals with this topic at length.

See also R. Chasdaei Crescas in Or Hashem (4:2), his rebbe, R. Albo in Ikryim (4:2); Ma'aseh
Tuviyyah, 3:1; Sefer Elim, (p. 141a), Kol Yehudah (commentary on Kuzari 2:20 p. 68); Aryeh
Kaplan, The Aryeh Kaplan Reader, pp. 170-75; A. Korman, Hemunah Hayisreleis, pp. 275-
77; Evulutzyah ve-Yehadus pp.139-40; Y. Shabtei, Sha'ar Yosef vol. 1, p. 152; R. Kemeil,
Shar Reveun, p. 269; N. Lamm in Challenge, pp. 354-98.

When R. Nieto deals with the hard to understand famous Gemaras of Raba Bar Bar Chanah he
writes (p.171):

WHR WITRT 727 NI 12707 IRV 2R, 23] 27 WODT 0277 27 27 MIK ATIIK UOYR, IR 727 21780
2PN NPT AN IRD IR T 201 IR 0P 70T CTYNN, PR MO WiTTAT 2w¥m 2500 Xow.

In section five he deals with explanation of how our calendar works very extensively and in
depth. This section is not easy to understand if one does not have proper background.

Just to mention one point from this section as its Inyana Deyomah and many are bothered
with this issue - if the calendar according to Shmuel is off so why do we Pasken like him:

(WRIRD 7 01TV WYY WIN 12 RTR 1077 21 WK RO 1Y, KT 2°PW 77T PR PR am ava wona
N7 273 2aYT TV AW 30 WOV TWIT 2p712 220 TR0 M9 a (19211 oW, XN pm

[On this topic see: R. Alexander Moshe Lapides, Toras Hagoan R. Alexander Moshe pp.6-8;
R. J. D. Bleich, Bircas Hachammah, pp.58-64; R. A. Brisk, Otzar Hazemanim, pp.223-226;
R. M.M. Gerlitz, Bircas Hachamah KeHilchosah, pp. 145-59; R. Yehuda Hershkowitz, The
Sun Cycle, pp. 137-38]


http://www.hebrewbooks.org/pdfpager.aspx?req=13066&pgnum=144

Some other topics he deals with: are stars alive (pp. 125-26), how many Jews were there in
the time of the second Beis ha-Mikdsash (pp. 79-80), the invention of the barometer and
thermometer (p. 148) and a whole section on explaining the Thirteen Midos that we use to
darshan (pp. 89-95).

R. Nieto writes that R. Srug was a Talmid of Arizal (p. 99). This point has been dealt with by
many, see the fabulous discussion by Y. Avivi in his recent classic work Kabballas ha-Ari
(1:224-44); see also R. S. Deblitski, Benu Shenosu Dor Vedor, pp. 50-52; E. Katzman, Toldos
Hamegalah Amukos, pp. 36-39; R. A. Marcus, Keses Hasofer, p.6.

R. Nieto seems to hold that the Asra Harugei Malchus died during the same time frame (p.
64). This difficult historical riddle has been dealt with by many just to list some sources see
Erchei Tanaim Vamorim, (Blau Ed.) vol. 2, pp. 708-15; S. Kraus in his series of articles in
Hasholach 1925 (recently reprinted in Mered Bar Kochchba, pp. 239-76) and the recent book
on the topic by E. Vilnar, Asreh Harugei Malchus printed by Mossad Rav Kook.

