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A Y2K Solution to the Chronology

Problem

By: SHELDON EPSTEIN, BERNARD DICKMAN and
YONAH WILAMOWSKY

Introduction

Scholars have long grappled with the apparently differing
chronological dating for the Second Temple implied by the Talmud
and historical records: Seder Olam and .U-: 777 772V date the
building of the Temple to about 350 BCE; Historians date it to about
516 BCE. In general three approaches have been taken to address the
chronological differences, ie. Historical dating is in error; the
Talmud’s chronology is in error; the Talmud purposely manipulated
the dating to achieve some important objective. The first approach
would have us reject the objectivity and integrity of the historical
records. The problem with this approach is that there is a substantial
amount of available historical evidence that is difficult to refute. In a
1962 essay Rabbi S. Schwab found this discrepancy a “truly vexing
problem” and wrote' that the historical chronological dating:

“can hardly be doubted for they appear to be the result of
painstaking research by hundreds of scholars and ate
borne out by profound erudition and by ever increasing
authoritative evidence ... we are compelled to admit that
the Bayis Sheni must have existed for no less than 586
years.”

The second approach, that the Gemara erred, is equally
unacceptable. Without resorting to arguments about the infallibility
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of the tannaim and amoraim,’ it is simply not credible to think that less
than one century after the destruction of the 2™ Temple the >3
TM2ni7 had inadvertently lost track of about one third of the time
span that the second Temple existed.’

The third approach accepts the correctness of the historical
count but asserts that the 72071 131 did not mean for their new
chronology to be taken literally. For example, Rabbi Schwab
theorized that “our Sages—for some unknown reason—had ‘covered
up’ a certain historic period.” He suggested that, based on the
instructions in Daniel 12:4 to obscure the date of mashiach's artival, the
Chachamim didn’t want people to predict the time of the coming of
the Messiah and therefore made deliberate changes to the dating
system.

The problem with this third approach” is that no matter how
well intentioned the objective, the time-line changes may introduce
serious calendrical related problems. There seems to be insufficient
benefit from the non-literal interpretation offered by the proponents
of this approach to justify the potential calendrical errors. Rabbi
Schwab himself had a change of heart with respect to his 1962

1 In “Comparative Jewish Chronology in Jubilee Volume for Rav Yosef
Breuer” pp. 177-197.

2 E.g. Rabbi Schwab wrote in his 1962 essay: “A special significance was
attached to the pronouncements of R. Josi ... it is therefore quite
inconceivable that any post-Talmudic teacher could possibly ‘reject’
those chronological calculations which have been made the subject of
many a Talmudic discussion.”

3 E.g., the Mishnah prohibits using any of the following ways of dating a
v because of potential negative political fallout: n37n w2 2n> 7,7 Pwss
LIP30 12700 R, 10120 L1 M aw’ o7 mobn aw naa nekw. How
could anyone contemplate someone using the building of the 2nd
Temple as a temporal reference point, if we think it possible that even
tannaim living within 100 years of the destruction of the Temple did not
know how long it lasted?

4+ The comments in this paragraph are about Rabbi Schwab’s general
approach. His specific suggestion about intentionally obscuring the
coming of mashiach is in accord with Sanhedrin 97b. However, this view
seems to be contradicted by Gemaras which discuss specific years for his
coming. Several of these Gemaras will be discussed in great length later
in this paper. See Margalios Hayam.
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explanation for exactly such a reason. In a 1991 revision of his 1962
work, he rejects the historical chronology because it challenges the
accepted count from creation which he asserts is “sacred territory
which only fools do not fear to tread upon.”

This paper takes the third approach to resolving the
History/ Gemara conflict. We will argue that the late fannaim did not
change the chronology for some ill-defined benefit but rather to
accomplish what they thought was necessary for the survival of the
religion. At the same time we will also demonstrate that as they
altered the true chronology they made provisions to avoid calendrical
inaccuracies resulting from a manipulated time-line. Finally we will
attempt to show that by the time of the amoraim the issue driving the
rewriting of history had lost its urgency and by carefully analyzing
Gemaras in 777 7712 and 117730 demonstrate that these amoraim left
hints to indicate that they were comfortable with a return to the
historical chronology.

The Text

DY 72 IRYAYS 927 790w RITD 27 MRT ... 1 AT MY
2Wn 17 NONRY 20727 N 22w 12 MR 021 700w
TOWD NN AW QTP AW DOIAWY IRA 1Y MR AR
27 1IN RY MM DI ARD LKW DY Ay moon
TIW V2R 2WOW NPT °192 019 DDA LB AT 202 oY
3192 SRIAWR MI92 TIW 2°1NWY RN N7 192 710 MO
TORY IR WHWY RN 017NN NP2 MDY whWY ARD N0
NI WY INRA RAOR NPT 12700 MR 20w 700 WM KX
WP T WY TIWY ROR NI 21N ORA DONAR DR
X7 99719 101RY 172 172VNWOR XY DRI 0772 1NRa

DRIW° O Aywan Mobn auwowd 1 20Wn Kp

According to the chronology offered by 01 *27 the 2™
Temple flourished for 420 years and was, successively, under the
control of the:

5 See Eidensohn in www.aishdas.org/avodah/vol11/v11n018.shtml and
M. First, “Jewish History in Conflict: A Study of the Major Discrepancy
between Rabbinic and Conventional Chronology”, Jason Aronson Inc.,
Northvale: 1997, pp. 51-54 for more details.
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* Persians - 34 years,
* Greeks - 180 years,
* Chashmonaim - 103 years, and
* House of Herod - 103 years.

This chronology places the destruction of the 2™ Temple at

3828. Figure 1 is a detailed historical time-line for the period from
creation until the destruction of the 2™ Temple.

Figure 1

From Creation Until the End of the Second Temple

Creation

1948 2448 2928 3338 3408 3828
Birth of Exodus  Temple 1 Temple 1 Start of Temple 2
Avraham? Sinai® Built® Destroyedd Temple 2 Destroyed"

Rebuilding®

Explanatory Notes:

d

See Appendix.

Avraham was 100 when Yitzchak was born and the Midrash
counts the 400 year subjugation predicted in 23027 2 N2
(Bereishis 15:13) from Yitzchak’s birth. (Note: This means the
actual exile in Egypt was only 210, 177, years, i.e., Yitzchak was
60 when Yaakov was born and Yaakov was 130 when he came
to Egypt. Ramban and »12 227 (Shemos 12:40-41) disagree
with this calculation. Ramban questions whether “Redi” is a
mesorah and suggests that the stay in Egypt was 240 years and
the total time elapsed from the birth of Yitzchak was 430 years.)

1 Kings 6:1.

See Rashi Sanbedrin 97a how we know the First Temple lasted
410 years.

Seventy years of Babylonian exile based on "7 and 7X°17.
Based on Avodah Zarah 8b-9a.
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After several follow-up remarks on dating post 2™ Temple
events, the Gemara continues with the following comment by 27 Xin
IOX (this comment also appears in .TX 1"77710):

1IN Q99X W OYWR N TIW 209K DWW DR 2T RIN
INXY 1290 1MV W MA° 299K 1w 770 299K W

Rashi Avodah Zarah
QoW BV M .DBhN N e
YOAWT D2 VAW N IR DR
.OYh M1 0°oYR NYawa naw
mn® K72 07N 295K e T
uni

MWRT NWY PR I Y
DOOR OIYR IRXY 12T MY
K2R PWNROW 7 NN

JUWRT MUY 299N

AhlaRhesl7anialial

Rashi Sanhedrin

TART TR ... OIN 2IDIN NN 7T
770 2°O9R 1w ARP 1IN DIDOR I
.OPD9R W R 777N 77000 KN
e T
R2°W 11°7 7177 770 299K 1w INRYY
TRYWIT P02 MYAT T9OM mwn
SR

X7 .29 WMy vawa bax e
M OIRY DDOXR 7 OO0 TPwn X2
X129 20V7 RIT POTVY IRYOW

i.e. 9K 27 XIN begin with the original world plan to have a world
that lasts 6000 years and consists of three successive 2000 year
periods representing “Tobz” (i.e. no Torah), Torah and mashiach
respectively. They then end with a lament that because of many sins
the Messianic period was delayed. In 1"V the Gemara proceeds to
challenge the chronological accuracy:

X2°% RDW 7V ,770 I00R0 X101 OR PRRORA 0IN 2090K 1w
N7 ROIR OR7IT SVID SHHX OIN W2 NIVYA 9T LRA 9D
MR 1IN WY WR WHIT DRI (20 NPWRID) KIR ORINTT
PIIX2 R0 T CNTM PWAN D2 RNYY ROIT2 077aRT
NIMYR 9 PAT PV ROIAN DOVIIRY IRA VIR KIN OINTHD
DVIIRY IRD V2R 770 IR TV 02 WY WK wonn 702

1710 1w R21mm

NVIIR 03 7YWDY VY TN JNRR KRN OK 777 0w
D°D7R '3 XY NINRPTI 020 NR°I22 D%O9N
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NIPYA 937 TIP3 K21 NIBPR 99T 17T W

The Gemara first assumes the era of Torah commenced with
Sinai® in 2448 and thus questions the assertion that 2000 years of
Torah would end by the year 4000. The Gemara’s solution is that the
era of Torah began when Avraham was 52 years old and that
occurred exactly 2000 years after creation. This then offers the
possibility of the Messianic period starting in the year 4000 and
brings us to the question of how much after the year 4000 >27 Xin
19X lived. Before discussing this we point out that according to
Rashi the Gemara asked only one question and only after first
answering that the starting point is Avraham at age 52 did the Gemara
decide to go back and expand on how much into the 2™ 2000 year
period Sinai occurred. It is not clear why the Gemara did not ask for
or supply these details immediately.

Textual Analysis

17778 727 XIn- Tanna D’Bei Elivahu

Who is/are “D’Bei Eliyahu™?

1) Be’er Sheva (Sanbedrin 92a):

YPOR is an early RIn' from the period when leaders were
referred to by a single name, i.e. Shemaya, Avtalyon, Hillel, etc.
D’Bei, according to Seder Hadoros, refers to his W77 N°2. Seder
Hadoros says that this explanation is problematic because:

* There are examples of D’Bei Eliyahu referring to a

comment of a later fanna—e.g., Rebbe Akiva—
Pesachim 1022, and Rebbe Nasan—Pesachim 94a—
and

6 We will later discuss how this assumption could be entertained since it
is inconsistent with the Torah period starting in year 2000.
7 See Rambam nriwnn w1d at the end of his Introduction to °vAr.



A Y2K Solution to the Chronology Problem: : 73

* based on our Gemara, D’Bei Eliyahu must have lived
after the year 4000,” ie. considerably after the period
suggested by Be'er Sheva.

2) Shem HaGedolim:

WPOR 27 RN refers to Elyabn Rabah and Elyahu Zuta which
AP M2IND says was written by Rav Anan (a second generation
and 3rd century amora who lived after the year 4000). These
works are based on his direct studies with Eliyahu Hanavi.

3) Halpern (21-y¥ 070K):

Tanna D’Bei Eliyahu is a zanna of unknown period.”

The Gemara’s Question(s?)

As explained previously, according to Rashi the X X9pw of the
Gemara has 3 parts: i.e., a single question on Tanna D’Bei Eliyahu
which is focused on the earliest possible date for mwashiach’s arrival; an
answer to the question which switches the starting date of the Torah
period from Sinai, 2448, to the time when Avraham was 52 years old,
2000; and an explanation of the original question as to when Sinai
took place.

