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PREFACE 

1.AeC1111eeti-mat what ~ I wanted to accomp~ •in writing my ~binic·thesis 
I . . . . . 

was a sreatt.j sense of ease and urid~in~ of the Babylonian Talmud._,Now, looking 

back at where I was not so 'many months ag~, 1· am pleased at what I have learned ·~d 

eager to learn more. This could not have happened without the support in every sense of 
\ . . . : . 

the word of,iny husband.Paul Needham and the tolerance ofmy children, RaphaeL Clare, 

and Chessie: Nor 'co~ this have happened without Rabbi Michael Ch~ck whose deep-. . .. 
4 • 

love of the Talmud and of Jews anJ!)udaism was one of the re8$0ns why I decided to go 
... . - . . 

.'1 . . • • .. , 

to Rabbinicai-Scf19ol in the in-st .pl~. and why I wanted to wbtk with.him. ' 

' l • "., ' • . • 

i-~'-sto\he-niemoryofmy parenB, Dr. Elmer S. Gais • 
~"t .. '.. . : . 

and Olga ~ab Gais, ~"t, a God-intoxicated Jew and a woman ofvalor . 

. . V ...... 
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CBAPTERt: INTRODUCTION 

The Halachol of·our great teacher, Rabbeinu Isaac, of bl~ 

· memory, have ~perseded ~ predecessors, because ther~ is. 

/ included therein everything useful·for the understanding of the 

• degsions and laws ·at present in force; that is, in the time of the Exile. . . . 

The author clearly demonstrates the errors of those before him when - I . . 

, his opinion deviates ftom theirs, and ~ the exception of a few 

· Halachot whose number at the very utmost does not amount to ten, his 

decisions are unassailable. ' 
..J . -

. Praise frqm Maimonides is praise in<teed. but sucli kudos WC[e not offered'only 

by the young ~nides in tiomage to R. Yitshak B. Y aakov haKohen Affasi, the great 

N ··~Talmudist andj~dae (1013-1103) who was born in·Kalat al-Hammad in 

l, 

~ is now Algeria, and presided for many years over the academy ai Fez. It is from his "­

association with ~ place that his aaonym, the Rif CR4bbi ~ of Fez), derives. 

~•s. ~ge and fame continued even after what was perhaps ~ moment of supreme 

despair for him. At the age of seventy-~e he was denounced for political ~ns and 

forced to flee his native IIINI. Remarkably, ttewever, he soon became head of the great . ' 

---.. ~~Lucena, in Spain,;-wbere he 'spent the last years of his long life, surrounded 

by ~ ;J; iricludi;; Yehudah lfalevi who composed the .following el~rate 

. . . 
. - ~ ....,,,._ 
~ 1. Maimonides, Introduction to his Commentary on the Mishnah, as quoted in "Alfasi," 

~-· 
JEI, p. 376. 
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words of praise u his eulogy to his teacher: ' 

) 

~ in.Sinai's ancient ~ before thee mountains trembled, 

For the Lord's angelic hosts around thee have usembJed . 

• 
They engraved the-Torah's lore on the tables of thy heart, 

I . . . 
And her glory~ s shining crowns to thy mind they did impart. 

The strength of the. wisest men gave out in hesitation, 

Unless from thy wisdom~s springs they drew their inspiration.2 

l 

• I 

· Although the Rif was an influential and .respected judge who wrote many 

~-as. well as a famous teacher at the academies of Fez and Lucena, the chief 
I 

~ 

source of his mme·is the wortc known as Sefer Ha/achot Rabbati, or Hi/chot haRIF, or, as 
• • J - • . 

\ ... ~ 

it bas ~me to be' ~ lmown, The Talmud Katan, "The Abridged Talmud.e3 This last 
. . 

title gives·.ua, in fact. the reason for the Rifs enduring importance. His book of balacbot 
. ( ~ . : 
~ from the earlier attempts to provide both ~ to legal questions _and 

sources whidi e,cplained where the decisions came from which could be utili7.ed for 

future decisions. It was, in fact. a "Little Talmud," In order to understand its importance, 

' 
we need· to review briefly the historical milieu in whi~ the Rif created the Talmud 

Kalan. 

the Rif ~ at a time when .the heg~ny of the Geonim was beginning to 

filfe":'The ~ the_ successors to the earlier Rabbis of the Tannaitic ~ Amoraic · 
._ .:.- (_· .. -~ -. 
-

2. Ai quoted in Salo Baron, Social and Religious History of the Jews, VI,2nd. Ed., p.84. 
3. The title Tab,n,d Kalan is ~wed upon his wortc by Abrabam lbn Daud jn ins Se/er 

' . _ll!!IS!,b,___, p. 84 
1

in editio!) and translation by Gerson Cohen. There is- some dispute 
~;-awo"ver where the Rif wrote the Tam.ad Katan, in N. Africa or in Spain, but the majority 

seem to~-•Afiica, owing in part to the large numbet ofMss o(the wortc with 
many variant readings, a fact which suggests many year:s of revisions. See H. Z. 
Jtirs»,erg. A Hi$tory of_tbe Jews of Nor:tJr Africa; p. 347. · 
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l, 



\ 

. 
V 

: . . ' 

; 

periocla in Palestine and in Babylonia, con&roUed ~ their centraliz.ed authority ib the 

academies of Sura and Pumpeditba, .the legal, intellectual. cultural, and spiritJ,181 life of 

most of the Jewish wortd from the late sixth to the mid-eleventh century.' It is during this 

• 
period that some of the Geonim realized the need for resources other than the vast and 

I . . . 
'jnfiasing Talmud in order to effectively communicate legal d~ons. This .awareness 

lead to the creation of such eady codes as Halachot Pesulcot, Halachot GedoliJ!, and 

Halac;hol Kesubot, and others. s 
- I 

l 

These works, useful u tlKy were, were nonetheless flawed. Their most significant 

cornmi,n defiat ".V85 that in their desire to be concise and to present the legal ruling, they 

• # 

4id not ~ciently co~ the rulings to their sources. Al~ these works cited the 
' , 

t~c ~ ~ ldid so in a way that was brief and~ comment. While they 

-

. 

I., 

.• might ~llow r-o~ of~ Talmudic tractat~, they often felt free ~o ~ or move~ 

~-- There was great clang..- lest the sources of the legal decisions, the ~ 
Torah aQd the Tahood, become divorced from the rulings themselves. In addition, as the 

Geonic period waned, there was increased acti~ in the rumber .of responsa issued and 
...... 

increased numbers of locations in the Jewish wortd i,u:ning their own decrees based on 

• local aastorns. As a result of these yarious facto~ there was a need for a broad-ranging 

code that was firmly grounded in its authoritati~ 'SOW'CCS, yet succinct enough to be 
. . 

~ !- -It-was~ Jewish worfd' s ~ g~ fortune that at this moment ~e 
- ~ ,.. .. ... - 4-

arose a sdlolar° sudus ~ Rif ~ ~ met this cballenge and gave us the 

•· -. :iWPX . ~~•.,. 4. See R. Brody, 71,e Geonilrl of Babylonia and the Shaping of Medieval Jewish Culblre, 
New J4vm;1'998, for a recent ova:view of this period, especia1l)r pp. 3-18. 

S. See M . .Elon, Jewish Law, ID.I ISO -1167, and Brody, op.cit., 202-266. 
6. See M. Elon, op. cit, J 167-1168. · 
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Tali,,ud Katan. 

The Rif aated a successful _synopsis of the Talmud that omitted much 

superfluous material and presented, when necessary, bis conclusion about the halachah. 
~ ' 

Like the earlier ·9alacJ,ot Gedo/ot, the Rif arnthged his material in the order of the 
I . . . 

) ilmudic tractates. Unlilce the Halachot Gedolot, The·Rif did -~t merely cite the · 

Talmudic sources. but presented.them, often skillfully. abbreviated and edited. with his 

own ~mments when be felt it necessary. The Rifwas concerned only with those parts-of 
l 

the Talmud that had relevance for the Jewish community of his own time. Therefore be 

omits Ml tnateri8! that WU irrelevant to life in Post-Temple times. We do not find, as a 
• 

result, a synopsis of~entire Talmud, but only of three of the tix orders, Mo'ed. 

Nashi~, and Nezfkin, as well as the tractates /Jeracl,ot and Bullin. Laws soattered 

\, 

.. • throu~t ( o~ or~ that bad rel~ such as laws dealing~-Sifrei Tor~ . 

~. IIJld the lilce, were gn,11ped together in a work ..Ued HaJachot A 
Ketanno/. In addition, the Rifusually omitted in each tractate (~het), whatever 

V material bwked practical. application. The Rit: as we shall see; also presented mariy of the - . 

different views o~ the various tradents, ~scd d}e meaning of whatcva- difficult 

passage was at band, and added ~s own"Opimo~ and decisions to smooth and mnplify 

the problans. n..s be tried to reduce apd clarify-some of the vast amount of material 

. . 
'iiictadct his owa rules for decision-making as well. 

-',, ! t .. --
. The Rif also.made great ~~f the Pal~nian Talmud, the Taimud Yerushalmi. 

. Sometimes he cited it, ~ an ail~ve source, but also ~ to have ~e frequent 

-~ ·_; ----- -~;;;.z., use of it as a source for alternative readings. In one of bis rare remarks concerning bis 
,,.,,,,--· · .. 

methodology, the Rif tells us his aiteria for using the Yerushalmi to decide the halachah: ' 

-4- .. 
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Al the end ofBErllVin(104a) be says (m refa'ence to a particular case): 

) 

S~our(Babylonian) Talnud is more lenient, we do not care that in the 

Talmud of the West (the Yerushabm) it is forbidden. For we rely upon our· 

Talmud which is later, and·theyJ(the Babylonian Sages) were more· expert 

I . . 
about the Talmud of the West (than.we.are). And if they hadn' t felt that 

this l'Delnra frorn the Talmud of the WC$1 was not to be follow~ they 

would not have given permission to act (as the Babylonian Talmud, the- 1 

· Bavli, suggests}. 

-~ wtsee.from this quotation, the Rifwill use the Yerushalmi without hesitation, but if 

' 
forced to choose one Talmud' s decision over another, he will rqect the Yerushalmi's 
• • . ._J . -

\ .. " 
decisi~n in favor of~ Bav/i's. The Rif felt that the-earlier Sages from Babylonia were 

I, 

.. ' more~w•,s~I~ than he about the views of the Palestinian Sag~ anc. thus more 

~~shing a good from a bad~•- . :____ !.\_ 
._One of the other ways in which the Rifmanaged to control the size of his Talmud 

0.. Katan was by his judiciQUs use of aggadah. The Rif in general omitted most of the 

aggadah from his work. He retained only that whid! would be useful in helping to 

determine the halachah. Given a c!K>ice between two aggadic statements, the Rif woold 
. . . 

choo~ the one thp would allow one to distinguisfi a rule for practical conduct rather . . 
. . . 

-"ffil1l one thatmight provide broadet'but less pragmatic insights into human nature.1• 
. - ,_ +,. 

'-.. ~ -
As a result Qf his immense'cd'o~ the airs Ta/nn,d Kalan became the pivotal 

work ill the history of~~~es. The Ta/nn,d Katan loo~ back to the ~ork of the 

r.~~,_;_ __,,.,_ 
~- Nr s teacher-, Rabbeinu Hananel. and the earlier Geonic codes, as well as the Talmud 

,,,,---· 
7. See M . Elon, qp.cit., p .. 1171, for a good example of his method of selection. - . . 
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.. itself. But the Talnn,d Kalan also points our way to_the developments in halachic writing 

that were to come. We have seen how ~ revered his wortc and he was not 

· ~one. As Salo Baron bas pointed ou~ Alfasi's exile to Spain turned out to be a blessing 
. ~ . 

in disguise because the intellectual climate of S~ not only caused him to continue· 
I . . . 

~ bis great wortc, but also provided a greater audience for i~ than might have been 

the case had he stayed in North Africa.• His wortc was studied by the critical schoJars of 
. 

Provence· where it was som~ attacked fiercely, but never ignored, and it engendered · \ . 
\ ~ 

many commentaries. Among his supporters was Nachmanides as well as Maimonides and 

the Tosaftst·lsaac b. Shmuel ofDampierre who said, "The divine presence surely -rested 

upon him (Al&si) when he wrote his law book. "9 -~ . -
I 

~ influence o~~ Rifs book ofbalacbah continued to be felt for centuries, 

_ ~ -in J~h ~o·s declaration in the ~th century that~ Rif was to ~ 

one ~ pillars that supported his Shulchan Ar11ch alon~ ~ Maimonides ~ A 
• Asher ben.Yebiel, the father of the Baal haTurim. In this way, the Rifs role as a 

; pre-eminent decider ofbalachah·continued long after his death, for Caro states that tie 
V • 

himself will determi~ the law for most cases on the bf.sis of the agreement of any two of 

the three "pillars. »10 

It is not because of his status as a Jl\&.ior lw~c authority, however, that I have 

· decidal ttntudr.tlae ~ -It: l~~~• ~ than forwards. 1 ~ to 

examine the .. processes by which' the Rif arrived at his legal decisions rather than the 

decisions themselvea, interesting ~ important as they are. It is the Rif s meth~ology 

,""'-..a -----~~ . 

8-. Baron op. ~1. 
9. As quoted in Baron, op.cit .• p. 90. 
10. See M. Elon, op. cit., p._U72 and 1317-19. 
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. . .... , 

. , 
that I am interested in. What wu the Rifs attitude towards the Torah? What are the-

principles~~ tu decuions to main or~ or uansfip ~ of the 

Talmaclic texts before him? In addition, there is a larger question underlying these_ 
' 

methodological ones. What can the Rif s pruii) les of source selection tell us about how 
:, 

he understood J Talmud to tiave been composed? Did he see the Talmud as a unified 
) . 

work, each piece. being equally ~uable, or did he see that .there were layers to. it, making 
l, 

it a composite work, ~ hand of the tail~r or tailors being evident?. Through an · 1 

\ : . . 
~on of what he took away and what he left, can we arrive ~ any answers to these 

questioRS? · 
. 

A proper answer for these questions is far beyond the scot,e of this modest 
-J 

Rabbuiic dlesis, but ·1 ~ attempt to furmulate the beginning of o·ne. One Wty to start to ' 

. 
,understan!f the Rif s fnethodology is •to study in considerable detail hh version of a 

· ~✓ Bavli j ha-.e chosen to study th.-fowthperek of .-chet Rb.sh~ ~ 
and t() ~mpare it with the Rifs synopsis ofit in his Tabmlll Kalan. In order to make this 

comparison truly valid, I would have to utiliz.e the many manuscripts of the Rif in order 

to ascertain as.correct a text as possal>le, as well as study what most of the earlier -codes . . . 
. ~ . 

said about the material ~ this ~het. Obvi~ I could not do this. What I have tried 

to do, however, is utili7.C the Halachot Gedofot as p'.)Olparative material as well as the 
• f " ~ 

¥eJ wlailni; aodJtle Tosefta on Rosh ~hanah, ·and the Seder Rav Amram. This ~ 
. --~ . -~. -- . 

aUowed me to see, at_ least to. some~. whether the Rif wu following a well-trodden 

path on nrious issues ronceming Rosh haShanah, or bl1.7µ1g a new trail. In addition, 
. . 

,.i..;_::;:t,s~ry, I hav~ ~ relevant Bavli texts besides Rosh haShanah. 

~ ·part of this thesis, then, consists of a fairly minute ·analysi~ of the the . 

-7-
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Rifs and the Bav/i's fourthperek of Rosh haShanah. The third and final chapter 

disqwes in more cletail·some aspects ~ftbe Rirs methodology and see how our findings 

· n;1ate to those of the Se/a' Yad Malachi, an eighteenth century work which listed ~ 

methodological principles of the Rn: amongst ~~ as its author, Malachi HaK.ohen, 
I 

~themtobe. 

., 
.. 

' . 

( 

-. -
.. 

r •• 

.• 
-8-
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CIIAPTE- D: ne Fourtla Pad ef BDIJ llosla lulSluuum and tbe 

FOlll'tla P#!l'd of die Jlo.l, lu,S,,.,_,, ia die TtllllllUI K""'11 

. ~-
/ . . , 

~ SUGYAB: Bavli fro• misbub 29~ 2,0 o,, to Gemaa, n),m"r 

The first ~ of the fouith perek of BRosh haShanah 29b is compo~ of 

two parts. The Tanna Kamma states the law concerning the blowing of the shofar on 
\ . 

Stusbbat. It is permitted to do so in the Yl'TJ'I) but not in the M'lTD. Tile necessary changes 

to Otis stktement following the destruction of the Temple are defined by R. Yohanan 
I 

b.~i. who states that after the Horban the shofar could be blo~ on Shabbat 

- \ 

..... . . "' 
• · . wherever; there,~ a B_eil Din. R. El87.8f says that R: Yo~ instituted this.practice 

\, 

-~ in ·Y~~ ~~ speakers contradict this and say that ~ Y~hanan did 

~ -both ·YaYneh u wdl u any other place where there was a Beit Din. ~ - ~ 
second~ of the mishnah di~sses the superiority of Jerusalem over Yavneh, stating 

v that~ Yavneh only in the Beit Din would the shofar be blown whereas any town close 

' 
enough to JerusaJen:l could could blow the shqfar on Stw,bat. 

The Rif begins his fourth pef!k by quoting ~ Tanna Kamma of the mishnah . ' 

almost vabatim. ~ one change he male~ is to·~ the statement of R. Elazar. The 

miimDl!r.reada;...~ nll'l K'JN n..,, 1'Pffl MS Hi"N which the Rif amplifies slightly by · 
- ,.:. t.· ...... .......... ~ 

adding the phrase " ~"'"'I l'PfflVI:>" before it. FJazar' s first words in the Bav/i. This 

. simple addition ~ the reader from any confusion about ~ the subject (?f die verb 

. - .1 ------ -~?'-.1f'ghi be and is typical of the kind of minor alterations of the text that the Rif frequently 
.,,,--· 

-9-
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The Rif s next ~on is more· ~gnificant. The Rif omits the second section of 

the misbnah entirely. His reason for du) is also typical of his methodology. This section 

is quite confusing. It would seem to contradict ~"tanna Kamma's statement, for ~ne · 
,/ 

I . . 
thing and to alter the words of R. Yohanan, for another'. The Rit: who likes clarity, omits 

) . . 

this in order to focus on the main qµestion, what are the rules for blowing the sho~ on 
. . 

Shabbat? It is not necessary for his readers 19 dwell upon the superiority of Jerusalem 
~ : . . 

over Yavneh since Yavneh as a place has no immediate relevance for them, nor has . . . 

Jerusalem, for' tJw-matter. 

' When the Rif turns to the Gemara be does not simply reproddce or rephrase it in 

. its entirety'. The /Jm,li ~ first concentrates on ideatifying the sour~ for t!Je Tanna 
. . . 
Ka(Dma's ~~ statemenl that the Shofar .is not blown on Sbabbat except in the Temple. 

. In 8 ~ i.G.i,. ~ pr,sents what - to be a problem. 0,:,. Biblical _ • 
. . 

source, Vayjb-a 23:24, says that Rosh baShanah should be a " rumn ln:n lUO~, a day of . . . 

,} est, a remetnb~ of ~g terwah," while another, Bemidbar. 29: 1, says, "n)mJ'I Dl' 

.. , · ,x,) r,,r,, a. day of.sounding teruah." The problem, howeyer, is resolved by deciding_ that 

the first verse applies only when Rosh ~hanah falls on Shabbat and the sound of the 
"· ~ . 

shofar is tQ be remembered but not heard, while the sec6nd verse refers to all the other 
t • ' .. 

