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Some Thoughts on the Importance of Learning Gemara-Sugya #1 

R. David Silverstein 

 

The Mishnah in Masechet Avot
1
 provides a very clear directive regarding the topics that 

a student should be studying during his formative years. Thus the Mishnah states that until the 

age a five a person should be invested solely in the study of scripture and from five years old 

until turning ten an individual should switch to the study of Mishnah. Having mastered these 

texts, the Mishnah requires that from ten until fifteen the student focus on mastering the Talmud. 

What remains unclear from the Mishnah is what an educational curriculum would look like after 

age fifteen? Should one continue to engage exclusively in the study of Talmud or having been 

exposed to all three primary modes of study should a more balance model be provided?  

The central text addressing this question is a statement of Rô Yehoshua ben Chanina
2
 

who requires that an individual split his learning into three; thereby dividing oneôs time between 

the study of Scripture, Mishnah and Talmud respectively. According to Rashi,
3
 the required 

division is weekly. Two days per week should be devoted to each discipline with Shabbat 

serving as its own unit. Tosafot
4
 disagree with Rashi and argue that Rô Yehoshua ben Chanina 

requires a DAILY division of time divided between Torah, Mishna and Gemara.  The Ritva
5
 

adds an important caveat noting that both according to Rashi and Tosafot, the division of time 

need not be precisely equal. Rather, one should ensure that either weekly (Rashi) or daily 

(Tosafot) a person is engaged in the study of all three texts. The exact division, according to the 

Rivta would be subjective based on an individualôs learning needs.  While they differ on the 

practical mechanism to divide oneôs time, both Rashi and Tosafot agree that according to Rô 

Yehoshua ben Chanina a balanced educational vision should be required past the age of fifteen. 

Rabbeinu Yerucham
6
 quotes and alternative tradition claiming that the three part 

division required by the Gemara only refers to an individual not sufficiently well versed in the 

study of bible. However, once a person has toiled sufficiently in the study of scripture, oneôs 

                                                           
1
 5:31 

2
 Kiddushin 30a 

3
 S.v. LôYomei 

4
 S.v. Lo tzricha 

5
 Avodah Zarah 19b s.v. vôyesh 
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time should be devoted EXCLUSIVLY to the study of Mishnah and Talmud. A similar view is 

expressed by the Raôah
7
 who claims that the Talmudic dictum was limited to earlier generations 

who were more educationally capable and were therefore able to divide their time into thirds. 

However, he felt that given the ñyeridat hadorotò of later generations it is now critical to invest 

all oneôs time in the study of Mishnah and Talmud.  

While the all the Rishonim cited so far certainly saw value in the study of Scripture as its 

own unit, a more radical thesis defending an exclusively Talmud focused curriculum was 

advanced by Rabbeinu Tam.
8
 Responding the common practice in his time of learning ONLY 

the Talmud Bavli, Rabbeinu Tam justifies this practice by expanding on a statement of R. 

Yochanan (Sanhedrin 24a) thus arguing that the Talmud Bavli is ñbalulò or ñcomprisedò of all 

three texts (Scripture, Mishnah and Talmud) and therefore exclusive study of the Talmud Bavli 

would still meet Rô Yehoshua ben Chaninaôs criteria. What is important to note is that Rabbeinu 

Tam is not necessarily advocating an ideal position; rather his ruling was an attempt to justify the 

common practice of the Yeshivot of his time period. Proof for this assertion can be found in his 

statement ñ˞ˢ˞ ˭˧˩ˬˣ˯ ˣˮ˞˷ò while implies a post facto justification. While one could certainly 

challenge Rabbeinu Tamôs reading of the Gemara in Sanhedrim,
9
  his defense of exclusive 

Talmud study was accepted by as well by the Ritva (13
th
 century Spain) who seems to expand on 

Rabbeinu Tamôs ruling and advocate exclusive Talmudism as an ideal. Thus he states that by 

studying the Talmud one is ñexemptò (˭ˮ˧˶˦˲) from studying Mikra and Mishna as their own 

units. 

Before moving on to analyze the educational logic behind a curriculum focused heavily 

on the study of Talmud, it is important to analyze the conceptual underpinnings of Rabbeinu 

Tamôs view. One way to understand Rabbeinu Tamôs thesis would be to maintain a formalist 

reading of his position. According to this view one would argue that the reason why Rabbeinu 

Tam advocates near exclusive focus on the Talmud Bavi is because by engaging heavily in this 

text one is exposed BY DEFINITION to large sections of bible, Mishna and Talmud. This seems 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
6
 Cited in Beit Yosef YD 246 

7
 Ibid  

8
 Kiddushin 30a cited in Tosafot s.v. Lo tzricha 

9
 See for example, Maharsha Sanhedrin 24a 
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to be the position of the Derisha
10

 who claims that Rabbeinu Tamôs ruling only applies to those 

who spend many hours of their day engaged in intensive Torah study. By spending lots of time 

engrossed in the study of Talmud one accomplishes the goal of effectively dividing  daily 

learning between different texts. The flip side of this position is that the Derisha notes that those 

who are not engaged in all day learning should NOT simply study the Talmud Bavli. After all, if 

you are only learning for a few hours daily then the statistical probability of one being exposed 

to large amount of Mikra and Mishnah by studying the Talmud Bavli is fairly slim.  

An alternative non-formalist reading of Rabbeinu Tam would present a different 

conclusion. Keep in mind
11

 that according to Rashi, the three part division required by the 

Gemara is a weekly division. Tosafot rejects this reading by arguing that one cannot be sure that 

he will live an entire week and therefore the Gemaraôs challenge to the position of Rô Yehoshua 

ben Chanina remains intact. As a result Tosafot argue that Rô Yehoshua ben Chanina requires a 

daily division of learning. One could question Tosafotôs position by arguing that you cannot 

know for sure that you will live an entire day and therefore the question that Tosafot asked on 

Rashi could equally applicable to Tosafot themselves. To solve this problem it is important to 

note that after citing their interpretation of the Gemara, Tosafot cite the practice originated by 

Rav Avram Gaon to recite daily (before Pesukei Dô Zimra) a unit comprised of Mikra, Mishna 

and Talmud. Why did Tosafot cite this practice? Zevi Goldish and Ben Niewood argue that 

Tosafot must be of the opinion that the daily division of learning need not be precise (as the 

Ritva cited earlier). The goal is not to create a mathematical probability of exposing oneself large 

amounts of Mikra and Mishnah. Rather, by engaging in all three texts daily you make a 

statement regarding the unity of the Torah. As long as you begin your day with this ritual cited 

by Rav Amram one becomes conscious of holistic nature of Torah even if you learn (for 

example) only Mishnah that day.
12

   

It is against this background that we can understand the view of Rabbenin Tam. Since for 

Tosafot, the purpose of the divided learning is to highlight the relationship between different 

                                                           
10

 Cited by the Shach YD 246:4 
11

  The Gemara challenges Rô Yehoshua ben Chanina requirement to divide oneôs time by claiming that you cannot 

make such a demand since one doesnôt know how long a person will live. The response of the Gemara is that Rô 

Yehoshua ben Chanina was only referring to a division of ñ˧ˬˣ˧.ò Rashi and Tosafot differ about how to understand 

this phrase ñ˧ˬˣ˧.ò 
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elements of Torah, then learning the Talmud Bavli accomplishes this in a maximal fashion since 

the text itself is comprised of all three primary texts thus by default highlighting the integrated 

nature of Torah study. According to this reading of Rabbeinu Tam, the studying the Talmud 

Bavli exclusively would be sufficient for all types of students (even those who are only learning 

for a few hours daily) since the study of the Bavli captures the unique relationship between 

different parts of the Torah tradition. 

This view of Rabbeinu Tam was codified by Ashkenzazi halachic luminaries such as the 

Ramo
13

 and the Aruch Hashulchan.
14

 In fact, the Aruch Hashulchan explicitly states that in his 

time Rabbeinu Tamôs position was advocated as an ideal. Yet despite the clear impact of 

Rabbeinu Tam on subsequent halachic authorities, one could challenge a Talmud centered 

curriculum on educational grounds. After all, if oneôs educational aim it to understand practical 

halacha, then presumably near exclusive emphasis should be placed on the study of the Shulchan 

Aruch and its commentaries? Alternatively, if our goal is to engage the most critical and central 

issues in Jewish thought, then why not focus on the classical works of Jewish philosophy and 

mysticism? 

In order to address this question I want to highlight two elements of the study of Talmud 

that make it a unique text for a Jew searching for a life of religious commitment. In an essay 

addressing the centrality of Gemara, Rav Aharon Lichtenstein
15

 notes that one of many unique 

qualities of Gemara is that it allows engage in dialogue with the greatest minds of Jewish history. 

To open a Gemara for Rav Lichtenstein, ñ is to enter their overawing presence, to feel the force 

of their collective personalityéso as to be irradiated and ennobled by them. It is to be exposed, 

with a sense of intimacy, not only to their discourse, exegesis, aphorisms or anecdotes but to 

themselvesðat once engaging and magisterial, thoroughly human yet overwhelming. To be sure, 

a sense of access to its masters could be attained from the texts of any given period. Intensive 

study of medieval poskim or of the Shulchan Arukh and its appendages would link us to the 

worlds of the Rambam and the Ramaé.but the Gemara is clearly special. This is due in part to 

its structure as an arena within which the mind encounters a panoply of personages spanning 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
12

 A similar view has been expressed by Rav Moshe Taragin as well. See 

http://www.etzion.org.il/vbm/archive/metho60/38tora.php 
13

 YD 146:4 
14

 Yd 146:14 
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successive generationsé.ò  In other words, the study of Gemara takes the student on a walking 

tour of Jewish history from the time of the Mishnah until the world of contemporary poskim. 

When learned properly, Gemara has the potential to allow the student to feel the excitement of 

being part of a conversation that goes back thousands of years.   