Ritva explains the Gemara differently than Rashi. Rashi read
the opening question X7 213 X2 XNWh 7V 2770 RN R2'1 R to
mean that from Sinai until the end of 4000 is less than 2000 years and
thus contradicts the 3 two thousand year subdivisions of history
articulated by %X 27 Xin. Ritva says that the expression RN T in
the Gemara refers to the time of Rav Ashi who, 793P " 99, died in
4186. He says that based on the words XnWi 7V, N9IX "MIN explain
that the first question is directed at %71°?X 27 XN bemoaning the late

The question is really much stronger. Our Gemara challenges the claim
that D’Bei Eliyahu are o°Xin since by traditional chronology this period
ended about 3980.

It is unclear whether Halpern considers the word “Xin” as part of the
name.
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arrival of mashiach. Rav Ashi who lived hundreds of years after 27 Xin
OX then asked: if Sinai is the starting point of Torah, the
preordained Messianic period was not scheduled to start even in his
time and certainly not prior to ¥1°?& 27 Xin. Figure 2 below gives the
time-line of major events in Jewish history that took place from the
destruction of the 2™ Temple in 3828 until the completion of the
Gemara circa 4260. Thus 0"Wn N N, which took place 73 years after
the death of Rav Ashi, occurred considerably before 4448, the 2000”
anniversary of Sinai. Ritva agrees with Rashi on the Gemara’s answer
about Avraham, but once again disagrees on the 3" part of the
Gemara. Rather than being an explanation of the first question, Ritva
reads this as a second question, i.e., how can Sinai be the starting
point of Torah when it took place 448 years into the second 2000
year period?'” Although according to Ritva the 3" part of the Gemara
is a different question than the first, the answer to the first question
resolves this as well. Ritva does not address why the Gemara
waited/bothered to ask the second question after it had already
answered the first question."

As discussed in the previous section, according to both Rashi
and Ritva the Gemara makes sense only if 177°2X *27 XN is a post 4000
amora (Shem HaGedolim). Since according to the Gemara’s chronology,
the tannaic era ended around 3980, if YO 27 KN is a fanna, any
discussion of mashiach’s delay in arrival until after the year 4000 is
premature.

10 Note Rashi in both ¥ and 177710 grappled with the meaning of “2000
Torah.” In the former he stressed that it meant “and not mashiach” and
in the latter he said 2000 was used to parallel its usage with respect to
tohu. W says that Rashi rejected Ritva’s reading because if there were
two questions the one about the late start at Sinai should have been
asked first. This, however, does not explain why the Gewara did not ask
both questions.

11 Based on the wording in Ritva it is possible he switched the order of
the answer and the second question. Thus, the Gemara may have started
with two questions. The first was that even in Rav Ashi’s time the 2000
of Torah had not yet ended, and the second was that #hx lasted
considerably more than 2000 years.
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Figure 2

From °I¥ N°2 327777 until the Completion of the Gemaraa

3828 3880 3948° 3980 4260
Temple  Bar Kochba Completion Beginning Completion
Destroyed  Rebellion of the of of the
Mishnah Amoraim Gemara

For the most part this time-line is based on the chronology
given in MMT7 70,

This is the date given by 72X and others. Rav Shereira Gaon
says it was 3978.

Historical Accuracy

The time-line presented in the opening section allotting the second
Temple 420 years is based on the statement of Rebbe Yosi in 7712V
20-:11 7307, 701 "27 referred to here is Rebbe Yosi bar Chalafta, and the
identical chronology appears in Seder Olam, a work :29 N2’ attributes
to this same Rebbe Yosi bar Chalafta.

Based on the destruction of the 2™ Temple being 70 CE,"
the construction of the 2* Temple according to Rebbe Yosi is thus

2 The year of the destruction of the 2nd Temple is alternatively given in

different sources as being between 68 CE and 70 CE. (See e.g., Edgar
Frank, Talmudic and Rabbinical Chronology and History of the Missing Years,
by Rabbi Y. Reisman, “The Jewish Observer,” January 1994, pp 16-19).
At this point we are primarily interested in creating a framework that
addresses time problem discrepancies on the order of hundreds of
years, and our arguments apply regardless of which year between 68
and 70 the destruction took place. Because 70 is the most historically
validated date, we use it here. In a later section when we deal with more
precise timing we will discuss the 68/70 issue in greater detail.
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circa” 350 BCE. Historians, however, dispute Rebbe Yosi’s assertion
that the Persians’ domination of the Jews at beginning of the 2™
Temple lasted only 34 years before the Greek ascendancy. Historical
sources (Conventional Chronology, “CC”) point to a Persian period
that lasted far longer and place the building of the 2™ Temple in the
year 516 BCE, i.e. 166 years before the Jewish Chronology (“JC”)."
While there are some who dispute the contrary evidence,” even
among Orthodox sources there are those who are persuaded by the
historical arguments. Table 1 summarizes some of the major

15 Chagon Ish, np 12°0 7" 1R, breaks down the chronology of the 70 years
of the Babylonian exile and shows how the actual construction of the
2nd Temple began in Elul of 3408. For the same reasons mentioned in
the previous footnote, “circa 350” will suffice at this point and we will
not convert Jewish years to their exact Gregorian equivalent nor discuss
whether the year after 1 BCE is 1CE or 0.

14 Again with respect to this point, there is some debate as to whether the
difference is 166 years or 165 years. At this point in our discussion the
difference between the two numbers is inconsequential.

" David Altman in, Is zhe Real Jewish Year 5765 — Or 59312, “Jewish Press”
January 21, 2005, p. 8,
www.jewishpress.com/news_article.asprarticle=4612 argues for JC. He
cites a 1991 Jewish Action www.starways.net/lisa/essays/heifetzfix.html
essay by Brad Aaronson which offers an English translation of the
work of Dr. Chaim S. Heifetz that appeared in a 1991 issue of the
Israeli magazine Megadin, www.herzog.ac.il/main/megadim/14hfz1.html.
Heifetz contends CC is wrong because historians confused the rulers of
Persia (historians claim ten Persian kings ruled for 208 years whereas JC
has only four who ruled for 52 years). A critique of Heifetz can be
found at www.talkreason.org/articles/fixingl.cfm. Aaronson concedes
that Heifetz admits that “his is a work in progress” and “more work
needs to be done.” To our knowledge, in the intervening 15 years since
these articles were published, there has been no further evidence
forthcoming to support Heifetz’s work. One point of note is Aaronson
stating that the Greek historian Herodotus discusses Cyrus who
according to JC ruled Israel 369-366 BCE. However Herodotus died in
approximately 425 BCE—many years earlier. This would appear to be a
major problem for Heifetz and JC.
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explanations offered for the Talmud’s motives for a variant

chronology.'’

Table 1

Explanations Offered for the Variant Chronologies

Source Reason for discrepancy
oy NN Many possibilities from mistakes to
1574 interpretations based on verses in Daniel.
o T The Chachamim wanted the onset of Greek
1852 control of Israel to coincide with the 1000 year

anniversary of the Exodus.

7127 09w 170
1894

They had a tradition of 420 years and to make
it conform they included only major Persian
monarchs.

Rabbi S. Schwab
1962

Changes were deliberately made based on the
mstructions in Daniel 12:4 to obscure the date
of mashiach’s arrival.

Rabbi M. Breuer
1973

The count is symbolic. He never offers what
the symbolism is. He says believing CC does
not violate 0’11 NINN.

Rabbi B. Wein
1984

Agrees with historical count, and has no idea as
to why Chachamim changed it. He suggests
that mashiach will give us the explanation.

In the next section we will follow along with the group of
most recent authors in terms of accepting CC but will offer a new
concrete significant reason for the Gemara purposely manipulating the

16 See M. First, for a detailed discussion of the opinions of about 100
leading Jewish authorities starting with Saadia Gaon (defends JC) on
the discrepancy of the dating of the destruction of the 15t Temple and
the building of the second.
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2nd Temple chronology. We then investigate the halachic
ramifications of this new chronology.

Historical Consistency

In both ¥ and 137710 Rashi assumes Torah will exist beyond the
year 4000 and is compelled to explain why 172X *27 Xin associates
Torah with the middle 2000 year period. Rashi’s explanation in 1"V is
that the second 2000 is not meant to limit Torah to the middle
period, but rather to exclude mashiach from coming before 4000.
However, according to JC this assertion is contradicted by historical
events that occurred after the destruction of the 2™ Temple. JC places
Bar Kochba’s revolt in 3880, and yet Rebbe Akiva and all of his
contemporaries, with only a single exception, initially accepted him as
mashiach. Motreover, the clear implication from the Midrash and
Rambam, 3:X> 0°371, is that Bar Kochba failed because of his own
inadequacies and “sins,” not because mashiach could not come before
the year 4000. If Y1°9X 27 RiN is Zannaic and eatly (Be'er Sheva), why did
all the Sages of Rebbe Akiva’s era disregard it? Conversely, if 27 Xin
YPOR is post-tannaic (Shem HaGedolind), how are the actions of Rebbe
Akiva and his contemporaries explained?

Rashi’s explanation in 177710 does not have this problem.
Rashi there makes no assertion as to mashiach’s inability to come
before 4000. He says mashiach should “rightfully come ...”” after 2000
years of Torah, but does not preclude the possibility of him coming
eatlier. Accordingly, Rashi must look elsewhere for an explanation as
to why Torah is associated with the middle 2000 years. Rashi’s
solution is that the expression “two thousand” with respect to Torah,
is used merely in imitation of the language of two thousand used for
the zobu period.17 Thus, thete is nothing in 17°X *27 1N which prevents
mashiach from coming before the year 4000, i.e. Torah and mashiach can
coexist and are not mutually exclusive.

17 See Mabarsha for an explanation of Rashi.
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An Attempt at Resolving the Problems: A Reason for
Changing the Chronology

Many D21R on Sanbedrin 97a,b highlight that circa 4000, which the
Gemara proposes as the end of the Torah era, a sea change in the way
Torah was studied occurred, e.g.

271 TN QORI T IR PITT0, YAy’ Ny
MW T %A XY 777 A7 MR 02 "KM 770 77900 3N
T237 97 WD MW PAW 2ORIN NT YWD O MATA
IX M Q3. DN NI TN WYY 2RAR NT wIANN

70 PR 2213201230 AP 1231 T N9IXR ARD

IRIITM. TN 2IDHR 72 AT IR PITII0, NTWAnR KRR
7723 M2 PRI 123 MR NARD 9D JuweD 0°1270 WAoo
27YP 2" TN PR D2 WY 1991 22057 770 02 PR
T 197 IR 02 77N NIW DA 0TV PR NI NP2 INR 0w
9231 %27 PAY AR TV MW 12727 RY PO OORINT
M7 N TR QWM 370 o1 1991 MNET 127 N9

SR OWR AHa0 MM PR RA? IR AT INIK 252 Mg

These O°1NX emphasize the coinciding of the end of 2000
years of Torah with the end of the fannaic period. We suggest the
more significant relationship is its coinciding with the writing of the
Mishnah. Seder Hadoros, gives the completion date of the Mishnah as
3948, i.e. 120 years after the destruction of the 2™ Temple (see Figure
2). Note this is exactly 2000 years from the birth of Avraham. As
Rambam explains in his Introduction to the Yad, the Mishnah
represented an innovative new approach to the study of 719 Y¥aw 771N
never seen before:

R? WP 1120 TV AW DY Lawnn 1201 wITRa 120
522 ROX ;71D HYaw 7702 2°272 NN PIAYAY N1 11200
am> M7 MR PW RN PT M2 WRIY L, N

18 This is a twist on the standard understanding of the phrase, i.e., it does
not refer to gentiles’ knowledge of 77, but to 7Mn knowledge by Jews
living in gentile lands.
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79 Py TAbn RN ,PMI20n YARY MYiawa PO InRyn
TN M0 09D MY aMD INRY AR 9D 191.0°272
717 922 WINNIW 2°72TY LYAVY NI PNRRAM 300
WHWR 702 ROR VINWI DR D1TAY KXW 2172,
D277 707 191 L2170 T D02 TRV 100 MR 7wy
91 P77 921 MIYIMWS 9O YR RIT WP 20 TV, TN
SW T D02 1T 120 WnRn WHARY PRI PRI
JTIWAT 90 21977 20 A A7INT 922, T 9D
593 182717 ,0913 1NN ;ORI 3R 7931 ,0°372 NN
WY R SR D PYaw 37N [ONwn XYW U7 000
IR DP--AW MR D27 AT R LT WITPR a0
IR MIWTINA DNET Q0071 2OUYAND 2OTARNAY
QO9A2ANN DRAW™Y ,N023071 27WA NUYID YW Navam
79,0710 T2 DYRR TR M2 2n mEph o00m
17 P RIT PR 9D 2w oW R 37002 TN

.0°272 Iwna 70

We suggest that the Chachamim were concerned about the

acceptance of the Mishnah. To ensure its unequivocal adoption, they
wanted the completion of the Mishnah to occur approximately 2000
years after the start of the Torah period. In this way they were
promulgating that the 2000 year interval sandwiched between
Avraham at age 52” and the completion of the Mishnah represented
the era of Torah, and that the Mishnah punctuated the end of this
creative Torah period.” It also meant that the amoraim who were to

19

20

21

A discussion of whether Rebbe committed the Mishnah to writing or
merely codified it orally is beyond the scope of this paper. However,
even an oral codification, as Rambam explains was new and deviated
from previous tradition.