. .. . . 
tilnenfteft . .flosh.haShanah falls on a wedcday. Other problems are raised by Rava who · 

.:.. ;:,. t· - --
questions how the shofar, could have beeft blown in _the Temple if it was forbidden 

NJp, nNTD and i( ~ to a befaita, the blowing of the shofar is not considered 

. -~~ . ·;;;lid¥ ~ 
~~ 11 . We will !)Ot-always desaibe all these minor alterations in the body pf our text but 

they can alf'"'be found in Appendix I together with a listing of changes of more 
significance. 

-10-
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taOD, bow dO.es the verse mentioned exdude its being blown on Shabbat? 

Rava extricates. the show blo~ from this dilemma by saying that the decree 

· apnst blowing the shofar on Shabbai is not Biblical in origin but is Rabbinic, as . 

Rabbab bas taugb( It is at this point that the Rif~ Gemara begins. He has omitted.the 

I . . aboj discussion for sev.eral reasons .. He is not interested in pr~ting the Biblical 

sources. perhaps because be doeso'f want the type of questions that the Bavli find_~ to be 

raised by bis readers for whom he is attempting to aeate a more manageable Talmud. . 
\ \ 

The.laws concerning the blowing of the show in.the Temple do not ~ncern him as we 

have mermoMd above. He also is well aware that if the decree against blowing the show 
I 

on Shabbat is rabbinic, it is not applicable to blowing the show orf Sbabbat in the 
• .J - • 

- I 

. . . 
• I • • " 

· . Temple-~ our mi~ pdmits.12 What he is int~ in is~ Rabbah goes on to say. 

~~an(.~ ~t blow the show on Shabbat, not~ blowing the 

sho~rk (which it isn't), but because in the person's~ to fulfill the ~tzvah 

he might~ the show more.than four amot in order to learn how to blow it. This is 

; also the reason why one does not take the /11/av ori Shabbat in Su'-C<>t or read the 
V -

Megi//ah.on Shabbat in Purim. It is this part of this sugyah that the Rifuses to begin his 

Gemara. 1oos the Rif bu extracted ~m this sugyah for his audience the most useful • 

piece of information., 

· sl!CONB-SUGYAB: Bavli fn,a•Gdlara 29a, w.a, to 30a Inn> n) p,n.D) 
-s l,. .... ...._ 

The iong second sugyah in the Bavli ad~ the next part of the Tanna 

Kamma's ~that•~ destruction of the Temple. R. Yobanan b. ~ ~-,. ..,.. ----
.12. This i;" according to the principle that vrpm nnYJ l'N - See Rashi 'here, Pesachim 

6Sa and FnlVin 1P2b-l04b. 

-11-
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decreed that the sbofar could be blown in ever;' p~ which there was a Beit Din. TIie 
. ' . 

Bavli Gemara gives-.s·a littJe agg~. the _,ry of how R. Yohaoan b. Zakkai institu~ 

this change after the destruction of the Temple. The Rif omits this, as be does most. 

aggadic passages: because it adds nothing to ~~understanding of the practicali~es "of R. 
I . . . . 

Yo)uman' s decree. The. Rif also omits the next discussion in the ~av/i whieh ~li_shes a 
J V . t. 

difference between an establisheclBeii Din, like the Sanhedi:m, and a transi~t Beit Din. 

The ~ -does not include this difference becau~ in his-day there was, of course, no Gr~i \ 
\ \ . 

S~ to legislate the the fonµation of Bate( Din. This idea of a. transient Beit Din is 

.. . 

~t fowid in.our mishnah. Its wording states clearly that the shofar is to be blown o~ 
I 

Shabbat wherever ihere is a Beil Din. But since R. Yohaoan did n'ot specify what kind of 
·. - • . -.J • . - . ·, . . . . ,,. 

Be,t Dif!
1 

tnwieni_ or ~therwise, one composed, oftwenty-thr~ men or oftmee, the Stam, 

__ ever eag~. to (.t ~ eliminate contradi~ons in a mishnah, is ·.al?le. to introdu~ . 

the_~ o! a trinsient Beil Din. The Sdiottenstein Edition, in _r.ct. notes ~ ~ 
Rif s _disaples testified that th.e shofar was blown in the Rif ~ own·.coµrt when Rosh 

;, haShJnah fell on Shabbat.'.'13 This suggests that the distinctions the Stam is trying to 

' . 
make are not impo!18J1t for the_Rifand that dje_~mi_ght ~ utilizing opinions or. 

traditions outside that of the Bavli. '{he Seder Rav Amram merely states that one does-nbt 

blow the shofar on Jwsh haShanah that falls on·shabbat: . . . 
. . . 

-- ~ ~-bo.wev.er, omits1he Sfam's.interpretation and moves to what he does · --;;;:- e . -~ - - -
consider to ... be the iinp.o~ q6estion:to · be ~~ in this sugyah. At this point, the . . . 

Bavli Gemara tlll11$ to the last statement in the first section of tl)e mishnah in which the 
# • .,,. • • • 

.. · - --J .....--- - . ~-;bir,JoJ,=.un respond to R. Etuar'S interpretation ofll. Yohaoan's decree by saying that the 
_,,.,,,,---· 

13. BR.osh /lasbanah,,{Schottenstein ~ -), 29b4; n. l4. 
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,I 

decree holds both for Yavneh and for any place in ~ch there is a Beil Din ( Oll'Jl ~ • . . . 

nu Vl'YJ). Both the Batdl (30a) and the Rif present a sta1eQJe1Jt by R. Huna in which he . ' , 

~ to clarify what exactly the mishnah means by "a place in which there is a Beit­

Din." He says that this must mean that the sho&r -~ be blown "n Dln , and with ~ Beil 
I . , , 

Din." Jms_·cryptic interpretation leads~th theBavli and the Rifto ~ for further 

explanation. The Rif foll~ws the Bav/i · Stam' s suggestion that this ~ ~ '>P3 ,'lin· 
. . 

front 0~ a Ifeit D~n." Therefore R. Huna would interpret the mishnah to mean that it is· not . \ 
\ l ~ 

enough just to have a Beit Din present in the city for the sho&r to be blown on Shabbat, 
. . 

• I. ' • • 

but that th_e shofar w~d have to be blown literally in front of them, in their presence. 
• # 

. After thi~ however,._ the Rif and the Bavli part company for about half of the -~ . - . . 
. :, . . ' , 

·T.almudic ~e (2C)b ). _Evep though both the Rif and the Bitvli are. interested ~ .... 

\, 

_ di~v~~ 'r ~o~ of a J!eit Din" means, the Rif omits much of th_e ~/i's 

. ~ ilis "Stam-driven," rather .than fucused on the i~•-Here we_ha9 ---J'(__ 
example ofa--sugyah ihat is organiud hy the later redactors of~e Talmud as they 

' ' 
vincterstood the motivation of the earlier tradentsl◄ As a result we, as well as· the Rif, are . . - ~ . . . . 

' 
. presented with a sugyah that, faced with the ambi8';1ous and laconic statement of R. 

Huna, whi~ ~y or may not hav~ bad apything-to ~o -~ ~ question at hand, is 
, 

created by the needs of die reda.ctors and contains mud\ discussion that is not that 

relevant-:i'&is tbnlif~'t~~~~~ ~scussio~ of ~e phrase "nMl -run" and. the 
. . -

14. Throughout .this tfJesis I foll<>\Y the tbi~ng of Abraham Weiss who. consi4ers the 
::l.l~~~!~-~=-=~~ it to be organi7.ed by late redactors (probably Saboraic or even 

~ '.; nic) who work from much older lists of discussions on the various topics of the 
Tannaim an4,.Amorairn. See M. S. Feldbl~ "Prof Abraham ~eiss: His.Approach 
-and Contribution to Talmudic Scholarship," The Abraham Weiss Jubike Volume (New 
York, 1965, pp. 7-80.. . . 
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11Pd•h that ~mpanies it because the discussion concerns the differences between • 

J~ and Yavneb ~ does not hel~ us understand R. Huna' s co~t. 
The answer that the Rif accepts is given several ~es. Each time, however, the ' . 

Stam brings in other Amorai~ statements that w~ seem to contradict the answer .but 

4- tie ~ tluoush '1dore finally we are given ihe answ_er, traced all )he ".:3Y 
back to Rebbi. Finally we learn that what R. Huna meant was that "We.don't blow the 

. . ' . ' 'I . . 

sho~ except during the time (YJl ~) in which the Beil Din is seated." We should note · 1 

, l . :. . 
that thi~ statement itself is quite ambiguous. ~ exactly .don't we b!ow the shofar? Is it 

~ Rosh haShailah falls on Shabbat or is it during Yorn Kippur in Y ovel? It is this · 
• I 

discussion that the Rifhas omitted. The Rit: who bas not allowed bi's commentary to 
. . --

. enter ~ '.this.issue (Since Novel only appliesjn Eretz•Y1srael), d~ bis.own editing and " 
• • ' • • • • ♦ . . . . . 

takes the-words ofR~1, handed dowrr in a memra, to apply to the issuf ofSbabbat on · 

· ~~~~dos'.~_,., purpose is to make~ ruS auW~ ~ 

· understands the laws of sbofar blowing. . . . 

• _The Bavb' ends the nµun discussion of the sugyah with a l?'Jl which the Rif omits. 
• ' V . 

7he question~ whether the_Beit Din has to be acti_vely in session or only ph}1ically 

present, is a valid one, but the Stam ~t, answer this, and the Rit: who does not like ' 
.... . . ~ . 

loose ends, chooses tQ avoid this issue. We see hete ho~ the Rifis guided by the 
• # • • 

. . . 
·decliioos'bfthe--Stam. lfbe sees that the~stam'cannot or will not discuss the-issuet then . 

.. - -..r:.J .. -~ .. \...... ... .... -... ......... 

he too will rdiain. The:~ resuit is·ttae",saine, the !Ufs documenl is tidier: 
~ . ' . 

. . 
Before ~ :another mishnah, the Gemara devotes~ few sentences to .. ~ , . . . 

. : --~ .~ - . 

~0»-ting the meaning of the. second part of our mishnah that said that the inhabitants of 
,,...,.--:-- , I • 

those places from ·which one could see Jenisalem, bear the shofir and was ·c1ose enough 

-14-
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to it to aQow for _easy travel to Jerusalem, could blow the shofar on Shabbat. Since the &if 

~ that part of the ~shnah as not ~evant it is not surprising that he should also 

omit the tiny Gemara devoted to it as well. 

~ 
. . J 

THIRD) SUGY AH: ~a~i from. mishnah 30a, »,> n,n nl1WICU to Gemara.30t:,,vrr, 
.• 

1,pmn 

The &w,li then presents the next mishnah (3Oa) which discusses another 
\ ~ . 

inno~9n of R. Yohanan. This mishnah foUows th~ pattern of the first:. It begins by 

d~'bing ihe'practice that was follow~ when the Temple stood: that the lulav was 
. \ 

taken in the Temple aD seven days of Succot but. in the· provinces onfy on the first day. 
·. - • . -..I . - . 

- I 

... I • • • • • , 

· · The mishnah then describes ll Yohanan' s innovatjon after the destruction of~ Temple, ,, . . . . 
' . .. . . .. -

L, 

. ~ that _the l(v ~ ~en in the pro~ fo~ seven day.s as a"~)-~t , a 

. ~ .of the 'Temple," and that on the 16th of Nissan,~ the Omer was ~ 
'l>rought _to~ Temple for waving, no new grain ~d ~ eaten. :: 

..;. The Rif fo0ows the &,vii and presents this mishnah in its ea~ but omits the 
~ . 

• · whole discussion that follows in ~ Bavli 6emaia. The first p,rt of this sugyah co~ . . .. ~ 

~ Saiptutal basis for R. Yohanan's ~tioo of the seven days·oftaking the lulav in . ' . . . .. . . , . 
"remembrance of the l;emple." The Stam ~ where_ we' -learn in Scripture that we should 

. -
teniem6«ihe Tem.,le,and_provides the answer, Jeremiah 30:17. The last part of the verse .. -~-e .... -~ .. 
contains the phrase, "That Zion~~~ one seeks_~t, n) l'N vrn ~ :,,'::, :" which tells 

1 

~ according to~ StanJ ~ we ~ seek Zion out by waving ~ lulav in her ~ory. 
. '- . -..1. ------ - . . 
~ and ingenious as this iS: the Rif tends to omit such discussions, probably 

. ~ . 
because they are in his mind superfluous and distracting. 

-15-

-..J 



. / 

The secon!CI part of the sugyah is devoted to' an analysis of the logic behind R 
' . 

Yo~•• prohibition against eating new~ until the 17th. We should ~te that the 

sW?'· sets up this disaassion very carefully. First the Stam ~lains what R Yohanan . 

meant to·do, as they cmderstand it, which was ta ~e sure that the new ·grain is not ~n 

th 
I . . . 

during)the 1'6 so that, when the.Temple is rebuilt, the people will ~~t have·unW!\tingl~ · 

eaten the new grain. Next the Stam quotes a memra ofR N:achman b. Yitzbak which 
. . 

gives another interpretation pf R Y ohanan • s. i,nnovation. This memra shows R Y ohanan 
\ l :. . . 

agreeia:lg _wjth a I~ tradent, R. Yehudah, about tht: Biblical origin of~ prohibition. 

This would ~ to contradict our mishnah which says that R. Yohanan·"instituted, 
• I 

l'P.ffl," the custom. THe sugyah closes with the Stam solving the prob1em, as it so often 
. . -J 

.does, by adapting the tnemraJto fit its purpose. Their solution is to say that whenjhe 
' ' • I t f 

' . 

l, 

misbnah said, ·-: wm." it :reatIY meant "vrr, explain." The Stam's convolutions do not 

. add ~~it,. ;j,wpose of R Yohanan's innowtioo The expl~ons ma~-:A_ 
satisfy ~se-~ an internal l~gic and unity in~ Talmud, but the:~ that the Rif 

J mit$1his and other similar explanations shows thatne is not prinwily_interested in those 
'. . - . 

: I gbals. He is. interested in providing ~ document ~se ~on is ~ch more p~c. 
. . 

i:tius he omits the Oemara as it would ~ no way benefit his Rif s audience. 
·. ... . . 

A m,ore interesti,ng question, however, is why the''Rif: in a chapter on the laws of . . . 
. ' . . 

Rosli1lil'Sluaiah, fiadut ~ry to follow the 1Javlf and include a mishnah that contairui 
. -.-;::;(_ .. . ·~ - . 

infomiation about Succot_and Pesach."\Ve could ~y ~ he sees that the mishnah is set 

up the same way as the firsrmishnah and deals with a similar concept, the innovations'of 

·, ~ ;:;; might al~ ~e ~ a more logical place for this informati~~ would 
~ . . ,.,,--:-- . . . 

be .in the relevant discussions about the other festivals. We can also see here and will· see 
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again and again an unwillingrtess (u ~e_ Stam also feels) to ~per with the mishnah. A 
. \. 

mi~ is not to ~ transported wholesale nor broken up. This insight shows bow the Rif 

. is mdeed writing another Talmud and not a code. IS He is writing his Talmud but it is his 
. . . . -~ 

only to t certain ~ . He is, in a sense, guiding the material r· did ~e ~et redactors J 

but his way ,of do~ this is primarily by ~ ~d tailoring, rath~ than ad~g and 

~g. This is a more subtle fonn of redaction. The vf!ry fact that he· feels 

GBpable of so doing shows that for hini the Gemara is not " Dffll , sealed,,, by any means, 
\ • l . : 

but is ()pell for revision, but in a new doaunent:16 The. o.mis'sion of a mishnah is 

· ~ but its transposition is not. The sanctity ~f ~ -order Qf mishnayot on a large 

scale is to be preserved. It is closed, whereas the Talmud is not. 
.. ) 

.I 

--.J 

~~!8 ANb FIF~ S~GYIO~: r!'°m .~•vii ~h••'t~' l~~ l'n n>MC"D to 

32a,rntliD~tl'Dmmr.n,np, · "-J_. _ 
. . 

With this. in ·~ ~it is not surprising to find tJfat ~e Rif omits entirely the next 

two ~yot (30b and 31 b) and th~~ (:The .sugyah ends on th_e first line of 

31a). Ev~ though ihe second mishnah wu not about Rosh haSlianah, it still contained 
- . . . . 

important information relevant to tfie Rif s· audience. '.The next two mishnayot,· ~wever: 
' .. , . . . 

IS. Note for instancethat the author of Hpjgp,ot Gedolot apparaitly feels no _ . • 
compunction· about _beginning-his statements ~The laWs-of'Jwsbr~ with a 

· - diSCIBsion of.the correct number of blessings ud blowings of ~ -Shofar, aiiif.omitting · · • -
all the earlier material of this perek. See Halac/tot Gedolot, Mqsechet Rom " 
Hashanah, 1971 Jerusalem edition, p. 301 ff. ~ 

16: For ~ P.~ ~ ntmn;the~;S Qfthe lalmud, see A lbn D~d, Se/er 
, ...J,aXabbalah, pp. 33.,35; 43-45_ F(! · · .. · e·question of the chronology 

oftbe redaction Qf~.l'var' · . uuvuulatt, "The Babylonian Tahn~d," Aufstieg 
und Ni~7ir~iscben 'Welt, ll.19 .2 (Berlin UMtNew York, 1912, pp. 30'r tr 
and J. Neusner, The FormaJion of the Babylonian Talmud, Leiden, 1970) . 

-17-
-..j " 



... 

. . 
' allo deal with innovations of R. °Yohanan, but these have no relevance for the Rif s 

audience u they concern· tJ1e role of the Sanhedrin in Eretz YISl'8el. The~ 30b, 

presents R. Yobanan' s change of practice for accepting the reports_ of witn~ about 

the new moon for Rosh baS~ wru,e the Templ~. He instituted ~ change· . 

because of the· coruJon this once caused for the Levites ~gipg the daily h~. This 
) . . . . 

mishnah then concludes with R. Yohanan's innovation after the destruction of the . ' . 

Temple. that the Sanhedrin should accept the reports of the witnesses all day long. This · \ . . . 

\ mishnah is ~~~y ~fno use for a community in"the Di~ra. Nor is the Gemara that 

follows that.~~s with what exactly was the mistake the Levites made, which hymns · · 

. I 
were sung each day and why, and then di~sses how the Sanhedrin; like the Shecbinah, '----

....J 

.wu rd~~ after the destn,ction to Yavndi. This discq5$ion, while of homiletit interest 
., . . . 

I, 

to ~se ~~ Galut, strays far from the presentation of the laws of Rosh baS~. , · 

~ ~ 31b, concems.u,otherinno.-ion ofR- Yohanan: even~ 

head or'the ·s~. wete absent, the witnesses of the new moon sh~uld present .their ·. . 
t.~RY at the, place of assernbiy of the court, regardless. As abov~. this ~ovation has 

V . :_, 

no relevance .. io the Rifs community: The Gemara that follows, a·fascinating aggadic . . . . .. . . . 

~e ibcK.t demonstrates the need for this d~ and the other eight decrees of R. 

' Yohanan is- also irrelevant for the Rif" s audience. ' ~· 
... 

-~.;..- ' . ---~ . 

SIXTH SUGY-AH~ BA ~"[.;~-miih~ 31a, · m:rD m, to ~•ra 3~ ~ ~ 
The next mishnah in the Bavli, 32a, is presented in the Rifs Talmud Katan as -the 

.., -
·.. -~ii" c;n;;-second mishn:9h: There it immediately follows the mishnah about R. 

~✓~- r-· 

Yohanan's d~t the taking of the lulav and the consumption ofnew'gram. There 
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) 
teems to be no logical connection between this mishnah and the one that' follows other ~ 

than that the Rif is foUoW!DS the Mishnaic and the Talmudic order, despite his omission 
. 

of the two intermediary mishnayot. 

