1.  From In the Beginning, by Chaim Potok

“The Rebbe will give me ordination despite what I told him?”  I ventured the question that had been on my mind through much of the night.

We had stopped at a corner to let cars pass.  He turned toward me, contemptuously.  “I will not investigate your ritual fringes, Lurie.  That is between you and your obligations to the past.  Are you telling me that you will not be an observer of the commandments?”

“I am not telling the Rebbe that”.

“What are you telling me?”

“I will go wherever the truth leads me.  It is secular scholarship, Rebbe; it is not the scholarship of tradition.  In secular scholarship there are no boundaries and no permanently fixed views.”

“Lurie, if the Torah cannot go out into your world of scholarship and return stronger, then we are all fools and charlatans.  I have faith in the Torah.  I am not afraid of truth.”

2.  

Fact – necessary outcome of a compelling extrareligious epistemology

Faith – necessary outcome of a compelling religious epistemology

3. 

Natural Law

From is to ought there is no inference

Falsifiability – meaning requires a נפקא מינה
4.  Talmud Yebamot 92a

A beraita was taught in the study hall:  
If the court ruled that the sun had set (and therefore Shabbat was over), 
and then it shone, 
this is not a ruling but rather an error (and therefore an individual who followed them is responsible for his/her own actions.(

יבמות דף צב.
דתני בי מדרשא: 
הורו בית דין ששקעה חמה 
ולבסוף זרחה 
אין זו הוראה אלא טעות
6. Pesachim 94b

The Sages of Israel say: 
During the day, the sun goes under the firmament, and at night, above the firmament; 
but the Sages of the Nations of the World say: During the say, the sun goes under the firmament, and at night, under the ground.  

Said Rebbe: 
And their words seem more correct than ours, 
as during the day wells are cold 
and at night they are hot.

פסחים דף צד: 
חכמי ישראל אומרים: 
ביום חמה מהלכת למטה מן הרקיע, 
ובלילה למעלה מן הרקיע; 
וחכמי אומות העולם אומרים:

 ביום חמה מהלכת למטה מן הרקיע, ובלילה למטה מן הקרקע. 
אמר רבי: 
ונראין דבריהן מדברינו, 
שביום מעינות צוננין 
ובלילה רותחין

7.  Sanhedrin 91b

Said Antoninus to Rebbe: 
Why does the sun emerge in the East 
and set in the West?

Rebbe said to him: 
If it were the reverse, 
you would say the same thing to me!

Antoninus said to him: 
I meant to say to you the following: 
Why does it set in the West?

Rebbe said to him: 
So as to greet its Creator, 

as Scripture says: 
“and the host of heaven bow to you”.

Antoninus said to him: 
Let it go to halfway across the sky, 
greet, and leave!  

(

)  For the sake of workers, 
and for the sake of travelers.
סנהדרין צא:
אמר ליה אנטונינוס לרבי: 
מפני מה חמה יוצאה במזרח 
ושוקעת במערב? 

אמר ליה: 
אי הוה איפכא, 
נמי הכי הוה אמרת לי!

אמר ליה: 
הכי קאמינא לך: 
מפני מה שוקעת במערב?  

אמר ליה: 
כדי ליתן שלום לקונה, 

שנאמר (נחמיה ט') 
וצבא השמים לך משתחוים.  

אמר ליה: 
ותיתי עד פלגא דרקיע, 
ותתן שלמא ותיעול! 

(
) שום פועלים,
 ומשום עוברי דרכים. 

8.

From “How To Think About Religion – Science Controversies”, by Rabbi Saul J. Berman

It is not novel for a religious tradition to discover that a transmitted truth is challenged by new wisdom. By the tenth century of the common era, the Jewish jurist and philosopher, Saadiah Gaon had developed a way of thinking about such situations. He, as all other major Jewish philosophers, recognized that there were two sources of truth accessible to people, revelation and reason.  

He went so far as to ask why revelation was necessary if truth could be discovered by the application of human reason. He responds without denying the capacity of reason to yield truth. He suggests, in part, that God was not willing to wait out the slow, laborious process of discovery of truth through reason, but wanted humankind to have the benefit of certain truths as rapidly as possible – hence, He revealed that information.

Saadiah goes on to specifically ask what is to be done when the truths of revelation and reason are in conflict. The procedure he suggests is as valuable to us in modernity as it was in medieval times. When reason contradicts revelation, it is first necessary to reexamine the process by which the reasoned conclusion was arrived at. There might be some error discovered which, upon correction, would allow the revealed truth to stand at one with the truth by reason. 

If that fails, and the contradiction remains, then it is necessary to re-examine the revealed texts to discern whether there might be an interpretation which would allow for the acceptance of the accuracy of the truth demonstrated by human wisdom. 

If no such new understanding of the revealed text suggests itself, then one needs to understand that error exists in one or the other side. While one will then continue to grant pride of traditional place to the understanding derived from revelation, the question will have to remain open until some new insight is able to bring the two sources of truth together.

Three underlying values of this approach are worth playing out explicitly.  First, respect for received truths is essential in maintaining cultural continuity and the valuing of elders. This places a burden on new wisdom to demonstrate its accuracy in a fully persuasive manner before receiving the assent of the people.

On the other hand, received truths are viewed as fallible, despite their apparent origin in revealed texts. While the texts remain constant and fully true, particular interpretations are able to be supplanted by other understandings which are preferred precisely because they yield consistency with new knowledge arrived at through reason.

Thirdly, in both religion and science, humility is essential when it comes to the assertion of truth claims. Human understanding of ultimate truth is imperfect. Human understanding of God, of His Word, of His world and of the natural processes which He put into place for the governance of this world – are all limited. We need therefore to be able to suspend judgment in the face of contradictions and to wait out the process of clarification through better-reasoned proofs or better interpretations. 

Humility demands that we not denigrate the conclusion of the other in the face of such uncertainties. Humility demands that we recognize the common striving for truth which motivates both the religious interpreter of revealed texts and the scientific interpreter of accessible facts. Humility demands that we not persist in teaching our position once it has been persuasively demonstrated to be false.