According to 7281 (see Fig. 2) the Mishnah was completed exactly 2000
years after the birth of Avraham. We are not suggesting that this was
Rebbe Yosi’s intended target date since Rebbe Yosi died prior to 3948
JC and could not have known the Mishnah’s actual completion date.
We are, rather, suggesting that Rebbe Yosi manipulated the dates to
ensure that the Mishnah would be completed before 4000 on the newly
adjusted time-line.

Aruch Milin, Table 1, takes a similar type approach in suggesting that
the Chachamim were trying to have the rise of Greek control of the Jews
in the 27 Temple era coincide with the 1000% anniversary of the



A Y2K Solution to the Chronology Problem : 81

follow would not be included in the creative period of Torah. If this
meant chronologically shortchanging the time of the second Temple,
so be it. The author of the chronology, as we mentioned above was
Rebbe Yosi bar Chalafta, Rebbe’s teacher. The idea for the Mishnah
did not start with Rebbe, but rather came to complete fruition with
him.

7IWH M0 N3 M1 020, - B T Rra

Rebbe and Rebbe Nasan were working with older Mishnayos
some of which were authored by Rebbe Akiva the teacher of Rebbe
Yosi. In deducting years from the actual chronology to position the
timing of the completion of the Mishnah project in proximity to the
year 4000, Rebbe Yosi was constricted by the fact that it was well
known that the Temple was destroyed close to the year 400 in Minyan
Shtaros, i.e., close to 400 years after the Greeks rise to power (Avodah
Zarah 92). Since the 2™ Temple was built under the Persians who
preceded the Greeks, the 2nd Temple would thus have to have lasted
at least 400 years. However, this number would have to be further
increased because of

--1IWRIT-T L 1INORT 797 0023 7i29 A7 29T -wis oA

which Bav/i (3 2"2) and Yerushalmi (end of the 1% chapter in 72°3)
interpret to mean that the second Temple would last longer than the
410 years of the first Temple. Since Rebbe Yost lived about 105 years
after the destruction of the 2™ Temple, by placing the life span of the
2" Temple at 420, he satisfied 31 while allotting the Mishnah project
up to 60 years to be completed and still occur before the year 4000.
The choice of 420 could, coincidentally, also be justified based on

JIWTR Y-9Y) TRY-0Y 0T DOV ooVaY 7S i DN%IT
;DM7Y PTS X02T L1Y 1229 MIRLn anm? Ywen X72Y
DWTR WP 0w ,X020) 19 ann?)

Exodus. We feel that an event coinciding with the 2000t anniversary of
something is more likely as is clear from %X *27 X1 who repeatedly
use this figure.
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which Rashi and others interpret as a prediction that 490 years (i.e.
70%7) would elapse between the destruction of the 1% and 2™
Temples. Subtracting 70 years of the Babylonian exile leaves 420
years for the 2™ Temple. Ultimately, the actual completion of the
Mishnah took place within the 4000 year deadline with time to
spare.”” The chronology to support the acceptance of the Mishnah was
thus in place years before Rebbe even completed the task.

The idea that the acceptance of the body of work called the
Mishnah may have required a supporting effort on the part of the
Chachamim is not difficult to fathom. Until that point in Jewish
history the only officially accepted Jewish source documents were
2n22w 7N which consisted of the Chumash given during the Sinai
period and the 19 books of 2’821 and 0°21N3 penned over a period of
about 900 years (i.e., starting with YW1 circa 2500 and ending with
the final works of WY >IN completed about the time of the building
of the 2™ Temple circa 3400). In fact, even these works did not all
have a history of easy entry into the Canonized Scriptures,” e.g. see
3 NV concerning PRPIT, 12 NAW concerning *Pwn, NP and MW
0w, and .7 7223 concerning the book of INoX. How much more
difficult then would it have been to introduce a new official genre of
Jewish work that heretofore had not even been permitted to be
written down at all?** By associating the Mishnah with the ending of
the 2000 years of Torah the Chachamin were thus trying to say that it
was only natural that such a period should end in a work of
unprecedented nature. To do this they had to start the Torah period
considerably earlier than the more natural starting point of Sinai. To
get the system to work the solution was thus to start the count from
Avraham and eliminate 166 years of Persian history dating back to
the very earliest period of the 2° Temple that was over 400 years in
the past.

That the Chachamim took every opportunity to enhance the
stature of the Mishnah and then subsequently the Gemara is similatly

22 It was not necessary for the targeted event to occur exactly in year
4000. It was merely required that it to be relatively close.

23 See S. Z. Leiman, The Canonigation of Hebrew Scriptures, Archon Books,
1976.

24 See :0 v which offers Tnin 1o 12 MY Ny as the justification for
committing the Oral Law to writing.
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evident in the following passage which extols the qualities of *27 and
WR 27:

T2 997 927 RPONPRY R2IT 702 720 MR R AT
DIPHA 217N TN XA KD 027 T AwWn Mo 09N T
27 7Y 27 DI NN IR AR 72ANR 72 RXTIR 27 N LLUTOR

..TNR DIPRA TR TN NA KD WK

In reviewing 2000 years of Jewish history from the giving of

the Torah at Sinai until the writing of the Bavli, the Gemara finds
only 3 people who merited” the accolade of simultaneously
possessing the highest level of Torah and leadership and these three
people successively gave us, the Torah, the Mishnah and the Gemara.

When Rebbe Yosi decided to change the chronology in

support of the impending completion of the Mishnah there was, of

25

The Gemara unsuccesstully challenges the uniqueness of these three
individuals by identifying others who also possessed both of these
traits. One individual the Gemara suggests as possessing both
characteristics is Ezra. In a previous chapter in Sanbedrin the Gemara
extolled the virtues of Ezra and compared him to Moshe (Note: Is it
coincidental that it was Rebbe Yosi who compared Ezra to Moshe?) in
an attempt to justify his changing of the script in which the Torah is
written.
72y 2052 HRWH 370 71071 Anna N2PW M R22ORY RV 2 IR IND PATHI0
ORI 179 17702 IR WY DMWR 2022 KTV 02 079 T 50 wpn v
27 AR MUPTE IRD PR ]1‘27171 "2y and MuYTI? I wnpPn ]Wfﬁ DPMWR 2nd
777 IR MNP 727 ROINARNDOH 20D XTOM 27 MR NPT 20D ORD XM XTOM
(0> MAWw) IR KT TWR,IWA MTR KD ROAPR DRWO? 1T DY 770 000w RV
IMRT HY A 9231 A0 KA R (T RAY) MR RIT RWYI 2K DR 70V wm
RO YA MR NN (7 0°727) MR KT AW 77N ]bﬂ‘? NART Y AR 770 XD
NN DR WTY 1220 1277 R 7D (7 XOTY) MR RIT RITY2 2WOWNY 2P OONR gtapl)
DY TINW1 17 DY 70 71001 ROW 0D DY AKRY 1DWM P10 PRIV TA9 MWV PR '
2°N21 DPMAR 23NN PR 2IND MNMNWIT 2D (7 RITY) .25 {7 MR N0 T
R 2n31 (P ©°927) 2°ND1 XIONY RYTIAY RIWDY RIPPRY XaND Pora R? (7 9R017)
MWRA DAY 7YY MWK NP1 A% MINW? MR 20D DRI 7000 7R
Ultimately the Gemara appears to decide that while the changing of the
script requires a person of stature it does not necessarily require
someone who has no equal. Thus when the Gemara tries to put Ezra on
the lofty pedestal occupied by Moshe, Rebbe and Rav Ashi, it responds:

(R 7MY 19 PATAI0) . .. 3P9a0 12 R M 2RI T R,



84 : Hakirab, the Flatbush Journal of Jewish Law and Thought

course, no way of him knowing that there was still to be a later
seminal work that was to have perhaps even a greater effect on
Jewish law, i.e. the Bavli. As we showed in Figure 2, the Bavli was
completed in about 4260. Note that if the historical dating of the
Persian Empire is correct (CC), then the true completion date of the
Gemara was 4421, almost 2000 years after the initial giving of the
Torah at Sinai. This would then make the Gemara the culminating
creative Torah work, and the amoraim as the final Chachamim of the
Torah era.

We believe that the elements of all of these ideas (i.e. both the
initial attempt to rewrite history as well as the ultimate attempt to
restore it) are contained within the give and take of the Gemara in 1"¥
.0. While Rebbe Yosi who lived near the time of the completion of
the Mishnah might have thought it a good idea to attribute only 420
years to the 2™ Temple, by the time of the completion of the Gemara,
those 166 missing years would preferably have been returned in order
to legitimize a work that would become the new focal point of Jewish
religion and law.

To demonstrate that the amoraim were comfortable with the
historical chronology (CC) consider the Gemara in  Sanbedrin
immediately following the statement of %17X 27 Rin:

297 TR T 277 VUK D MR ... IR nT PATTIe
921 MY Twnm 2 Nwn® NN oYW 1R RTON K90

2 The Gemara offers no hint as to any rationale for this figure. Abarbenel
says that that the source is the parsha of ¥1012 1 (Bamidbar 10:35-30)
which has 85 letters and is set off by 2 inverted 2’s and discusses the
victory of the Jewish people over their enemies. We would like to
suggest a less mystical and more practical source. Rambam, nvnw nma%
312 P9 727, writes WRXW TV PIRD 0101w PRI 111 0292 WY YAV i.e. the
length of the 1t Commonwealth (from the Jews entry into Eretz
Yisrael until the destruction of the 15t Temple) was 850 years (440 from
entry until the 15* Temple and 410 years that the 15t Temple lasted).
Note that the 85 yovlos that the Gemara predicts is 5 times the 17 yovlos
of the 1s* Commonwealth. If one were able to discern patterns in past
history, depending on the frequency of occurrence and the strength of
the relationship, one might be inclined to extrapolate that history would
similarly repeat itself in the future. Thus, if the period of the entire 15t
Commonwealth was 850 years it is not unreasonable to perhaps assume
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that the designated time for the 2 Temple would follow a similar
scale. Thus when the 2nd Temple lasted only 420 years before being
destroyed in 3828 (JC) this fell far short of expectations that the 2nd
Temple would last another 430 years, i.e. until 4258. The year 4258 is 8
years into the 86™ yove/ and hence the Gemara’s questions about the
exact timing of this prediction are exactly on target.