This new mishnab, which the ~ quotes ~~atim, returns us to Rosh haS~ 

and to .the topic that~ engage us for the rest of this clllp~ in one way or another, the-
) . , ' . 

laws of blowing the ¥10far. The mishnah -presents us with two statements. The first.is 
• • ~I 

attributed to R. Yohanan b. Nun, about the order in which the special blessings for Rosh . I . . . 

\ haShanah ~ their aksociated shofar blowing are io be p~ in the Mussaf Amidah. . . . . 

The sect>~~ ~buted to R. Akiva According to R. Yohanan b. Nuri, the or:der of the 
. . 

Amidah for Rosh baShanah is ·as follows: " )TIDli' m,o)o »o, cv,n JlYmpl nrn:u, rn:u,c '--
__, 

. )'pun rn,91~ ~'1) rnJr0'l li'Jpm cm JWJlTp )li'lJ'I u,z.n . One says Avo~ Gevurot,~d 

x~ciushat Lashem and a:,~bines Malchuypt with them but does not blo~, the shofar. 

· Then ~ i( ~ Cot the Keddushat haYom and blows, for_ Zichronot ~d _ :___ A 
blows, for Shofarot and l>lows." R. Akiva, however, 'disagrees and say.s that after the first . ... ... ,, . 

, . . 
three blessings, Avot Gevurot, and Keddushat haShem one should ':Dli' rn,0)0 ))l:, -

V . . 
. . . 

. , : )IJ:nrn om ~ , . corttbine Malc~yot with Keddushat ~ Yom and blow, "thus bavipg 
, . -

the Kingship blessing and the shofar blowing come. in the fourth blessing, and not, as R. • 

' Yohanan b. Nuri ~ggests, saying that blessing as part Qf'the third blessing, but not 
• • r ~ ' ~ 

blo~far '!!!!ii the fowth. The·~ forlhe first time in this chapter, then adds 

his O'!JI ruling bn ~s i~; tt ~hat. is ~rdmg to R. Akiva. Wen~ nowt~ 

consider why the Rif felt it-necessary to present his own ruling. , . . 
·. 7 - . 

~~ omitted ~y by the Rit: goes· on to discuss the Saiptural sources 

. for the various ~ · and then addresses- in a slightly indirect- way, the different view 
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ofR. Yobanan b. _Nuri and R. Akiva. It is not strange; as we have seen, for theRifto-omit 

' /. the Ganara's presentation.of scriptural sources, but I find it interesting that be omits the 
I 

second half of this sugyah for it would support his ruling. In· this ~on, the Stam 
' 

presents the question-about which R. ~va and IC) obanan b. Nuri differ fro~ anotllef • 

angle. They have impbrted a- beraita in which Rebbi says·~ Keddushat ha Y om is said . 

with J..oouyot in th«: fourth bl~ing ~d R. Shimon b. Gamliel say~-that Keddus~ l, 

ha Yorn should be said with Ziclironot _in the _fifth. The beraita: cencludes with an anecdote · 1 

\ that demo~~that the diEerent views ofR. Y:ohanan b. ~uri and ofR. Ak:iva quickly 

became refl~~ in-regional variations. At Usha in the Galil the custom followed that of 

\ . 
R. Y ohanan b. Nuri, himself a Galilean, wfille in the South, in Yavnelt, the custom 

_folio~~ R:: Alciva:. S~ thi' part of the sugyah d~ wi.tli the customs ofEretz, Yisrael, 

it is ~uite i,i' keeping with• Rifs principl~, fot it to be omitted. We might have 

~~~the momentum of the ,u~ favors~ ~Ya•s opim~::-~ 
would have wanted to use it. He seems to prefer consistency over supP.<)rt for his · ·. . ,,. . 
cfecision. 

V 

It is true that the Rif can justify his decision, Ak:iva over R. Yohanan, from a . . . . ... -
~urce ~tside of this particular Chap~er ofTab.ttud: For in BEruvin 46b we learn that in a_ , 

' dispute, ~ ,a¾,,, "0 ,o)n , the halldJah follows ~ -akiva over his ~mpanion," the 
• I 

exact.,....._·Jhat ~._!if JlSed.-There is t~udic precedent, therefore, for the Rifs 

decision. 17 But we ~ ~ ~ -~ditio~~whi' thrltif reefs it necessary to state hi~ opinion .at 

.. ., 

~ ~einberg ~ -has shown in her rabbinic thesis, An Historical Study 
~ · of K'lalei laaP~JIJJC-JIR, 1979, there.is ample evidence in th. e T~ud that _a 
: · determining &cior in deciding"balachah is the ~rity of the individuaJ.'·His opinion, 

like that of the Rit: is ~ pa!m »:, .. 
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all. The reason, is ~ as hinted at by the anecdote in 'the Bavfi. this question wa:s not 
. . : 

resolved :so easily~ If we l~k. in the YeruSNU!"i (59, 4.6), in fact, we find it stated quite 

clearly that in Judah the custom followed R. Aiava while in Galil it followed R. Y ohanan. 

b. Nuri. If one were to perform it the Galilean way ~ J dah or vice versa, one had still 

fulfilled one's obligatio~ ." This is ~ally the scenario preserved in the Bavli 
) . . • . 

anecdote. The tradition. as the Rif fin(Js it, fs flexible. Indeed, the question· seems to ~ve 
. 

been undecided for centuries. Ute Halachot Gedolot, which apparently follows here the · 

\Seder Ray ~~r.dm, -~ its discuesion ~fthe halach&Ji of Rosh haShanal) with this 

mishnah: 19 In the 'll_alachot Gedolot the statement is anonymous and° only one opinion is 
\ . 

giyen. The Halachot Gedolot combines the wording_ of the· two opinions .,m the Bavli and 
-.J 

seems to folio{\, ·that .ofR. Akiva but the Halachot Gef/olot'13 version ·is ~er. unclear. It 
. ·~' . . ' 

reads, ~ nn~w, )ll"ffl J1UrO'l )'Jmtl )nD)I ffl'O~D ~~ DYIM J'IYJlTpl Jml:Ul rn»<, one 
- . ( ;; ' . . 

sars Avot,~ ~ -Keddushat baShem and Malchuyot and blow_s, ~d Zichronot ~ .: 

blows and Shofarot and blows." Thea:e is no mention of.the fourth blessing, Keddushat 
~ ~ . . . 

haYom, at all. What seems to be.decisive for the Rifisthat he also knew that his teacher, · 
. , V --. . 

Rabheinu ~ had said that the hal'achah here was acccn:ding to of R. Akiva and it is 

this decision that he follows. This is a good_ exampie of the Rifs use of the Yerushalmi as 
. ~ . 

, ~ as the Bayli and ~f ~ un~gn~ to foll9w ~~y ~ Babylonian Geonic 

traditi·o·-. ••• ..:I. -.. - -._.._"" 
.. -~.,t. ..... "':' .... ....... 

\......_ . ... . 

L_,~r;t;¥~~~rc-tw~ adds that in this inatter we folio~ R. Akiva: ., "UT.> ,m~ lln>YI D,pt) 

aa,p». p. 212. ~,:.RavA~. however, agrees with R. Yohanan b. f:luri and 
says that we say Malcbuyot wilfi Kcddushat _Hashem. 

19. See HalachotGedo/of, p. 3~ g. 2 

.• 
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SEVENTH SUGYAB: Bavli-misbnab 3la, from l'flml l'IC to Gemm 3h, ~ n»n 

I • • 

,Wl2\Jfflt 

This mishnah 1s confusing. The Tanna~ says that we are to recite no I~· 

I . . . ~ than ten v.erses ofMalcln.tyot, ten t,f Zichronot, and ten of Shofarot. There is no mention · 
) . • 

of what these ten verses are. It would~ though, that the. Tanna Kamma says ~ the 
I., 

. 
maximum n~ber of verses should not exceed thirty verses in toull. R. Yohanan b. Nuri, 

• I 

\ l . 
howev~,. says that,if we recite three of each, for Matchuyot, Zichronot, and Shofarot, we 

have fulfilled•ow: ob1igation. This suggests that we can recite a total of nine verses and 
\ 

1Wpll our obligation. Ther-e is clearly a huge difference in number of ~datory v~ 
,.J 

.suggested in these.two statements. .... 
. . 

, . The Rif s third mi~ incorpo~ this mishnah and one other on ~e hottom of 

.BJ~ ~ ~.:. haYe just descnl>ed, which oogiDS "J>nm• l'I' . ~ th0 Rif . ~ 

I ,. 

reproduces-~atim except for th~ phrase '';)OD , from everyone," from ~ - Yohanao t? . . . 
Nuri's stat~t, ~ l)oD v,).YJ YJ)YJ "VlK mt, if onerecited three verses, three from 

V . . - . 
. ' 

ewryone, be·has fulfilled his obligu.ion." It is in~ to note that in his presentation . ,. .. .. 

of-the Gemara on this passage, the Rif d~ include.thi~ p~. The Yerushalmi version, 
•,. . . - . 

. , (S9b, 4.7), is· structured diffemitfy. It gives~ O~B phrase followed by "imlllD 

m'D~ti"'"iibcfthen eumples of these verses~ It does the· same with Zichronot anct Shofarot 
♦ - ~ (_.. ,. ~ ..,_ ..._ 

and ends with the the sentence, " ~ -~)VTVlM DN·~ ·,,,, ~ ))m' ,;" which is quite close 

. . to the Rif s version. Jlabbejitu.~ follows the Yerushalmi 's structure almost e.,cactly . . 
·. 7 ,..--- - .. 

~ -;..ctwing of this ~ however, is closer to the HalacJiot Gedolot's which 
~ r • : ~ 

reads U follows, "tl)YJ v)YJ f1DK 0Nl ffl"!1>WI mYJ)fD ~l lnYJ)ID ~)D n:w110 l'ffll1> pk 

_, ' 
. . . 



_,,,,.-... 

) 
aa, )):JD vm,·~ TVlM DM ._ >iU ll \WY1' 'i fa' ."?" TheHalachot Gedo/ot presellts the. 

' two views, with the p~" l)l:)D," but also mentions R. Yohanan b.: N~ri ~ the second 

opinion. The Rif also follows the Halachot Gedo/ot in omitting th~ first sugyah of the 

Gemara that deals with the reason fo~ saying.ten~ each and beading straight fo~ the 

resolution oftbe pro61ems that the'mishnah creates?' Hit tr•ent oifthe problems, 
) . . ., . 

however, follows more closely the Talmudic treatment than does theHalilchot Gedo/ot. . . . . 

The Rif follows qui~ cfosely .the argument of the Ba~ ·,seconid sugyah although . . . ~ 

\ he omits .a.behiliafo~ reasons we shall"discuss. The Stam asks for a clarification ofR. 

Yohanail' s ~g.22 
( ln) N'lll'N). The Stam suggests that what R. Yohananmeani was 

I 

that we were allowed to recite three verses each from Torah, Neviim,"and Ketuvinr,gfving 
....J 

\, 

. us a ~tal of nine yerses ·per ,ecnon, or tw~ty-sa,en ov~. This in1terp~o'l does 

b~ us ~ch closer to the Tanna Kamma'_s total of thirty. The S~ then prese.:1ts the 

otf,,r ~ , ~ k_ ~ohananmeant oneverse-liomT~t ,;;;m,and .~ 

Ketuvim, .8J~8 a total of rune for the three sections: So far, the Rif SIP.lply restates the 

'f ahnudic exj>o~tion. The Stam, ·however, then tells 11S we have a pr:qblem ~d shows 
V . . . • 

. . 
how the p~\em ~-~ resolved. The:Stamgivesus a beraita that p11esents R. Yo~ 

, . 
~ Nuri's opinion in a slightly diffel:ent ~ - . 

This ~ta begins as does our mishnah but-.g~-<>nto say thlu ifwe recite seven . . ' . 
~11Q.1i_Malchuyot_ and Sh_p~ot, we bave fulfilled our obligation, for the 

seven_venes co~nd ~ J._.~~ -~ ens:--R. ·volianan b. Nuri is dlen quo~ as 

. • 20_.HG, pp . .301-302· · - · · · 
··,~ ~first su~ because it is aggadic. 1:he question the Stam asks is 

l!V... · · interesting, but IDOl'C (or aggadic purposes_ than halachic. • . 
· 22.There is a ~variation in the Rif s language in the first senten<J:e of. the second 

sugyah. The Bavli reads ,n), the Rif.)). See Ap~ I 
' . . 
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saying that the ~n who says less than ten should1recite at least se:ven but bas fulfilled • 

bis obligation by reciting·a nunimum of three because they correspond to ·the Torah, ' . . 

Neviim, and Kelllvim. The beraita ends by saying that o,thers say they correspond to 

Ko~ Leviim, and Israel. We learn.from this.~ therefore, thiat R Yp~ . ,., 

meant that we can ful.tfu our obligation by reciting one verse each fro.m Torah, .Neviim, ) . . .• . 

and Ketvvim, for a tot4l of9 verses.23
: Met this clarification ~s made, the -sugyah ends 

. ' 

. with a declaration that R Huna said iR the name of Shmuel that ·the halacbah follows R . . . 

Yohanan b. Nwi. , . 

· The Rif Q~ts most of the beraita. He begins by stating " 'P'U¥Jt!)" followed by the · 
• I 

~ncluding words of R. • Y ohanan from the beraita, that we fulfill our obligation ~ 
. . --

~ting·~ v~ and die t)Yo reasons about what these verses corr~n.d to. ije 
. 

l, 

. \ 

avoi~ co~~ his readet'.S by introducing· die complete beraita witln another se1 of 

~ ., SU~ has providodhim with all~ and~ ratio~e." ~ .~ 

ber:aita, if und~ as the Stam wants us to, dees give a reason for ~g R .. 
♦ •• • • 

, . 
Ybhanan's math one way rather than the other, but I think the Rifresists the Stam's logic, 
V . ~ . . 

-going ~ "ror an ~lanation based,' rather ~singly _for him, o,n aggadic 

co~ndences. and, even more signifi~y, ui?on. the· plain meaning of the berai~ 

' minus the Stam's ilrterference .. The Stam's proposition Qfiw~- ren verses is . . . 
' far~~..a.ihe.Bi[Jand pemaps the~ as well) knows this. 

. -- ~.. . c;.... \...... ,.. • ... ..._._ 

__ Althougft the Bavli-sugyah is content to-enci ~ 'matter with its pronouncement 

-
L~~~-~~ ~ because othel)vist R Yohanan would allow 21 verses per secti~n for a 

· tola) of63 whi~ greatly exceed the Tanna Kamma's maximum. , . 
24.'0te muµe oftlie tradent in the printed text ·ofthe Rifis R Hamunn but in the Oxford 

MSR. Huna. 
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about the halachic ~ecision according to Shmuel, the kif is not. He aidds a final comment, • 

that of~. Hanane1 which ~J11:5-exported from the end of our perelc 1of M~c~t Rosh 

haShanah, 83 Sa. The Rif says, " R Hananel25 said that once a person has said , 'And in 

Your ~orah, Adonai Eh>keinu,215 it is so written,' that~ son, either as an the ~di~ d~ or 

~ part of.the congregJon,_is not r~uired to recite the actual verses, and this is die 
) . . . 

balachah." This ba1achah is even more.tettient than that ofR. YohanaiD as it ·allows the . . ' '\ 

. 
.person to sub~te this senten~ for the.recital pf ~en one verse of lMalchuyot, 

\ Zichro~t ~r ·S~far~. the Rifcioes not think it~ to explain R. ~l's 

position.· lie has BP,pended this statement to his Gemara because it makes logical sense to 

dQSO. 

There·,s·considerable d~ate about R. lwupiel's statement on th~ part of P.ashi 
' . .. . 

\, 

- I 

., 

and ~ Tosafpt; but the Rifitoes not enter into it. His teacher, Rabbeinu ~el. does 

~~~~ infact,atB3Sa,·~tbeHa/achotQ,do/qt~with ~ 

halachali of Shmuel. This addition of the Rifs does show that he feells ft:.ee to act as an 
• • • • - • ·• I • 

editor and a decider in the sense that he can move Gemara ~ witho1ut compunction 
V . . • . 

when· necessl()' to justify _ltis decisio~~ The Rif might also <:<>nsi4er. :his the halachah 

~use it ~pears at the end oftheperek, !'"Plying that-~ ~ors,·preserved and 
. . . . . ' . 

accepted this ~ncl~~n ¥ the ~ word on ~ three 8:'1ditiorial bl~ISU1S5 for Rosh 

haS~ .;;__ . --::----_,__ ;;- ~- : . -
_, "- ,. . ._._ ,..-..., 

.. .... . .- . 

, . 
. .7 -

~~-~ ~..,..,__.-· l 

~ . 2S.Tbe Bavli text f9ldsJl Hananel in the~ of Rav. 
. . 26. Tbis is the reading of~ Oxford· Ms. Our edition reads ,pl)k . 

27.l owe this explanation. to Mi~ Chemi~ - . 

-is-
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EIGere SUGYAB: ~vii from lut mishnu 32a, l,..,,..,ltlC to ~ra.32b, nc 

MD1N 

. 
The Rif s third mishnah also incorporates the ast mishnah on B32a. Since both · 

mishnayot are about ~ e SilJ11C topic: shofar blowing, his decision makes sense. We might · 
) 

. . . 
,• . 

also note that the Yeru.shalmi also in~r'p<>rates both ofthese_mishnayot as·pait of its· . . . . . 
- Halach;ah 7 (S?a) This misbnJb deals with two-issues. F~ one.should not mention in• 

\ • l . : . . . 
the bl~gs ofMa1chuyot , Zichronot, and Shofarot_matters ofpunishm~t Secondly, 

one should begin_ these·blessings with verses of Torah and end with verses from Neviim.· 

. ' 
But R. Yose ·says that if one finishes wiUra verse of Torah, one bas fiftfined his 

• , . ._J . 

• I 

obligation. A ~inpariso~ ofdl~ Rifs versio~ oftliis mishnah with thai of the Ba~./i ' 

shows no diffetence in content but a diff~ce in word order of the Te-ruui Kamma. The 

\, 

( ; . . . 

~i; ~• ~ ,.;.,,. m»ll in,, l'"OID l'N , we do not mention~ of . C ~ . 
. Zichronot, ~chuyot,· or Shofaro! that deal with pun)shment,".whe~ the Rifreads," · 

• . ~)!) ~ ~!)lVJl mm:,,t m'l:>cn 1"1'Jlrl l'M, we do not ~tion verses of Malchuyot, . 
. 

_Zithronot, or Sbofarot that deal with 'punishment. •r_ a 

When we compare.these two_ v~oM-wi~ o~ we find that the YenLShalmi's 
• • • f ; • 

order is the-same as the flavli' s and the Rifs is. the same.as the Halachot Gedolot's. We 
. . . 

. .. ~ . 
can ~lain.these differences on the basis of different traditions or manuscripts 

~· - ~- ·t.....-- ,. ._ .,.__ . 

. but, i£we can ~ that_the Rif bad ~ manuscript ~g as our printed texts do, it is 

interesting that he dtose the Halachot Gedoloi s version over both the Bavli and the 
# • • , " • • I 

. ---..,J ----- -~~;;;l.v.-r-:-
~-.'.,c~ 

-28 __ ..,,-Tbere--is-~-so~--.--mffermce between the singular form used by the &zv/i and the 
plunl used by the Ri;( but. tlu! a minor discrepancy. . 