This element of experiencing the dynamic history of Torah learning was expressed by the 

Rav
16

 who notes that ñéin the mesorah community, in this fraternity of the committed, there 

need not be any generation gap, any splintering of ranks. There is, rather a sharing of ideas and 

ideals which span and unite countless generations. This is the secret language of mispar ha-dorot, 

of uniting generations. Each newborn Jewish child enters an extended historical family where he 

will be reared by the wisdom and teachings of great Torah personalities. Whatever I have said 

now is not just an abstract idea but an ongoing experience for me. éI constantly experience the 

secret of mispar ha-dorot, of combining, uniting and merging many generations into one 

communityé. " In fact, this idea of the integrated community of learners advocated by Rav 

Soloveitchik and Rav Lichtenstein may have its roots in the view of Rabbeinu Tam. After all, as 

noted earlier, for Rabbeinu Tam, the significance of the Talmud Bavli lies in the fact that is 

captures the fact that Torah is a holistic unit comprised of varied primary texts. This idea can be 

expanded to mean that not only are the texts that we study integrated but the personalities 

studying those texts are integrated as well. Sinai serves as the covenantal model that bounds both 

texts and people together 

While Rav Lichtenstein observation captures that uniqueness of the experiential element 

of Torah study, there is a more cognitive element to the Gemara that also makes it unique. I want 

to highlight this unique feature by appealing to an observation made by Rav Soloveitchik 

regarding objective and subjective elements in the performance of mitzvoth. According to Rav 

Soloveitchik, ñJudaism has always believed that wherever actions are fair and relations are just, 

whenever man is able to discipline himself and develop dignified behavioral patterns, the latter 

are always accompanied by corresponding worthy emotions. Feelings not manifesting 

themselves in deeds are volatile and transient; deeds not linked with the inner experience are 

soulless and ritualistic. Both the subjective as well as the objective component are indispensable 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
15

 Leaves of Faith, Page 11 
16

 The Rav: The World of Rabbi Joseph b. Soloveitchik pages 185-187 
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for the self-realizations of the religious personality.ò Elaborating on this theme while stressing 

the need for deep inwardness accompanying ritual observance, the Ravôs son-in-law, Dr. 

Isaadore Twersky
17

 argued that ñhalacha itself is a tense, vibrant, dialectical system which 

regularly insists upon normativness in action and inwardness in feeling and thought.ò 

In other words for these great thinkers a dynamic religious lifestyle requires a focus deed 

oriented model which much be accompanied by an experience of the heart leaving the worshiper 

moved by his mitzvah act. With regard to the centrality of Gemara, one could argue that a 

machshava oriented curriculum could generate feelings and thoughts which are ultimately 

ñvolatile and transient,ò while a curriculum focused primarily on practical halacha may produce 

and inner experience which could be soulless and ritualistic. In contrast, the world of Gemara has 

the potential to accomplish both goals. On the one hand, Gemara requires a disciplined model 

demanding a deep commitment to mitzvoth. On the other hand, since the student is invested in 

understanding the dynamics and development of his tradition he able to internalize material 

enabling him to understand the emotional component attached to each mitzvah. 

 What emerges from this analysis is that the dominant focus of the study of Talmud in 

Yeshiva circles can be explained both historically and philosophically.  Moreover, as the 

approaches to the study of Talmud continue to grow in both the Yeshiva world as well as the 

academy, it is our hope that students will recognize the varied models available to them to 

connect to the beauty and richness of the Talmudic text. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
17

 See ˶ˡ ˟˶ˢ .˧˵˯˶˟˦ ˵˥˴˧ ,ˡˬ˪˪ ˧ˡˣˢ˧ ˪˰ ˢˬ- ˢˬ ˫˷˪ˣ ?  ˨ˣ˸˟"˭ˣˤ˥ ˫˧˶˟ˡˬ- ˨ˣˮ˧˥ˢ ˸˧˪˩˸˟ ˭ˣ˧ˡ˪ ˢˮˬˤˢ

˧ˡˣˢ˧ˢ," ˯˵ˣ˲ ˢˬ˪˷ ˫˧˩˶ˣ˰ ,˶˪˲˷ ˪˞˶˷˧ ,˫ˣ˶ˬ ˪˞˧ˮˡ  
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Sugya #2-Understanding the Relationship between the Oral and Written Law 

Ben Niewood and Zevvy Goldish 

 

Text of the Gemara Translated: 

The Mishna on Daf 2 Amud 1 of Masechet Berachot asks the question, ñWhen can we 

say Shema at night?ò  We can say it from the time the Cohanim go to eat their terumah, and 

Rabbi Eliezer says we can say it until the end of the first watch.  Chachamim say we can say it 

until the middle of the Jewish night (Chatzot) and Raban Gamliel says we can say it until Amud 

HaShachar.  The Mishna then tells a story where Raban Gamlielôs sons came home late one 

night, presumably after chatzot, from a party.  They asked their father if they could still say 

Shema and he said that if it wasnôt yet amud hashachar they still had the obligation to say and 

could still fulfill the mitzvah.  Even more so, any mitzvah where the chachamim say we can do it 

until chatzot, we can really do it until amud hashachar.  The chachamim only give an earlier time 

to distance us from doing an aveira by missing the time. 

 The Gemara asks what the Mishnaôs source for the Mitzvah of Shema is, and asks why 

the Mishna starts by teaching Shema at night.  It answers its questions with the pasuk, 

ñBeshachbecha Uôvekumecha,ò ñwhen you lay down and when you get up.ò  This teaches us the 

Mitzvah of saying Shema and shows us that night comes first because the day begins when you 

lie down at night.  Therefore this is why the Mishna taught that the time for saying Shema when 

we lie down is when the Cohanim go to eat their terumah.  We can also learn that night comes 

first from the description of creation in Bereishit.  The pasuk says, ñVayehi erev vayehi boker 

yom echad,ò ñAnd it was night and it was day, one day.ò  This implies that the day begins with 

night since night is first in the pasuk.  The Gemara asks another question.  If the day begins at 

night then in the first Mishna of the second chapter of Berachot, when it talks about the berachot 

before and after Shema, it should have talked about the berachot for Shema at night first, but it 

doesnôt, it talks about the berachot of Shema in shacharit first.  It says that in the morning we say 

two berachot before and one after Shema, and at night we say two before and two after.  The 

Gemara says this isnôt a problem because our perek started with halachot of Shema at night, then 

talked about Shema during the day.  Since we were already talking about Shema during the day, 
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the next Mishna continued with halachot of Shema during the day, then went back to teach the 

halachot of berachot on Shema at night. 

A Detailed Analysis of the Mishna and Gemara: 

The Rabbis who compiled the Talmud, the foundation for all of Jewish tradition today, 

chose to begin by discussing the laws of Kriyat Shema at night.  One might think that the main 

corpus of Jewish literature would start with a more general sugya discussing Hashemôs greatness.  

It would also make more sense to begin with how Hashem gave this book to Moshen on Har 

Sinai.  In fact, other main compilations of Jewish law start with much more appropriate ideas.  

The Rambamôs Mishna Torah begins with a discussion of basic tenets of Jewish faith 

concerning belief in Hashem.  Rav Yosef Caro's Shulchan Aruch begins with the halachot of 

waking up in the morning then continues through the halachot of the day.  Itôs true that starting 

with Shema is less arbitrary than starting with something like the laws of korbanot.  Still, we can 

ask a very obvious question on this sugya.  Why did the compilers of the Talmud choose it to 

open the Shas? 

This question is indirectly addressed by commentators like the Tzlach and the Shiltei 

Giborim.  Both of these Rabbis ask the question why Berachot is the first Masechet in the shas.  

The Shiltei Giborim (Daf 1:1), a commentary on the Rif, quotes a pasuk from tehilim, ñReishit 

Chachma Yirat Hashemò (Tehilim, 111: 10) which means ñThe beginning of knowledge is 

seeing Hashem.ò  Therefore the Shas starts with Berachot because Berachot begins with the 

mitzvah of Shema and Shema teaches us yirat Hashem.  We are beginning our book of 

óknowledgeô with the imperative to have óyirat Hashemô through the mitzvah of saying that 

Hashem is our God, Hashem is one.  However, this raises the question of why specifically did we 

start with Shema?  The compilers could have just written that we have a Mitzvah to have óyirat 

Hashem.ô  That would be less cryptic and would seemingly make more sense.  Therefore, there 

must be something more to learn from this. 

The Tzlach (Introduction to Masechet Berachot), or the Tzion LaNefesh Chaya, also 

answers the question of why the Shas begins with Berachot by saying it is because Berachot 

begins with a discussion of Shema.  He then gives three answers as to why discussing Shema 

was an appropriate way to begin the Gemara.  First: Before Hashem gives Bnei Yisrael the 
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Mitzvoth on Har Sinai he tells them, ñAnochi Hashem Elokecha,ò ñI am Hashem your God.ò  So 

too, at the beginning of the compilation of oral law the Rabbis begin with the Mitzvah of saying 

that Hashem is our God and He is one.  By saying the Shema we accept Ol Malchut Shamaim 

and therefore recognize Hashemôs statement of ñAnochi Hashem Elokecha.ò  Only after we do 

this can we begin to discuss the implications of this statement, i.e., the requirement to do 

mitzvoth.  Second: We use the Shema to show Hashemôs oneness and to show that both oral and 

written law came from Hashem.  We didnôt get the written Torah from Hashem and the oral 

Torah from the Rabbis.  Rather, ñHashem is oneò and all Torah comes from him.  Third: the 

Shema includes the commandment of, ñVeshinantam LeBanecha,ò to teach the Torah orally to 

our sons.  Hence, it is more than fitting to begin the book of oral law with the biblical source for 

teaching Torah orally, which was done for the Talmud until it was written down. 