R. Zev Rabanowitz writes when talking about this:

DO1MTR 2T 120127 ,17177 277021 0027 27272 2OR°P2 1 RY PRI NITAR D720RW IR 2K 9702
TIX7 1131721 ,°92 MM TOON 1Y PR O7°D DY DU DX 1707 M2INIT MTARY 17AKRT 2N AN
2197 1M R WIS 1200 2O1TRA PY IR 720 17 731 1127 KD 0OPW 1217 0, MR 2T 1 07000
(410 'my 533 NN vpw) WHw X1 11N O2INY LT9RD D01

R. Nieto and Copernicus

One of the more famous things which R. Nieto is famous for is not accepting Nicolaus
Copernicus's theories that the earth revolves around the sun and is not stationary. He writes:

D°2WN O°913 O N7 22210 AWWAW MNRT PIR 210WN 92N 1A 93 1At 217 TV TR 29K X112 0v)
AR AWK PIRTWY MXIR DAY IREAT NI ANYY .07 TR 072 TR RITW WA NRG 2°72pnw
IR TR OXY ...0°DPn MWW 12012 T2 Y10 °92 YINRA Wiawaw 00200 2151 ,17 NNR X7 00w
0°7127 1K PR 2aR ,K12077 7Y M22pNnaw RTY ... 201P°0R IR 117 1IRNIAN DRI 1AR% DT 80202
IRWD TN 220W 077 ... D17 WAL Wi 220D YWITAT AWHW YN P0an RINW 002 01T 0N pornnb
1991 NPDDA DN2IWN PR 02,173 2277 ROVIPA TINY 102NN DRI X107 V9vaw v9 HY ARY .NoY 22013

1777 X207 QYA 0AT 2107 D17 NWARD WAL WK RO2ITW 1INR ... 1PN 1ON0AN NN 1Nl

SWRAM MM LAY NIR QW IR .29P-P MK Y727 7171 ,33%57 97112) IR DN YT 0K T wawaw
(7 MR

The first reference to Copernicus, but not by name in Jewish literature, is by the Maharal who
writes:

1IN 277799 AWK QONWRIT 1727 WK 991 MR 1Y N1 WK L,IWTIN A0 DV RO TPIW TR RAW 120
2N XY XITW P IWTA 797 X 1N 270 IR N0 27w 2727321 NPT 0320107 7277 71X DOIIWRII
(7 P9 ,77IN7 2501 ,89I9 NI2°NI) 907 DR 2WH D1 KD 1TV 0

[See Andre Neher in Jewish Thought and the Scientific Revolution of the Sixteenth Century
(Littman Library, 1986), pp. 208-10].

The first reference to Copernicus by name in Jewish literature is by David Ganz in his small
work Magen Dovid (of which only one known copy survives in Bodleian Library) first printed
in Prague in 1612 (a year before he died). Quoted by Neher, idem p.1; see also, Y. Elbaum,
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Pseichot ve-Hestagrot, p. 250. What is even more interesting is this small work received
Haskomos from R. Yom Tov Heller (author of the Tosfos Yom Tov), R. Ephraim Lenshitz
(Klei Yakar) and R. Y. Cohen (son in law of Maharal) all these people were talmidim of the
Maharal.[For a copy of this interesting and rare Haskamah of the Tosfos Yom Tov see; M.
Hershkowitz, Shnei Kruvim, pp. 105-111; see also J. Davis, Yom-Tov Lipmann Heller Portrait
of a Seventeenth- Century Rabbi, pp. 90-91. In Ganz's other work, Nechmad Ve-Naim (which
is really part of Magan Dovid), there is also reference to Copernicus but this work was first
printed in 1743. Quoted by Neher, idem, p. 197. In both these works Ganz refers to
Copernicus in a very positive light. Although, M.Steinschneider in Jewish Literature writes
(p.262) that although Ganz was acquainted with the system of Copernicus Ganz follows the
Ptolemaic system. But see the in depth discussion of Neher, idem, pp. 200-04, 224-28; sce
also A. Ziv, Ha-Ramah, p. 83. Another early reference to Copernicus is by R. Y. Delmedigo
in Sefer Elim printed in 1629. In this work as well Copernicus is mentioned in a very positive
light. What is even more significant about Ganz and Delmedigo endorsing of Copernicus is
because besides for both of them being great Talmedei Chachamim they were both expert
astronomers having trained by the worlds greatest experts of their times (Ganz by Tycho
Brahe and Delmedigo by Galileo). [For more on Ganz in general see R. M. Strashun, Mivchar
Kesavim pp. 234-42; A. Ziv, HaRamah, pp. 82-85;Y. Elbaum, Pseichos Vehestagros, pp. 250-
52 and index].