-26-
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( Yenshalmi. ~ Hanancl, who might have helped us out in this matter, says simply • 

that, "We do not mention i?umshment." He begins his explanation of what·~ means with 

an-example of a verse about Malchuyot that also refers to punishment. This also raises . 

the possibility that be; like the Rn: was.following a~ on like the Halachot Gedo/o;'s. -

Alas, when we~ the Gemara that follows iri the Rif and the other texts, the · 
) . . 

si~on remains unclttar. The Bavli ~ begins with an ~xample of a -verse of _
1 

. Malchuyot that ~ntains a ref~ence to-\he ~tb of God poured forth upon the Jews and 

\ ~ds a ':'i~ ~tiuted to R Nachman, who urg~ God l9 bring fo~ His wrath and 

hasten ·c,ur red~tion. The Stam then proceeds to give examples for Zichronot and 
. . 

~bofarot Thus the Bavli Gemara order-follows the Rif s mishnah ordef. The Ri( on the 
.....J 

Qther hand, -~ Jtis ~ with an example fro~ Zichronot, then from ~~yot, 
. '. ' 

. ,... 

l, 

- I 

and qnally .fr~~ Shofarot. These examples -B("e the same as we find in the Eavli as is the 

discl~
0 
N~ ~ minor textual variations"_ The Rif s Gema,°,, sequeoc.e_ ~ 

follows the Bavli mishnah ·sequence. The Yerushalmi, however, is intemally consistent. 
. . . . . 

. . \ 

.. It,s •'Gemara" follows the-order of its mishnah. The HalachDt Gedolol begins its examples 
V . • . . 

•wi&h one from ZichronPt. It therefore seems more likclythat the Rifwas followi!lg its . ~ . .. 

mo.del. 

It ~mes.~re ~ -as we study this perek $1fat the Rif has his own agenda. 

H~ may,• we.haaj~ ~ cboose the· llfdtichot Gedolol's reading over the ~ ' s, 
-=- -t, ,. . . ~ -

.. .# .. 

.... . 

29. -R.·Nadunan's statement tan also be found in BSar,hedrin 105a, perhaps its 
original context. It obviously can fit into the text here but jt is not necessaiy for any • 

· ~~ fact, this is just a· list of sources. It is interesting that the .Rif · 
, . -;;;ai 'jetla to retain this piece. P~s be felt that. ll. Nachman's statement would 
~ CQ.Dfiase his readJD-IP(l therefore the Stam' s interpretation, utilizing an ~ora' s . 
~ ofwhY the verse could not be said on Rosh Hashanah, was a necessary 
.. 1 .. ..:~~­
WalW\,ilUUD. 



_,,,,,..---... 

) 
but first ud foremo~ he is creating his own unique work. He now returns to the Bavli 

-
text, having decided, against the readings of the Yerushalmi and the. HaliJchot Gedolot, to , 

, 

present the sensitive question of the appropriateness of saying versc!:S <;>f punishment 

directed towards the goyim in the three ~lessings. H~ Jhe Rif mi8ht very well be. 

following .Rabbeinu ~el who also includes these verses. 30 

rite !lit: however, continues ~ot ta follow the Bavli orderii)ig of the-.blessings and 

'1leir verses. The Jin,1; gives iw°o verses for Malchuyot, then one fo1r Zichronot, and two · . . . . . 

\for ·shofarot.: ~ o~po~te of itS ordering for its earlier di~on. The Rif makes the . . 

same switch. H~ ~s with Zichronot, one verse, then two verses for Malchuyot and 

I 

two for Shofarot. Both use the identiG&Yv~; except for ·the diffeirencerin ordering and -in .two minor~~,, the t~ Fe the same.31
, We might w91\der why the Rif_felt it 

._. 

~ to picll_lde this di~on. It think.~s is due to the Rifs desire, when he 

~Jt ~• '~ct the reader in the appropriate source liom the iJavli. This 

discussion has:, in. fad., immediate practical relevance for his audien1ce. W ~ also get 8 
. . ' 

~ that even'though these statements are presented anonymously, ~ey feel ~e 
• V 

bera,itot. The~ that.~:Tosefta to tlus passage names a Tanna gi, es credence to this 

idea'., and aiso hdps us see that the Rif ~ dJ~gwshes betwieen these "Tannaitic" 
. 

statements aod·the convoluted.workings·ofthe Stam in full force. 
• . ' ' t 

1-~ related topic that the lUf ,nd the Bavli take up is tbat of personal --- . 
bl~si"B! The Riffo~ows-;.;-S~'s di$mllsaJ oftfae possibility tli[at an individ~ m,ight 

· · • 30. The- Tosejkl does not quc,te any ~c veaes but says rather circumspectly that R. 
· ·. . -~ihit'1'lone says soch verses, one ~d say them nm)I 'l!>:i which I take to 

~ mean~ one should say them privately. It is interesting that the: Tosefta attnoutes this 
· concept to a Tllina:We do not find this in the Bavli. • 

31 . Rabbeinu Hananel only ~ns a verse coMected wj~ Sho(airot. 
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m9r a blessing for himself in ~ Zichronot. Two quotations from ~ are given 
' . . 

in each: though the Rif,reverses ·the Bavli 9rder: Both the Rif and ~e Bavli then quote a 

re1atedberaita (See also ToseftaRosh haShanah, 2:11) in which R. Yose says that verses 

of~!»·, "taking notice of someone," are like verses-ofrememb~. R. Yose gives 

I . . . . 
two examples. Erodu.s ):16, in which God.says that He has taken note of the Israeli~, 

and Genesis 21:6 when God tells Sarah that He has taken note of her. R. Yebu~ 
. 

disagreq. The Bavli then notes a disagreement between R. Vose' s .statement here and the 

previous stat~t that we ~o-~o~ ~t a blessing for ~ individ~ .in the Zicbronot. _ 

-The Stam resolves tbi~ by deblan.og that Sarah, as the mother of the nation, is no.t really 

an individual. Tbe Stam th~·presents' tlie rest ofm(beraita, additional discussion • 
. -.J 

' • 1 .. 

between R. Vose ~ R. V ebudah that tefin~ the usage of particular Scriptural verses. 
When the Sta,n introdu~·the po5S!.'bility of a disageelllent, the Rif and tne Bavli · 

j,on ~ : The Rif ~d,e ,~o~ of which should be the halachah •bout verses · 
~ . . .. . 

oftalcing note, .the opinion.of:J: Vose or that ofR. _Vehudab. He·o~ his own k'lal 
...... "' . . 

ha-p •• for the seco!l(I ~ - He {)Otes that ev~ ~gh normally we would decide in 
. ' V. -. • . 

. ' 
favor of R. Vose, following'the rules in ~in 46b, here we follo~· ~ ~ llru, the 

.. custom of the present day, and agree with R. V ehudab over R. YQse~ Once again we· see . . . ·. . . 
• , " · •. ' , t. • 

the Rifavoi4ins a SWJHlriv~ ~ .as well~ a potentiallr co~g debate over 

appropriate venes ofSeriptut&. The.Bil. is not as .brief. in his-presentation as the Ha/achot -- . - -~ e- ~ -·- ---
Gedolot,which does noi even mention v~ of~ ~fu.32 The rosefla presents the 

-
... debate between R. Vose and R. V ehudaft but omits the question of individual blessings. . . 

.· ~-4__;~~~ , - ~ . 
7:f{tf'rr~~ 

~ -P"~ The. Y~i.does not m~ ~de issue of individual blessings or of verses of · • 
. taking note at all. 
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( In fact, in this ~le section of the sugyah, the Rif follows most closely Rabbeinu 

"-- ~ except that, as w~ have seen, the Rif omits the latter half of the ~~- In his 

decision to follow the custom of the present day we are privy io on~ of the Rifs 

principles of decision-making., that the local custo~~ weight to it and ther.efore· it ~ust 

be considered when iJung a hal~c decision. This principle. is, of course, not his . 
) . . • 

creation, for we find repeated in man~ ways in the Talmud ~ if the lialathah. is unclear 

. or uncertain co~ a ri~ practice, one sh.ould go and ~ what the people are 

\ doing.33
_ 

NINTH SUG'YAB: Bavli 32b &6m Gemara 1lY"r D')wr, me to no>d v,ac 
.....J 

The J\ijand.the&v/; IJOW consider the second statement of'the.mishnah: •~ne 
\ . 

• I 

beginf with y~ftom the~Torah and ends.with verses from Neviim. R. Vose, however, 

~that&-'~-from the Torah, ho is exempt." The.hli ~ ~ ~ 
upon a con~ction. The Stam says that R. Yose's words suggest that ~e should not 

, . 

Cl¥i with a verse from Torah, but if that should happen' after the ~ it would be all right 
V ~ " . : . . 

... . . . . . 
The Stam ~ presents. a beraita in which R. Vose ~ys that_ one who ends with a verse_ of 

T~ is ~orthy. This contradicts.~ mi~ .. The S~ suggests, therefore, that 
• r # • 

' what our mishnah r:eally intended to say was, "One begin$ with verses from the Torah . . ' . . . 

. - ~ -4-. · --- . 

-------· · -.:;:- ( ... - . - . 
33. See 1Jer 4Sa, "E:nlv. 14b, Men 3Sb, Pes: ~ --We also read in a responsum of Hai Gaon 

the fulloMng, "indeed it is the words of the. multitude which stand to prove the 
authenticity .of each mishnah and every Gemaia. Greater than any other proof is to go· 
out amo111t~le and see bow they act, 'go out and see the custom of the rg11c ' (in 

. . . -~ tffl!\irrmw.r Quoted by'{. Groner in The Legal Methodology of Hai Gaon," p. 
~~ 17. Since Hai Gao_n.aod.the Rifare only a few generations apart, it woul4 n,ot be . 
· · · ~ that1'e Rifholds views very like-those of Hai. See also Appendix II for the 

Yad Malachi's und~ ~(the relation ~p of the.two poskim. 
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and concludes with.verses from Nevii1". R. Yose says. one should conclude with verses 

from the, Torah, but if one ~ -with a verse_ from Neviim, he is exempt.. The Rif omits the ; 

Stam•~ presentatio~ of-the problem, stating simply, ",mq, ,:,n ~ -and I resolve that 

he said it in ·this way," and giving the revised versio~e Rif then adds his ~wn ~'/al,, 

saying that he follows J.e opinion ofll. Yose, '1:71',:, p ND¼,l :. 
) . 

We see that the~ by adding.his own k'lal, has reinforced the decision ~pliq t 
. 

-in the Stam's ~ge of the tex,t of the mishnah. '.Bo~ heand,the Bavli further support this 

\ emendatjon ~ a ~ta in which R. El~, the so~ 9f R. Y ose says that. the "w,m1, 

the wi~ ·eidtn; ,.• would conclude each blessing with a verse of Torah. This justification 

of the chang~ ~f the t~t would} also give the Rif additional backing for hls k '/al. The 
. • -..J • .. .. ... . 

'- . ' ... 
I • • • • 

Halachoi Gedolot does not deal with this issue, nor dpes the ·Tosefta. The Yerushalmi 
• • C ; • • 