Of course, the 850 year analysis would really be interesting only if it
could be broadened beyond the period of the two Temples. Note that
this entire paper revolves around a statement by ¥1°2X °27 Kin that patses
6,000 years of world history into 3 two-thousand year periods. If 850 is
the operative breakdown unit (rather than 2000) then the 6,000 years of
world history could be divided into 7 units encompassing all but the
last 50 years of history (i.e., 7%850=5950), with the key years of interest
being approximately: 850, 1700, 2550, 3400, 4250, 5100, and 5950.
Major events in world history did occur in proximity to the 2nd, 3t and
4t dates in this sequence: Mabu/ - 1656, Entry into Eretz Yisrael- 2498,
and the destruction of the 15t Temple- 3338. It may therefore not be
unreasonable for someone to assume that something of potentially
great significance to the Jewish people would occur in proximity to the
next (5%) date in this sequence, 4250 (17 complete yovlos.)

One final thought that we will return to later: As mentioned, 27 Xin
1R decomposed the wortld into 3 petriods of 2000 years. The first
2000, designated #hu, had 2 major devastating cataclysmic world events
mentioned in the Torah: Mabu/ - 1656 and Haflagah - 1996. The second
2000 period, designated Torah, had 2 major devastating cataclysmic
events for the Jewish people: The destruction of the 1t Temple—3338,
and the destruction of the 2n Temple—3828 JC or 3994 CC. Note that
if CC is correct then the two events in the second 2000 year period
appeared at points in time almost exactly twice that of the first set of
devastating events (2*¥1656=3338, 2¥1996=3994). When viewed from
this perspective, the wotldly division suggested by ¥7°9% *27 Xin works
far better with CC than JC. In this scenario the period of #hu
encompasses 2 devastating events for humanity and ends with
Avraham emerging as a world leader to form a new religion 4 years
immediately after the haflagah tragedy. This new promising period, is
designated Torah not because of Sinai but because of the emergence of
the Jewish people. This era too lasts 2000 years and likewise suffers
devastating losses in proportionately identical periods of time as Zobu,
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SR % AR 1102 IR NN Y MR R T 12 NNRG
5K 9377 AR WK 27 YTV TR 77 MK 7770 WKW 792 vV
77°7 92N0°R T2°RY 1XO1 77°7 °2n0°N KD RO 7Y

TIN2T 792 KR R W R2OW DTIP AT A7, 779D 77 0w
X2 19102 727

YR predicted mashiach would come sometime in the 85"
yovel, i.e., between® 4200 and 4250. However, when 277 MinX 777 20
XT7°0M K70 pressed him as to if it would be at the start or the end of
the period, 172X could not say. He then asked if it would be after the
period or before its end” and 19X again could not say. The Gewara
concludes with °WX 27 resolving what had previously gone
unanswered by 177"7R. But how could "W 27 offer a definitive answer
when %X himself said he did not know?

To answer these questions it is informative to know the time
period in which this story took place. (> XY tells of an incident
involving X7°0rm X?0 277 MR A7V 27 and X117 27 and we know 29
X177 died around 4050 JC (Seder Hadoros). Thus, when Y198 revealed
to RT°01 X?0 277 AR 7T 27 information about the arrival of
mashiach, he was talking about an event that would not occur for at
least a century after his death, and the question of precisely when in
the 85" yovel mashiach was to come was purely informational for future
generations. However, if the story is using CC, X177 27 died about
4216 (i.e. 166 years later) and RT°01 &90 277 MIAR 774 27 was asking
a personal question as to whether washiach would come at the start of
the yove/ and he would see him, or perhaps at the end of the yove/ and
he might not. The second question of X7°01 K70 277 MK 7717 27 as
to whether mashiach would not come until the completion of the 85"
yovel (1.e., 4251 at the earliest) can be similarly understood, and again,

with the destruction of the 27 Temple occurring just 6 years before the
end of the cycle in the year 4000.

27 See Tosafos nR? 7177 10 Y.

28 le., the questioner was uncertain as to whether ¥WP?X meant that
mashiach would come in the 85th yove/ or after it. Rashi’s final words
X2 19102 2277 TIN27 ate puzzling. If the prediction meant mashiach would
come in the 85th yove/, 712X already said he did not know at which end
it would be. We will assume that the second question simply means: Is
it in or after the 85th yove? (See Rwmn.)
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19X said he did not know. Rav Ashi’s follow-up remark must occur
before his death 4186 JC, i.e., before the earliest possible designated
time of 4200. If so, as we asked above, there is no way Rav Ashi
could answer a question about mashiach that ¥R could not.
However, if we use CC, Rav Ashi died in 4352 (the 88" yove))
considerably after even the latest time interpretation of the prediction
of 12X previously considered. In light of this knowledge Rav Ashi
could now in retrospect explain what the prediction must have
meant. Thus, the logic of the Gemara using CC flows far more
naturally and intuitively than one using JC.

A similar proof that the Gemara was using CC rather than JC
can likewise be found in the very next story in the Gemara:

77937 17°2) AR QTR TNRYM A0 279 RDOAN 72 A7 20 70 YW
D OONR TY PR T Y9 ONTNR WIR WY MWK 72100 DR
"7 9ARY 712 21027 TR 17 193 12 NDWI M Hw MR
0 0RO DWW INRI2Y JIw TR YWY 2ONRRY 209K
PRI PWAT DINY RWY NI 2 MDA 177 20110 Manhn 1
7772 KR 27 73w 0°99R NYaW RY ROX MW DR wInn 2"apn

LTI 299K NWNN ANRY AR X217

Seder Hadoros puts the death of 10 27 at 4082 JC. If so, 1211 27
X9°91n 12 predicted that mashiach would arrive in 4291, well beyond
the lifetime of any of the individuals in the story. After relating the
precise contents of the letter the Gemara discusses what will happen
after the year 7000 and then cites X277 7772 RNX 27 as giving the time
as 5000. While at first it appears that he is substituting 5000 for the
7000 just mentioned, this is unlikely since it seems to be universally
accepted that the renewal of the world would not take place before
the year 6000. W7 and others thus say that X277 7°72 RAR 27 is
referring back to the statement that mashiach will come in 4291, and
he corrects™ this to read 5291. We know from many places in 0@ that
X277 772 RAR 27 was a contemporary of WX 27 and died 4179 JC.
Thus, according to JC we have two predictions by people living in the
41st and 42nd centuries about an event that would take place in the

2 Some say he meant the year 5000. Our answer works with either 5291
or 5000 but, as explained in the next footnote, is particularly well suited
if it means 5291.
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late 43rd century without any indication as to what compelled XnX 29
X277 71°72 to change the date of mwashiach’s arrival from 4291 to 5291.
However, if the Gemara is using CC, 89°%1n 12 1111 27 lived in the first
half of the 43rd century and X277 7132 XX 27 lived mid 44th century.
Thus 89°21N0 12 731 27 offered a time for the arrival of mashiach about
43 years in his future while 8297 72 XAX 27 lived beyond the
predicted time and knew that mashiach had not come. His solution
was to assert that the prediction must have been 5291, not 4291°% In
this way both stories in Sanbedrin 97b that we discussed involve the
same model: i.e. a prediction about mashiach coming in the future is
made and someone living after the designated time in CC, knowing
mashiach did not arrive at the designated point, reinterprets the
prediction so it does not contradict fact.

One final Gemara germane to this discussion is a follow-up
story to 2K 27 KN in 1Y

QTR 77 IMR° OR N7 12707 MIRA YR MR R1IT 527 IR 0
IR RIN RN°INR2 APN KD AR T2 20T AR W AT 1R
MR OR 07 NRMIA7 MW NAKRY 2WOWY DNRMY 2°09K NYAIR

30 To fully appreciate this emendation we point out that when the Gewara

described a date in time it did not necessarily supply all of the integers
for the year. For example, in .0 1"¥ the Gemara discusses how to convert
from a dating system that uses the destruction of the Temple as its
point of origin to a dating system based on “Shtaros” (Greek System).
The Gemara’s conversion formula only addresses the units and tens
position of the transformation but not the hundreds and thousands
position: . . .2M7 7R3 *1VI9 YT X2 RIN KT WY K XD 21 1K,
MIRNT 079 AT 2NWA R TIWA AW KPR NIRDI T0 DT TR .17 722 °070 v
W90 i oot Le. it is assumed that the person secking the
transformation knows the higher order positions without assistance.
Similarly, vow 723wn 0277 M2wn (published in Israel Twn by “¥pn n7an
D’DTWJ) writes: Y2IR) DAY ww N Raw (4935) 3 M 500 T pawn D9
MY’ MXn i.e. Rambam dates the Teshuva to 486 from Shtaros when it is
really 1486 (or 4935 JC). What we are suggesting is that X177 7772 XnX 27
in Sanbedrin is saying that the document cited by ¥9°%nn 92 117 27 read
291 (i.e., no thousands position) which the latter took to mean his own
millennium, i.e., the 4,000’s. X217 7712 XnX 27 then says that in retrospect
this was incorrect and it obviously meant 5291.
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RA PN PR IR T2 20T A9 MW 77w 97 np oI T
31,8900 RNPANAT TIW D70 17112 KR 17710

N 172V K? PUIV PNDORY RIPAT 020 MKW ... RD°INNAT 37T WA
ARk

Rashi explains that this Gemara, like the one in Sanbedrin, is

predicting the coming of mashiach and therefore suggesting that no
real estate transactions outside of Eretz Yisrael be undertaken
regardless of how lucrative the deal may seem. Rashi stresses that 27
X111, like the Baraisa, is referring to a future point in time and is
merely moving the date up by 3 years, i.c., whereas the Baraisa™ gave
the predicted year as 4231, R1°117 °27 said it would be 400 years after
the destruction of the 2™ Temple or 4228 (3828+400). No

31

32

Based on this Gemara, X73 changed the date in the second story in
Sanbedrin from 4291 to 4231. Thus, if the story occurred at least 17
years before Rav Yosef’s death, according to CC (l.e. 4248-4231,)
mashiach’s arrival would have been very imminent. Gra references
Tosafos 0 v to support his change of date. Gra’s association seems
improbable. Firstly, other than the years 4291 and 4231 both ending in
1 there is no evidence that the two stories refer to the same incident.
Secondly, the Tosafos that Gra cites refers to the first, not second story
in Sanbedrin 97b. Finally, in Sanhedrin, X9°71n 72 111 27, who relates the
story, appears nowhere else in ow. In ¥ the one telling the story is 27
x1an. It is highly doubtful that these two people are the same. Seder
Hadoros says that Rrin °27 generally means Xnm 92 Xram 17, a 1
generation Eretz Yisrael amora circa 4000 (see e.g., :3p m2an3) who
would not have had contact with Rav Yosef, a 34 generation
Babylonian amora. Halpern says, sometimes the name R1°In °27 refers to
PNDXT RO 02, a 5th/6th generation Eretz Yisrael amora (one of the
last) who died a little before Rav Ashi. This, again, places him beyond
Rav Yosef. Thus, whoever this 81111 °27 truly is, it is highly unlikely that
he is 89°9110 92 121 27 who spoke to Rav Yosef.

Soncino Shas footnote b2 points out that this Baraisa is the only known
tannaic work that specifically dates an event based on time from creation
(Anno Mundi—AM-—era of the world). Soncino says that while we see
that the Chachamim were familiar with this dating system it did not get
into public use until much later. Soncino’s best guess is that dating from
creation came into widespread use in Spain in the 12% century in order
to avoid being forced to use the CE system which began being used in
France and Germany in the 10 century.