 Now that we have answered the abstract question of why we begin Shas with Berachot 

and specifically with Shema we can analyze the sugya itself to see if there is anything else to 

learn.  As soon as we begin to analyze the sugya we see that there is a major problem in the 

Mishna.  The Mishna starts by discussing when we can say Shema at night, and doesnôt even 

mention the requirement to say Shema!  If the Mishna wanted to start with Shema, shouldnôt it 

have at least begun by discussing where the mitzvah of Shema comes from before it moved on to 

the details of when to say it?  In truth, it is normal in the Talmud for the Mishna to not use 

sources and for the Gemara to ask the question, óMina Hani Milei,ô óFrom what words do we 

know this?ô  However, our Gemara does not ask óMina Hani Milei.ô  Instead it uses the words, 

óTana Heichi Kai,ô óFrom where does the writer of the Mishna know this?ô  The obvious 

question on this is why did the Gemara use non-standard wording here? 

 This question is further substantiated by the fact that in the beginning of Masechet 

Berachot in the Talmud Yerushalmi  (beginning of Berachot) it doesnôt even include the óTana 

Heichi Kaiô question and instead begins the Gemara by discussing the details of the Mishna, a 

discussion that only appears later in the Bavli.  Next we could say that maybe these words are 

typical to use in the Talmud Bavli at the beginning of Masechtot.  However, when we look at the 

introductory sugyah to Masechet Succah (2a) we see the words óMina Hani Mileiô not óTana 

Heichi Kai.ô  We could then assume that within Berachot óTana Heichi Kaiô is used to introduce 

a new subject, but the other two (Berachot 26a, 35a) sections of Berachot that begin new topics 
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are started with óMina Hani Mileiô and ñUrminhu,ô not óTana Heichi Kai.ô  We could then infer 

that the words óTana Heichi Kaiô are used in specific places in the Gemara to teach us that those 

cases have something in common.  However, in each of the six other places (Eruvin 27a and 

105a, Tannit 2a, Kiddushin 37a-b, Shevuot 17b, Zevachim 111b) where óTana Heichi Kaiô is 

used the answer is óTana Hatam Kaiô which looks towards another Mishnaic source.  In our 

Sugya the answer is óTana Ekra Kaiô which brings us to a pasuk, not a parallel Tanaitic source.  

Therefore we see that this case is unique in the entire Talmud.  We can once again ask why? 

In order to address this question it is important to note that Rav Shrira Gaon (Igeret 

Rav Shrira Gaon) tells us that about the editorial work of a group of post talmudic rabbis 

known as the Savoraim. Professor Avraham Weiss (  ˫˧ˡˣˬ˰ ˫˧˞˶ˣ˟˯ˢ ˪˷ ˢ˶˧˴˧ˢ6-10  ) has 

expanded on Rav Shriraôs words and shown that much of the editorial work of the Savoraim are 

found at the beginning of Masechtot. More importantly, he claims that our sugya is an example 

of a Savoraic sugya. This only adds to our question, if the Savoraim formulated the sugya with 

these specific words, what do the words teach us? 

Rav Brandes ( "˸ˣ˟ˣ˶˵ˣ ˸ˣ˧˶˰ ˸ˣˬ˟˧"  ˡˣˬ˰197 ) offers an explanation for why our sugya has 

this interesting óTana Heichi Kaiô formulation.  Keep in mind that we couldnôt have used the 

question óMina Hani Mileiô here because that is just a post-facto inquiry for the source whereas 

óTana Heichi Kaiô implies that the Tana himself had the Biblical source in mind.  Through this 

question the Gemara is trying to show us the intrinsic connection between the oral and written 

Torah.  They are not two separate entities.  Rather, this Mishna, and anything else the Rabbis 

will say in the Talmud, is from the exact same source that gave us the written Torah, Hashem. In 

fact, this is substantiated by the fact that the Gemara uses the phrase ñ˧ ˞˵ ˞˶˵˞ ˞ˮ˸ò which proves 

that the Tanna had in mind the verse while writing the Mishnah. 

This also answers our question of why the Tana started the Mishna with the times of 

Shema, not the mitzvah of Shema itself.  By excluding the source of the Mitzvah and going 

straight to the details the Tana necessitates the question of where the Mitzvah itself comes from.  

This would cause anyone who was truly trying to understand the Mishna to realize the necessary 

connection between the oral and written law.  Without this beginning the Gemara would never 

have had to ask the óTana Heichi Kaiô question and many could lose out on the true significance 

of this sugya. 
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This idea is substantiated by both the wording of the Gemara (2a) and Rashi (s.v. akra 

kai). After citing the biblical source of ñ ˨ˬ˵˟ˣ ˨˟˩˷˟ò the Gemara then ñrewritesò the Mishnah 

with the source cited by the text itself (  ˧ˮ˸˵ ˧˩ˢˣ˵ ˣˬˤ"˸ˬ˧˞ ˢ˟˧˩˷ˡ ˷... ). This seemingly 

redundant sentence is necessary in order to stress that the Tanna was thinking of the source while 

composing the Mishnah.  In addition, Rashi on the words óTana ekra kaiô says, ñAnd there he 

(the Tana) learned the obligation of saying Shema.ò  This is also a seemingly unnecessary 

comment, until we realize that the entire point of this sugya is to show us the connection between 

the written and oral Torah.  Rashi is telling us once again that the Mishna was not just some idea 

totally divorced from the Torah.  Rather, the Tana wrote the Mishna with the Pasuk in mind. 

No other Mitzvah could teach us all these fundamental concepts about learning Torah, 

therefore the writers of the Talmud chose Shema to begin the Talmud.  Writing this sugya and 

making it esoteric enough to necessitate our questions, but not so confusing that we could not 

answer them, must not have been easy.  The fact that the Rabbis go to such lengths to write this 

sugya in a way that forces us to learn these concepts emphasizes that all Torah learning should 

come from our belief in Hashem and our desire to understand his mitzvoth.  Indeed the Gemara 

in Masechet Taanit says that one who learns Torah, ñLishma,ò ñFor the sake of Hashem,ò Torah 

is a source of life for him.  However, if someone learns Torah not for the sake of Hashem, it is a, 

ñSam Mavet,ò ña draught of death.ò  Thus, by saying Shema every morning and every night we 

surround our day by declarations that all Torah we will and have learned during that day is solely 

for the sake of Hashem.  
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Sugya #3-Relationshsip between Talmud Torah and Shema 

Steve Fine and Sammy Fisher 

Never use the word ñthingò in writingðever.  So have we been taught time and again 

throughout elementary, middle, and high school.  Because the word is vague, ambiguous, 

useless.  With this background I was shocked to see that each day in ˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ I say, ñ) ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ

 x(ˢ ˣ˧ˢˣ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˫˩˟˟˪ ˪˰ ˫ˣ˧ˢ ˨ˣ˴ˬ ˧˩ˮ˞ ˶˷˞ ˢ˪˞ˢò (ñThese things that I command you today should 

be upon your heartò). 

 Clearly, my teachers have been gravely mistaken.  ñThingò is not a word of the ignorant 

student but a word of ˞ˣˢ ˨ˣ˶˟ ˷ˡ˵ˢ!  Since ñs ˪˞ˢ ˫˧˶˟ˡˢò at first seems unclear we must explore 

how this intended ambiguity provides deeper insight into what God is telling us in the ˰ˬ˷.  But 

first we need to explore what ñ˫˧˶˟ˡˢò even refers to. 

While the Karaites interpret "ˢ˪˞ˢ ˫˧˶˟ˡˢ"  to refer to the ten commandments,  ˭˟˞) ˫˧˶˟ˡ

ˣ ˵ˣ˯˲ ˣ ˵˶˲ ˞˶ˤ˰ ) explains that it really refers to all the ˸ ˣˣ˴ˬ as contained in the s˶ˣ˸.  However, 

˞˶ˤ˰ ˭˟˞ôs understanding is problematic because the end of ˰ˬ˷ tells us to put s ˪˞ˢ ˫˧˶˟ˡˢ on our 

doorposts, a commandment implausible if we understand it to refer to the teachings of the entire 

ˢ˶ˣ˸. 

 )˟ˮ˶ ˭ˬ˧˯ (˫˧˞˶˧ ˶˲ ˯offers an alternative by defining s˪ ˞ˢ ˫˧˶˟ˡˢ as the three paragraphs 

of ˰ˬ˷ itself.  But this understanding seems to imply that we need to teach our children only the 

˰ˬ˷ while of course in reality we must teach all of ˢ˶ˣ˸. 

˟ˬ˶" ˫)˧ ˢ˷˰ ˸ˣ˴ˬ ˸ˣˣ˴ˬˢ ˶˲˯-x˦(  presents a more complex view: The first part of the 

paragraph (˫ ˧˶˟ˡˢ ˣ˧ˢˣò ñ  ...˨˶ˡ˟ ˨˸˩˪˟ˣ) refers to s ˶ˣ˸ study while the last part of the paragraph 

(  ˨ˬˣ˵˟ˣ ˨˟˩˷˟ˣ... ò ñ˨ ˶˰˷˟ˣ) refers to ˰ ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵.  This explanation satisfies the objections to the 

previous two explanations.  But ˟ ˬ˶"˫ ôs understanding certainly raises questions as well.  

According to ˟ˬ˶"˫ , the ˫ ˧˵ˣ˯˲ appear to switch topics mid-verse without explicitly indicating so, 

an odd and baffling structure at first glance.  In order to understand ˟ˬ˶"˫ ôs explanation we must 

find a common thread that unifies the seemingly fragmented pieces into a coherent whole. 

 )ˬ˧˯ˮ˵ ˭"s (˟˞˶"˭  indicates that there is in fact a link between ˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ and s ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸, namely 

that ˰ ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ is ˢ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸ in the classic sense since it literally involves reading words of ˢ˶ˣ˸.  