~ersi~n also.su~j,o(. r~sed ~shnah of the Bav{i .. It reads: 'i Mr-PlNJ '~ ~ ,"N 

~~~lNflOl' .-

~ .Ri( .foll~ws the Bavli ~ Rabbeinu ~el ~ this i~e. ~peinu Hananel 

d_;s ~u~e ~ di~on o[ 11! contradiction and resolv~ it with the ~e phrase the 

Rifuses, ~ -" Rahbeinu Hananel also ends his --t with his own k '/al, using_ 
# • • -

the same words that the Riflater ~ploys. _The Rifs presentation is therefore almost 

'completely ~en fro~~ of his~-

. -wew~ this~on the Rif omitting the s~·s argument for clarity's sake 
. ~~~ - . 

~ ""- . ~ - ......._ 

while fQl)owing iis o~on quite clo~. He ~ses-to add his awn k 'la/. supported 

by the beraita ofR. Eluarand1he reamng of the Yerusltalmi, ·and of~urse by his . , . . 

-~i-~ Reinforced in.~ way, the Rif did not need to hesitate·about the ~~ ~ .naDilHQ 

addition of a k'~ · 
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( The final questio!) of the sugyah is raised by the new interpretation ofR Yose's 

' views in the ~shnah which call~ for a total of fo':"" vases of Malchuyot, not·~ -The 

· · - discussion ~ follows as to whether four verses can be found and ~ they might be is 

repeated verbatim by the Ri( At the e.nd, when R.. Yose'; VJCW is challenged in a beraita 

by R. Y ehudah, the Rif adds /ano~ k 'la!,· identical to the one just ~entioned, the 
) . .• 

halachah follows R. Yose. Based oh the pri;tclple given in F.ruvin 46b, -this is hardly 

surprising. The Rif ~ clarified the ,issue for his aud~ce. unlike.the Bavli which gives 
' 

no halacbic decision.t 

TENI:B SUGY ~ :Bavti 32~ f~ m Misbnah Mtnn '>I) "12"'11 to Gemam :,,n.,, 

~first. ~ on 32b stttes ~ the ~ach Tzibur for Mussaf causes the 

sbo,.; to be.~ . 11u(w1.,e,, i'i.i.d ls said, the Sbaliacb 'l'.a.,;. for Shacharn ~res 
. . . . -~ 

Hallet. The Bavli ~ discus.ses two ~ssues deriving from this mishnah. Fifst,_ what is · 
# , • • \. 

the distjnction between show-blowing and the recitation of·Hallel, and why is Hall~ not 
. V .. • 

recited 'on.Rosh ~hanah? ~ Rif omits entirely the ~ i~e ~ presents the seco~d 
. , . 

· one almo,t verbatim. 

' The Rif s omi~on· I think ~ be explained. as one l>asep,'on· his choice not to , 

present a "S~ i5!J~ fn these issues we •et a ~ that the Stam is, as it were, 

holding its~ card~~~ fa rs~~ ; :manra abo_ui·R. Yobanan that says, ~ery 

vigueJy, that during.a period of ad~ from the (Roman) government, they taught 
• • t • . 

.., -
: ~~ what is lef! unclear. R. Yohanan's statement could refer to 

~~ : any ~ of t~pics. ~ly, by its inclusion· in this sugyah we-are to ~e that · 
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( what was ~ was the aistom of blowing the sbofar during Mussaf instead of 
. . 
during Shacharit. This was .created. R. Yohanan' s rerrwk implies, to ~void the impression . . 

that the Jews were preparing for war. But before R. Yobanan;s solution to the Stam' s 

dilemma can be revealed, the Stam has. to create ~'c:nvironment in which it can ~ R. 

Yohanao's remarlc. 'fb6-eforethe Stam first presents a veise, Proverbs 14:28, "In a 

multitu'Ae of people is !he King's glory,'1 that could be used to prove~ the shofar ., 

should be blown·when a largt: nu.mber Qfpeople have gathered. But the Stam shows that 
. . . 

\ the same verse\ can apply equally well to Hallel. ~ ~tam tries another v_er-se but finds 

that it loo coqld equally well refer to either shofar-blowing or Hallet. It then resolves the 

issue with R. Yohanan's remark that seems to answer the question. 

. . 
It is this kind of vague,cfiscussion that the Rif eschews. In this case he foll<2,ws the 

H~t ~ and not~ teacher who in fact quotes from the Yerushalmi 59. 4.8) 

~here there ii •~" aggadic passage about this very·situation told by R. Yohanan. The 
. . 

YUIIShalmi ~e makes it clear that the remarks of R. Yohanan in~ Bav/i were 

mostly likely ref~ to the pot~tial danger posed by the Roman decree, yet the Rif . . 
V 

still chooses ~ omit ~ whole topic. lf the Rif was bother~ by the manipulation and . 

vagueness· of the Bavli, ~ should note.~ he does ~t violate its logic and structure by 

' introducing a "foreign" element, an aggadic passage frol1\ the Yerushalmi, for instance, . ' . . 

that ~ iddec!!!">re verisimilitude ~ the argument. 

The Rif does ·choo~ ~~ ~ tHe ~nd part ot this sugyah which ig, in fact, 

agadic. Perhaps he does because be knows that the question the Gemara asks, why. is 

.~~ IIIIIMl~tiBrion Rosh haS~ is based on the ruling in BArachin l Gb which says 
~- . 

that we recite Hallefonev~ festival day in which labor is prohibited. The-answer given 
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here is a ~ -aggadic one, that God rebukes the angels for asking why brae! omits 

·Halld on Ro~ haShanah and ,says to them, "Is i~ pouible that while the King is sitting on 
. . 

the Throne of Judgment wi!h the Books of Life and Death befor~ him that Israel should 
. . ~ 

singr The reason may not be completely satisfying from a legal point of view, but it the 
I . . . 

one given in the Talmud and it·carries a strong and appropriate message about Rosh . . . ) . . 

baShanah. Therefore, the Rifbas no compunction about reproducing this entire section·Df 

the sugyah. Rabbeinu Hananel's version also parallels that of the Bavli as _does the 

Halachot Gedo/ot. \ 

ELEVENTH SUGY AB: Bavli 3~b from ~ bnab l~ l'M n""I >•~to Geman 
• , ...:J 

.· 33a, ,o:m,,. 

~~second~~· mi~ on 3( ~ns~ of two parts·. Th~ fir$t. deals with 

the situations in whi~h _it woul~ble' to fulfill the mitzvah of blowing the shofar . . 
• < • 

~ iriolating a Rabbinic prohibi~n The second discusses the laws concerning 

~ . / 

teaching children to blow the s~far and concerning the person who blows the shofar 
' V . • . . ' ' . "- . 

without-~ to. ~ Rif reproduces this mishnah almost exactly. There _is a minor 

alJer&tion of con~ons~ and one reversal of clauses, ~,., 'M(... l'f'IP'!)r., 'PM for 'PM 
. . . 

.. , - -. # 
• , • ;t 

'Pf1P!>D ~ ~D , which we also find in the Ha/achot 6edolot and in Rabbeiitu~ 

~ - This ~ggests a·diff'erent ~ ( .. ". _ ~: ~ ~ 
When we tum to the Rirs treatlMnt oftbe"Gemara, however, we find.that 

. althoqgh he initially follows the Bavli, he ~rid~. The .. ~/i and the Rif begin this 
. . . . ~ =.1..~- -

~ -sugyah -~~, what's the 1'88SOn (for our not using the principle that 
• -r• ;..;,,,;;,:.;.f~ • .,...--:-- • 

34. The Yerushalmi gives the reading of the ltif ~e.the.Mss give the Bav/i reading, 
•. -
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---------------------:~:-. . . .,,,,,-.... 

. 
a positive Biblical co~t, like shofar blowing, overrides negative Rabbinic ~~. . - . 

. audl u the restrictions mentioned in the.mishnah as the explanatio111 for setti,ng aside the 

restrictions ·in the misbnall.)?" Even though the anonymous Stam asks the question, the 
• • I ' • '"'\. . .. '\ 

. Rif~ it important enough to include and to give the·Bavli's answer.3l Since doing J 

'" I . . worlc on Yorn Tov is prohibited by both 'Biblical positive and n~Ltive commandments . . ) . 

(Lev.2~ :24-25), this combination overrides a positive Biblical comman~ The 

Rabbinic prohibitions are protective extensions of' the Biblical profaibitions and are 

viewed as equal to them. The llalachot Qedo~ot lal~ ~shes this expl~on but g~ 

into much greater detail: Rabbeinu ~ei is inor~ concise than thie Halachot Gedblo~ 

but does include Biblical citations in his ans~er ),he RW is truest to1 the Bavli format. . _, 

Tfle: next topic the Bavli con_si~ers ~s o•cit treated by th~ JlakJ'Chot Gedolot. 
. . 

Rabbeinu Hananel discusses it from a differeAt ai)gle while t6e Rif 1excludes ·the 

· . problematic logic: of the Bavli and th<i°~ J;:1..;, t~ give uimplilied · 

explanatiop for his readers. The Bavli questions.~e reason for the •~•s inclusion of 
, r • 

t e prohibitions agaihst 9fimbing a free or riding: on an animal in qrcler to hear the shofar. 
, V . ...., 

These prohibitions are considered_ to be ~biQic.protecti~ ofBibtli':81 laws and as_" 

such,-· the S~ asks, why. is it n~ for the mishnah to include Biblical_ prohi~tions? 
\ ,._ • • I 

For it is clear .from the discussion above that even a bbbinic protec~on of a Biblical . • _,. 
• ' • 4' ' • 

restriction is not overriden for shofar blowing . ..tf.he 8DS\l!!:f given is mot a-very usefiit one: 
. .. ·--~~ . . .· - - . --=. .. \.....---;a . -- ---.., 

-;-'mp n ,01) ~ l'Nl n , be teaches, "This and it is UlllleCCSS8!Y to ~ay ~-" 1'his-
. 

explanation says. that the teJ(:hing of the misbnab is superffuOU$ but anna decided to 
• • ,# • I". • -

) ♦ .. • •• . ~ Y~ ,l~ 
. ::-~~....-.::_a .· . ,,....-- • 

JS. Wrth minor al~ons. See Appendix L 
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. . 

present the novel ~e first and tho~ that are simpler last:" It is hardly surprising then to • 
. . . 

find that the Rif does not present the Mishnaic teaching nor this tenuous explanation. 
t ~ • , 

This decision reflects once again the R.if s ·decision to modify but not-radically alter the 

Bavlitext. . -~ 

The Bav/i then ~seusses the_ next part of the mishnah that prohibits cutting it. with 
) . . 

an implement forbidden. by Biblical or ~inic law. The Bav/j sugyah uses a sickl~, ., 

. N)m_ as an example of an implement forbidden :by Rabbinic law and a knife, NroO , as . . . 

• t . : . . 
\ one forbidden by.a Biblical prohibition. The Bav/i ends this discussion by J repetition of . . . 

the same- question ~nceming the necessity of mentioning such laws' as above and gives 
. ' . ' 

~ same answer. The Rif does not concern himself with this latter part tif the Bav/i 
__J 

~~on but', does give· e~pJes of implements as -~d the Bav/i. 1:fie ~nly differecace is .. 
' . 

that thf Rif ~~ the orcter. A knife is h:is exampl~ of a Rabbinically prohibited 

.;,.,i~ (a;bliC:ny ~luOited one. In this case. the Rif is fuUp~g · 
. . 

~u ~ •s order.37 

• The Bav/i deals rather efficiently with the next topic presented by '1le mishnah. . . . 
V ...., 

that .water or~ can be. poured into a 'shofar to cleanse it. ~ Rif omits the Stam's 

~ ~ set up the only question, ~ ~ can also be used, and mentions only 

Abba ShauJ?s ·ruling ~ rationale for.forbid~ its use. TbiA·is ~ good example·ofthe . . ~ ~ 

Rir1 rel~..to ~ ano~ and, in~ case, ~-least, irrelevant Gemara,_ as well 
~"'-• ~ .. · - - . "" . ... . .. .. --

36. See the Schottenstein Editio~· p. 32b.3, note 6~. Ot)ler examples of the use of this 
explanation are BEntvin 76', BY~bamot 13-, BKetubot 58a, BNedarjm 14b, BBo""fYOI 

~ 2b, ~~ .!1JI.Iliis com'menta,y also notes ~t ~ was dissatisfied en~ugh. witli 
, ___ ·..'..-:,1~ .lli·•· -~'m•1on to want to emend the Gemara. (note 67). The Y-erushalml S1D1ply says 

mm,N)2' nDVl~~'tlnl),y,:, , · 
37. In theBavli Mss this ordering is also given. The Halachot Gedoldt does not.discuss 

this issue. 
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.,,,,,,----- :. . '-

. , 
u bis preference for named staterrients. Here too, thei Rif foUows Rabbeinu Hananel who • 

does not include the Stam~ s ~ -

TWELFQI SUGYAB: Bavti from ~a.-. 33a, ~ D'Wl Mn, to Geman 33b, ~ 

pone~•• I 

rl.e Gemara no~ turns to~ n:us~ •s ruling that ~dren are-~ot-to be 
. . 

discouraged from blowing the show- and asks whethe,: this means that women are . . . . . 

\ discouraged frolh ~ doing. ·The· Rif omits this part of the ~~ as well as so~e of a . . 

later part that d_eals with the status of one who absentmindedly blows the shofar. In this. 

matter, he ~ not follow Rabbeinu Hananel who includes these topics 'fhe Rif is very 

cl(?se to the 11_aiac11o, Gellolot }Wlich also omits the 'discussion of a woman's _right to 

blow the ~tar. but does include further clarification about teaching a child to b:ow a 
l . " . 

shom·even ~ !)f 0.: Yorn Tov. The Rit'perbaps decided to omit the. problem 

that the Stam urtrod~ces and then resolves for two reasons. F ... rst, the ·problem is a · 
• • • .. • • • # • 

Stam-driyen probl~ and its resolution part of an effort-on the part of tbe Stam io 
. v . ·. . . . 
recopcile as ~ op~o~ as possible. The beraita ~t the S~ first presents appears ~ 

contradict our mishnah. It says that on Rosh haS~ we do .not discourage women or . . . . . 

dilldren from bl~ng·the shofar. '11tis beraita can also:be found .in B&uvin 96b, in 

~ 4ifla~on, ~~ here too:lhe Rif does not comment upon·this_topic . 
. -=-~ ~ --- .,. ... ..._. 

The contradiction that seems app'arent betw~ the two rulings is dealt with in a memra 
... - - ~ 

,, . ~ 

of Abaye who attributes our mishnah to.ll Y ehudah, who, as we disco~er shortly 
. . ~ r • • 

· · · ~ ii , 8old alRfflier beraita, holds the view that if women are not obligated to perform -· ~ . 
~ . . . . 

· . a mitzvah, they are-tlieiirore forbidden to do so.-R Yose and R, Shimon, whose views are 
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. . 

those of the first beraita, disagree. · 

To the Ri( this whoie_argument may·seem like a useless exercise: Shlce
0

he 

assumes that we know that women are exempt from this obligation bec.ause it is a . 
timebound positiv~ commandment, the S~'.s difficdt~ especially since it is ~y 

dismissed, .must seem rrJ.evant ud purely a product of the StaiJi' s desife for 
) . 

completeness and tying up loose ends. _. • • 

The Rif cloes include so~e of the ~ext P8:11 of the Bavli ~gyah but again omits the . I 

Stam-driv~ ~dtion and answer. The mishnah stated ·that we ~PY children ~th 
. . 

.. 
blowing the' sho.~ until· they learn how. The Bavli, as does the Yerushalmi and the 

Tose~, ad• a rnemra'of R Elaz.ar who say~ that even on Shabbat w~ eflcourage them 
__, 

to _I?~ ~lo~-~ shofar. Tf1e .&if also includes this ~ent but does nqt thett 

bring in, u d~ the Bav/i, an-~onymous beraita that reiterates what R Ela.zar 'said b~ 
t, •"' I • 

~ ~ lfiat ; is not: tQsay that we do not p._.. ihem from-~ 

blowing on a Yom Tov as well. There is an internal contradiction in this ~ta that the · 
. . ·. . . " .. 

, . \ 

Stam discpvers, the first part suggests that we encourage·a child to blo"'. the shofar, eyen - . . . . v . -. . 
on Sljabbat, but #IC second says that we merely don't discourage them if they th~ves . . . . . . .. . .. 

took the initiative to blow. This difficulty is soon ~lved, however, by the Stam' s 
. . . . . 

etplanation that -the first pan of the f:?eraita rd'ers to a diild ~ is ready to ~ trained and 

there,fo~~tau~.!~ he~ do to _fu~ the mitzvah, even on Shabbat, whereas · • 

the-second part refers t~ a childJ.; ~~o~·~ enougli to tie trained but on his 9wn.begins 

.. 
. 38. Y~i, 59.4.9: U"tl ")n?Jfm mpu,m JIN l'D)ID l'N 'JV:l V'IPJ'l)D l'"fD)N> 'P 'ml }'he 

... , .-f7 48 eixt ls~ the same but includes women as well ~ children. as not 
,J~-~·being restrained on S~ .net a)so adds the phrase from the beraiia that the,Bavli . 

· quotes which says1liai1i is not necessary to. mention that we do not•restrain them on 
Yom Tov. The Tosefta passag~ is identical to that of the Y.erusha/mi. 
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. .. , 

to play and we need not restrained him from so doing. The Rif excludes this discussion . . 
for the ume reasons be excl~ the earlier S~ven discussion in this sugyah. :ine 

Rif adds a final comment after his presentation· of R. Elazar' s statement. The Rif qualifies 

his 
. ~ . 

remarks by sa)'lllg, "K>~ '"V»<1 ma , there are those who say the opposite." He 
I . . . 

utters no ~c decision but a strong caution so that people will not ~ the mi~e 

of reckless blowing the ·shofar, or having their children do so even though it. seems to ~ •, 

permissible. . .. 

\ The ~ section of the Bavli sugyah the Rif omits entirdy. · This section deals 

with the problem of~ fulfillment of one's obligation if one either hears a sbofar blown 

# 

withol,tt intent, or if one blows one without intent: He omits this section, I believe, not . ~ . 

because the discussion is uniinpor:tdt from a halachic point of view. Indeed it is not.. NM 
. . 

- I 

does be el.i{ninate.it ~se the ~scussion is "Stam -driven" and doesn't really move the 

....,.;... ~ it 
0

because he has already dealt with the questi_on i~ _ ✓ 
Chapter Three of~ haShanah. There,_ in Bavli 28b and 29a, we find the same. memra 

,,.. 
. . about ll Zeira who. urged his attendapt to "concentrate andblow the shofar for me,'' that 

,v 

is included on 33b .in our discussion. When we look at the Rifs <;pmmentary on Chapter 
. , 

Three we find that be did indeed include the memra of R. Zeira as well as other parts of , ·. . 

~ Gemara. The lit: in keepiQg with his goal of~~ a ~ -concise Talmud, 

pefers to exellJde .-her than.to repeat.:,, -~ (--

~ ·. -~ .L.~ 
. ·x>----~ . . ' ~->~~ . 

e::t"Jl,-,V . ------- • 
. 39. Jlabbeinu lfanane1. ~ the other hand, includes this section, although ~s version.is 

1 • 

slightly difl'aaat. 
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TBIR~ SUGY AB.: Bavli from •~hau 33b, .-,. "111W ,,-,,,pn "r'rO t(? 

Geaara 33b, >,>t,W,, 

~ 

The Rif s sixth rnishnah corresponds to the·nushhah on Bavli 33b, the last 
I . . . 

mishnah of this perek. The Bavli mishnah is a fairly long one, consisting of three parts, 
) 

which the Rifreproduceis with only a few'minor changes which do'not alter the . ' I 

Talmudic versibn in any significant way . ., These three sections, which will be treated 
• l . : . 

'extensively in the~ treat the d~ of blowing the sbofar, the situation of one 

who blows the 'sho(Jr ifter reciting Mussat: and the question of whether the Shaliach 

• 
T~our• s recital of Mussaf exempts the individual from reciting it. as Rabban Gamliel 

• . • .J • 

• I 

. - . - . ~ 

advocates, or not. The second_ part of this mishnah has, in fact, occur:red earlier ~ die 
. . 

Bavli (i8a), whete it is mentf oned in the Gemara during a discussion ab<i,ut whether an 

inclivicfual ~~the'. md of the blowing of thc.sllC>filr or the~ has 

fulfiUed his obliption. It should be DQ surprise, however, to find that in the Rif s version 

· of the third j,erek of our masechet, this discussion. including mention of the mishnah, is 
. V . -

omitted. The repetition-of even part of a mishnah the Rif sees.as confusing and unhelpful: 

It is to be avoided, if poaal,le. In addition; ~ . we have ~oned earlier. the Rif does not 

,like to tamper with a mi~. 
•.. 

- 'J'he":IJcMj.Gemara begins immediately with a problem. Our mishnah states t,bat 
. . -.;:=- ( ,. - -

the length .of a IUiah is simiw: to the I~ of three tenuJi. But the Gemara knows a 

beraita that says &hat the length of a teldtlh is like one teruah. The problem is resolved 1zy 
,, , .,. - . 

. -,.--,..;, ~ . ·....-,.\-~ . . • ~t 
~ • I 

• . 40. The beginning o~ ~ is found in the Yen,sha/,ni, Tosefta. and HaJadtot 
Gedolot, but then each~~ its own way. · . . .. 
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: .. . 

mem\of mama in which Abaye says that the Tanna Kamma of our ~ was 

referring to the length of the three initial te}{iot which equal tJte length of the three teruot 

in the three·sets, whereas the beraita is talking only about one particular set. In other . ' 
. .. 

words, the miabnah and the beraita agree, or so Abaye interprets the situation. The Rn: 
I . . . 

except for two minor changes, follows the Bavli exactly. It is interesting to note, 
) 

however, especially in light of our remaik above about.the Rifs desire for conciseness, 

that the beraita mentioned here in the Bav/i the .Rif quotes only -in part and but will devote 
. ~ : . 

a much co~on to jt quite soon:•• The Rif does not ~ distwbing the integrity of . 
. -

unattributed beraita but thinks 'that .a misbnah cannot be so freely moved around. Perhaps 

be thinks that this subject is important enough for his readers that he should not tamper 
. . J 

• 

with the sugyah. We might alsp note that this sugyah consists entirely ofTannaitic and 

. 
Amoraic statements with little int.erference from the Stam. This might have been an 

~;....i reason for iii.~{~ rq,roduction of the sugyah. · 

The sugyah continues Vf.!th another problem P,Osed by difference between the 
.. 

~ statement of our mishnah and that of the beraita. Where our mishnah dedared that the · 
~ . V :_ 

' 
length of one te,wahwas like that of three " mD', whimperings." the beraita_said that the 

~ length of a ten,ah was like three shevarim. Once again Abaye comments, but this lime he 

- . concedes that there is a disagr-t ~ the two anonymo~ Tarm&;im~'He 

demonstrates the irrecollcitalMI ~f thar_two positions first by usiJag two Scriptural . -~e ~ ~-
sources (Numbers 29:1, Judges S:28) to sbo~ that themishliih's word. "fflDY', can be 

. -
used to llleUI ~o types of crying. The ~ typ~ri~ what'~ mishnah equates with teruqh, 

three short ~ ... , ~ beraita, on the other hand, says that teruah is a 
~~ . 

:.:,,:.-.t-.-... ~ ,,.,,,.-- . 

41: On 34a. The beraita can also be found i!) Sifra, !f"<", l'l :6-9. 

-41- • 

, 

·• 



. . 
. . 

! . . ' 

kind~ "),), '"7l'7>," which .is the sound reproduced by the show's blowing 

shmrinr:-Both Tannas, ~owever, agree~ whatever the~ ~ of them equal on~ 

teruah . . . 

· · The Rifreproduces this discussion in its entirety, making orJ~ne minor 

change. 4l Rabbeinu Hananel does not fo~ow the saJt)C order of presentation as·. the Bavli 
) ., 

but bis text, when he cites it is almost identical' in fonnµlatioit. Rabbeinu ~el does 

offer his own CQmments on the local customs of sh"o&r blowing, :certainly a question that 

might yery well occur to his r~ers·. Why the Rif does not foUow his ·teacher might be . . 

-explained by stating that the Rif W(!uld consider this an intrusion into his version of the 

. ' 
Talmud By this I mean that although the 1lif is creating a more efficient and ttSable 

• . . ..J . 

Talmud, it is first .,id forei_nosf: still T/,e Talmu4 Therefore, chang~ r:rwte to it bav~ to 

have a basis in the or;i~ T.a.hnu~, and not be created anew: '1.t is also possible that the 

~ of blowing the~-~ .....:lished by the Rifs time in his locale that he_ 

. · did ·not 'need to mention it. 

• 
. V . .. . ... . . . 

FOURTEENTH S'UGY AH: ~vii fr,DJ (;emara 33b, "lfllnW l'>D ._ .. n, to Gemaq 

The Rif follows'lhe~ ~ of the Bavli ~ almost exacdy for this 
# ,. •• - ~ (_,.. ,. _ . - .----- • • -

first section whicti is co111posed primarily of !i_ beraita which '&~ks fhe qu~on, "How do 

42. See -Appendix I. The-second time the verb ~ is.used in the Bavli, The Rif replaces 
. . :n with~ ;:1•,..fr~a manuscript. variation. The Ha/achot Gedolot, 

' . . ~~ differs from the Bavli and the Rif s, uses the similar verb form µ,,m . 
• • .:.:.,.~ .( 43.Since this .sugyah is 'tong and colfii>licated, I will label each section for ease of · 

refemaee. 
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~ koow that we use a shofar to sound the blasts on Rosh baShanah?" Our Biblical 
. -

IOiln:el for the ce1mration of the holiday do not mention a sbofar. In Nrunbers 29: 1 we 