90 : Hakirab, the Flatbush Journal of Jewish Law and Thought

explanation, however, is given for how XI°J71 °27 knew to change the
prediction listed in the Baraisa and why he did not simply give the
year” as 4228? In our explanations of the two mashiach predictions in
Sanbedrin we suggested that Rav Ashi and X277 772 XX 27 altered
the original predictions because they lived after the designated time,
based on CC, and mashiach had not come. If the same model is
applied here, we suggest that X1°I1 27 refers to NDXT K11 399
who preceded Rav Ashi by about 15 years (as mentioned previously
Rav Ashi died about 4352 CC) and lived after 4231 CC. Thus the
predicted time of mashiach’s arrival as 4231 had truly passed even
before his lifetime according to CC. His rephrasing of the prediction
in terms of placing the date as 400 years after the destruction of the
2" Temple (i.e., 4394 CC) once again pushed the prediction into the
future.”® His emendation is reminiscent of the change made in

33 Based on footnote 26 dealing with the decomposition of history into
850 year units, it is possible that X117 °27 phrases his words in terms of
400 years because he is willing to view history as being broken into 400
year intervals. Note that significant eras that lasted approximately 400
years include: Egyptian Exile—400, Entry into Eretz Yisrael until the
Building of the First Temple—440, First Temple—410 (including the
time it took to build it), Second Temple—420 (including the time it
took to build it).

3 See footnote 31. We are thus rejecting the alternative possibility that it
is the more frequently implied ®nn 72 8117 27 who would have died
circa 4171CC which is well before the predicted date.

3 The point here then is not that the simple implication of the Gemara is
to say that there is a 3 year difference between the two opinions but
rather to make sure that both are referring to an event approximately
400 years after the destruction of the 2rd Temple, i.e. 4228 JC=4394
CC. We note that Ritva disagrees with Rashi’s explanation of the thrust of
the Gemara in Avodah Zarah. According to Ritva the Gemara is not
predicting the coming of washiach but saying if a point in time has been
reached where mashiach should have come, but did not, it means that our
sins have prevented his coming. If that is the case Ritva says then it must
follow that our persecution will intensify to the point in which we lose
everything. That being the case, if someone were offered a deal where he
could make a considerable sum of money he should turn it down because
it was inevitable that his profit will be taken from him. According to
Ritva, the Gemara is extending the concept of ¥12X "7 X1 of wmnya
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Sanbedrin by ¥277 772 XAR 27, Thus according to Rashi’s
understanding of 0 1" the amoraim in both Sanbedrin as well as
Avodah Zarah, who immediately follow the claim of 17X *27 Xin, all
make more sense assuming they were employing a CC system.

In summary we suggest the Zannaim used JC but the amoraim
used CC. However, the amoraim would never openly challenge the
designation of a given year but let their chronology come through
from the context of their statements. In this way, it was important for
the Gemara in Sanbedrin and Avodah Zarah to follow up the statement
of ¥PPX "27 RN with incidents that demonstrate the silent dissent of
the amoraim with the fannaic chronology. If so, we would then suggest,
that when the Gemara says,

XD RNW 7V ,77I0 0NN X1 OR PR TN Q09K 1w
DR 990D

Xnwi 7Y, which according to Ritva was said by Rav Ashi, is not
asking a question (as Rashi and Ritva claim™) but asserting his
disagreement with JC and his opinion that Torah started with Sinai
and his era is within the 2000 year Torah period. The subsequent
statement concerning Avraham and the calculation of Sinai having
taken place in 2448 is then a response to demonstrate the weakness
in Rav Ashi’s argument, i.e., if Torah started at Sinai then #bu lasted
far too long. Rav Ashi’s (unsaid response) would most probably
attribute the delay to ...127% wmnya.”

Possible Halachic Implications: Shemittah and the
Missing Years

While it may be conceptually acceptable to alter historical chronology
to accomplish a major goal, it is not reasonable to do so if the change

I WREW 70 170 WY 12, ie. not only is mashiach’s arrival not imminent
but in addition things will get worse.
36 Which, as we explained previously, leads to the difficulty of why the 1+
question is separated from its explanation (Rashi) or the second
question (Ritva)?
Which, as we explained in footnote 35, is how Ritva understood the
later Gemara.

37
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leads to halachic or theological errors. In this section we demonstrate
that the deletion of 166 years of history was done in a manner that
exacted no fall-out of consequence.

The first issue to consider in changing historical chronology
is the effect it will have on our yearly calendar system. In determining
the start of a new year, Rosh Hashanah, for any given year the central
most important calculation is the 720 of Tishre/ of that year. The
calculation of the molad of any Tishrei begins by knowing the molad of
Tishrei of the year of creation (this is known as the year of #h#”* and
its molad is > 7173) and bringing the molad forward in time to the year
in question. If in fact, our calendar is missing 166 years, the calculated
molad 1s incorrect and hence the starting point of Rosh Hashanah is
incorrect.

There are several good reasons why this is not a matter of
concern but most are beyond the scope of this paper. Suffice it to say
that Rebbe Yosi lived during a period when the start of the new
month (year) was determined by actual visual observation and rote
calculations played only a very minor and insignificant role in the
process.

P LIPRIT DY PRIWW 1T X L1 P9 WA WP Maon
PITPTA 1NN QY 0T 72 YApnW YW PYTM Pawnn
W AT IR AR Y79 0T LW PRIVIERAY 172 ,77207
TAVARY PAWAT RIWT LPAWAT MR NNM AR KD

38 PR 27 RN uses this word to represent the metaphysical state of a
Torah-less world. It is used in 2:X n"WX12 to describe the state of the
physical world at the time of creation. In the context of the calendar it
refers to the first year of creation. Adam was created on the first Friday
and that day was Rosh Hashanah. Thus, the first day of creation, the
previous Sunday, was the 251 of Elul. In reality no day existed before
this one. However, for the sake of calculation we extrapolate back in
time to the beginning of this year which had only 5 real days. This year
is referred to as the year of whu (i.e., it was for the most part not real.)
A complete description of this system is beyond the scope of this
paper. Interested readers can see the details, terms and methodology in
Rambam, w1 wp maon. A brief review of this material can be found
in A 5765 Anomaly, “Tradition,” Vol. 38, No. 3, Fall 2004, pp. 40-59.
We would also point out that the critical value of 7772 is not mentioned
anywhere in Gemara.

39
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X72 DX12°p YWY PITRT K92 OXIp NYW PYTM 217°pa
720 RAPIT RITLOVXNART D092 ROR PITRT

Thus, certainly for the time of Rebbe Yosi, dropping 166
years had no affect on the start of Rosh Chodesh. We must however
stress that even today when our calendar is determined solely by
calculation, the 166 year discrepancy does not affect the
determination of Rosh Hashanah. As evidence of this we refer to
Figure 1, Explanatory Note b, where we point out that Ramban and
Rabbenu Bechaya disagree with conventional JC, that the exile in
Egypt was only 210 years, and yet they have no difficulty maintaining
our calendar based on the same calculations we do."

A second issue to consider as a by product of changing world
chronology is whether there is any theological significance to altering
the age of the world. As we said in the introductory section of this
paper:

“Rabbi Schwab himself had a change of heart with respect

to his 1962 explanation ... In a 1991 revision of his 1962

work, he rejects the historical chronology because it

challenges the accepted count from creation which he

asserts is ‘sacred territory which only fools do not fear to

tread upon.””

Rabbi Schwab’s reference to the theological inadmissibility of
challenging the “accepted count” is unclear. If it refers to the belief
that: The world is roughly 6000 years old and not the billions of years
promulgated by science, then the addition or subtraction of several
hundred years is not a critical matter. The essence in the difference of
the two positions is that if 6000 is correct then the world could not
have come about by an evolutionary process since it is too young to
have evolved as science describes. If Rabbi Schwab is alluding to a
more restrictive need to believe that: The world is exactly 5766 as we
curvently calenlate it, the question is what evidence is there that this is a
fundamental matter of faith? As a counter-example we once again
point to Ramban and Rabbenu Bechaya who offered a chronology of
the length of time that the Jews were enslaved in Egypt that differs
from JC by 30 years. Is Rabbi Schwab then suggesting that only large

40 A discussion of why this is so is beyond the scope of this paper.
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deviations from 5766 are not acceptable but small ones are? This
seems unlikely. We thus see no theological difficulty in the Chachanin:
purposely changing chronology to achieve a significant objective.

The one area, that we feel changing chronology can
potentially cause significant halachic problems, is with respect to
shemittah being observed in the wrong years. In the rest of this section
we will discuss the issue of shemittah and explain why it is not a
problem.

The need to observe shemittah was first triggered by the Jewish
people settling Eretz Yisrael in the time of Yehoshua' and remained
in effect until the de-sanctification of the land upon the destruction

of the 1% Temple. Shemittah was later reinitiated upon the return from
Galus Bavel,

502,007 20w 0D T 79T 0 PAD Bam Tuvmw mobn
;TIY DOVAW L7200 PR TIRWN LPIRT A202wn 0T I
ryawt mwn™ Ty 0wy MRe ¥R, 103 7
YNNG WY AW AR R RTY Y 0710
W NP2 IR0 TOWY WIPYW O NIW WYY LNR 7UIA Nab
D DY AR DWRN NIW WP MUKRY Yaw 1M ,aunw
WIPY 79 MR PO PN AW N°2a 9aY aw o ROW

Bahiela)

4 As we will explain later it actually started not with the original entry into
Eretz Yisrael but rather 14 years later with w12° and p12°n.

42 When Rambam says the 27 Temple lasted 420 years the count is from
the time it began being built in 3408 and not upon its completion in
3413 (see Chazon Ish np 10 7" nmK). This is analogous to the way we
count the 410 years the 1st Temple lasted, i.e. 410 years from the start
of construction, with the completion and actual occupation of the
Temple not taking place for another 7 years, i.e.,

1222 7Y NORT A1 .17 07,003 102,70,V LTI T ) B K avshn

I VY TR WIYR-7991 107237 .M 193 IR WIN w012
Thus, when we say that the Shemittah cycle began 6 years after the start
of the work with the arrival of Ezra, in effect it began close to the point
in time when the 2rd Temple was actually completed. We note that
historians agree that the amount of time between the two temples was
70 years but they count it from the destruction of the 15t Temple until
the completion of the building of the 204 Temple.
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Based on Rebbe Yosi’s 420 year chronology, after excluding
the first 6 years which preceded Ezra’s arrival and the sanctification
of the land, the 2™ Temple was destroyed in the 414" year after the
reinstitution of shemittah. This was then the 14" year of the 9" yovel
cycle and shemittah, i.e.* (414Mod50)Mod7=0, and the year that
started two months later was the first of a new shemittah cycle.
Rambam concludes that the observance of all future shemittah years is
based on how many years it is from the churban year. If our suggestion
that >0 "27 purposely changed the count by 166 years is correct, then
the Temple lasted 586 years. If, as before, we subtract the 6 years prior
to Bzra’s arrival,” the destruction of the 2™ Temple took place in the
580" year of a shemittah cycle or, equivalently, in the 30" year of the 12"
yovel, i.e., the 2™ year of shemittah—(580Mod50)Mod7=2. Presumably,
by the time of *01° °27 the tradition of observing shemittah had continued
non-stop for hundreds of years. How then could he suggest a
calculation which resulted in a different shemittah count?

We suggest that Rebbe Yosi himself addressed this question
in a second oft quoted adage:

SRIT QPY NIOT P2AYIA MR DY C27 W'N... XY fT Py
V7 MR INWRI2 D027 270w MR 200 arh oam
191 ... NPT DOYOAW ORXIM 7% DAY ORXWAY 0 2R2 AYWn

... Tawa

3 le., XModY is the remainder of X divided by Y. Hence 414Mod50=14,
and 14Mod7=0. In a Mod50 system all answers are between 0 and 49,
and 0 means it is yovel In a Mod7 system all answers are between 0
and 0, and 0 denotes shemittah. Any number other than 0 means it is
that number year in the shemittah cycle.

4 In truth, the subtraction of 6 years in this scenario probably makes no
sense. It is only in JC that Ezra came in the 7% year of the 2nd Temple.
In CC Ezra came many years later. We will, however, resolve the
problem without directly dealing with this issue.
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i.e. he asserts that the destruction of the 2™ Temple was in the first
year of a shemuttah cycle. The Gemara itself later challenges this
assertion as being inconsistent with our assertion of Rebbe Yosi that
the 2" Temple lasted 420 years.