Further, ˸ ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˢˮ˷ˬ  )˞ ˵˶˲:˟( explains that although we have only until the third hour to say 

˰ˬ˷, one who fails to fulfill this obligation should still say ˰ˬ˷ later in the day since in doing so 
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he is only reading words of s˶ˣ˸ and therefore has nothing to lose.  ) ˞ ˵˶˲ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˢˮ˷ˬ ˪˰

˟ ˢˮ˷ˬ (˟ˬ˶"˫  adds that the above source even means to say that we should recite the ˸ˣ˩˶˟ with 

our late ˰ ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵.  This technical link between ˰ˬ˷ and s ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸ raise yet more questions: 

Why is it necessary to say ˰ˬ ˷ before a certain time?  And what do we still gain by saying ˰ ˬ˷ 

past that proper time? 

 The l ˣˬ˪˸ adds yet another piece to the mystery of the link between ˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ and  ˡˣˬ˪˸

ˢ˶ˣ˸.  There is an inconsistency between the Babylonian ˡˣˬ˪˸ and the Jerusalem    )˞ ˸ˣ˩˶˟\˟( 

ˡˣˬ˪˸.  The Babylonian )˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˞˧ ˱ˡ ˸˟˷( ˡˣˬ˪˸  states that ˧ ˥ˣ˧ ˭˟ ˭ˣ˰ˬ˷ ˧˟˶ would interrupt his 

ˢ˶ˣ˸ study to say ˰ ˬ˷ while the Jerusalem lˣˬ˪˸ states that he would not interrupt his learning.  

We must then ask what it is about the nature of ˰ˬ˷ and its relation to s ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸ that raises this 

difference in interpretation. One possibility would be to explain that according to ˧ ˪˟˟, although 

˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ is a form of s ˶ˣ˸ study, s ˶ˣ˸ study does not exempt us from saying ˰ˬ˷ because  ˸˞˧˶˵

˰ˬ˷ forces us to confront theology is a way that is required but not necessarily fulfilled through 

ordinary s ˶ˣ˸ study.  However, inversely, the ˧˪˟˟  )˟ ˡˣˬ˰ ˦˴ ˱ˡ ˸ˣ˥ˮˬ( explains elsewhere that 

saying ˰ ˬ˷ does fulfill the obligation to study  ˢ˶ˣ˸.  But with this explanation alone we are left 

to think that the ˧ ˬ˪˷ˣ˶˧ views ˰ ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ as an experience significant only so far as it is ordinary 

ˢ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸.  Accordingly ˰ ˬ˷ would seem to be a completely arbitrary excerpt and would lose its 

significance as a centerpiece of Judaism.  Instead we must find a link between ˰ˬ˷ and s ˶ˣ˸ that 

explains the difference of opinion between ˧˪˟˟ and ˧ ˬ˪˷ˣ˶˧ while maintaining that both sources 

assign significance to ˰ˬ˷ as the passage specifically selected for the link. 

Rav Meir  Lichtenstein (http://otniel.org/show.asp?id=25694) provides a compelling 

explanation of ˰ ˬô˷s unique role.  Although ˰ ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ functions as technical s˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸, two 

distinctive features of ˰ ˬ˷ make it the perfect excerpt to use as our model for ˢ˶ˣ˸.  First of all, 

proper ˰ ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ brings us to accept the sovereignty of God.  By making this our first and last 

thoughts each day, we demonstrate that accepting sovereignty is a priority and we allow such a 

consciousness to permeate our entire dayôs activity.  Secondly, ˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ reminds us that we 

must make a conscious effort to do all our activities, even ˢ˶ˣ˸ study, for the purpose of making 

ourselves holy. 

This explanation sheds light on the disagreement between ˧˪˟˟ and ˧ ˬ˪˷ˣ˶˧.  The ˧ ˪˟˟ 

explains that ˟˷˶"˧  interrupted s ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸ for ˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ to remind himself that he needs to infuse 

even his s ˶ˣ˸ study with religious consciousness.  And the ˧ˬ˪˷ˣ˶˧ disagrees only in the case of 

http://otniel.org/show.asp?id=25694
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the ˟˷˶"˧ .  It holds that since he was on such a high level, he would infuse religious 

consciousness into his s˶ ˣ˸ study even without reminding himself with ˰ˬ ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ and therefore 

did not need to interrupt his learning to do so.  This understanding describes the link while 

demonstrating ˰ ˬô˷s unique role. 

Moreover, the first core value of ˰ˬ ˷ as explained by Rav Meir Lichtenstein illuminates 

the obligation to recite ˰ ˬ˷ first thing in the morning.  In order to prioritize and incorporate the 

acceptance of Godôs sovereignty into our constant awareness we must bookend our day by doing 

so first thing in the morning and affirming so once more as the last thing we do before leaving 

consciousness altogether and drifting into sleep.  However, Rav Lichtensteinôs approach also 

explains why ˸ ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˢˮ˷ˬ sees value in saying ˰ˬ ˷ past its allotted time.  Since the second 

core value of ˰ ˬ˷ centers on the continuous process of our daily activities, it impacts the rest of 

our day whenever we say it.  Therefore it benefits our day even when recited past the ideal time. 

This link between ˰ ˬ˷ and s ˶ˣ˸ also provides one overarching focus that unifies the 

seemingly incongruous sections of the ˰ˬ˷ text according to ˟ˬ˶"˫ ôs explanation.  Although the 

verses switch between description of ˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ and ˸ˢ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪, on a more broad scale ñ ˫˧˶˟ˡˢ

ˢ˪˞ˢò refers to accepting Godôs sovereignty, a theme present throughout the text and expressive 

of both the conceptual recognition of Godôs sovereignty as well as active infusion of spirituality 

into behavior 

Now that we understand what ñˢ˪˞ˢ ˫˧˶˟ˡˢò refers to, we can return to our initial 

question.  Why does God use such ambiguous terms in telling us to teach our sons about the two 

core values of ˰ ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ and s ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸?  A possibility is that God uses vague words to 

emphasize the broadness of these values.  The impact of understanding the connection between 

˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ and s ˶ˣ˸ ˡˣˬ˪˸ is all-encompassing in our lives and is therefore described in the least 

limiting words possible.  It impacts not only our deeds and the attitude with which we behave, as 

described by the second core value, but it also impacts our very mindset and awareness 

throughout our lives, as described by the first core value.  With these two values in mind, the 

potential to change ourselves. 
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Sugya #4-Semichat Geula Letfilla:  How We Redeem Our Prayers and Pray for Redemption  

Adam Fischer and Ariel Menche 

  

ñSssshhhh!!ò 

 I turn around, aghast. Ironically enough, it was a deafening sound used to encourage 

quiet. Iôm used to being shushed when I talk during davening, but really ð does everyone in shul 

need to shush me? 

 Well, yeah. Because I wasnôt just interrupting davening. I was speaking between the 

bracha of Geôal Yisroel and the shemoneh esrei. Asks the wisest son, ñWhy is this part of the 

davening different from all other parts of the davening?ò Because of the concept of Smichat 

Geulah Letfillah (heretofore this phrase and its verbal counterpart, somech geulah letfillah, will 

be referred to as ñSGLò)ð that we must connect the concept of redemption that follows the 

shema with the climax of prayer, the shmoneh esrei. See, it all began with a machloket between 

Rav Yochanan and Rav Yehoshua on page 4B of Mesechet Brachot in the Talmud Bavli. The 

question was asked: when are we obligated to SGL, to connect geulah to tefillah. And two 

approaches were taken: answers were given with a svara, a logical argument, and with a kra, a 

verse from the torah. In using a svara, Rav Yochanan argued that the geulah to which we refer 

ð God taking the Jewish people out of Egypt ð occurred both during the night and during the 

day. Despite the fact that the nighttime geulah was only a partial geulah (i.e. the process of 

redemption began at night but would not be completed until morning), the presence of geulah 

during both the night and the morning obligates us to connect geulah to tefillah during both night 

and morning. Rav Yehoshua, on the other hand, uses the same argument to reach an opposing 

conclusion. He argues that because the geulah that occurred at night was only a small part of the 

greater redemption, we do not have an obligation to SGL at night. It is only in the morning, when 

there was a complete redemption, that we do so. To validate their respective points of view, 

Rabbis Yochanan and Yehoshua both refer to the verse from the torah which dictates when one 

must say the shema: ñveshachbecha uvikumecha,ò ñé when you lie down and when you get up.ò 

Rav Yochanan argues that as you first say shema and then shemoneh esrei in the morning, you 
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ought to do the same at night, thereby connecting geulah to tefillah. Rav Yehoshua argues the 

opposite: just as we must say shema directly next to sleep in the morning, so too we must say it 

directly next to sleep (that is that it should be the very last prayer we say and thus, it need not 

precede tefillah) at night. 

 While this dispute initially seems simple enough, the Am Mordechai (21-22) points out 

the strange antinomy of this argument: Rebbeim Yochenan and Yehoshua agree ð they both 

accept the axiom that the geulah was not truly completed until morning. And yet they disagree: 

they canôt seem to come to terms on when we are obligated to SGL. How can they agree on the 

evidence and disagree on what it proves? If ever we hope to find a solution, the Am Mordechai 

says, we must begin by analyzing the concept of SGL and determining its raison dô°tre. 