read, "r,,n, rumn Dl' lYl."11 IO nTU)I n:»t,13 ~ o:,5 n,n, v,-rp-k'1pl> v,-rm -ma ~v,n vrrn:n 
. . ' -~ 

.m)," and in LevitiCIIS 23;24 we also learn, together with a little additional infohnation. 
I . . . 

~st the identical facts, 'inp1J r )l"Ot llnlV o:,~ "'"' V!Tm ,':'° ~Yin Yl'ffll 

,Yllp-." The word "teruaH' is used in each but not the word "shofair.'; The beraita then 

proceeds to associate the word " " with the word "teruah" in a verse (Lev. 25 :9) that says 
\ l . : . . 

that in the Y ~m Kippur of a Jubilee Year (Y ovel) we s~ouJd sound "'n.vnn i!>\!I ~ the 

shoC.,- of terwah," on the tenth day of tile seventh month." By observing that the phrase. 
·. 

"in the seventh month" is~. the berai~ ·can th!Jl say that, since we know from 

our earlier citations that Rosh haShanah also falls.in the aeventh month, when we heat . . ., - . 
' . 

this p~ we know that all seventh months are alike with regard to blowing the sbofar 
" . .. . ( . ~ 

and thus we·blow teruah_ ~ a ~ -e•~ next uses the same vetse to show that 

a takiah is ~ before a ieruah by•CIJ\phasizirig that in ~ sentence "i!>YI ffil)JTn 

..t. · nl'nn, and you shall ~ shofa, of ~ruali," the verb,~ ~., precedes ib o~ject. 

The verb has been.understoott to mean ~sea straight breath to pass through,•~ an _ . . . 
. . 

aUuslt,n to the sound of~. Thus tekiah precedes teruah. The·saipe logtc is-~ to 
• • , •. • • C • .,w that anodler tekiqh, comes ·after the tenllllr by die use of another fofll.l of~ v~. 

~J\" ~~in~ verse. We ~w"this is ~on!~~~~-~ the ~~g 
. -

described earlier. , 

The beraita now .asks how we know that we_ are~-to_ blow ~ sets Qf three blasts 
. - . 

each. w~--~~a~ces to terual,.in_the three verses mentioned 
.·.;:,.,.,::,,,.;;-'.-. . . . ----- . . abow. Since' we have just proved that tekio~ go before and after each teruah, we CBJ_1 
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.,,,,,.--..... 

deriv;tbe three sets. We also kno\\'. that what applies to Yorn Kippur' iri Yove1 is also true . . . .. 

for Ros& haShanah, and, vice versa, becau~ of the use of th~ phrase "seventh month." in 

each situation. Thus by ineans of a mv mn we know that. the one is applicabl~ to the . 
o~. ~ The beraita adds one final piece of information, which we n~ earlier, that the 

I . . 
length of a teruah is eq'f to that of a te/dah .and one teruah equals three shevarim. 

Up to this point the Rif has- replicated this berajia: alinost verbatim. Th~ Bavli ends' 
. . 

this part oftbe.~ with a·q~estjon from th~ Stam which wants to know why the 

Tanna of the beraita we. hav~ ju'st ~ :studying decided to establish -~s ·last connection _ 

between Rosh baSbanah and the i:x om Kippur of y ovel by means of a nl\!I mn instead of 
I 

a vpn, a ScriptufB) analogy as he did eatlier in the beraita. The Stam answers itself by # . __, . . . 
saying that the Tanna really ir)eant to say that ifhe had not been at,fe to establish this . . 
~onsh1p by means.. of a -"1~ ::,iti, he wo~d have used' a vpn instead. The Rif omits the 

s....;:. question·.,.i"~;,(,1 ·suri,rising. The - u radier labored and 
. . . - .. .. . 

would not clarify'tbe halachah.for the Rifs.audience in any way. The first part of the . . . 

sugyah, was ~f Pjcti~ benefit and-by _the time i~ ended we received useful infonnation 

based upon Scriptural sources: The fact that the concl~ons were reached via one means .· . , .. : .. -

or ano~ ~ ~t seem important for the Rif. ~ additio~ this ~~on by the Stam in 

~c is ~eled almost-~y in H~rew in 'BSanhedrin 4_3a and in B.Baba Metzia 
. . . 

6 ia. 45 In his versions ~;n..aqg_ of BBaba Metzia, ttie Rif also omits this .,~ . . -f_-~·= - - ~--. . .. . 

44. A tnv n:,u is the hermeoelltic principle that says that if we find the same word or 
phrase ~ -in two p~ law tHat may-be.derived from ~ne situation is also 

_ . _· appli~ee AainSteinsaltz, Thi! Talmud, A Reference Guide, New 
.-..... ~ ~ ~p.150, ~ . 

· 45: And in BabaMetzia 61_a the IJ}ltler is discussed by an amora, Ravina, not the 
. anonymous Stam. 
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( disaJssion. Interestingly~ as noted earlier, most of this beraita _can also be·~ouod in Sifra, 

an mra-Tabpudic source to be.sure, ·so the Rif~ould have fewer qualms about repeating 

it in his·w?dc*. But thi~ also shows us that the'Rifwhen necessary will repeat if ihere is 

good practical reason to do·~ -Here he felt, as di4 the-~y, that it is not enough just to 

I . . . . 
state the ~-Some interpr~ion 11)Ust ~ given as support for the mi~~c law of 

shofar-blowing. Perhaps th~fact that there._is.no·straightforward requirement fdr shofar 
. . 

blowing on Rosh haShanah prompt~ the both the Stam and the R.if 

\ 

2. &n,U, benita 3'aj tl1W mn,) ,nno aurt 'ltnl to Stam 34a, ·unw M>D,ri ,mq,, 
. \ 

. The Rif omits a large ~chunk of the Bavli sugyah. There might be sev~ reasons 
• --._J 

for this. The next ·p~ ·0£ the· ~gyaij consists of another ~ta which provid~ other , 
. . . 

reasons fo{ the rules-~ a teruah must be surrounded by tek:iot and that three sets. must 

be bl;,,...: ~• ~~ with a disaission by the Stam coocenung ~ J)Ourt, 

of PQtential conflict between· the· two beraitot. The new beraita gives us a new. group of 
~ . . . . . 

Saiptural sources, Nun,bers 10: 1-10,. concerning the making of two silver tnu,lpets· to 
. . V. . -

rally·the- Israelites~ the Wald~. These\,~ are ~pulat¢ to arrive at similai:. 

~nclusions co~g the relationship of teruah ~~ot. €ertainly one reason why . . . , . •. . .. . . 

the Rif chose to omit this ·section is because he-felt we did ~t ~ -~ addttipnal way to 
I • • t , ti • 

arrive at ~t as.pve. For the ~!ICS of~ and concision this is not . . •· . -e- . 
necessary. 

--~ ... - ........ _ ...... . . . 
... 

While ~ .considerations· were und~btedly in the Rif s mind, I feel that the . , - . 

• •• I • m?i~of so much Q; this section is because of a certain uneasiness 
~- -

~ . ----------- . ' 

46. Sifra. &tor, 1: 6-10 

-4S- . 

• I 

, 



I 

f 

,,,,,,--

. . , 
the Riffelt with the s~•s agenda. I think that underlyidgthe discussion in the l)avli is a 

~ on the part of the Stam~ clarify which ~c principlie works·~ - These 

beraitot are, excellent testing grounds because 'their authors were als10 concerned with thi~ 

issue. ~ although 'the word " \!IPfl, hekesh" is never ~ tioned ir.a the ~ot, its 
~ 

usefulness as well as that of th~ gezeiraf, 'shavah plays a major roie. In addition, the 
) . . . 

beraita introduces a new prjnciple, a lN 'l'l;l., · which states that ev~y time Scripture 

mentions blowing teruah, it is to~ ~derstood that; a teldah should follow it. The Stam' s 

o~on. of ~s\ ~od by means of the questions and answers it uses to frame the . . . 

problem show its,.ifif~estin-playing out this underlying "meta" probleni. This •is not .an 

issue_ for the Rif because ~ determining halachah ~ uses the midrash ot the GemMa 
~ 

prim:eriJy ~ supJ>!>rt for the·Mishnfic statements. Therefore, one sai111ple is ~ough. ... 

F~re, the~~ mu is coljsidered by later•iuthorines to be om, of the stron$est 

~c ~ ~ evtiy""" mu is tltouglit to be Sllwtic in_°';,;., o; 

bee . .. ,,;...,, •• h , • . . the T rah ~A-Jl'-47 :ause· rt IS ..,.._,.'"4';", wntten m o . 1UIQI • 

. 
V 

~-. 3. ~ from Ge,nara 3'a, ~ t:a"I l~ to» -mu !'U ~ 

The Rif ~y returns to the Bavli su~ at ~e po~t whf:'1 it begins to ddll with 

~ · actual practi~ ~f blo~, the pres:ml>ed sets--~ su~ ~s with a-statement 

that R.-~ -in.~ instituted~ practices of blowing teldah, three 
~ • ~ ~ ... -(_. r • • .._ 

shevarim teruah ana teldah. ~ Rif foUo~ this part ~f the sugyalia to its end altliough 
f .... ' ... ~ 

. he alters the ~ a .good deal for darity. We must ask, therefore, whiy the ~ felt ~ need 
, . , ,. . 

- . . -~------ · -
;_ ~ section This might not be the case, were we to consutt the various • 
~ . . . . _.,,,,...-· .. 

47. I owe this insight to Mi~ Chernick. . ._ . 
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manuscripts, but we do not find this section in the Yerushalmi, In the Ha/achot Gedolot, 

however, we do find mention of R Abahu' s institution and of the other issues mixed in 

with some of the earlier parts of the sugyah. Rabbeinu Hananel mentions R. Abahu in his 

longer discussion on this issue which the Rif will incorporate into his own long 

digression foUowing this part of the sugyah. which we wiU examine shortly. The Rifs 

order, however, unlike that of the Halachot Gedolot, follows that of the Bavli. It seems 

quite likely, then, that the Rif rewrote this section for his own purposes. 

R Abahu's institution, blowing tekiah, shevanm, teruah, tekiah creates several 

problems for the Stam. First of all, why did he mandate shevarim as well as ten,ah? We 

learned in a beraita earlier (33b) that one ten,ah was equal to three shevarim If we blew 

as Abahu suggested, wouldn't we be contradicting our own mishnah(33b) \\hich requires 

three sets of three sounds each? Before dealing with this problem, The Gemara, 

however, discusses the use of the term shevarim. We learned earlier that the Tanna of 

our mishnah felt that teruah equaled sobbing,-,,,,,~,~ ," and the Tanna of the beraita felt 

that shevarim equaled moaning, "nll ,mn." lf we feel that teruah equals sobbing, then we 

should blow telciah, teruah, tekiah. If it equals moaning, then we should blow tekiah, 

three shevanm, telciah Why did Abahu combine the two? The Starn seems to solve the 

problem by saying that Abahu wasn't sure what sound a teroah made and therefore 

combined both moaning and sobbing. R. Avira objects to this, however, and says that if 

teruah really is sobbing, then Abahu has interrupted the blowing of telciah, ten,ah, tekiah 

and invalidated the requirement for blowing the shofar The Stam solves this by 

suggesting that, after blowing-as Abahu instituted, one then blow tekiah, ten,ah, tekiah as 

our mishnah stated. Ravina objects, saying that if teruah is really moaning then blowing 
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( u Ababu demands meaps interjecting a t~ between tlie three shevarim and the final 

. . . 
tuiah, thus ~validating-the blo~g. · The Stam gives the same solution as above. Do as 

, 

Abahu instituted and then as the mishnah states. 
' ~ . 

The Stam asks then why did Abahu ~te blowin_g teldah, shevarim-teruah, 

teldah. The answer is as befbre. Abihu didn't know what sound th~ teruah.represented ) . ~ ' .• , 

moaning or sobbing, and so combined the ~o. the Stam then proposes blowing the 
. . 

opposite as well, telciah, teruah, •varim, teldah. The Stam rejects this on the grounds 

that when a ~n i~ ~~g first he moans 'and then he. ~bs. Thus Abahu's .order 

stands. ~-

... 
. . ' 

W~are seeing in this di~ssion the Stam~s attempt to hannoni7.e various IQCal 

tnulitions.U ~ .t ~ P~estiniin lndition ofR. Aliahu which is in COl)fli::i with 
. . . .. . . 

that of-our mishnah_ It is the· Rif s sensitivity to this, foUow{ng his teacher Hanane~ that . . . . . 
\ 

leads him to-make his v~on of this section as clear as possible and to then go on to 
· ' V . . :._ 

. explain. the relatioqship betw~ local custo.;, ~ the ~ents _of the "&vii in a long 

· digressi~ the ~ation of which foUows betow.·• ,< . . . 

, · Nowadays there ~ thq~ who ~ow "teldah, s!'evari"!-tiruah, teldahv 

- z=::,, 1 --- . ·41_ Rabbeinu HananeJ coriimeniary ~ vi~dlf. how R, ~·s institution was done 
to a1levwe the confusion about what sounds to blow. Rabbeinu Hanane1 says (34a) 

. "All of Isaiel was ac(;:UStomed to do this ~y o~ that way so that it was clear to ~em 
. · that both of.these. ways (3 shevarim or 011e teruah) were a terualr. The CU:51om of the 

people-was to do J!JjJI/J: p,evarim-teruah,· tekiah,' ihei:i 'tekiah teruah, teldah, • and 
. ·. ~ tdBi, shevar;,,,. tekiah, • three runes. R. Abahu came and fowid towns 

~~...,~ -'teldah, shevajjnWekiah,' ~ -other places blowing 'tekiah, teruah, . •. 
· - tekiah.' ... and still otliers'blowing 'tekiah, shevarim-teruah, telciah:' It seems they did 

~s ~use they were ~ d~bt". 
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l three times, "teki(Jh, shevarim, tek;ah," three times,' an<! "tekiah, teruah, 

tekiah," three times. It is.the people's eusf:Om to blow in this way when 

they are seated (i.e. before Mussaf) and over these blowmgs they say the 
' 

blessing for ~far- tslowing. Since the congr~~ ust hear the shofar 

I . . . . 
blowing in the order oftbe blessings (i.e. Malchuyot, Zichronot, 

) 
Shofarot), therefore the (shofar-bloweis) return (during Mussaf). and blow 

. . 
. in the order of the blessings ~tekiah, shevarim:-teruah, tekiah" one time, 

l . 
and "lifkiah, shevaJ-jm, tekiah;' one time, and "tekiah, teruah,. tekiah" one 

time .. It follows logically then that there will be those who would blow 
\ 

. these in the order of t1re blessings in the same way that they did befor; . . . 

. Mussa£ B~l ·since the blessings do not hinder th.e-~lowing{are not 
' . . . . 

es.~ for-~ ~e ~~ of hearjng the shofar), once-the people . 

. . have ~ bl~wing while seated (before Mussaf), they have fi:t~ed 
their obligat4>n. It is sufficient for them to blow "tekitµ,. . . . . 

ihevarim-teruah. tekiah, tekiah. shevarim, tekiah, tekiah. teruah, tekia/1" 
V . . . - . 
· once in the prder ofthe:blessings, ~ ~rder not to ~vertax ~ 

' . 
congregation. This is the custom everywhere·~ in.the.two Yeshivot 

.. . •. .. 

(Sura·and Pµmphedita). 
. 

The 1tifis oovi~ncemed about the poSS1bility of confusing the people. ~e 
. -.? .. -~ " ~ .. -~ ...... 

has quoted~ balachah according to R. Abahii, whiclf ~ _diat we blow ~tekiah,. three 

ihevarim, tenlah, tekiah." The Rif also kno~ of the custom "everywhere" ~ his own 
I • - ,. • • 

. ti.._-,,r ·sf, l111fiS~ instituted iq ~ilestine by R. Abahu. Therefore tlie Rif must 
;_ .. ~ ..., .. 

~~. _,--:-- . 
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. ; 

(Justify the current widespread custom and va,.idate its use halaclii~y. 49 As th~ Rif ~. 

one bas fulfilled pne's obligation to~hear the shofar ¥ore~ lfis custom d~g 

Mussaf of ~g "sbevarim-teruah" after Malcbuyot, "shevarim" ~ Zicbronot, and 

. w .. after Sho&rot also fulfills the ~inic requifemen;~ blow the shofar together . 

with the verses. 
I 

) 
The Ri( having stated hla opinion on~ Abahu's takanah and given his own· . ., 

. 
haJachah, ~ ~ the question of" interruption, ·po!>n.'~ The problem the Ril addresses is 

\ • t . :, • . . 

. whether or not ~ ~l~g that one says before blowing the s~ofar cov.ers all the 

blowings, those ·before-and. those during Mussaf If it does, then what happens to the 

' person ~ ~ between ~ blowings? Has he separated the blowing from tlte -
blessing and the mi~ or not?"If

0

he ~. must he repeat the blessing for the bl~wing ... . . . . . 
during Mussa( or does h~ continue blowing while relying on the first blessing only?.'It is 

~ this pro1,iem ~ ~J;;.; ~ Rif iddresses in these coinmeots 
. . .. ,,---. . . r. 

Someone asked. the Reish Metivta (the Head of the Y esliiva) this qu~on: 
. , . . .. \ 

"~ a perso~ who lll8kes the bl~g over the blowing of the shofar after . 
. . ~ . 

(the-reading of} the Sefer Torah (i.e. before Mussat) and then speaks . .. . ... . \ 

obli~ to male~~ blessings ~again) in~ onl.er, ~r ~t?,And ifbe 

has to return to·(~) them again, at what p<jnt?" ~ R~dh Metivta 
' ' . • t • • • 

~~ ~~G Masters hav.e ~ that they reprimanded -~ (_. ~ - --
someone who spoke before he blew the shofar, but over tfie order of . - - -

,. 
blessings (Malchuyot, Zichronot, Sbofilfot, i.e he blew them in the right 

, . ,. ~ . 
·. ~.1. .........--_.~.,,.-•s:: . 

~-J;'t;·~ the Rif ~ ~.:.sum o~Hai Gaon !o ~llo~.ln fact, the~ . 
seems to ~ ·quotjng Ha1 s responsum m part without mentionmg his name here. See 
Groner, op. cit., p. 16. -
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} 
o~er), but they di~ not make ~ repeat the rnitzvaH blessing. This 

' . 
situation is not similar to that of tefillin about which Rav Chisda said, ~ one 

! • • 

wbo talks between putting on of the tefillih and the other must repeat the 
' 

blessing (BMenachot 36a).' Thus tefillin are actuall~ a. separate 
/ 

mitzvah,. as we learn u/ a mislinah (BMenachot 38a), "'The head-tefill,sh 
) . . . • 

does not invalidate tha\ of the hand ~d vice-versa.' And we ~ -learn that . 

. he d~ not go baclc apd say ~e the ~e bl~~g, but rather ~ys another 

\ bl~.with a\ tiffer~t fonnula .. And we have a con~ctiop (fo R. 

Chisda.,s statern~t) which implies if someone spoke, he must repeat the 

I 

~lessing but ifhe did not, he does not have to. For ~Hiyya the son oflt 

!luna sent(&~~ Pajestine) in tpe name ofR.-Yo~. that concerriing.the 
' ' . 

band-:tefill~ ~ne says, 'To put on tefillin, • ~d over the head-tefillah one · · 

says;-'Co~ ~ nii~ oftefillin. • (Apparently evCI) when there is · 

no intenup~o~.)But both Abaye and Raba explain away this contradiction 
#' , • \ 

in.1his way: ifhe did -not speak ~.een the two blessings) be bas to say 
· ' V 

.only one bl~g, bu~~-~ spoke, he must say two.'' Even so, it is wrong 

to~ as we learn in a beraita, ~s~ ~ JN1ting on· tefillin is~ 
. 

' transgression ~ 0~ returns home ~ of it from 8 ~e: ,'so And this 
• t .. • ' ~ 

is ~*-cisejn~f ~on ~soineone'speaks between the 
. -=- --.?,. 

-<:;,, .. ~ c-- - ....... 

shofar blowings that precede 'Mussaf and tl(ose during Mussaf. 
. . 

· Nevertheless, l,e does not have to repeat the blessings ·becauBe there is just 
t • 

. ~ -
. -3- - · · . ; ' tJMilfrir . ,--- . . 

~0~ BSotah 44b. The allusion i,s to Deut: 20:8, "Wl)oever is feuful and .fainth~ 
iet him see and return 101iis"house." The midrash ·understands "fearful" as "afraid of 
one's sins." 
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one mitzvah invQlved. Go and see that during Hall~ we bless before the 

~on and even so, ~een ,-erses, o~e may interrupt and not be · 

co~ed to repeat the blessing. s, 

This long discussion of the Rif is an extraordinary event ~ e unfolding of our per~k ~d 
_,,I 

we will not see it again. We ~ve not seen' the Rif stray so far from ·the Bavli and we must ) . . . :. 
ask why. As we mentioned above, the Rif ~ underlying agenda in ~s matter is to 

. . 
reconcile to his own satisfaction th~ divergence ~een local custom and Talmudic · \ 

bal\.ctum. Thjs ~s ~y tJie case in the first · part of his di_scussion .. The Rif n~s to be 

able to show that a. ~erent practice does not necessarily mean a rejection of Halachah. 
\ 

On ~ contrary, the Rif takes pains to point out the fuJfillment of the halachtc 

requirements for ~~g_ the·shofar ;n his day. ...._ 

~ que5t\~n.aslced the Reish Metivta in the second part of the Rifs digression, 

thou~ it'~ 1"11ave 1~ 1o c1o with the disaJssion in the first port aixiu1 - ~ 
~ one is to lllilke during th"e blowing of the shofar, is in faa, dealing, at.least in part; . ". . . . . 

# , • \ 

with the ~ issue. This ·is the question of what is the relationship of the \WO tim~ for 
V • .. 

blo~g the shofar;. before ~~ during Mussaf? Are these biowiogs to be. conceived o~ as 

~o separate ~tzvot or as one? As we have. seen,' tbe_,ltif_shows in a"variety of ways that 

the 'fulfillment of~ mittvah. (based on Scripture) occurs ~uripg the time befo~ MJissaf 
I • • • ; • ' • • t 

Thereforelffle'18 allowed.,~ peak between this ~e and 'Mmsaf without repeating ~e 

blessings. 'J!le Rit: fol ~ sak; ~t J'~~~~has to bring· in the discu~on in · . 

. BMenachot to emphasize that in our situation we are not dealing with two mitzvot" but 
, . . 

-----SI. This ·will be proved by~ Rif~ hi_s k'lal at the end ofthe,sugyaJI, See-below. 
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one. He reinforces this in his final energeti~ statement about'Hallel.s2 

5. &wli ~ 34a, _,- \>mt '"I ,me to Geman 34b, wan> -ntn 

'The Rifs·di~on, fiowever, also looks ah_ead to ~ -Gemara (34a, bottom and 
I . . 

34b) that foll~r •s in the Bavli which he foJlows _quite closely in his own vers!on. The 

issue there is once·again that Qfintenuption .. 1n:this final section oft!us long sugyah, we 
. . 

return t~ the p~ of our· mishnah (33b) which stated that a person who blew the first - 1 

\ • l : . . . 

teldah and thep prolonged the second one for the length of ~o tekiot is as if he ~Jew only 

· one. ·Our ~ cdnstd~s 'the issue ftom the point ef view not of the blo;et but of the 

listener who will not have fulfilled his obligation if. the series of shofar-blowufg is not . . - . 
"' • I .._ • 

done correctly: Thus the Gemara begins with a statement of R. Yobanan iir which ~e saY,s 
. . \. ' .' . . . ' 

. . 
that if a pen0'1 hears Q.ine shofar ~lasts at nine different ~urs during the day, he fuls 

~..; ~ ·~ -The:~ R. Yohanan is addressing n,lher obliqudy is ·the one 

we have tieen' deafulg -~~ above; that of !"terruption between shofar blasts. ~ Gemara · 
., ' \ 

now ~U;CCS ~ ~ppo.rt of R. Yo~ a beraita which essentially repeaQ. ~ R . 
. ' . . ~ . . . 

Yohanan•said in his. memra. but goes on to-say that if a person heard nine different 

peqple blowing the shofar at once, he would not have •ed his o~ligation." But if one . . . 

s2. Since-thelttt11oes-~~es that.are not ·~r to his society, his Talmud.Ka/J!II 
does not extend to those· issues~~~ Temple _ritual and therefore not to · 
BMenachdl. His bringing in ot:_ material. from this masechef would not ~ considered 

. repetitious. ·. . . 
53. This ~ the critical edition of the Rif suggests; was omitted. in the printed edition 

~ . . of his woi'tc ~~n,iting'errors:-Tbe·beraita can be found in other-places in the · 
... y,._.'.;~~ 4a, Arachin 10a, ~in the Yerushalmi.Berachot 2.1, andMegil/ah 

~ - . 22 . , . -----
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') 
( hears_ nine different people blowing various sounds from die ~far not in a seri~, ;e has 
\, 

fulfilled his obligation. This is true even if~ sb~far-bl()Wing took place ov~ the ~bole . . 
day. 

~ . 
The Stam wonders about R. Yohanan's statement t>;cause they know of an.other 

I . . 
memra in wt_,ch -~ Y ohanan in the name of R. Shimon b. Y ehottadek sai~ that during 

the recitation of Hallet and Bf the Megillah, if one paused for the same length ·of time it 

took to recite th«:°1' one must return to the beginning. The Stam tries to solve the problem - 1 

\ l . . . . 
first by saying that R: Yohanan's first statement was his o~. This.one isjust-'1is · 

reporting wfiat hiiteachei, R. Shimon, said. This answer fails to convince the Stam, so he 

tries again. The Stam asks whether or not R. Yohanan's opinion is really not the same as 
·. ~ . J ' . 

:, . . . 
that of.~ teac~.because ~e S~ knows a story in which R.-Y.o~• was walking, 

with R. Abahu and 1l. Abahu w~ reciting the ~hema. He paused as they. walked through 
. ( . . . 

an ~~ ~ -Abahu ·ask~ R. ·vohanan for the Halachah. about ~shing ·the · 

Shema and R. Yo~ replied .that ifh~ paused the same ~ount oftim~ as.~t ~k to 