PP NMOWR SN NOYCAY ORXIMA P TR PY... 20 nT
X°JAN IRD VAR DMWY IRA VAR 3P 93 1w D02 TN
XDW2 77 M0 DWW WY WO AW Cn S0 hav
..l

WP RV POH0T TV 3w NOW T MR OWR 27 ... .0 0T
M2 N7aY NP2 PIRA (T RITY) 22007 10 W KPR
ar 7Y K17 XN R0 (Y RAY) PN 20w 0T RITOR
RIM X291 W7 MIoA% W NIw X7 QIR 709 XN9N
(T RITY) 25007 1Y M2 RV 79V ART 7IWD AT NN
L7979 DOYRAWT TIW RO WO WA 275w RN

Hence, Rambam’s assertion that the destruction of the 2™

Temple occurred on shemittah is based on the Gemara’s suggestion to
exclude the first six years in order to reconcile two seemingly
contradictory statements by Rebbe Yosi. However, if in fact the
historical chronology is correct then the 2™ Temple lasted 586 and, if
we do not subtract anything and assume, as the Gemara originally did,
that shemittah began immediately” with the building of the 2™

45

The idea that we can count shemittah from the start of the 2nd Temple
appears at first to be untenable. As Rambam said in the above cited
> 71990, it was the arrival of Ezra that was designated as 7w %2 which
imbued the land with holiness so that the land related mizvos had to
once again be observed. This concept is more fully presented by
Rambam previously in nman mao:
IR VDWW IR DRI T TR WADW MIXINT RO7T--000 722 7NKRT ORI PIR 2R
IR AMOWN N YRIWD T DA .0°27 W12 RIPIT R AN ORI 211 DYTH R0
ORI PR RIPIIPR--077712KY 730010 PR 72 197OR--01P7 JARYY 1WA 1970w vaw
DY AR ,2°02wH PR PR 93 9177 1021 W PR T 9100Y jNNNAT 90 12 1AW 07
APPT W12 LAV VAW 93 TRYIWI TN W23 RN ROW 179--1WwA01 ROW 0D
JNWITR P02 A TO--INWRY AWTR WIPNN L0018 9w pimaw 93 [A] Y
TRVY AWTR R ANYWY OwTR 7293 WION C19n Anvaw COh--InwRa TwiTpw
NTAWA TPIW TWITR MWTR--PORT NIPR2 PTIM LTAT %12 1w Pa T K1Y
... X022 TNV 3NYWS ,000Y
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Temple, then the destruction of the 2™ Temple took place in the 36"
year of the 12" yovel, or in the 1% year of shemittah as required i.e.,
(586Mod50)Mod7=1. Thus, while °01 "33 on the one hand was
omitting 166 years of history (777 7712V) he was making sure that it
did not effect shemittah observance by explicitly stating (in 727V) the
status of the year of the destruction. If any problem arose upon
anyone doing the actual calculation based on the 420 years, Rebbe
Yosi figured it would always be possible to reconcile the new count
by deducting some years at the start of the 420 (as *WX 27 did).

Our suggestion that Rebbe Yosi was in fact claiming that the
year of the destruction of the 2™ Temple was a post shemittah yeat,
disagrees with Rambam’s 5™ halacha which claims that the year after
the destruction was a post shemittah year. Nevertheless, the scenario
we have described based on the historical chronology fits the words
of "0 "27 more precisely than Rambam’s explanation. Rambam
begins 2211 7w nw M3%:, by saying:

TIW WY YIIROMRD MIN? TN ChRRM L. N
DWW WYY LTI YN 20w ww" nRIw--PIRD 101010
0% IRY TR 92w 7Y L,(3,00 RIP) "R
P12°72 DI VAW ,PIRT W22 WY 201w AW IROR
JINZOW TV PIRD 1010107 ORI 111 2092 WY VAW A
LN DOYAW OREIA LAWK N7 20,72 IRYW I
WYY I NIRA Y2IRW--TNO7 922 DWW ww DI
JIWRI D02 TRy 00

Rambam thus places the destruction of the 1% Temple the
year after shemittah and that of the 2™ Temple the year of shemittab (i.c.
in 71 71997 he says the post shemittah year was the one that began 2
months after the destruction). But this is not consistent with Rebbe
Yosi’s own statement

wR N (P 0 7" nMX) asks this question on the X1MX M of the

Gemara in 127 that the years prior to Ezra should have also been

counted and answers:

MY DRI A0 DR WP RV XY RV QTP TR ORIV 2907 77207 WOK)

D"y MY 1PNAW 1P AWITR ONW RV AW ROR WYNA APKRY YIRT DR PaR
hivairyRalliathinih!

We are suggesting that this X1»X M1 may in fact be correct.
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This answer is quite forced.” Our explanation avoids this problem.
Besides the “better fit” based on the inclusion of the 166
years there is additional evidence that the year of the 2™ dhurban was a
post-shemittah year. Rambam, 1 112%7, identifies the year in which he
wrote these halachos as 1107 years after the churban and “4936 from
creation:”

L1272 VAW ARMY AR NIW ROTW T W AT P12wn 000
LI 1PIMS NIRD YAIRY ARRY DO1RWY VAW nIw Rw
—PX% 299K NYATRY MIRD YW DWW WW NI ROW

5217 19 DMWY DAR NIW XU 0w nw R

Unlike today, when “years from creation” is our normal way
of identifying yearly time, in the era of the 7Iwn, the X723 and for a
considerable period afterwards a variety of other reference points
were used. The spectrum of possibilities is illustrated in the following:

NIO%n awh ,NINT 1KY M2 WD 2N 7,7 0N I
...D7277 12719 IR ,N927 17127, Mobn awd 1T

4 Rashi, .7 1279, resolves the discrepancy by suggesting that 420 refers to
complete years and that the churban took place in the following year.
The problem with this approach is that the equivalent calculation for
the 1st Temple which ended on a post shemittah year, ie. 480-40-
16+410=8306, assumes the churban took place on the 410 year of the 15t
Temple. It again seems forced to say that two numbers that are stated
in the same way (ie., 410 for the 1t Temple and 420 for the 2nd
Temple) are to be interpreted differently. Our explanation avoids the
problem.

47 We will explain this part of the statement a little later in the text. See
also footnote 32 for a discussion of “years from creation.”
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In 1 7997 Rambam uses several of these designations, i.e.,
years from the destruction of the Temple, NMI0W 1°12 (from the Greek
period) and the year from creation. Unfortunately, the exact meaning
of “from creation” when used in early sources is not always clear.
Chazon Ish (P 12°0 7”7 1"R) explains that in general when the year
for an event is calculated based on Biblical numbers we can never be
certain whether the year:

o Is the one in which the event took place.

o Is the number of complete years that elapsed before
the event in question took place (i.e. the event took
place in the next year).

. Is being counted from the birth of Adam or the Rosh
Hashanah one year earlier.

The question thus becomes what Rambam meant by “4936
from creation.” Fortunately, we have a similar reference by Rambam

in Hilchos Kiddush Hachodesh 11:16:*

IR LR NMI9PI2 0OIN2AA URW 2°07177 1PRY AR 02D
WAAW P WY 79°9% ;7292 17 NYRI PAWRY KOX

4 The world was created on the 25" of E/u/. That year had only 5 days
and is referred to as the year of ¥1n (.e. most of it did not really exist).
Adam was created on the Friday of the week of creation. If we count
time from Adam, he was created in year 1. If we count time from the
start of fbu, Adam was created on Rosh Hashanah of year 2. Our
current calendar system uses Zob# as its base. See Appendix.

49 HEdgar Frank, page 25, Talmudic and Rabbinical Chronology also makes the
association between Rambam in wnwni vrp (K”H) and Rambam in
P2 mwnw. His analysis and conclusions, however, are significantly
different than ours. A more complete discussion of this material is
beyond the scope of this paper. As an aside, from the dates listed in
both of these halachos, one might try to conclude that K”H which
precedes Shemittah 1yovel in the Yad, was written 2 years later. Finally,
in K”H 9:5, two chapters earlier, Rambam offers an example using the
year 4930. However, he does not indicate there that it actually was the
year he was writing it. See Sichos in English, Vol. 21, Iyar 5744, “Shabbos
Parshas Chukas, 1t Day of Rosh Chodesh Tammuz, 57447, for a
discussion by the Lubavitcher Rebbe on the dating issues.
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His association of 4938 “from creation” with 1109 after the
churban (and 1489 from nMMLW) is exactly consistent with his
designation in 221 70MW of the year 4936 “from creation” with 1107
trom the churban (and 1487 trom N10W). But in K”H he also explains
that all years from creation are reckoned from the molad BaHaRaD of
Tishrei of the year prior to the creation of Adam, ie. the
nomenclature used today in our calendar:

MY DY ANTIRY 70N T TIW TN T TR WY 1 1
NMRY NY2WA ORI ,I0WT NPIRY X7 0WD OR--T717
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Extrapolating backwards, we now know that Rambam wrote
221 v in 1175 CE/1176 CE and, according to him, the churban
took place in® 3829 (68 CE/ 69 CE).

That 68/69 is the year in which Rambam believes the 2™
Temple was destroyed can also be deduced from the UMW calendar
now in use. When Rambam in 1 719%77 concludes that the year 4936 is
a shemittah year he is using the standard shemittah/yovel 7/50 year
model. Thus, the year 4936 was 414+1107=1521 years after the

5 Edgar Frank, page 22 says Rambam is “The only Rabbinical source
within 1500 years” to correctly date the churban to T0CE. We disagree.
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reinstitution of shemittah. Since (1521Mod50)Mod7=0, the year in
which he was writing the halacha, 4936 was shemittah exactly as was
the year of the destruction of the 2™ Temple.”! However, in n:7 71397
Rambam offers a different view on how shemittah is determined today
based on a Gaonic mesorah that when there is no temple there is no
yovel. In this view, the shemittah status for any year can easily be
calculated by knowing how many years it is from the destruction of
the Temple and simply dividing by 7, i.e. XMod7:

SUOR DN WOR DT X7 N0AYW 1IMR 2ONRAT 90 DaAN T
7°°12) WK NP2 1270 7AW TIW 2°VaWwT TR R RO
,AINR2 290w 197 ;921 K72 ,7272 MAw ROR 1w N2
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Hence 4936 is a post-shemittah year because 1107Mod7=1 and

thus one year later in the shemittah cycle than the year of the
destruction. In terms of which system to ultimately adopt, Rambam
concluded 11 715971 by backing the Gaonic position.

51

Rambam does not mention the details of this calculation but merely
that it was the 215t year of a yowe/ cycle. Note, the entire calculation is
necessary and it is not sufficient to merely assert that since 4936 is 1107
years after the churban and (1107Mod50)Mod7=0 it follows that
4936=3829 with respect to shemittah. The problem is that there are
possible 0’s resulting from the Mod50 component which indicate it is
yovel, not shemittah. The simple counter example is year 4965 which is
1136 years after the 71m. Using only 1136 we get
(1136Mod50)Mod7=1, ie. 4965 is the 1st year in a shemittah cycle.
Using the full number count from the building of the 2°d Temple you
get (1550Mod50)=0, i.e., it is a_yove/ year.
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We most recently observed 0w in 5761 (2000/2001). In
the Gaonic system, with respect to their position in the shemittah cycle
4935 (1174/1175 CE)=5761 and thus also shewittah (i.c., (5761-
4935)Mod7=826Mod7=0). Our current system is then consistent
with Rambam’s statement that according to the Gaonim 4936
(1175/1176) was the 1% year of a shemittah cycle. Regressing this
further back 1107 years to the period of the churban and applying
1107Mod7=1, means that 3829 (68/69) was a shemittah year. Since
Rambam, places the churban of the 2™ Temple in shemittah that means
he dates the churban to Av” of 3829 or equivalently the summer of 69.
Historical records, however, seem to place the churban in 70 CE> or
in the first year of a shemittah cycle, exactly as attested to by the literal
words of Rebbe Yosi.