 First, there are those who believe that the quintessence of SGL is geulah ð that the entire 

reason behind the unit of geulah and tefillah is to emphasize the impact of geulah. We will begin 

by examining a gemara in Mesechet Brachot in Talmud Yerushalmi (5B) which cites a 

juxtaposition of two pasukim to explain the purpose of geulah in our davening. ñYaancha 

Hashem beyom tzarah,ò ñGod will answer in days of despair,ò and the pasuk of ñé Hashem 

tzuri vegoôalee,ò ñGod is my rock and my savior.ò These verses bring out that in times of need 

we look to God for help. Why? Because, having brought us out of Mitzrayim, He has 

demonstrated that He has both the power to and interest in helping us. We connect this concept 

of geulah to tefillah because, after having demonstrated Godôs greatness in this fashion, it is only 

logical to proceed to pray to Him. Ultimately, this gemara is highlighting geulah as SGLôs 

primary focus. Rabbeinu Yona (On The Riff: Mesechet Brachot 2B) writes in concurrence: he 

sees geulah as the ultimate statement and test of faith. Those who believe in and recognize Godôs 

power and involvement will, of course, experience an unbearable urge to daven. As such, 

Rabbeinu Yona sees geulah as our focus and tefillah as a post hoc consequence of having recited 

the bracha of geulah. Joining the party, and bringing a few more bottles of wine with it, the 

gemara on page 9B of Mesechet Brachot in Talmud Bavli supports our previous two analyses 

and adds to them. In his Aramaic ink, Rav Yochanan expatiates on when we ought to say the 

shema in the morning. He says that the ñdevoted oneò would complete the shema with sunrise. A 

braita expounds: the aforementioned devoted one would complete the shema with sunrise so that 

they could join SGL with sunrise. Following this, Rav Zeira brings a quote in support of this 
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concept: ñThey will fear You with sun and before the moon for generations upon generationsò 

(Tehillim 72:5). Shteiging in the beis, we cannot help but overhear Rav Dovid Silverstein, 

asking a brilliant kasha. ñIn what way can we possibly connect geulah to sunrise?! Oy yoy yoy!ò 

he calls out, shuckeling furiously and pounding his fists towards the heavens. A bas kol replies: 

just as geulah acts as an historic demonstration of Godôs supremacy, sunrise serves a similar 

cosmological function on an empirical level in the present. In short, this gemara and the bas kol 

(in no particular order) convey that the unit of SGL proves Godôs omnipotence through geulah. 

As previously brought out, tefillah is merely the repercussion of geulah. Ultimately these three 

sources all voice the same opinion: that geulah is there to demonstrate Godôs power and His 

desire to be active in our lives and that tefillah is geulahôs wake. 

 But not everyone agrees with the exponents of geulah as our ultimate focus; many argue 

the converse ð that the apotheosis of tefillah is the ultimate aim of SGL. One approach to seeing 

great tefillah as our true objective relies on the argument that geulah prepares us for tefillah. 

Page 31 of Mesechet Brachot in Talmud Bavli stands in support of this concept. Citing the 

principle that one must have happiness to perform a mitzvah, it argues that one must have great 

clarity of mind and strong motivation in order to engage in tefillah. A midrash (Shemot Rabba 

22:3) brings a demonstration of this concept: it was only when the Jewish people were purified 

by experiencing geulah ð when God took them out of Mitzrayim ð that they were able to sing 

Az Yashir. So too we must have our minds and souls purified by geulah to commence tefillah. 

Rav Ami, in the Talmud Yerushalmiôs Mesechet Brachot (6A), takes a different approach to 

explaining tefillah as the primary focus of SGL. He believes that connecting geulah to tefillah 

causes God to give our prayers greater attention. To elucidate, he offers an analogy: saying 

geulah before tefillah is like knocking on the door of the king before you praise him. The geulah, 

the knock, entices our King and king, wetting their appetites for prayer and praise. It is important 

here to note that Rav Ami was a student of Rav Yochanan and that we may therefore infer that 

his views reflect those of his teacheré but more of that later. And then we have a third approach 

to explaining SGL: that geulah clarifies the intentions driving our tefillah. The first argument 

within this approach is that of the gemara on page 17 of Mesechet Rosh Hashanah in Talmud 

Bavli. There we find the opinion that prima facie, tefillah might seem heretical; the entire model 

of prayer seems to imply that we are demanding that God deliver those things which we desire. 

As such, we require a verse ð birchat geulah ð that will acknowledge Godôs greatness, thereby 
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clarifying our theology and permitting us to pray. Rav Kook, in his work, Ein Aya (On Eter, 

Siman 19), takes a different approach to showing that geulah is necessary to clarify the 

motivation behind tefillah. He poses the question, ñWhy does Rav Yochanan say that SGL at 

maariv (as opposed to elsewhere) earns for us a special place in the world to come?ò He answers 

that nighttime is traditionally considered a time of fear. As such, we are intensely focused on 

ourselves, looking to pray for our own well-being. By mentioning geulah before we engage in 

tefillah, we acknowledge and remind ourselves that our focus should be on the welfare of the 

entire nation. And the one who davens with this focus deserves reward. Tefillah, emphasizes Rav 

Kook, is really not about personal prayer, but about recognizing the power and importance of the 

Klal and building a relationship with God through the scope of community. As one presidential 

candidate would put it if he spent more time in the beis, tefillah is about believing in something 

greater than ourselves. Geulah precedes tefillah because, where tefillah can easily seem to be a 

very selfish activity, the bracha of geulah reminds us of the value of the Kehilla. God redeems 

us as a nation, not as individuals. Each of these approaches highlights tefillah as the focus, and 

geulah as a means for improving that tefillah though they do take variegated approaches within 

that sphere. These include the view points that: (a) geulah prepares us mentally and spiritually 

for the process that is tefillah, (b) that geulah causes God to give greater focus (so to speak) to 

our prayers, and (c) that geulah clarifies the intentions behind our tefillah.  

 Before we can make sense of all this, we must first introduce yet another statement of 

halachah ð that of the Ramabam (Hilchot Tefillah , Chapter 11, Laws 17 and 19). He holds 

that at shachrit we say geulah and, ñimmediately,ò in order to SGL, we begin tefillah. At maariv, 

on the other hand, we say shema, then SGL, and then we do tefillah; there is no demand for 

rapidity at night. And now the Grid  Soloveitchik (Shiurim Lezecher Avi Mori) arrives on the 

scene with a kasha. ñWhy, oh why!, does the Rambam differentiate between the immediacy 

needed in the morning and the relaxation allowed in the evening?ò The Grid resolves that the 

Rambam must be implying that during the day, one must connect geulah and tefillah to achieve a 

redemptive model, whereas at night, where there is no imperative for promptness and there may 

be an interruption. And why may there be an interruption at night; why is there no such 

imperative? Because the SGL of maariv fits, instead, into a matir model ð one intended for 

preparation. And here, where the Grid seeks to clarify his views, we will finally achieve a 

paradigm of clarity. 
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 Let us recall, says the Grid, that there were two stages to the geulah in Egypt: the night, 

which featured merely the first part of the redemption, and the morning, which brought about the 

full execution of Godôs plan to bring the Bnei Yisroel out of Mitzrayim. Ideally, we would have a 

focus on geulah. Ideally, we would use SGL to boast Godôs greatness in redeeming the Jewish 

people, to recognize and celebrate His power and involvement. But at night, at maariv, when the 

redemption still had not been completed, we, quite simply, do not have enough proof to go on. 

That is to say that the first step of geulah is not compelling enough to demonstrate Godôs 

greatness. And so the nighttime SGL (which is really more a shadow, a reflection of the true 

SGL) is not used to emphasize geulah. Instead, the SGL of the evening comes to improve our 

tefillah. Just as we say pesukei dezimrah to prepare us and purify us for the shachrit tefillah, so 

too geulah purifies and redeems us in preparation for the maariv tefillah. In support of this point, 

the Grid points out that we are more than willing to interrupt the evening SGL: an interruption is 

built into the davening! There is a kadesh specifically placed between geulah and tefillah. Why is 

this? To remind us that we cannot possibly have an obligatory SGL unit during a prayer service 

that is not itself obligatory (maariv is not actually a chova, an obligatory davening. It is reshut, 

optional, now a minhag.). Thus we know that this SGL cannot be one with its primary focus on 

geulah. Rather, itôs purpose is to enhance our tefillah. 

On the other hand, continues the Grid, shachrit takes place in the morning when the 

redemption was completed. Thus, during the morning davening we have full and perfect proof of 

Godôs omnipotence and intervention. We can only now truly place the emphasis on geulah. And 

in fleshing this concept out, Rav Silverstein asks: ñWhy do we throw shema into the mix? If 

weôre trying to be somech geulah letfillah where does shema come in? Shema is neither geulah 

nor tefillah.ò Unfortunately, no bas kol rang out. His bubble considerably popped, the Rav was 

forced to offer his answer: the shema is there to enhance the power of SGL. The shema is the 

ultimate statement of faith. In saying that ñHashem is our God, Hashem is One,ò we proclaim 

our theological philosophy of Godôs oneness and greatness to the world. This abstract 

proclamation of faith is then combined with a recounting of the geulah, which is the ultimate 

practical demonstration of Godôs oneness and greatness. And then, after having achieved this 

incontrovertible recognition of the Almighty God, what choice do we have but to offer him our 

tefillah? If this is what weôre trying to achieve ð if this extraordinary statement of faith is the 

ideal objective of SGL, then it is clear why we require a complete geulah, the geulah of the 
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morning, to truly achieve a geulah-centered SGL. QED the evening SGL is about tefillah while 

the morning one focuses on geulah. And because the maariv is not an obligatory service, it 

cannot possibly include an obligatory unit (SGL cannot be a chova). 

Now, so as to better drill this concept into our proverbial heads, let us examine some 

practical applications of this conclusion: 

First, (cf. Shut HaRashba 1:293) we will take a case of a small uninformed minyan that 

gathers together on a weekday Rosh Chodesh. The congregation has just, together, bentzched 

geulah when the rabbi smacks himself on the head. He forgot to remind them about yaaleh 

veyavoh! Can the Rav interrupt his SGL to remind his baaleh batim about the insertion? 