However Nieto was not the only one to oppose Copernicus R. Tuviyyah Cohen did so earlier
and much sharper as he writes in Masseh Tuviyyah first printed in 1707:

2N2 731 077 1972 R RO2TW PR JNIR 7 00 1HY 091 wIPtI0pR NYT 2020w OPRR 710790 925 MIRN
VIR0 NYT 993 DAR NTAW 2WH YIRT NPR2 2IND0W 157 O°I272 DOIARIT NAR ORAI 2T WITRI
T3 ..WAWE R WART T 2100 107 K17 39 1°7270 ORY LLYPWS RYY OO R wawm 992 DT IR
X1 PINT 2°20 0°2207 0°22107 N 7129 WARNW PTRN OTY N 201007 MNP ndaw AR
LPIW DR TR AR AR NI 1N91A1 PRR 1PMIYDA WIPI°0IP K120 ORY WA 2°20 N2207 TIRAY

(7-3 P9 10,2 PH LR ARpR) KIT J0W M52 9012 WD 7 VT

[On R. Tuviyyah Cohen and Copernicus see David B. Ruderman, Jewish Thought and
Scientific Discovery in Early Modern Europe, pp. 231 & 239-40.]

Besides for these two Gedolim opposing Copernicus, R. Yonsan Eybshutz who was also
knowledgeable in Astronomy was also opposed as he writes in 1779:

52 MRYY TV DR OAI PR DAR 2201 PIRAW 2K INPOY0Y D1P°1I01P 1010 1207 WHLNI AT A
AR"Y Y9 07,7 WMT LR PO LwAT YY) AT 290 PORT

(Neher, idem, p. 253, is incorrect when he writes that Eybshutz was positive towards
Copernicus' theory).
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Here, again, we have Eybshutz's antagonist, R. Yakov Emden, arguing and defending
Copernicus as Emden writes:

T TOTY LR XD MIWYY AnEaw 2T 190120 WD 191 PO PWOR 20N WO LLPIR WY 200K RIp7
R N9AR] N7 0P PIRTIN WP K1 ,N220 YIRAW (0IP°17°OKP) AW 71150 2o¥2 NYTY Y0 10 03
(TP Y wILw avY MTayn L2, 20WR L7 ape 21798) 702 TN 01PN NN WK ['7

As a bibliographical point the way R. Emeden concludes this piece is by saying dXw1 »n21R1
2»"'R 20"7 (and that is how it is in the first edition). For some reason some, (R. M.M. Gerlitz,
Bircas Hachamah KeHilchosah, p. 31, Y. Bloch, Kuntres Hashemesh Begevorso, p.40 and
some earlier prints of the siddur) understood this to be an abbreviation that R. Yakov Emden
was referring to a work of his called non2 &%p°a which was never printed. While it true that he
authored such a work it and it appears to have been lost but it does not talk about such topics
based on the extant quotes [See Y. Rafel, Arshet, 3:276 & J. J. Schacter, "Rabbi Jacob
Emden: Life and Major Works," (PhD dissertation, Harvard University, 1988), p.143-144] we
have from it from although one can never be sure for certain and the abbreviation could just

mean simple b7 amihe anpna K 0",
[On R. Emden comment see The Sun Cycle by R. Yehuda Hershkowitz p. 18 n.78; J. Elias
edition of The Nineteen Letters, p.43]

Although R. Emden writes positively about Copernicus here elsewhere R. Emden writes very
negatively about the science of astronomy on the whole including Copernicus:

WP 13277 3777 0 139771 9% 73137 11 nYT onY N1hon AR LA NRIR YW 131001 NDnon

QM By AR 993 P17 TI0° PV AR PRW 101 02972 07120 2T CWIR 11V .07 DO 1IRDNY
TARY 077 777 90 OYY WA YAuT daTIn2 12°71° DoWwiT R 127 92 2P0 amna MTI Mo by ov1vw
INZAI MWP 798D 727977 ...072 7170 KW 2A230 19972 RYP 23937 "NNR NIRYXA PRY 20717 .78 0121
NN WTN A10N WORAAW TV .OIPYT 29A23 0PI 101 RDY 3NN NIND NINDY pRRNI 130 INN2
77 97 (SIPA7R BW NRTD POV AWNW o1 TRA QU172 O3 RYAIW R'"Y) DIWRI MWW RY X2 200
DTN 12 22% PPYPNR 993 MW °PNTY MIPYII MIVAT PR AR MR .59 7m0 XIPa2 7287 7R

(1 3w 3 P9 MAR ,MaR PY) ...00% 730 7900 WR

[About R. Emden, Copernicus and astronomy in gerneral see: J. J. Schacter, "Rabbi Jacob
Emden: Life and Major Works," (PhD dissertation, Harvard University, 1988), p.620-621,685
nt.55].

André Neher, "Copernicus in the Hebraic Literature from the Sixteenth to the Eighteenth
Century," in Journal of the History of Ideas, Vol. 38, No. 2 (Apr. - Jun., 1977), pp. 211-26 and
in his Jewish Thought and the Scientific Revolution of the Sixteenth Century (pp. 251-60)
concludes (p. 253): "With the exception of the two earliest works, which we shall speak about
in a moment, [Nieto and Cohen, E.B.] all the works on this list remained in the tradition of the
pioneers of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: that is to say they were theologically
positive towards Copernicus, even if they had practical reservations." To demonstrate his
point he lists many sources of mainstream Gedolim in favor of Copernicus.

Natan Slifkin writes in The Challenge of Creation (p.127): "It was not only the Church that
strongly opposed the insights of Copernicus. With few exceptions, the rabbis of the
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seventeenth and eighteenth centuries condemned Copernican astronomy as being opposed
to Scripture and as being scientifically flawed. It contradicted the simple meaning of the
Scriptural statement that "the world stands forever", as well as the account in Joshua of time
halting by the sun miraculously standing still (as opposed to the earth standing still). "In a
footnote listing sources for this statement, Slifkin also refers the reader to Neher; However, in
reality, Neher concludes just the opposite.

Another positive quote about Copernicus is found in the Yad HaKetnah first printed in 1800
anonymously:

DOTW OR2X 921 2w .70 2210 TIRT NTOW 2NYT 099K 02IW °199 2U1NTPN 0°0I1017°0 Na°

7T QORI 292°2 T2 MR NTAW 2R YIRT 0°2210 209937 20w 19221 1A%p DPINRY 2991017907
929 .27 AW DA YIRIY DONATRIT NYTA UM 991 01 MO0 Op 021w NIND JwhwS 2P
SY2 921w 2OV TAM1 907 NATRIA R INYTY 110N 007 90 1pNnw TV PRy Py X9 N2 T By
(7 P19, 200017 2007 MWW, WY LmawpT 7°) TIT X 120

There are those who show Copernicus theory is found in the Zohar:

TR 721 RPUD PRI RNND POR 1700 R2A0PA R2A2ANN R2W 93 RIT 7°N° WD ,X20 R11IN7T 277 X1DO
TNR PR KT 997 ,RWI %12 IRWI FIORPR TRPY DR AR DI 019D RIIRT RAPWH WIONIAD 7AW 1002
72 RO 7772 TANWR RPY RANY 2107 DR DR LROD7 PORDY Ron 1RRD PORD wn PYRD 20m1 70 X202

(R"Y 2 A7 ,89°1,9797) ROOYT RTA XNYWA

R. Herzog writes about this (translated from English):

9712 WY KON MO1 .0MKRINT NMpna wen x> 19IR2 217 IV L..OWPRI0P riir e\ i) ANWPT RN
]1&5 T Awntan D ]”JSf? DY 1R T 90 HW 0 NORW R0 RN 27 DWW NUDINDT 1?0592
(102 'my ,9012Y 27 M7 .03 3190 2197 27 1T 0D KPDIT 2T X DIPAAT 00N TIRY