~~~e S~ then.he must begu)_again. This story shows R. Yohanan.agreeing to the 

concq\ ~ itis not pausing_per se but th; length ofth~ pause~ determines the . 
. . . 

~ - The Stam resolves this by putting tJ:te rej~Cf they imagine ll. Yobanan 
, ·- . . 

would have made in his moutft. According to the Stam, R: Y Qhiman would have said to . . . 
. . 

R. Ababu ~ DOl.lfPP r:ecitins the Shep1a because; he himself (R. Yohanan) said 
•· .... :;:;::--.,c.. . • 

~ "" .. ..._ 

elsewhere (BBer:acJKJt 24b ), S;(!meon~ jmt pusing throu~ a filthy place .need only cover 

. his mouth and not·stop reciting. But since--Abahu heid that one must pause, and that 
, . . . . 

:. - ... , .• ,~r ~of an action ~ght require its re-perfonnance, then, the Halachah 
~~~ - . . ~ . . . 

is as R. .Yohanan stated earli~. · 

. . 
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. The~ as we might expect, omits the passage abQut R. Yobanan and R. Abahu . - . .. 
. . . . ' . ' " : 
smce rt 11 a case which has nq relevance to the issues. of Rosh ~hanah and it arrives at 

the aactiy the same coricl~on as before. S4 The Rif adds his own k 'lal ha-p 'sak h~e 
. . -~ 

which says he foUows the halachah ofR. Yobanan in the fi.rst.memra·whith_JStated that 

I . . 
_even if one heard nine shofar J lowings at nine different times ~ one day, one had 

fulfilled his obligation. The Rif also accepts that It Y ohanap' s teaching should be . 
. . 

separated &om the one he cites in R. Shimon b. Yehotzedek'1s name .. This is probably . . 
\ ~ : . . . 

because R.· Vohanan's·views .here.amt in BBerachot are consistent. It is only when }le 

cites his teacher does some problerh ai-.ise. Therefore, the Rif also holds that the same 

halachah is true for Hallel and theMegil/ah. l!ven if someone pauses the amount of time ~ . . __, 

'equal to the completion of the recitation, the Jtif declares, he '<foes not ha~e to return to . . . 
. . 

the beginning but can resum~ reading at the place where he paused . 
..., . .. . ( . ~ . 

. ' "-.J. · 
, FiniENTe SUGYMI: Bavli ~an 34b, ~ µn µn to 35a, ac> .,,n ~ ,w 

. . . . . 

. 
V 

- [.Bavli, beraita 34ti flW)pJ1 µn µn to "19192 nm1. 
• t . 

The Bavli.and the Rif now turn to a new topic .. The Bavli sugyah presents , 
, . ' . . 

~ -that states that the shofar blasts that o~ sounds on a fast <ky are ~t depaxl~t . . . 

upon_ eac1> odl«, nor ate tlie"bRs,inp llial.u ~ e°". a ~ ~day. But..,; . 

sbofar-blowihg and blessings ofRoshhaShanah·1U1d ofYom.Kippur~ofYovel do depend . 

'- . . upon~ o~. 'fhis ~ to mean that ~uringt• ~ ~y, ·~en a partial recitation of the_ 
. . . . ;JIWl-:d ...---

'• • • I -~-;:tx,W . . ~a,;; .... sw . .. . . . 
. . · ·. : ...... ~ ~ :W6ai the story does add, namely ~d make a ~on between a 

halachically mandated pause, such as R. Abahu felt was required, and a volunt8fy one, 
stillys too· far &om the main issue at hand. , . _ · , . - .. 

. -SS-
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. . 
extra blessi~ co~ a drought or the partial blowing. of~ shofar are sufficient. 

This is not tJle case for Rosh haShaqah and for Yom Kippur and the S~ will ask why. 

The reason is given in a beraita ¥ occurr~ earlier in our MasecheJ (BRosh haShanah 

16a) which is.q~~ ~ here. In thi~ berai~ Rabbah says that God commana~ us to 

~ I 
~ .~ of Malcbuyot, Zichron) t ~d that these verses sho1,11d be read with a shotir-. . 

This beraita seems to state that for Rosh haShanah, \and by extensi~n: the Y om Kippur of 

Yovel. the blessings and the blowing of the Shofar are all jnterdependent ~d necessary. 
\ . l . : . . 

The Rif reprod~oes this part of the ~gy~ with ~ few minor alterations in the te~. This 

sugyah elarifies a qu~on that might· have an~rr and even though it means repeating a 
\ 

beraita from the sameMasec;het, the Rifpresumably-could find no other: way to elucidate # 

the problem. 
• j 

. . \ .. ~ \ . . 

2.. Bmi 34i,,·~ fro.-.-~~,; P91>iem _,;ICM,· 
• . The Bavli and-the Rif tben focus u~n a discussion of ~e next part of our· 

; . . 
mishnah. The misbna1i stated:that if one had ~ed the Mussaf blessings without 

. . 'V . . :_ 

blowing and then a,shofar•~e availabl~, he sho~d blow teki<jh. "teruah, tekiah three 

~ :The Stam·d~ n9t qu~on the mishnah's ruling, but~~ is-the.'~ _for 
. ... . . . ... 

~meone who had a sho&r all the time? When should he hear the shofar.blasts? the •' 
• f • , " " ♦ 

~er is that be should hear-thenrin--tho-corre.g~ rder of~. bles,;.in_gs~ The ~shnah, as 

~ ~tam ~ .it, is referrin~ to~ case ofan ~divi:; w~ ~,·~far 1l0d whi>',bas 
. . . ....... 

said the blessings in private. To illustrate this situation, the Stam.introduces a story about .. . . . . . . 

, R. Pappa~~ J>Ji.x.~"711 a t diliri'iif ~ but asked. his helper to sound the 
• • ,,: ....,.,~~~~ • • # ~ + • 

shofar for .him as he finished each blessing. ~wever, said to him that this should 
.,. 
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) 
be ~ne. orur ~ praying in public. . 

The Stam supports Rava's position with a beraita ~ch r-eiterates the position of 

our n'Jishnah regar4ing hearing the stiofar blasts in the correct sequence and. COMected to 

the .correct blessing, but then goes on to ask what this ruii,ig wj~ ut The benrita says 

I . . . 
that it was about the J ra~g of the congregation ,as a ~hole. With regard to the ~n 

who prays in private who hears the sltofar-blowing in therr proper sequen~, but not 

oonneded correctly to the blessings, or concerning one who did not sound the sho.filr, 
\ l . . . 

8;D01her person may sound the shofar him. But if someone caMot ~te the. prayer, 

. another cannot do.this.for'him .. The beraita ends by saying that it is a greater mi~ to 

be with those.who sound the shofar on Rosh haShanah than with those who pray at that 
·. ... . ._,,,.; . - ~ . 

• i • ' 

time. To this-~ , if a ~n has to ~o~ between going to city in which. they will sound. 

the shofar and one in which they will Pr&), he should go·where they sound the shofar. · · 
....._ - . ( . 

The ~~-co~s fan.of the sugyah by wondering a1>out this last ~~t 
. . . 

in the beraita. The S~ ~ts out that of cou~ one would go to the city where th~ 

· sounded the~far ~ that mitzvah is ~ , while the other, that of praying 
• t .. -

~ is lint, The Stam solv~ this problem by deciding that~ purpose of this nding . . . .. --

was to tell qs that even if it were only a possibility that. the sho?f _was to be sounded in 
, 

that city, ,one should go there to fulfill, the mitzvah. 

The Rifrejr'~ost-o(this pan ofthe•su~. Hep~ the first part ofit a 
. --..- ~ -(.. ,. - - ---. 

little differently, bui does nol change~ meaning. ~ w.e would expect, he omits the case· 

~nceming R. Pappa and resumes _at the, po~ ~ Rava offers his opinion. ~ sugyah 

· · : -~w<•.!!iiMJ ~~~~ the Bavli and. the Rifbecause 1t raises the question of 
. . .. ~ . 
~~ . " . 

· · the ·ol>ligation of ihe individ~g either in private or in public, which wiH be the-
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...;or concern of the rest of the perek. ss 
' . . 

3. navn from .Gemara 34b, >aP>Di µr,)·t, nDM Mtm to 35a, 10 -,,n nae. 

The final part Or the last !IU~ of our~ deals ~1 last statement of our 

mishnah, a dispute ~een the Sages who claim that_ just as the Shaliach '.f zibur i~ 

obligated to recite each prayer, so rs ~ch individual member of the congi:ega~on, and' 
. . 

Rabban ~el who di~ees. He says that by listening to the Shaliach Tzibur, the 
, l . . . 

\ . ,· . . 

. ihdividual bas fulfilled his obligation. The Rit: as we w~uld have _guessed, omits the . 

irrdevant material. ~d crln~trates_ on the problem. H~ presents the halachah ~ the 

Bavli gives it, supplies his own t9mmen~, and-also quotes <Uiectly from the 

Yerushalmifor the.first ~e 

_ Toe:-~~ begin_5 ·witl( ~~ co~g the-difference in opinion between. 

the Sages a.nd ~el. The Sages begin by asking Rabban Gamliel why the 
. .. . 

• · congregation prays siJendy before·the.Shalia~ Tnbur prays out loud. Rabban-~I 

replies ~s is so :he can prepare himself while the congregation prays. He then asks 
. . - . 

the-Sages ~Y does the-Shaliach Tz.1bur descend before the ark when be repe.ats the . - ' 

prayer . . They .answer dial be does so to fulfill the_ obliptron-of o,ie who cannot pray on 
. . . 

his own. This answer allows Rabbaq Gamliel the opportunity he-n~ to rebut the 
• • i • 

. Sages by saying ifiat-Vihe Shaliar.h Tzi_bur can fuHill die obligation of one who cannot 
• ~J;;:"""".{:, . 

• \....._ t!!" ,.. - ...... 

pray on his own, then he can also ful® the obligation". of one ~~ ·can. The crucial 
·,. 

dement jn understanding this argument is to understand that the Shaliacb Tnbur is not an 
. . . ' . :taiei?ft::_.acr-n-....l ------ . . 

• ::,; F • 
~~ ss:Halachot G«!oJol reprod~-dle whole Su&}'ah verbatim. The Yeroshalmt (RH. 4._10) 

also deals with the last part of the beraita concerning what the individual is obliged to 
do for himself. 
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{ individ~ once he assumes his role; he is, in effect, the represen~ve of the comm~i; 

during the prayer. The Stam preseQts a memra in ~ch Rabbah bar bar Chanah says i~ 

the name of~ Yobanan that the Sages agree with 'Rabban Gamlie~ but Rav says that 

~ did not, and the matter is still not resolved. . • ?'). 
U thi,s / . . . 

p to J point the Rif has foUowed. the Bavli very closely.'He. did, ho~ever, 

make one significant alteration. ~In his presen~ of the memra di~ above; ·lie 
. . 

adds the phrase "the l,l~ings of Rosh .haShanah, n'i ~:rn::rn " to the sentence "the 

\ l , . . 
Sages .agree wit)l ~ban Gamliel, ~~Dl µ,~ o,mn D'TID ... ~y so dQing, the Rif is able 

'to omit the ~ -part bf the Stam's discussion and jump ahead towards a refuociliation of 

the two positions. The first thing he omits is the Stam, s presentation of the viem; of other 
. -. ' . 

Amoraim about. the concession of the Sages to Rabban Gariiliel. Then the Rif omits the 
. "' . . '-

Stam's wondering about the reliability ofRabbah bar bar Chanah's report. J'bey know of 
. . ( . . 

another~~ R. c~·ofT:i.ippori in the name ofR. Yohanan said thai the· 
.. , . 

halachah was as ~ Gamliel siid. The ~tam suggests that the 'use of the wo.rd 
, . \ 

. "~ impli~ that various authoritjes continued to dispute Rabban Gan)liel's vi~ .. -. . 
so that ·a Kalachic judgment had to be made. S6 The Stam suggests a resolution by citing R. . . . 

Ahl>J's ~retation ofR. Yohanan's ~ement. !l-~ pa:oposes that R. YohaniUl 

meant. that the Sage$ agreed. with Rabban Gamliel concerning ~ prayers of Rosh 
' . 

. . . 
haShanah' anaYoln-tGppw:;2-.b.ut still differed with;bis opinion· concerning the prayers of 

the rest ofthe~year, thus fo;cing ~Jo~ tci·~e a11aiachic:decision. ~ Starn is n~t 

~- ·• ~~-✓..-~~~»,D NJt>)n, .the term 'halaqbali' implies a dispute"" ~ in 
~~ · . many other places in~; .inclu~ Ber.33b; Shabbat 51b, 106b, 112a, 156~ 

F.ntv.12a, 7la,.etc. 
s1. This the statement as giv~ ~y-the. Ri~ which -I mentioned earlier. 
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{ yet satisfied. It asks if this~ be so since.R. Chanah ofTzippori also said in R. 
✓ 

. 
Vobanan's ~ that the halachah: foUows Rabban ·Gamliel concerning the prayer~ of: 

Rosh haShanah and Yom Kippur as weU. SI The us'e of the word "halachah" allows the 
' 

Stam to suggest that in this matter too the Sages continued ~ isagree with Rabban 

Gamliel. . / . . . . . 

) 
The Rif re-enters at this poirit. The S~ ·now presents the op~ol) of R. Nachman 

b. Yitzhalc who says that R. Meir was. the T~ who ~ with Rabban ~el about . . 

the .,kyers of ~o~h. haShanah ~d Yorn Kippur but it was the other ~es who disagreed 

· with him in this matttr.'9 _The Stam proves its latest point by introducing a ~ta that 
• ., i . 

says thaJ R. Meir said that the Shaliach Tzibur fulfills the obligation of the congregation 
. . 

during Rosh haSha,$h and. Yom Kipppr, but the Sages said. that ~v~ individual had to 
~ • ••' ,. I '"' 

~ .. . . . 
say the pray~ ~ to fulfill his obligation. . . 

· n,;; S~v.( us·~ di(ferent opinions. FIJSl-we have that ofRabban 

Gamliel who says_~ -tlle-Shaliach.Tzibur can fulfill the congregation's otili~on to · ~ 
, . . . \ 

pra~ all J~-lo~. That i~ the view of~ mishnah. R. Meir, we learn in a m~ 

supported \}y a berajta, says ~~ the Shaliach 'Tzibur can do so only during Mussaf Rosh 
. . 

haShanah and Yorn Kippur. Finally there is th~ view o(the rest -of the ~ who . . . . . . ' 

~ with Rabban ·Gamliel ~ut the Shaliach Tziour's role.at-~ ·time d~g the 
1 • ' • ' ... 

year. . -- ....~-----. - . 
- c;. ... ( · ~ . . .... ,,......._ • 

The S~ then proceeds to the questtoh o( why the Mussaf prayers of Rosh . 

· _. .~&$57W>~~~ 4.10,where we find this statement as weU. 11\e Rif 
~~ . will use it in his clo~t but omits diSCUS;Sing it here. 

59.ln the Vilna Edition of tlie Rif the texfi'C8ds, zo, ~ which must be amended io'read 
J'M'"1l\1Jn>'i"v»l 
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( baShanah and Yom Kip~ are difl'el eni. The filll answer it proposes is that there ~e 
' .many verses ~ch are difficult ~~r people to remember. This discarded because' of a 

. memra in which R. Hanane1 in name of Rav said that once a person·says,"~ll"o 1n-n~l 
. 

-ao, and in Your Torah it4s written," then th""' do not 6a e to recite the verses · ' -,. ' ) 

themselves. Instead, the sw/. suggests thal the extra benedictioftS ate too many and too 
) ; . . .• 

long for most people who 3!'e not familiar enough with them to say easily. Th,i~ opinion 
. . 

would seem to contradict even the !enfent op~o.n ~(R. Y ef!_oshua b: Nuri in the first 

mi$hnah on 32a ~ ohr perek. There 'three verses were req·uired for the minimum . . 
requirement to ful@J :one's obligation. The Statn;s own uneasiness wit.Ii il Hananel's 

l • 

word~ is evident as it says, 'w.>n. l~'s get back t(? the text itself for an answer." The 
.. ___. 

word, ofR. ffanm,iel are. quoted on~ more and the Stam.adds ~t possibJy Rav meant 
• ' # • ' ' . . 

that an ~vidiw 'praying for himsdf could recite the simple formula but the Shaliach ' . 

Tzbir cciuJd ~• "ti<>n '.s also di!('81'Cled as t!te Swn prod~ another nlemra in 

which· R. Y ehosh~ b_ Levi said that the words, "-v»O :nm lffllnll , " co~d ·be used by · . . ·. -.: 

either JUI individual or the Shaliach Tzibur to fulfill his obligation. 
V. 

•The Rif omits this Stam-driven discussion as he will the remainder of the sugyah . . . ,. 

, . 
with the exception of the next memra about R. Etuar·The Rif clearly~ that the Stam . . . 

f • • • • • '\ 

is working very hard to reconcile Rabban Gamliel' s leni~ ruli,ng about p~yer ·and trying 
I t f ~ ♦ 

to examine-the..issUe· from all angles. The jssue ~sed by R. -Hananel has been mentioned --~...... . 

by the Rif!_h his intetp~o~r~\.~fust-nri5hiiah-on 32a. '°··'Fhere, wher~ the discu~on 

. ·was about the:~ber-ofverses a person iJ'obliged to recite, is, in fact, a much more 

. --- . 
60. See above, p 28. 

_, 

-61-. 

- I 



. . 

( logi~ place to use this statement. And ~ the Rif did state his opinion that the use; of 

this verse was, the halachah. 

We~ leave the Rn:·however, for a moment, finish our discussion.of the Bavli 

text and then return to examine what ~e Rif does-in his ~ .consideration of the su_gyah . 

..... _s . I . . 
.1111c tam no) ·gives an example pf what ~d of ability to retain·v~ the ltabbis might 

expect an average person to possess. Rabbi ~tu.at is quoted as sa~g that a ~n 

should always arrange a prayer in hi~ mind and then p_ray. R. Abb~ ~ends this in a 