Applying the principles brought out by the Grid we may answer as follows: If itôs maariv, then 

the rabbi may interrupt his SGL to remind his kehilla because there is no concept of an 

obligatory, uninterrupted SGL at maariv, but there is a duty to enhance the tefillah. If we are 

speaking about shachrit, per contra, where there is an obligatory SGL, the Rav may not call out a 

reminder because that would take away from the impact of his birchat geulah. He will have to 

suffice with a nice, gevaldik potch on his schtender. 

Next, (cf. Shut HaRashba 1:236) we observe a poor, fatigued yeshiva bachor who, due 

to an intensive halacha shiur, finds himself late for minyan. He stumbles into the room just as 

the kehilla has begun the shmoneh esrei. Would it be better that he daven on his own and 

perform SGL or would it be better that he skip straight to the shmoneh esrei so as to daven with 

the congregation? Applying the Grid to our test case, we would answer that at maariv he ought to 

skip to tefillah while at shachrit he ought to daven on his own and SGL. At maariv, the purpose 

of SGL is to enhance our tefillah. But that same thing is accomplished by davening with the rest 

of the shul. On the other hand, in the morning, its purpose is to proclaim Godôs greatness through 

geulah and so that is the priority. 

Here, we would like to humbly offer the chiddushim of Messrs. Fischer and Menche 

There seems to be a divide between the views of the Grid and those of whoever determined the 

halacha immediately above. The Grid argues that at maariv, where the geulah comes to enhance 

tefillah, it is with the intention of purifying and preparing us for prayer. Thus he holds according 

to the gemara in Brachot 31 and the midrash which assert likewise that geulah fits into a 
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purification model. But the halacha above regarding the yeshiva bachor establishes that the 

enhancement that our tefillah needs is one of recognition of the kehilla. Thus geulahôs purpose at 

maariv must follow Rav Kookôs model that nighttime geulah reminds us about the primacy of 

the kehilla. So which is it? As with any place where a problem arises because ñXò contradicts 

ñY,ò there are three options available to us. We may discard ñXò as false, discard ñYò as false, or 

demonstrate that they are not actually in conflict. As we can discard neither our ñXò (focus is on 

purification) nor our ñYò (focus is on kehilla), we are left only with the option of reconciling the 

two. Perhaps, this paperôs authors would like to propose, the purification to which the Grid refers 

is a recognition of the klal. Perhaps the concept is that living through our daily routines, we 

become entrenched in self-centeredness. We require the passage of geulah to purify us ð to 

bring us back into sync with the nation as a whole.  

But let us return to our object, to explaining the machloket between Rebbeim Yochanan 

and Yehoshua through the scope of the Am Mordechai. After having read and reread the above, 

and then, after having repeated that process so as to actually understand what we have read and 

reread, we are finally prepared to answer our initial question. 

If our two lead rabbis agree that the geulah which occurred at night was only an initial 

step in a larger process and that it was only in the morning that the geulah was finally completed, 

then why do they disagree over whether smicha geula letfillah can be preformed at night? 

Drum-roll, please. 

The Am Mordechai explains that it is because they cannot come to terms on whether the 

focus of SGL is geulah or tefillah. Rav Yochanan holds that the purpose of SGL is to enhance 

our tefillah. Yes, the nighttime redemption was merely a fraction of the ultimate geulah, but who 

cares? Even the smallest fragment of geulah is still enough of a geulah to enhance our tefillah. 

(The reader is thoroughly encouraged to refer back to the opinion of Rav Ami in the Talmud 

Yerushalmi above should he wish to see the flow of halachik outlooks from teacher to student.) 

Conversely, Rav Yehoshua holds that the geulah is the focus of SGL. Absolute geulah has 

incredible power and great significance. But to truly glean the geulahôs message, we must look at 

an absolute geulah ð a complete redemption. Thus the fractal geulah that occurred in the 

evening sits insufficient, fading between the pages of shema and tefillah. As such, we cannot 
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have SGL at night. Only in the morning. Is it not remarkable to uncover the true catalyst behind 

the argument? To discover what truly drove this dispute? 

But there is more that can be learned from this study in dispute than merely what sorts of 

discussions once floated around Rav Yochananôs dinner table. From this evaluation we can 

induce a few general principles of Jewish faith and practice. 

The first is that a clarity of purpose is required to perform a mitzvah properly. Regardless 

of whether our rabbis believed that the ultimate function of SGL was geulah or tefillah, they 

believed that an important principle could be derived from the answer. Let us be honest: do we 

not often recite geulah and tefillah without kavana. And even if we do have kavana, how many 

among us have a depth of focus and understanding to appreciate that our goal is to affirm Godôs 

omnipotence or to connect with the God as a nation? It is clear from this dialectic that when we 

perform mitzvoth we are not merely to execute them blindly. It is critical that we arm ourselves 

with our deer-stalker caps, pipes, and magnifying glasses and set ourselves to cracking the case 

that is halachik observance. 

Next, we learn from this inquiry the power of the Am, the nation. Psak after Psak, we see 

that every petitioner is being bid to cast aside their individual selves and embrace the kehilla. 

Yes, of course, we are individuals. But contrary to what Kierkegaard might have us believe ð 

that the primary relationship of our lives is the one between the individual and God and that that 

relationship often stands in conflict with the ethical, our relationship with those around us ð it is 

a staple of Jewish faith that our relationship with God is, ultimately, a national one. 

And finally, we discover the epistemological position of our sages ð that we can prove 

Godôs omnipotence and his status as an intervening Deity. They hold that geulah demonstrates 

Godôs power and his desire (so to speak) to remain active in our lives.  

And so we have solved the question of Rav Yochanan and Rav Yehudaôs instigating 

dispute, we have established reasons for smicha geulah letfillah, we have instituted a 

methodological process for applying these principles at night and in the morning, and we have 

found, therein, basic principles of faith. 
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Ahavat Hashem-5ya #Sug 

erleffLevi Morrow and Sammy Sh 

 

 In Devarim 6:5, the Torah commands us to love God with all our hearts. This is an 

incredibly significant concept. In the words of Rabbi Dr. J. H. Hertz [The Hertz Chumash, 

Page 770 .2], "This is the first time in human history that the love of God was demanded by any 

religion... If the Unity of God is the basis of the Jewish creed, then the love of God is the basis of 

Jewish life." Thatôs very nice, but what does it mean? According to the Ibn Ezra [Shemot, 

Chapter 31 Verse 18], it means that the very root and reason for all the mitzvot is to love God 

and cling to His ways. But this leaves us with a conceptual problem: how can one be commanded 

to love? 

 Emotions are generally assumed to be beyond the scope of human control, and thus we 

should not be expected to be able to love on command. But as the Sfat Emet [Va'Etchanan 2] 

says, the answer is inherent in the question. The only way we could be commanded to love God 

is if it were possible for us to fulfill that commandment; this is because the love of God is 

"carved deep in the heart" of man. 

 So according to this view, we have love for God laying dormant deep in our hearts. 

Unfortunately thatôs not helpful, as the mitzvah is not to potentially love God, it is to love God. 

But what does it mean to love God? How are we supposed to manifest this love? If it is a 

commandment, the assumption is that there is some sort of action attached. One possibility is 

that of the opinion of the Sifrei Devarim [Piskei 32, D"H Davar Acher]: we love God by 

loving His creations and causing them to love Him as well, in the manner of our father Avraham 

who converted many people. Another possibility is that of the Babylonian Talmud [Tractate 

Yoma, Page 86, Side A]: You cause God to become loved by others through your actions, by 

learning from and serving Torah scholars as well as being pleasant with all of creation. In this 

manner, you cause others to come to love God themselves. As well, Rashi [On Devarim 6:5] 

states that to love God is to follow His commandments out of love, rather than out of fear of 

punishment. This especially makes sense if you hold like the Sfat Emet and a deep love for God 

is innately hidden in your heart. 

That being said, it is not always that easy. How do you access this love if you do not 

automatically sense it? Many opinions state that it flows from an intellectual appreciation God. 
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The Sifrei Devarim [Piskei 32, D"H V'Hyu] says that you must "put these words on your heart", 

referring to the words of the Shema, and you will know and recognize the Creator of the World 

and "cling to His ways." The Sforno [Devarim 6:5] says that to love God is not a 

commandment; it is in fact a promise. It is a guarantee that if you think about and understand 

God you will without a doubt come to love him, and then you will do serve him with joy. In 

Hilchot Yesodei HaTorah[Chapter 2 Halacha 2], the Rambam says that when you truly 

understand HaShem's great and wondrous works and endless wisdom, you will immediately 

praise and glorify Him and be seized by a great desire to know Him. In Hilchot 

Teshuva[Chapter 10 Halacha 6], Rambam states that your love of God parallels to your 

knowledge of Him, meaning that if you know and understand God only slightly, you can really 

only love Him slightly. But if you understand Him deeply, then your love for Him will be deep. 

Thus, you should study Him and strive to understand Him as much as you can, so that you will 

love Him as much as you are able. Rabeinu Bachya [Devarim 5:5] states that you need to truly 

understand the Torah and mitzvot, and then you will love God and be filled with joy. 

 There is another model, however, that is not necessarily contradictory. In Hilchot 

Teshuva [Chapter 10], the Rambam also gives a more experiential view of loving God. He says 

that one should always be filled with love for God, like when one is lovesick or infatuated with a 

woman. This is not necessarily separate from His previous model, as this could be said to mean 

that one should always be thinking about God in a manner that would arouse this love of Him. 

And the Netivot Olam [Va'Etchanan Amud 33] states, in the name of the Maggid of 

Mezritch , who said it in the name of the Baal Shem Tov, that the mitzvah is to create in 

yourself a love of God. However, there are many acts that could foster love for HaShem, and 

they differ from person to person. Someone might come to love God through learning Torah, 

while another might come to love God through base-jumping. According to the Netivot Olam, as 

long as these activities are halachically acceptable, you not only can perform these activities, but 

you have a mitzvah to perform them. 