R. Aron Marcus, writes about this:

ww DY D7 AN MY KN WL TOUIRARTN, DA9N° NTYON MV DET TWOLT PDNIRRN, WRTD XN
298N WD, 1109 ¥R 97 990 79N wH 7' WA 27 NRY, 77 wpIN W 21 TN 2w AN, K01 KR
(0270 WH AN, (AMESTIN, NY X2 NwoT, vi' 78.

Interestingly enough A. Neher claims in his Jewish Thought and the Scientific Revolution of
the Sixteenth Century (pp. 104-05) that one could imagine that this was written by a pupil of
Copernicus! The truth is that R. Yakov Emden on this Zohar writes:

(19 'y ,@%se nrpwn) TINPN2 2T 71T OV KD pRm Ron 1T O 1 T P 9
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However R. Moshe Kuntz (Ben Yochali, p. 81) does not have a problem with Chazal saying
this including the Zohar as he has other indications from Chazal like this. But others show that
there might be a contradiction in the Zohar about this [see: R. Shpitzer, Nevrashet, Vol.2,
p.18a; R. M.M. Gerlitz, Bircas Hachamah KeHilchosah, pp.29-30 and Y. Bloch, Kuntres
Hashemesh Begevorso, pp.21-22]. C. Solonski in his introduction to his Kochva Deshvet,
(p-14) also brings this Zohar to show that Chazal held like Copenicus. R. P. Hurwitz in his
Sefer Habris (p.99) brings the Zohar when dealing with Copernicus but after a lengthy
discussion he concludes by disagreeing with Copernicus (pp.98-102). [About this Zohar, See
also R. Schick, Seder Haminhaghim, 2:24b; Y. Levi, The Science in Torah, pp.115].

The Chasam Sofer who was known for his knowledge in astronomy [see: Chut Hamishlush p.
29a & Zichronis Vmesoros Al Hachasam Sofer, pp. 58, 102, 305] writes about Copernicus in
a work he started writing on astronomy (see ibid p.305) after quoting the Yavetz:

MY A739°0 19020 DON... . TATT 0°W 9IN PRDMIPID WARIY 01220, 19X Dpwe MRy Hviva vinTn
ORWI MR 2913 RA7, ¥2"7. 737 2n"W WRYT PR AIRIY 93ha »nTn, A7) v 9ov"T, DX 727 wa
ND°212° RIY 237372, 2° A0 DIVN IRN XYY 79NN WARIY N0 YD X007, ROR DY 19TV POITIN ORI WK,
TIR ANA?AD, RWA ARIP IR D). 209 »pIa RO 2970 DIMIN PIDRIPID WK BT WOIATY 20 RN
YRININ AW IXTTIR. 127V RINT 700 W 91 NIRRT, 29227 3 DI waTDIn° 297p 79h woonin
Xn'™, WD ONATW AN 70212, RDID RYT 91 Y0P 27YN TRN 790, 10 (1°10) NIwE 70212 23930
WX 970 NN RN 1PN 7021200 39T (RN An''e, P2y nwiain, 0 21, DRATIT 1750 A0 2BRMIN
701D, V1T P aman, yn' Xn).

[As an aside the Chasam Sofer was a very big fan of the Yavetz besides for what he writes
about Mitpachat Seforim:

117 XN 2w21INT 0 2vdnN 0970 5737(1’373"'(’ NAXKR Wa 2% 727 A7 720 MR 1O AL BN Privd S 7 ahtala)]
R I7"7 (@0 rne, M Ppwen, 0 1)

See also B. Hamberger, Moriah, 17:1 pp.237-238 who cites many sources about the Chasam
Sofer and Yavetz].