Based on all of the above Rambam’s explanation and our
interpretation of Rebbe Yosi lead to the same halachic shemittah
designation for all post churban years. The only difference is whether
the churban took place in 69 (Rambam, Shemittah) or 70 (Historical,
Post-shemittah). Based on the above we argue that Rebbe Yosi
statement in Eruchin is not to merely offer a homiletical evaluation of
what happened. Rather, his major intention was to make a halachic
statement which allows him to disrupt the history line without
affecting the designation of shemittah years.

52 Rambam’s dating of the churban to 3829 is not inconsistent with our
previous calculation that identified 3828 as the year of the churban.
Looking at the three alternatives previously presented by w'X i
concerning the meaning of 3828, i.e.:

o Is the one in which the event took place,

o Is the number of complete years that elapsed before the event in
question took place (i.e. the event took place in the next year),

. Is being counted from the birth of Adam or the Rosh Hashanah
of tobn.

As we have seen before, Rambam counts from year fobu. 1f the Gemara’s
count is from Adam then Rambam’s 3829 and the Gemara’s 3828 are
reconcilable.

53 This dates the churban to 3830. This is consistent with 3828 by applying
both the 2nd choice and the second option of choice 3 mentioned in the
previous footnote (see WX 11M).
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Tannaim and Amoraim

It is interesting that although Rebbe Yosi’s intentional rewriting of
history did not have halachic implications for shemittah, it may have
had significant halachic implications in a totally different arena. It is
well accepted that amoraim cannot dispute assertions of fannain, and
post-Talmudic sages cannot dispute amorazc opinions. The origin of
this principle as well as its rationale is, however, unclear. Table 2
summarizes the three prevailing views on this subject.

Table 2

Reasons for not Allowing Disagreements Amongst
Chachamim of Different Talmudic and Post-Talmudic Eras

Source Reason
At the completion of the Mishnah it was
Kesef proposed and accepted that future Chachamim

Mishnah could not disagree with the Mishnah. A similar
(Mamrim 2:1) | agreement was reached at the completion of the
Gemara.

The mesorah ended with the amoraim. Hence
Rabbi Chaim | post-amoraim could not disagree with amoraim.
Soloveitchik | In principal the amoraim could argue with the
tannaim, but they chose not to.

The amoraim recognized that they were not on
the same level as their predecessors and thus
Chazon Ish | would not disagree with them.”* Similarly, the
post-Talmudic rabbis were unwilling to dispute
opinions of amoraic origins.

54 - : -
See Meiri, Introduction to Avos, who says that on rate occasions when an

amora felt that a Mishnah was in error, he would amend the language of
the Mishnah.



104 : Hakirab, the Flathush Journal of Jewish Law and Thonght

The veracity of the principle and our inability to supply its
origins is clearly articulated in the following n1n v ( 2°X°21 NN
70N R MR, p. VP)
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We suggest .0 777 772v as the source of both of these
principles. In its question and answer, the Gemara entertained two
possible starting points for the Torah period, i.e., Avraham at age 52
(year 2000) or Sinai (year 2448), and possibly, two counting
conventions (Figure 3 below).

° If we count from Avraham:
° JC—Torah era ends with the end of the
tannaim (Mishnah),
° CC—Torah era ends with the destruction of

the 2™ Temple. Neither tannaim after 172" or
amoraim are in the Torah era.

° If we count from Sinai:
° JC—Torah era includes savaraim and the first 90
years of the gaonim,
o CC—Torah era ends with the end of the

amoraim (Gemara).
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Figure 3

From Birth of Avraham Until the Completion of the Gemara

Jewish and Conventional Chronology

Creation 2000 2448  3828JC/ 3948JC/  4254JC/  4360]C/
3994CC 4114CC  4420CC  4526CC

Avraham  Exodus, 2nd Completion Completion End of
in Sinai. Temple of of Gemara.  Savoraim.
Charan. Destroyed ~ Mishnah. End of Start of
End of Amoraim. Gaonim.
Tannaim. Start of
Savoraim.
|<—2000 Years CC—|

|«——— 2000 Years JC ——|
|«——— 2000 Years CC ——|
|¢—— 2000 Years JC —— |

The fannaim, not knowing what was to follow, started Torah
with Avraham’s proselytizing not long after the haflagah and closed
the era according to JC with the completion of the Mishnah.
Amoraim, however, started Torah with Sinai and applied
Conventional Chronology, thereby closing the era with the
completion of the Gemara. Yet despite the fact that the amoraim
championed CC, as we have shown they at no time took an open
stand directly challenging the JC numbers of the zannaim. Rather, they
were content with allowing their disagreement to subtly emerge from
their rewording of old zannaic dicta that seemed at odds with historical
reality. Our halachic principle of disallowing disputes between
tannaim, amoraim and later Chachamim represents a continuation of this
relationship and a validation of the implication of both chronologies,
1.e., amoraim cannot disagree with fannains; gaonim cannot disagree with
amoraim.”

% Throughout this presentation we have stressed that Tanna D’Bei
Eliyahu’s division of the world into three periods is meant to attribute
halachic significance to knowledge emanating from the 2000 year Torah
period. In this section we suggested that this can be translated into such
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practical an application as not allowing scholars of the post-Torah era
to openly disagree with their Torah era predecessors. Chagon Ish, maon
1D 10 Mo, actually attempts to derive a much more far reaching
interpretation of the 2000 year period of Torah. He asserts there that
the significance of the Torah period is that it was the era of Torah
“creativity,” and determination of all subsequent halachic decisions
were to be based on the facts of that period. Thus, for example, if the
Talmud defines Mo 1> as being incurable illnesses with an expected
life span of less than one year, then, Chagon Ish claims, even if medical
science can now cure these illnesses, they remain halachic #erefos because
our frame of reference must always be the Era of Torah. In support of
his view, Chagon Ish references:
D’b’ﬂﬂ) T39°01 AR M0 K12 WK 27 7IWH 710 N1 M 027 ... 9D 1T RYOXHD K32
LOMPINRY AP OX OWIPD IR RN TV (3V
and adds “and we do not have new Torah after them.” Thus, this
period was not merely the time when Torah was studied. It was the
time when Torah was still being defined. Note that Chagon Ish does not
take the argument as far as we did to justify the rule for the amorainm not
being able to disagree with the famnaim. From his quote he, in fact,
appears to include amoraim in the Torah period (seemingly rejecting the
Gemara’s answer that Torah starts with Avraham and agreeing with Rav
Ashi—according to Ritva—that Sinai is the start of Torah). As outlined
in Table 2, Chagon Ish adheres to the theory that fannaim, amoraim and
those that followed them were aware of the decline in knowledge and
voluntarily agreed not to dispute the words of their predecessors. We
are suggesting that using his reasoning, an analysis of the time line and
the disputes over chronology allows us to take his hypothesis much
further and in fact distinguish the fannaim from the amoraim. While it
may certainly be true that the learning of Torah was not limited to the
two thousand years, as Rashi in Sanbedrin points out, Torah creativity
was. As a direct consequence of the different role and responsibilities
of the Chachamim of the Torah and post-Torah eras, disputes between
the two groups were impossible.

A less radical reading of the difference between a Torah era that starts
with Avraham and one that starts with Sinai can perhaps be formulated
based on a recent essay (2005) by Rabbi Nathan L. Cardozo entitled
“The Beth Midrash of Avraham Avinu: Tentative Thoughts Towards a
Jewish Religious Renaissance.” Rabbi Cardozo differentiates between
the beth bidrash of Avraham and the beth midrash of Moshe:
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Summary and Concluding Comments:
Tanna D’Bei Eliyahu Revisited

It is interesting to note that comments attributed to D’Bei Eliyahu
are generally’® messianic and non-halachic in nature. In light of this
we suggest that 172X here is referring to ¥°2X the prophet and our
belief that his return will precede and herald the messianic era. In this
vein, D’Bei Eliyahu represents a group of people who preached and
urged repentance and good conduct so that mashiach could/would
finally come. The dating of such a group would most logically be
after the destruction of the second Temple, up to and including the
general era in which Rebbe lived. We would even venture a guess as
to the identity of some of the Chachamim included in D’Bei Eliyahu.
Note, that there are several places in Shas (e.g., Berachos 3a) where
Rebbe Yosi bar Chalafta’s encounters with °2X are mentioned.
Similarly, we find in Baba Metzia 59b and other places that Rebbe
Nasan (the co-author of the Mishnah with Rebbe) met with ¥19X.
We, therefore, suggest that D’Bei Eliyahu are a group of late fannaim
(including Rebbe Yosi and Rebbe Nasan) who are said to have met
with 119X and who, when speaking about matters of mashiach, spoke

“We must therefore realize that Judaism did not start as a
halachic tradition, as we know it today. It took hundreds of years
before the Sinai revelation with all its halachic implications,
became possible. Much had to happen before such an exalted
moment. Halacha had to grow out of the Abrahamic experience.
It is only #ben that the Beth Midrash of Moshe Rabbenu became
possible. It is the Beth Midrash of halachic discussion and
halachic decision-making. But such a Beth Midrash must first of
all be grounded in the existential “emunal” orientated Beth
Midrash of Avraham Avinu.”
Rabbi Cardozo does not cite our Gemara in Avodah Zarah in his essay,
but the difference between where to start the 2000 years certainly
resonates from this Gemara.
5 In all, there are 9 different statements attributed to Tanna D’Bei
Eliyahu in Bavli and none in Yerushalmi:
1) . » naw, 2) .72 onoy, 3) 2P onos , 4) D AP =AY A7, 5) D PR,
6) X P70, 7) JX PITII0 = .0 1y, 8) :m 17y, and 9) :2% Tan.
Only #3 is directly related to a halacha. All of the rest deal with n»nn
o°nnn, 020, Mashiach, earth, advice, etc.
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with the more authoritative designation of D’Bei Eliyahu. As we have
also mentioned previously, we find D’Bei Eliyahu citing works of
Rebbe Akiva and Rebbe Nasan. Since Rebbe Akiva was the teacher
of Rebbe Yosi bar Chalafta, and Rebbe Yosi bar Chalafta and Rebbe
Nasan were part of the D’Bei Eliyahu, this is not surprising. We also
find the Gemara relating stoties concerning 172X visiting Rebbe Yosi
and Rebbe in Baba Metzia 83-84.

If our assumptions are correct, the chronology and the
statement of D’Bei Eliyahu offered in .0 -7 777 7712Y are authored by
the same or contemporary Chachamim. In accord with our contention
of the previous section that Rebbe Yosi was willing to go to great
lengths (i.e., change chronology) to assure the universal acceptance of
the Mishnah, we can offer new insights into the meaning of the well
known dicta attributed to D’Bei Eliyahu (:13 72°32):

72 RIW 12 [0M 2P 992 MY AW 92 IR 02T KIn
X271 29w

What does “Halachos” refer to? The preceding Gemara in
Megillah used the word “Halachos” and Rashi translates it as “he
taught Mishnayos to falmidim.” Thus, the same D’Bei Eliyahu who
subdivide the world’s 6000 years into three 2000 year intervals, also
encourage the learning of Mishnayos as a way of being guaranteed a
share in the world to come. This is not mere coincidence. The
purpose of both is to give Mishnah credibility and encourage its
acceptance and learning as a way of achieving the world to come.”