 What is bottom line of this sugya? It seems relatively simple; youôre supposed to love 

God and there are a variety of ways this can be accomplished. But if thatôs all there is to it, then 

why do so many perushim feel the need to explain what it means. To answer that Iôll need to 

reference a sugya we did earlier this year on the purpose of Kriat Shema. Thereôs a debate 
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between the Babylonian Talmud and Palestinian Talmud as to whether it is for the purpose of 

Kibel Ohl Malchut Shemaim, accepting the Yoke of the Kingdom of Heaven upon yourself, or 

for the purpose of Talmud Torah, learning torah. The Palestinian Talmud [Tractate Blessings] 

relates a story where Rabbi Shimon bar Yochai and his friends were learning and they did not 

stop to say Kriat Shema, because you donôt stop learning for other learning. Meanwhile the 

Babylonian Talmud [Tractate Sabbath, Page 11 Side A] relates a similar story, the difference 

being that they do stop for Kriat Shema, and thus it is Kibel Ohl Malchut Shemaim, and at the 

end of the sugya the verdict is that while it is rooted in Talmud Torah, the main purpose of Kriat 

Shema is Kibel Ohl Malchut Shemaim. This in mind, one must ask why the concept of Ahavat 

HaShem is given such prime placement in the structure of Kriat Shema. The answer is simple. It 

is coming to teach something about the nature of Kibel Ohl Malchut Shemaim. This part of Kriat 

Shema is teaching that itôs not merely enough to Kibel Ohl Malchut Shemaim. You have to 

Kibel Ohl Malchut Shemaim BôAhavah. 
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Baruch Shem Kevod Malchuto Leolam Vaed 

Eitan Goodman and Ben Butler 

 

Introduction 

 

ñl ˥˞ ˢ ˣˮ˵ˣ˪˞ ˢ ˪˞˶˷˧ ˰ˬ˷ (Shema Yisrael Hashem Elokeinu Hashem Echad)- Hear Oô 

Israel Hashem our G-d is One, ò these powerful words make up one of the most important 

pasukim in all of Judaism, and begin arguably the most important prayer that Jews pray: Kriyat 

Shema (KôS).  All Jews are required to recite KôS two times a day; it consists of the first verse of 

Shema, followed by the other pasukim all mentioned in the Torah itself.  

What is particularly striking is that the first pasuk of shema is followed immediately by a 

verse: ñl ˰ˣ ˫˪ˣ˰˪ ˣ˸ˣ˩˪ˬ ˡˣ˟˩ ˫˷ ˨ˣ˶˟ (Baruch Shem Kevod Malchuto LôOlam Vah Ed) which is 

not found in the entire biblical canon.  One question we have to address is why was this verse 

added to the recitation of shema? However, in order to understand the enigma of ñBaruch Shemò 

we must first analyze the KôS and all of its properties. 

Structure of the Paragraphs 

In  Mishnah Mesecet Brachot (Perek  ˟ Mishnah )˟, the mishnah asks why the order of 

the three prakim of KôS is incongruous with the order theyôre placed in the Torah.  Rav 

Yehoshua ben Karcha explains that the perek of Shema comes before Ve Haya because in Shema 

we receive Ol Malchut Shamayim and only then can we truly accept the mitzvot commanded in 

Ve Haya. Finally, we read the perek of Vayomer because Vehaya and Shema were said during 

the day and night but Vayomer was only said during the day.  The Rambam, on the other hand, 

in his Hilchot Kriyat Shema (Perek    H˞alacha ˟ ) says the reason KôS begins with Shema is 

because it contains the idea of oneness (Echad) and love (Veô Ahavta): the most important 

aspects of Hashem, and everything else stems from those to themes. Vehaya comes next since it 

has the other mitzvot in it, followed last by Vayomer which contains a reminder (via the tzitzit) 

to perform the commandments. 

The Uniqueness of the First Line of the Shema 

The Shulchan Orech, Orech Hachayim (Simin ˯ Siyuf )s says, If one does not have Kavanah 

(concentration) for the first pasuk of Shema then he is NOT exempt in his obligation of reciting 
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KôS. But in the other prakim of KôS if one does not have Kavanah he is still exempt. Everyone 

agrees one has to have Kavanah for the first pasuk of Shema or he is not exempt. Elaborating on 

this idea, the Mishna Brurah  (OH 60:5) says there are two types of Kavanah. The first type: 

Just saying the Shema to be aware that your fulfilling your obligation. The second type: 

Understanding and concentrating on each word thus ultimately understanding the mitzvah. For 

the first pasuk of Shema you must have the second type of Kavanah as well in order to fulfill 

your obligation, since the first pasuk has the concept of receiving Hashemôs Kingship and that 

concept must be dealt with properly and with full concentration.  

The Choreography in Action 

The Shulchan Orech (OH 61:6) says, one must have a specific type of Kavanah for the word 

ñl ˥ò˞  thus he must elongate the ñò˥ because in the actual scripture of the torah the "˥"  has a 

horn at the top which represents that Hashem runs the Heaven above and Earth below. Then we 

elongate the  "l"  (which has a number value of four) to represent that Hashem runs the four 

corners of the world. There are even those who have the custom of turning their heads in all four 

directions while saying it. The Mishnah Brurah  (61:1, 18) says there are two opinions in regard 

to this. The first is that one should elongate the "˥" (heaven and earth) worth 1/3
rd

 longer than 

normal and "l"  (four corners) 2/3
rds 

longer than normal. The second opinion, is to have both 

Kavanahs on the "l"  only. Having explained the centrality of kavvanah we now need to address 

what should the Kavvanah be. 

What Should the Kavvanah Be? 

Rashbam (Devarim 6:4) says in Shema we say "ˣˮ˵ˣ˪˞ ˧˧"  (Hashem our G-d) to show Hashem is 

the only G-d and we have no other G-ds but Him, and we will not serve anything else. According 

to Rashi (Devarim 6:4) we say "ˡ˥˞ ˢ ˣˮ˵ˣ˪˞ ˢ"  to say Hashem is our G-d and the G-d of all the 

nations and He will forever be one. One day the nations will jump with a clean tongue, turn, and 

all will call clear the name of Hashem and recognize Hashem as the one and only G-d. 

The Sefer HaChinuch (417) says the reason we recite the first pasuk of Shema is to show that 

we believe Hashem, the master of the heavens, is responsible for everything. Consequently, 

anything that happens can be traced back to G-d as the source. 
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Rambam in Hilchot Yesoday Hatorah (Perek ˞  Halacha ʕ ) explains Hashem is one, not two, 

not more than two. Not one that can be broken down into smaller ones, not one like a body that 

can be divided, there isnôt a one like Hashem in our whole world. Thus the concept of saying" ˢ

ˡ˥˞ ˢ ˣˮ˵ˣ˪˞" , a conceptual infinity that canôt be divided. 

The Mystery of Baruch Shem 

Now that we understand the significance of having the proper intent for the first line of Shema, 

we have to address the role of Baruch Shem Kevod. In Talmud Bavli: Mesecet Pesachim (Daf 

ˣˮ Amud )˞ The Gemara asks: what is the reason we say ñBaruch Shem?ò Rabbi Shimon ben 

Lakish answers: Before Yaakov died he called his sons together and began to tell them what 

would happen in the ñend of daysò (when mashiach would come) but before he could tell the 

presence of Hashem left him. Yaakov was disturbed by this as he took it to mean one of his 

children was unworthy of hearing his prophecy. The sons said in response ñShema Yisrael 

Hashem Elokeinu Hashem Echad ò telling Yaakov that there would always be one G-d in their 

lives and that would be Hashem. Yaakov, with his fears quelled, said in the same hour ñBaruch 

Shem Kevod Malchuto LôOlam Vah Ed.ò The Rabanan then ask: How are we suppose to say 

ñBaruch Shemò if it wasnôt said by Moshe like the rest of KôS? The resolution was to say the 

words in a whisper.  

The Mishnah Brurah (63:12) teaches us that just as by the first pasuk of Shema, if one doesnôt 

have full kavanah he is not exempt from his obligation of KôS, the same ruling applies to 

ñBaruch Shemò and if ñBaruch Shemò wasnôt said with perfect kavanah KôS must be repeated. 

On the other hand, The Bach in the Orech Chayim (Simin ˞ )˫ states if one forgot to say 

ñBaruch Shemò then one doesnôt have to repeat Shema because thatôs learnt from Yaakov (and 

not a biblical obligation) so you donôt have to repeat.  
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˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ ˧ˮ˧ˮ˰ˣ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ˟ ˣˮˡˬ˪˷ ˸ˣ˧ˠˣ˯˪ ˸ˣˬˣ˵ˬ ˧˞˶ˬ  

˞˸˧˧˶ˣ˞ ˸˟˧˷˧-˭ ˧˧˦˷˶˟˪˧˯ ˟˶ 

 

Sugya #1-Why Learn Gemara? 