Elsewhere the Chasam Sofer writes about Copernicus:

R 9P 7' RIND 207 w0 2w 99 ¥H 50 IRUNR TPIDYIIRI0 KT ANON° YN D X TARIY 01220 P
X171 WY TR YYD AWH°D 0O 2022 PWAY RN ARIY MIRAID 720K IO 2107 IR ORI 1022 K]
ROWI WOTIP A7 219 PROAT 1917 WA D21 WARIY 227 WNIT AR W 11 w2 700 7ARIY 197 XwI
Y9777 130 IR 2022 RAID IR MM WY WRO MR WIWHY Y9 2NN MK P 79 VIN RN
73170 K27 211 22 CWIRY RTI2AR ARIP RWT 27 220 X702 PWIRD YO PTIWY 70 NP0 727°KRT 12v2170 129X
Y190 N2% 107 KW 277 193 Twn D W Wi D DX ARTD IRD 37 IR WIwHwY WRI nope b
23190 NN WA CWIRY 10 YT 9% a39RIN 70 X7 1202270 RTT 129X 79K 279N ARIA"Y wIh RAOT TIR
Y170 2937 V¥ 17037707 129X 11T WRAT XY 797 7' RINA 937 7vnn IRYYD IR 19 nwR" RO 707
17 (P »ws, ' IRNNI, 77 VY YUR).

R. Y. Margolis a Talmid of the Chasam Sofer who also was an expert on astronomy
(Zichronis Vmesoros Al Hachasam Sofer, p.305) writes:

RoIW WA R WP RY VR 7 010 DY 37331 770 1072 K2 1"2R0 90 AR IN7IN2Y 12 7R O DIR
ONIX I 29027 MKRW 77 N2 PRI L,NRTT TNT TP QTR POV WK PIRT IR WHwn vRownen 'R
,L79ImR PI) PIRT DR WRNW? IR 2221737 MMIRAT 2D IR T PIRT DY PRI? 2O00Wwh vpaa oop0R

(7 MR v DY D 70 DA AR LR MR KR VD
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In 1889 R. Y Ginsburg, printed a sefer on astronomy called Ittim Levinah he endorses
Copernicus theories in a few places in the sefer (pp. 7,9 & 409-10). The significance of this
sefer is that it received many nice Haskomos from great Gedolim in Europe of the time (over
twenty are printed and he received even more) amongst them the Adres, R. Eliezer Moshe
Horowitz, R. Eliezer Gordon and R. Eliyhua Chaim Miesles.[See also Archos Rabenu, 1:282-
283]. However a few years later a work was printed in Jerusalem called Nevrashet through
out the work the author R. Shpitzer attempts to "prove" that Copernicus is wrong scientificaly
and is against the Torah (see for example vol. 1, pp. 30b-36b, Vol.2, pp. 5a-12a,14b-17a). He
goes so far as to write (1:31a) that none of the Rabonim who gave haskomos to the sefer Ittim
Levinah noticed that he goes with Copernicus theories. He brings someone (2:17b) who says
that R. Y. Leib Diskin was asked how does Copernicus work out with the Torah:

T WA 2R WA 1A IWIT 9 W2 R0 990 RN YU X7,

But he denies that R. Y. Leib Diskin ever said such a thing [see also Y. Bloch, Kuntres
Hashemesh Begevorso p.40].

Even recently there are those who still say that Copernicus is Kefirah see here. Other recent
source that do not appear to acknowledge Copernicus is Bircas Hachammah called Otzar
Hazemanim by R. A. Brisk where he writes (p.3):

AYA? 7 WY AWAY: AWnaw 01220 RN IR 207 0., 120907 5: 0w DX 20 DROUIIAIT AT Wi
72377 RN 227 2927 3710 W D PR UYIN WIRIY 01220 02°2 WA 17X WA 02°2 IR

Even more recently Y. Bloch put out a booklet called Kuntres Hashemesh Begevorso, 56
pages long demonstrating that Copernicus besides for being against the Torah is false
scientifically. In Bircat Hachamah Betekufoseah, R. Genot brings (p.131) from R. Chaim
Kanievseky who says:

=29 PR 27 7% 2R R0IN 12389 RPN,

On Copernicus see: Arshet, 2:190 it appears that there was an argument about this between R.
A. Worms author of Meorei Or and E. Carmoly [thanks to Dan Rabinowitz for this source];
M. Steinschneider, Jewish Literature, p. 190; C. Solonski, Kochva Deshvet, pp.7-9; R. Zvi
Cohen, Bircat Hachamah, pp. 65-68; A. Korman, Evulutzyah Vyehadus pp. 52; R. M.M.
Gerlitz, Bircas Hachamah KeHilchosah, pp.26-34; see also N. Gutel in Hishtanyois
Nateviyum Be-halacha pp. 172, 183 where he deals with R. Lampronti's opinion in Pachad
Yitzchack on this and p. 190 where he deals with R. Kook's approach to this. See, David B.
Ruderman, Jewish Thought and Scientific Discovery in Early Modern Europe, pp. 266-67
regarding R. Lampronti's opinion; see also idem, p. 351; David B. Ruderman, Kabbalah,
Magic and Science, pp. 99-100; J. Davis, Yom-Tov Lipmann Heller Portrait of a Seventeenth-
Century Rabbi, p.167; see also the very recent excellent doctorate of Shua Englman, Harav
Samuel Strashun (HaRaShaSh) VHaggahot Al Talmud Bavli, Bar Ilan 2009, p.223. [See also
some comments in this thread.] After completing this post R. Chaim Rapoport sent me an
article of his on Jewish attitudes on Copernicus which will be published shortly, in the next
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Or Yisroel (I did not incorporate any of his sources into this post). See also his Bircat
Hachamah Al Pei Minhag Chabad, pp.48-50.

[My understanding of this topic in general was enhanced greatly from the work of André
Neher, 'Copernicus in the Hebraic Literature from the Sixteenth to the Eighteenth Century' in
Journal of the History of Ideas, Vol. 38, No. 2 (Apr. - Jun., 1977), pp. 211-226 and in his
Jewish Thought and the Scientific Revolution of the Sixteenth Century especially pp. 169-228
& 251-60, but see Y. Tzvi Langerman's reservations about Nehr's work in Langerman's
review of Nehr's work in Isis, vol. 81, no. 1, (Mar. 1990), pp. 105-07, (thanks to Dr. J. Brown
for this source)].

In conclusion this sefer is full of important information it’s a shame that none of the editions I
have seen have a proper index to the sefer. However as one can see from just from the few
samples I brought this sefer has a wealth of material and should be studied. One only hopes
that someone will collect all of R. Nieto's writings translate them (both in other languages and
from manuscript) into Hebrew and print a critical edition of these works including a real
critical edition of this sefer Mateh Don. Until than one will have to do with this useful new
edition. This edition is available for purchase by Biegeleisen, and for more information
contact Yehuda Herskowitz at seforimlover-at-yahoo.com.

Kuntres Hashemesh Begevorso

I mentioned the recent booklet printed by R. Y. Bloch called Kuntres Hashemesh Begevorso,
56 pages long demonstrating that Copernicus besides for being against the Torah is false
scientifically. I am not in any way qualified to deal with the scientific aspects of this booklet
but I would like to point out some inaccuracies in the booklet not dealing with science. In the
beginning he writes how the Rambam already writes not like Copernicus (pp. 9-11), that the
earth is stationary and its Kefirah to go against this (I am just writing the gist as he builds it up
much better but my point is still true) even though some say that the Rambam in the first four
chapters of Hiclos Maadah is not Torah so one can argue on but he claims that this is a false
Shita about the Rambam and it is against our Emunah to say such a thing he writes:

IN I9I0 Q"N Y2 10 IR VT 12ORT T00YWRIRDA 2" PPIXT 230 ART 71T 020 PRAT 10 00 A
..Inn 98D 00127 0°9apn 1T R AT VTIT

Now the first problem with this is that we have a very well known Godol who does say
exactly what R. Bloch says is kefirah to say and that is R. Yakov Kamentsky who writes:

7312977 2373 5¥ 0910 70 DY 007 SV 00771 QTR V1AW PR IRIW YW 02 1TV 07 79K 12077 12T
20NN MIRY 93 DaR ...NMMT 7N 75V X7 71290 w 200w "' 2"anan Ny maw 7n °2ha snawm
N0 7977 PR AT DIPRaAw 5"YR 1D DK O°°17 2°PYR T127 19X 19X HW 1732 1K 0°1210W 2UIWRIT 2T0

NOYT2 VY K? Y17 7NN OTI0Y MDY 2"anTn Av axY 207w PNvoY XY NIWY 2127 19127 P AR
DOIWRIT 027977 YR 2"2nTT 2N0W 211 9 9V AN WO I7IRIY 8177 712 ORI 270179 Daw

RY 77 1R VR 297952 2297 1Y 0B AR I P99 MR WD BYaY...a7IN0 2700 Mabn Yw
DRSO NPT TINR AT IANYTR TOR 29PN 177 9D ans KUK MWK wyR KDY Tasan mwyn
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[He is not the only one to say such a thing see: Sefer Habris, pp.27-28 & my Bein Kesah
L'Asur, p.182]. However, even if one does not want to side with R. Yakov Kamentsky, one
can turn to the Rambam himself and what he writes about Chazal's knowledge of astronomy:

D77 02272 177 NPT MRS 3 ,RXN1 PIVAW 712 A15N7 1PV TMTY 11 90 090 Y1n wWpan R
DWAY WK IR L0717 2271V MTNTI N0 O IWRA 9aR ,20K°217 12 793R 717 DY 22 1727 X9 ,n0n
1791 IR NINAR SN92 DY NHRY 0°1°07 O 7% RYNRW 097272 IR 77 107 KXY, 070 MINTT 0000
MIRT N RAT,NOIMNA ININCTA IRANT WK MIRVXN? Q20 TV QTR 12T WIDH WHRW 7 93 AR AP0
(7 P15 M0 2 PO ,E%2923 [MIR) MWD NART OV ITINT 72N 7R

So if the Rambam could write such a thing on chazal so why can't somone say the same about
the Rambam's knowledge of astronomy [See also R. Gedaliah Nadel, Betoroso Shel R’
Gedaliah, pp. 79-80].

Another mistake in this work is on p. 42 R. Y. Bloch writes that Tycho Brahe was a friend of
R. Yonsan Eybshutz. That is simply impossible as Tycho Brahe was born in 1546 and died in
1601 and R. Yonsan Eybshutz was born in 1690!

Another inaccuracy in this work is that he claims that the Chasam Sofer was against
Copernicus (pp. 32-34) but he fails to quote the statement of the Chasam Sofer in its entirety
which is quoted above where the Chasam Sofer specifically writes about Copernicus:
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He only quotes the last line which I put in bold but not the whole piece which shows the
Chasam Sofer did not hold its in issue when it contradicts the possuk. Furthermore he gives
much more weight to what I brought earlier from Chasam Sofer in Toras Moshe than this
piece which is a work on the topic of astronomy.

One last point about this work is that he says it is also very problematic to claim 7277 n177
5%W1] 22 R70 to answer all the Pesokim against Copernicus (pp. 23-25). On this a great godol
R. Yonah Martzbach who besides for being a Rosh Yeshiva of Kol Torah with R. Shlomo
Zalman Aurbach, Martzbach was also a mathametician [On R. Yonah Martzbach see the
excellent work from R. B. Hamberger, R. Yonah Martzbach Pirkei Chayov Darco Upolov],
writes at length specifically when dealing with Copernicus and says it is not Kefirah and he
specifically says that
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tycho_Brahe
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This Kuntres Hashemesh Begevorso is available for purchase at Biegeleisen and Girsa.
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