57 Perhaps this is also the meaning of the word 75%7 in the following
expression authored by 21 who straddled the Zannaic and amoraic petiods:
DO 1913 197K TR0 997 7397 VIvAn 9O 27 R 7707 20 0K L. IRX AT P70
ORAW° 927 RO WD 2P NP AWM AW 112 X AN (37 2°727) 0K PR

PWRI2 W Dwwn
Not merely content with lauding Mishnah as a major work, Rav intends
here to put it on a par with the written Torah and traces its lineage back
to creation.
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“What has Passed has Passed”

As we have previously discussed, according to the Rebbe Yosi’s
chronology, the question and answer dialogue in Avodah Zarah
concerning D’Bei Eliyahu’s decomposition of the six thousand years,
is problematic. The entire discussion is based on the assumption that
mashiach cannot come before the year 4000. If D’Bei Eliyahu is fannaic
then it predates 4000 (i.e., the zannaic period would have ended with
Rebbe prior to the year 4000 JC). If D’Bei Eliyahu is the work of an
amora then it is contradicted by the actions of Rebbe Akiva and his
contemporaries in proclaiming Bar Kochba (about 3880 JC) mashiach?

However, if the historical chronology is correct, the Bar
Kochba revolt would have taken place in 4046 and the zannaic period
would have ended in 4114. Our suggestion that D’Bei Eliyahu dates
from about the period of Rebbe Yosi bar Chalafta until the end of
the fannaic period would have allowed Rav Ashi (around 4431) to
have authored the questions and answers of the Gemara in Avodah
Zarah in a completely logical sequence and with the intention of
restoring the proper time line.”

In summation, we are suggesting that in promulgating its
view of world history, D’Bei Eliyahu were employing the chronology
presented by Rebbe Yosi bar Chalafta. This chronology was designed
and chosen because the two thousand years of Torah end with the
writing of the Mishnah. D’Bei Eliyahu’s statement is not in and of

** In Sanhedrin 94a, X79p M3, a disciple of Rebbe, asserts that Hashem

wanted to make P mashiach but decided not to. According to all
chronologies, mpm was definitely before 4000. Is X79p 92 consistent
with D’Bei Eliyahu? o»n vy asks this question (Sawbedrin 97a) and
suggests that P was so great that Hashen was contemplating altering
his plans for him. We suggest that the Gemara (Sanbedrin 94b) lauds the
period of mpin for its unprecedented high state of Torah (“they
searched from Dan to Be’er Sheva and did not find an ‘am ha'arery
from Givat to Antifres and did not find a male or female child, man or
woman who were not experts in the laws of unclean and clean ...”).
Consistent with our interpretation of the views expressed by the D’Bei
Eliyahu that the culmination of the Torah period is followed by the
messianic petiod, it is only natural that 7P era could have been a
catalyst for mashiach. Alas, as the Maharsha points out, it was not to be
because of other considerations (“raga /%, raza Ii”).



110 : Hakirab, the Flathush Journal of Jewish Law and Thonght

itself contradicted by Rebbe Akiva proclaiming Bar Kochba as
Mashiach, because as Rashi explained in Sanbedrin, mashiach can come
before the year 4000.

It nevertheless is somewhat disingenuous for D’Bei Eliyahu
to bemoan the delay in mashiach when according to the calculations
they are perpetuating they themselves are living in just about the time
mashiach was destined to come. We would therefore like to suggest a
different interpretation of the phrase WX W 77 171 WRX’ 1270 11NNV
2. In a previous section we explained how the dicta from D’Bei
Eliyahu decomposing the world into 3 two thousand year periods is
not purely aggadaic but also has halachic ramifications. In this section
we would like to explain that D’Bei Eliyahu is also expressing a
theological view on how a committed Torah observant Jew is
supposed to view the world. In essence D’Bei Eliyahu’s presents a
glorified eternally forward moving view of world history. First the
world would endure a period of “#ohu” personified by the absence of
Torah. This was to be followed by a more elevated era ushered in by
Avraham Avinu. This period would eventually culminate with the
giving of the Torah at Sinai and the acceptance of the mifzvos by
Avraham’s descendants who promised to observe the Torah and
study it forever. Finally, history would culminate in a messianic era
where the glory of Hashen and his Torah™ would reign supreme over
an entire world. In this picture of history, backsliding may possibly
occur within relatively small pockets of time when the Jewish people
do not conduct themselves as Hasherz would like. Nevertheless, the
overall trend in the D’Bei Eliyahu wortld view is always forward
moving. Although D’Bei Eliyahu never mentions it, we feel it is
important to point out that within a year of the giving of the Torah at
Sinai, the 10Wn was built and became operational. The reality of a
central place of worship for the Jewish people continued in some
form of the 1DWn for 480 years, followed by the 1% Temple for 410
years and subsequently, after a 70 year pause, by the 2™ Temple for
420 years.” Thus for 1310 of the 1380 years following Sinai the
Jewish people were fortunate to have had both a Torah as well as
some form of Temple. It would be reasonable to say that the central

5 As Rashi explains in Sanbedrin.
% By Rebbe Yosi’s chronology. In the historical chronology it is 1476 out
of a possible 1546 years.
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place of worship had a positive impetus on the religiosity of the
people and their dedication to Torah.”! With the destruction of the
2™ Temple the theological question became whether the change in
fortune was just another temporary downward blip in the 2000 years
of Torah® (e.g. like the 70 years between the two Temples) or an
indication of a fundamental alteration in the idealized model of
“continuous improvement” first envisioned? With this in mind we
cite (0> MW WX which presents a dispute between Rebbe Yosi and
Rebbe Meir as to whether the holidays listed in N°¥n n°3 were still
in effect after the destruction of the 2™ Temple:

N2°322 PAINDT ORI OO XOINT X ORIN ... @Y AT
0% P2 PRY 112 172 0P WIPKRT MPAW 1A12 P2 NN
TOR 27 P'RTAY JAT2 MR S0P 227 1" 2T POX
1D TN DR WIPRT Ma PR OnR X Anaww C1on
XN297 ROWP 1702 K2 XN 1902 XN On% R DaRw

2R IRWA IRD 0D 79102 IR ROWP XD RN

We suggest that the dispute between these two Zannain who
lived less than 50 years after the destruction of the 2™ Temple was
whether it was time to write off the 2™ Temple era or still hold out
hope for the imminent rebuilding of the Temple. Rebbe Meir felt that
there was still hope that the 2 Temple era might be salvaged and
thus insisted on the perpetuation of all victories of that era. Rebbe
Yosi, on the other hand, felt that the 2™ Temple era was over and
thus felt no need to celebrate localized victories or successes of a
bygone era.”

61 For over 800 years of pwn/wipn (i.e. Shiloh and the 1st Temple) the
MK, which symbolizes Torah, resided in the 1wn/wipn. The remaining
time it did not. Yet even without the & the 1pwn/wipn would have had
a supportive effect on Torah.

02 The issue would no doubt of been exacerbated by the fact that
according to CC the churban took place in almost exactly 4000, i.e., the
time that the next era in wotld evolution was scheduled to statt.

03 mwin WRA offers a similar dispute between pairs of very eatly amoraim
as to the relationship of the four fasts originally instituted in the period
immediately following the destruction of the 1st Temple, and of the
continued applicability of n*awn n%an:
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In this light, we suggest that XYW 77 772 IRXY 1270 12 MNV2
12 1s not referring to 2000 years of Torah elapsing without the
arrival of mashiach. Rather, D’Bei Eliyahu is expressing the idea that
history was initially meant to allow for the Temple to continue during
the entire era of Torah up until the coming of mashiach (and
presumably thereafter as well). The destruction of both Temples was
not an inherent part of the original world plan. Because of our many
sins, however, this was not to be. “What has passed has passed”
refers to the destruction of both Temples (and perhaps the disaster
of Bar Kochba at Betar). D’Bei Eliyahu are not bemoaning the delay
of mashiach but rather the destruction that had already occurred and
was not part of the original grand scheme.”*

As we have explained before, whatever the intentions and
chronology of D’Bei Eliyahu, the amoraim who composed the
questions and answers in Avodah Zarah generally worked with the
historical chronology (not that of Rebbe Yosi). While the Gemara
ostensibly devised a way of justifying D’Bei Eliyahu’s assertion that
the year 4000 is two thousand years after the start of Torah (ie.,
Avraham at the age of 52), it at the same time has insured that it is
not lost on us that the completion of the Gemara occurred almost
exactly 2000 years after Sinai.

We point out in concluding this paper that the Gemara’s
preoccupation with predicting the imminent coming of mashiach is
centered on dates between the years 4000 and 4300. While some
mystics and commentators have attempted to predict the date of
mashiach’s arrival after this period from other hints left in Daniel and
the Gemara, for the most part the Gemara itself is silent on the issue.

N3 7702 K2 MR 212 1M 027 MIYn 19O 7702 MR R1IT 02T 20 MNK...
NVWY 1P 0V WO AT WARP 7 NPIYN NPAR P02 AR RIN 02 29 NN
N7 7902 RY 29K 217 72 YW 027 A0 027 01T 0D Rl I 2 219w PR 0w
S1P MMPTI T3 2aR 2" P12 RIAMT 101°9NT KT 23T NN
Based on the two cited Gemaras we suggest that this dispute over how
to interpret the destruction of the Temple continued on for well over a
century and was only settled with the passing of time and the continued
worsening of hardships.
Neither is D’Bei Eliyahu concerned that based on the historical
chronology they in fact were after the year 4000 and mashiach had not
come. Their comment 172 WW 72 772 XX 127 wMva equally well
explains mwashiach’s delay.

64
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That is of course true only until the year 6000. Once we begin to
draw close to that year, the Gemara’s predictions will once again come
to the fore. Based on JC we are in the year 5766 and while we pray
every day for mashiach’s arrival, the year 6000 is far enough in the
future for us not to linger on the Gemara’s predictions. However, if, as
we contend CC is correct and the Ramban as well, then we are really
166+30=196 further along in the calendar and the year we are
currently in is 5962. As such, the Gemara’s predictions about mashiach’s
arrival are once again in play. May Hashem spare the Jewish people
pain and suffering and bring mashiach to take us out of this final exile
in the very very near future. ®R
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Appendix

Chronologv of Berezshis

The chart below of the 20 generations of fathers and sons from
Creation until Avraham shows exactly how we derive that Avraham
was born in 1948. The analysis is based on the year the father was
born (column 3) and how old the father was when the son was born
(column 2—given in verses in Bereishis). The sum of the year the
father was born and how old he was when the son was born yield the
year of the son’s birth.

Age of Father
At Birth of Next Year of
Generation Generation Birth
Adam 0
Seth 130 130
Enosh 105 235
Kenan 90 325
Mehalalel 70 395
Yered 65 460
Enoch 162 622
Methuselah 65 687
Lamech 187 874
Noah 182 1056
Shem 502 1558
Arpachshad 100 1658
Shelah 35 1693
Eber 30 1723
Peleg 34 1757
Reu 30 1787
Serug 32 1819
Nahor 30 1849
Terah 29 1878
Avraham 70 1948

Note that this procedure yields the birth of Avraham in 1948
only if we designate the year in which Adam was born as year 0. If
the year Adam was born is designated Year 1, then all of the dates of
births in this list will increase by 1. According to this count (called
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Cheshbon Adam) Avraham was born in 1949. Our current calendar
considers Adam to have been born in Year 2 and is referred to as
Chesbon Tohu (this term is explained several times in the course of
this paper). According to our calendar system all the numbers in the
above list must be increased by 2 and Avraham was born in Year
1950. Any one of these 3 systems can be used interchangeably as
long as it is made clear what the initial frame of reference is. Seder
Olam uses the designation given in the above list and is the one
primarily used in this paper. We note that Art Scroll in “ZTanach
Stone” edition, Appendix A, Timeline 1, and Aryeh Kaplan in “The
Living Torah” Plate 2, start with Adam being born in year 1 and still
have Avraham being born in Year 1948. As we just explained, this is
incorrect.