 ˞˩ ˢˮ˷ˬ ˢ ˵˶˲ ˸ˣ˟˞ ˸˩˯ˬ ˢˮ˷ˬ 

  ˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˪ ˱ˡ ˭˧˷ˣˡ˧˵ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸ 

˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˪ ˱ˡ ˭˧˷ˣˡ˧˵ ˸˩˯ˬ ˸ˣ˲˯ˣ˸ 

˟˦˧˶ˢ ˧˷ˣˡ˧˥"˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˪ ˱ˡ ˭˧˷ˣˡ˧˵ ˸˩˯ˬ ˞ 

ˣˬ˶ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˢ˰ˡ ˢ˶ˣ˧ ˨ˣ˶˰ ˭˥˪ˣ˷  

ˣˬ˶ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˢ˰ˡ ˢ˶ˣ˧ ˭˥˪ˣ˷ˢ ˨ˣ˶˰ 

˟ ˡˣˬ˰ ˢˬ˵ ˱ˡ ˞˶˸˟ ˞˟˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸ 

˟˷˶"˟ ˡˣˬ˰ ˢˬ˵ ˱ˡ ˞˶˸˟ ˞˟˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˫  

Rav Lichtenstein, Leaves of Faith page 11 
 

Sugya #2-Understanding the Relationship between the Oral and Written Law 

˟ ˞˶ˬˠ .˫˧˧˸ˣˡˣ˵ˮˢ ˡ˰ ˢˮ˷ˬˢˬ 

˷˶"ˡ ˧"˧˞˵ ˞˩˧ˢ ˢ ,˧˞˵ ˞˶˵˞  

˯ˬ ˸˪˥˸ˢ ˧ˬ˪˷ˣ˶˧ '˸ˣ˩˶˟  

˟ ˢ˩ˣ˯ .˸ˣˮ˲ˡ ˢ˪˧ˢ ˡ˰ 

 ˸ˣ˩˶˟ˣ˩ ˱ˡ.  

ˢ˪ ˸ˣ˩˶˟.  

 ˧ˣ˦˧˟ˢ ˰˧˲ˣˬ ˫ˢ˟˷ ˸ˣ˪˧˟˵ˬˢ ˪˩ "˧˞˵ ˞˩˧ˢ ˞ˮ˸"  

˧˞˶ˣ˟˯ ˭ˮ˟˶ ˭ˣ˞ˠ ˞˶˧˶˷ ˟˶ ˸˶ˠ˧˞ 

˞ ˫˧˶ˣ˟˧ˠ ˧˦˪˷:˧˧˶ˢ ˧˲ˡ˟  ˞"˱  

˯ˬ˪ ˢˬˡ˵ˢ ˥˪˴ '˸ˣ˩˶˟  

˯ˡˮ˶˟ ˟˶ˢ ˸˦˧˷ 

˷˶"˟ ˧ ."l˧˞˵ ˞˶˵˞ ˢ 

Sugya #3-Relationshsip between Talmud Torah and Shema 

ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ 

˞˶ˤ˰ ˭˟˞ ˣ ˵ˣ˯˲ ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ 

 ˟ˮ˶ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˫˧˞˶˧ ˶˲˯] ˭˷˧ ˯ˣ˲ˡ- ɣ˧[ 

˟ˬ˶˪ ˸ˣˣ˴ˬˢ ˶˲˯"˧ ˢ˷˰ ˸ˣ˴ˬ ˫-x˦ . 

 ˞ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˧ˬ˪˷ˣ˶˧/˟ 

˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˞˧ ˱ˡ ˸˟˷ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸  

˟˯ ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˶˷˞ ˸˥ˮˬ-ɣ˯ 

˟ ˡˣˬ˰ ˦˴ ˱ˡ ˸ˣ˥ˮˬ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸ 

˟˞˶"ˮ˵ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˭" ˢ 

˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˞˩ ˱ˡ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸ 

 ˡˣˬ˪˸ ˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˟ ˱ˡ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ 

˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˪ ˱ˡ ˭˧˷ˣˡ˧˵ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸-˟ ˡˣˬ˰ 

˞ ˵˶˲ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˢˮ˷ˬ:˟     

˟ˬ˶"˟ ˢˮ˷ˬ ˞ ˵˶˲ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˢˮ˷ˬ ˪˰ ˫  
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 ˭˧˧˦˷ˬ˦˩˧˪ ˶˧˞ˬ ˟˶ˢ http://otniel.org/show.asp?id=25694 

 

Semichat Geula Ltefilla -4Sugya # 

 
ˡ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ :ˮ˞˧ˬˡ ˞˸˩˧˶˞ ˢ˪ˣ˞ˠ˩ ˫˧˪˧ˬˢ ˡ˰ ˫˧˧˸ˣˡˣ˵ 

ˢ ˧ˬ˪˷ˣ˶˧:-x . ˶'˞˟˞...ˠ˧˪˲ˢ  

˧˶ˢ ˪˰ ˢˮˣ˧ ˣˮ˧˟˶"˟ ˡˣˬ˰ ˟ ˱ˡ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˱ 

˶˸˞ ˪˰ ˢ˧˞ ˭˧˰ 

˧˶ˣˬ ˧˟˞ ˶˩ˤ˪ ˫˧˶ˣ˰˧˷ 

˧˩ˡ˶ˬ ˫˰ 

˞˪ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ .˷˶ˣ"˫˷ ˧  

ˤ˧ ˢˮ˷ˢ ˷˞˶.  

˟ ˡˣˬ˰ ˦ ˱ˡ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸ 

˷˶"˟ ˡˣˬ˰ ˦ ˱ˡ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧ 

˸ˣ˲˯ˣ˸ ˟ ˡˣˬ˰ ˦ ˱ˡ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ 

˟ˬ˶"ˣ ˵˶˲ ˢ˪˲˸ ˸ˣ˩˪ˢ ˫ 

Ahavat Hashem-5Sugya # 

 
ˡ ˠ˪ ˞˵˯˧˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˧˶˲˯" ˢ)x ( ˣ˧ˢˣ 

˟ˬ˶" ˟ ˢ˩˪ˢ ˟ ˵˶˲ ˢ˶ˣ˸ˢ ˧ˡˣ˯˧ ˸ˣ˩˪ˢ ˫ 

  ˞ ˡˣˬ˰ ˣ˲ ˱ˡ ˞ˬˣ˧ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸ 

ˡ ˟˪ ˞˵˯˧˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˧˶˲˯" ˶˥˞ ˶˟ˡ ˢ 

˟ ˭ˮ˥˸˞ˣ ˸ˬ˞ ˸˲˷ 

ˢ ˵ˣ˯˲ ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˣˮ˶ˣ˲˯ 

˶˷" ˢ ˵ˣ˯˲ ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˧ 

 ˥˧ ˵ˣ˯˲ ˞˪ ˵˶˲ ˸ˣˬ˷ ˞˶ˤ˰ ˭˟˞ 
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 ˢ ˵ˣ˯˲ ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ 

 ˟ˬ˶" ˣ ˢ˩˪ˢ ˧ ˵˶˲ ˢ˟ˣ˷˸ ˸ˣ˩˪ˢ ˫ 

 ˢ ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˧˧˥˟ ˣˮ˧˟˶:s 

 ˟ˬ˶" ˧ ˵˶˲ ˢ˟ˣ˷˸ ˸ˣ˩˪ˢ ˫ 

ˬ˰ ˭ˮ˥˸˞ˣ ˸˷˶˲ ˫˪ˣ˰ ˸ˣ˟˧˸ˮ ' ˠ˪  
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 ˟ ˢˮ˷ˬ ˟ ˵˶˲ ˸ˣ˩˶˟ ˸˩˯ˬ ˢˮ˷ˬ 

 ˟ˬ˶" ˟ ˢ˩˪ˢ ˞ ˵˶˲ ˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ ˸ˣ˩˪ˢ ˫ 

  ˟ ˢ˩˪ˢ ˞ ˵˶˲ ˰ˬ˷ ˸˞˧˶˵ ˸ˣ˩˪ˢ ˢˮ˷ˬ ˱˯˩ 

˲ˣ˶˲ '˶ˤ˰˧˟˞ ˭˸ˮ "ˢˬˡ˞ˢ ˪˰ ˫˩˧ˮ˟ ˧ˬ˧ˣ ˫˩˧ˬ˧ ˣ˟˶˧ ˭˰ˬ˪ " http://www.biu.ac.il/JH/Parasha/ekev/avi.html 

 ˭ˬ˧˯ ˫˧˧˥ ˥˶ˣ˞ ˨ˣ˶˰ ˭˥˪ˣ˷  ˢ ˱˧˰˯ ˯ 

  ˠ˯ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˫˧˧˥ ˥˶ˣ˞ ˨ˣ˶˰ ˭˥˪ˣ˷ 

  ˢ ˱˧˰˯ ˯ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˫˧˧˥ ˥˶ˣ˞ ˨ˣ˶˰ ˭˥˪ˣ˷ ˪˰ ˢ˶ˣ˶˟ ˢˮ˷ˬ 

  ˢ ˱˧˰˯ ˯ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˫˧˧˥ ˥˶ˣ˞ ˨ˣ˶˰ ˭˥˪ˣ˷ ˪˰ ˫ˢ˶˟˞ ˭ˠˬ 

  ˣ ˱˧˰˯ ˞˯ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˫˧˧˥ ˥˶ˣ˞ ˨ˣ˶˰ ˭˥˪ˣ˷ 

  ˣ ˱˧˰˯ ˞˯ ˭ˬ˧˯ ˫˧˧˥ ˥˶ˣ˞ ˨ˣ˶˰ ˭˥˪ˣ˷ ˪˰ ˢ˶ˣ˶˟ ˢˮ˷ˬ 

  ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ 

˟ˬ˶''˟ˡ ˭ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶ 

http://otniel.org/show.asp?id=25694
http://otniel.org/show.asp?id=25694
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˟˷˶"ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˫ 

˷˶"ˣ ˵˶˲ ˫˧˶˟ˡ ˧ 

 ˡ ˤ˧˸ ˢˣ˴ˬ ˨ˣˮ˧˥ˢ ˶˲˯"s  ˭˧ˬ˞ˢ˪ ˣˮ˧ˣ˦˴ˮ˷ 

˟ˬ˶" ˤ ˢ˩˪ˢ ˞ ˵˶˲ ˢ˶ˣ˸ˢ ˧ˡˣ˯˧ ˸ˣ˩˪ˢ ˫ 

 ˭ˬ˧˯ ˢ˶ˣ˶˟ ˢˮ˷ˬ  ˠ˯ 

 ˣˮ ˱ˡ ˫˧˥˯˲ ˸˩˯ˬ ˧˪˟˟ ˡˣˬ˪˸ 

 

 