~ in which h~ ~ys ~t :R. Elaz.ar' s statemenf makes sense when we consider the ' . . 
. . . ~ 

lengthy pray~ forlR.o~ haShanah, Yo~ Kippur and other special times, ·but not when 
·, i • 

we are. praying the regular weekday and Shabbat prayers. We should note that this 
. . __, 

discussi'?n and _th64e.tbat preceded i~alt are directed to ~pie wJ}Q do notha~e 
. 

prayerboob and so rt_lust memotjze alt the pray~ .. The Stam ends the discussion· by 

menti~ ~f/y eiru<tih who would always bib the time to ~ his . 

prayers, everi durin~ the week. The Stant answers this objection'by pointing out that since 

R. Yehudah.-prayed:only once every 30 days, his weekday prayers were' lik~ those of a 
.. V . :.._ . 

special occasion . ... 
. 

The Stam returns for one last time to_ Rabban. 1]amliel'-s statement. He pre:,ents a 
. . . 

~ in which R. Acba b. Awa ~din the~· ofR. S~oa.Hasida that_Rabban 
t • f ' • 

. Gamliel ~exempt s~ those ~pie wo~g in the fields from praying on the 

grounds tbaf the Shaliach. Tzi~~~ed-thclr ~ligation even if they w~ not pr~t in 
.. \. ' 

. ·~congregation .. The Stam notes the use of the adverb "even, l~~" and wonders if this , 

. .. -=.1 ----- . -
~~-~ w:1 dtrf has unnecessary for Rab!>an Gamliel to have said that he exempt~ those· 

·who were ~ in ~ngregation. The Stam says this is not so because tho~ people 
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, . . 
f working in_ the fields are .forced to do skip their prayers, wflile those actually in the ✓ . - , 

congreption.are not. The impli<;ation is that those in the congregation should n~t be 
, 

· allowed ·to fulfill their obligation through the Slialiach TZJbur since they ~ not forced to 

miss the service. They should, perhaps, say the prayers al~ with the Sbaliach Tzi~ur.­

However, Rf"" Gimliel•/ tead,irig usin8 "even, l)>!lN, "allowt - those _present to 

fulfill their obligation through the Shaliach :r211>ur. The Stam cites _a beraita taught by 
. . 

Abba ~- R. Benyamin b. Hiyya that. said that· the pe<>ple standing pebind the Kohanim are 
\ . \ . : . . 

not included.in_ tbe Priestly Blessing: This relates to our problem ~se it implies that 
. . 

these people; since-tliey ate in the congregation, could have stood in front of the Ko~ 

but chose not to. Those in th'e field are included in the blessing without being present. By . . . . .... .,. . 
analogy, those who aie in the field$ should be exempt from fultilJing their obligation by 

• • • • • J ' 

' . 
the prayertoflhe Sh4Jiach Tzibui and those who-are present should not. 

: ·. The ~.(thi; ~on its last word. It ~IS a final memra, reclted by 

' I 

Rav.iii when be:~~ fo Babylon citing~- Yaakov b. Idi in the.name ofR. Shimon -~ 
. . 

~ - Ile ~d thilt R,abban Gamlie! exempted only those who who wo~ in ~e fi~d 
. -
beca~•*• as the Stam tells us,.they were forced to work while those in town were not. The 

Stam has at last been able to manipulate~ GaQifiel's words to··say what it wants · . . . . . 

~ to say, that.~ ~ pam!iel, agrees~~ S~es ~ ~d that~ prayer of 

the Shaliiar'IY.ibur does_not fulfill tile obligation of the congregation except in unusual 
• ll,,- • 

situations : 
... 

l • 

The Rif knows that the Stam has been working all along io achieve a final 

: ... ~!liis ..... ~~;;.,;fmeri~~ Gamliel's po~on that will preserve the mishnah yet allow the 
r-- . . 

i . 

· HaJachah not to foll~ Gamliel as praeoted in our mishnah. After mu~• effort, · 
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this i~ ~- The Rif hardly foUows the Stam at all during its endeav~l's. · We have 

_seen _bow he lias omitted large amounts and ev~ transferred one statement to an earlier 

and logically more suitable place in his text. Now it is the Rif s• tum to deal with tliis . 
issue of-~nciliation in his own way: The'Rnresumes his discussion ~ .he has 

presented the &lvli beraita about R. Meir wbo-said that the Shaliach Tzibur fulfilled the ) . . . 

obligation of the individual during the recitation of the ~for Rosh haShanah ancj 

Yorn Kippur, but the Sages said that each person ~as· respol)Sible ~~ fulfill his obligation 

on his own.61 The~ .having (?~tted ~J:tat :foUows in the Bavli, adds hi~-~wn wor~s: He 

_says: 
.. \ 

And we haveJeamed from it (the beraita ofR. Meir) that the halachah 
' ~ . 

·rouows Rabban Gamliel U\ the'bl~ings of Josh haShanah and of YolJ! . 
. . 

. Kippur only, but for the.~ ·pf th~ days ◊f the year, the ~chah does not. 

. · - ~ tt,ei;~ !)bn~ I~ recite the prayer, so each 

' . : individual \\'.ho is able to d~ so is sirnilaily obligated. And this is the 
..., . . . 

· ~ -. B9-r _the people who are in the ~elds: who are forced ta work 
. . 

. . 
and are unable to find a ~Y-to CQ~ Jo tbe Beit Knesset on Rosh 

haS~ ~ ~n Yo~ Kippur the Shaliach Tzibur ~so fulfil!s th~ 
. ' ~ . . 

~ligatior (to recite the p~yer). For s,;eople who live in the ~ty, hbw~, .. 

the Sbaliach TziboMtoes.ciot fulfiIJ their obli~on until they have· gone to 
, _, . .. . .... . ........... ----,.,._ ' .. 

the Beit Knesset and listened to ~e Shali~;.,,.;.frotn beginilinglO end. 
... - ' 

----61. See the discussion above, p.~3. 
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. The Rif hfs arrived at a different ~c decision &oin that indicated by the 

Bavli. He~ ~the ~ info~on about ~bait .Gamliel's position conrig 
. . 

those wbo are forced to labor-in the fields, but unlike the Stam who decides that in that 

~ the Shaliach Tzibur only fulfills their obligation, the Rif arrivt:S at. a ~ ­

conclusion. He extends the Shaliach Tzibur's abili~ to fu1fill the obligation of the 
. ) . . 

ipdividual even to those who live in the city and ar_e capable of r~iting the prayers 

themselves as long (!S they come to the synagogue and listen· to his _recitation from 

beginning to end. 

The Rif continues by quoting dir~ from the Yerushalmi which states, ''Rabban 
. . 

. \ 

Gamliel says that the Shali~h Tzibur exempts the many (mdividuals) from their 
- ..J 

obligation. R. Hunah·Rabah from_ Tzipix,>ri say,~ in the oa,e ofR. Yobanan that the . . 
. - . ' .. ' 

Halachah follows Kabban ~el in Jl:teir•shom, blowing (m the b1CS$ings of Rosh 
• l - ' . • 

haShanah)~ These-two ~terpretatio~ o a8'an ~el's interpretatio~ parallel the 
. 

twQ presented ·by the Bav_li Stam on 35~ ~ that Rabban Gamliel says either that in 

all situati~ lhe Shaliach T,zib~s recitatio~ exempts all individuals from their 
• . • V ; 

obligations or that pnly for tbe Mussaf of ~osh _ ~hanah ( and by extension that· of Yom 
:., . 

Kip~ during Yovei) does d!is exemption hold true . 

. The .RJf then asks and explains ·why Rosh haShanah' s liturgy. is •differeo~ fro'!)_ 

other days':prayers: "And what.~~t about the blessing., of~sh haShaoah and . . . -~ . 

;c,ni Kip~ that the Shaliach T~"bur can ex~pt ~pie t,m_~~on that isn't 

. ;_.______ - -
. ,~ -----

.. •. · _ . _ 62. y~y-· •~?b: The Rif.s text has the l}8llfe of the tradent as R. 
-·· ~-~ ' . _,,.,.--. 

Hunah, not R. Hunah Rabah. 
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_the -me for the rest of the days o~the year? On Ilosh baS.banah and,Yom Kippur of 
. 

Yovel there are many long blessings. AU ~seof Shabbat and Yom Tov during the year · 

which number seven; but those of Rosh haShanah and Yorn Kippur ofYovel·number 

~?'' ·Toe Rif has used the Ye~i to support an impprtant cijstinction concerning . . . J 

Rosh baSbanah in the Bavli which anJws for a special balachic arrangement for Rosh 
) . . 

baShanah according to Rabban Gamliel. As .a result the.Rif feels that he is on firm ground . . . 

to disagree with·the•Bavli. The ltifis reacting t~·the B~li Slal)l's mijhty effort ~o 
. . . . -

reconcile~ positions i~lf ~ -he~is finding their attempts wanting. The rut: by . . . 

.. pointing out the inconsistentj~ in the various arguments is, of course, bolstering the 
. -

extremely leniC?Dt position he has declared vis a vis Rab\>an Gamliel's pronouncement'. 
• J 

The Rif. returns brid,)y to ~e Bavli t~ as we. have mentioned, to quote R, : 
. . . . . . 

. Elazar's ~CQt ~ ~-~n.should always arrange ~s prayer in his mind befcre he 

· ...;. it. and R Ablia's -~•II' this i.,lds true only fur the prayers of Rosh 

. ·baSbanah, Yorn Kippu'r ~d. ~pecial occasions, not for the prayers of tbe·rest of the year.
63 

. . . ... 

-~ ,Rif inquire,. "And now: often js '~odic pra:yer'? "From 30 da__ys and onward?" , Th'e 
, V . 

Rif then finishes. bis tr~t of this perek with several balachot. related to Rosh . :· . . 

baS·~ but DQt treated in Maseche; Rosh haShanah itself He ~uotes from.parts of 
. 

8Erwin 4o'a and b which I shall sunum.rize. The Gemara there gi~ -~ . a memra in 
• ♦ \ • 

. which Rabbah said ~a1'~e Yeshiva of R. Huna they ~ed him ~ faw concerning the 

~tion of Rosh Cbodesh during-~~~( Rosh~~ Sin(:e_ each requires its 
·- ' 

own ~ offering, ~s Rosh C~esh shou!_d have its own mention or is it .--- ~~ -J----
~,,.... 

· 63. The .standard edition and ~ ~ read Rabba, nor&. Abba. 

_, 

,I 

·. 
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. . . 

. . 

~mb~ ~ -that of Rosh ~~? The Rif tells us that the ~er is that Rosh 

C.hodesh is to be rqentioned together ~th. Rosh haShanah, not separately. 

Next ~ Rif brings up the question presented· on 40b. Rabbah further re<?Ounts 

that in the Yeshivah ofR. ~na ire was asked whether.or not ~ .recited Shehecheyanu 

during Jlosh Hashanah and Y om ~ppur". The -Stam explains the issue, these holid~ys are 
) . . . .• 

not pilgrimage festivals but they <lo occur seaso~y. R. Huna did not have ~e answ~-
. . 

Rabbah then says that he went to the Y eshivah of.R. Y ehudah and asked him the same . . .. 
. l . . 

-questio~. He replied that-he said the blessing even over a new squash, implying that one . . . 

s&ould do so for· ali no•el ·events, including Rosh haShanah mid Y om Kippur.: Rabbah . . 

' . 
then ask¢, not for an opinion about the option of sayil)g the blessing but for a deeision 

. . 

whether· oi ~ot one w.~ oblig~ to ~y it1 The Rif ends -his perek wit!t !he final decision 
. . 

from BEruvin. ,w_e knQw•.now that th~ haJachah is to re:ate Shehecheyanu _on Rosh · 

~ haSbanal; and On ~PJ.' In ~ filsbion the Rif-bas omitted all of the· 

complicated cliscu~n .~f the Stam. In addition, he has given his readers the answer to 

two more Ju~~ they lll!sht have rai~ about Rosh haShanah .and had c}jffi~ty 
. ' -
~ ~ answer ~ the Bpv/i :did not discuss these issues in ~chet Rosh 

haShanah . . 

. . ---... ....., --
-,.;:;. ... . 

. - -... 

t • 

-67-

,I 



: - ... 

/'--

I CHAPTER Ill: Tbe·Mettaodology oftfie Rif [ ,; 

,,r 

Chapter II has presented what amounts to a long continuous narrative about the . . 

· similarities and differences betw~ the Rif s synopsis of the ourth perek of BRosh .. 
~ and ~ Bav/i text i~ Ou~ aim ff! this chapt~ is to · cu~ fr~m that lengthy 

piece some exmjples of the Rif s methods of selection of texts and to analyze ihem 

further. We will not eumine th~ minot changes that the Rif made by adding a wo;d or . . 

Phrasf for clarification pf the t~xt or by_ omitting. ~r changing_ a w~r:d or p~. These 

have all been not~ in Appendix I and are not important for our discussioo.64
_ We will 

' . 
focus upon the Rif s techniqu~s ·of omission and addition as we have seen th~ occur in 

. ~ 

our text, and then at t1!e end, ·see whether our findings con~ in any way with t,hose of 
• I 

., J • ' 
the Se/er l'ad Mala4i, whose k '/alllff can be found in Appendix II. 

' . . 
---. As we m~tioped,uythe.~ chapter. the ~oai of this thesis is not to examir,~ the 

Rifs princi.ples·~on with an eye towards what these ~rinciples would portend f~r . . ,;,---

the adjudicators of.Jewish haw of the futw,-e, but towards the past, how the Rif s principles 
, . \ 

miglit l~d us to some underst&;nding of how the Rifviewed ~Talmud. It is'with this 
' -;-. . . 

. viewpoint in mind that we begin our discussion. 

' The very nickname ~Ven to the Rifs-wonc: by lbn Daud, tbe·TaJmud Katan, the . . , 

"Little Talmud," tells us immedi'ately that one of the Rifs p~ goals was to created a . . . 
. ~ ..;-..:._ - ' . ~ . 

more succinct and co~ise version;m·t!..- ~av~~ ~rie obvi~us w_ay to achieve this is, of·. 
. - . 

c.oune, to o~t material, ,and it is in this manner that the Rif makes the majority 9f his 
. . ' ... 
. .. ·. changes fo tJie ~~ .. The'greatest pro}>lem facing the Rit: thereforef was what to 
• f .. ~ ... iJt . ~-C\a~ . . 
~ 

64. These nunor ~ provide tantalmng glimpses for us of~ a tporou~ .stµdy 
of the kif: based on a detail~ co!"parison of the many man~pts, rmgh_t provide. 
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1mrt- He ~ for the most put, to omit ~ that were inoonclusive, that were 

repetitive, that co[Jtained aggadic maf:erial. that were not rele\'.811t for his readership, or 

that were "Stan:' -driven." We will give a few examples of each of these categorjes. 

. · There are two examples of omission due to an inconcf~ e decision on the part 

ofthe/Jm!/i. We will menfionjuJ on~. The main part of the second sugyah ofth~/; 
) . . .\ 

on 30a ends with a li"J\ an "insoluble problem,"_·which is, in this case, ~~er or not a · 

BeiJ Din-~ to be actively 'in session or _only phy~cally pr.esent for a shofar .to be. blown. 

• The sJm declares thi~ q~~on ~nanswerable· the 'Riftakes his cue from the Stam's 
. . .. . 

statement and does not\ incl~de it. This allows the Rif to avoid an inconclusive situation 
. I . 

but shows that the Rif is not willing to supercede the implicit decision of the Stam and 
• • ✓ . 

. - . . 
offer his o~ k 'la/, at ,east iJ\ this case. Jbe Rif also might not ha\>e. ~It this issut was 

. . 
very important, The.~d result, in any event, is a tidier text for the Rifs readers. 

Ther-e'is ~:~in~ perek of the Rif • removing a passage becau'se it 

is repetit;ive. The Rif~ov~ the fuial section of the twelfth sugyali on 33a ~db 

• because the t~occurred earlier in BRo.sh haShanah 28b and 29a and-the in included it 
. , V 

~ .his work '8t that po~t. This.~ of omission for the sake of conciseness is very much 

. in line with the Rif s purpose. 
. ' .. ... 

. Omission of ~c ~ occurs four times in our :chap~-.Jh all of ~ese . . 
examples, the -.gadicpassag_es do not help us clm,f);. the probfein that the text is dealing 

-.....-...., . . 

with. At the beginning ofthe·seco~·;.~ 'o~ 291,;_ far example; we find the_charming 

sto~ of how R. Yohanan b. Zakkai cleverly ~ to-bring about changes in sh~far . . 
.. bl.911if1fi~6slru~n of the Temp~~ Th~ incident tells us interesting ~ about 

.;.,.~ . ..,~ 
~ .R. Yobanan'sleadership fiiddecision-making abilities but does ·not add to the practical 

. -
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1f"'>wledge we need to gain ~rding to the Rif Thel:efore this p~e. and others like , 

it,\re o~~ed. W~ find, in fact, ·almost.all of~ aggadic material~ this chapter .. 

concerning R Yohanan omitted for this reason. The Rif also omits any material, 

including that about R. Y ohanan,. that deals with the halachah ~nceming the Temple. . . . J 

As a corollary to the deci~on of-the Rifto omit material dealing-with matters of 
) . 

the Temple period, we also find t!'e Rif unwilling !o utilize material that treats tli~ 

customs.ofEretz Yisrael oniy. Thus in the itxth ~gyah, ~e Rif_omits tht!Bavli 

. discussabn on 3~ .abo~t lhe ·diff~ent- customs in Usha and in Yavneh concerning when 

Keddushat haYom is tQ_be said. This section deals with the customs in Eretz Ytsrael and 
. . 

for the ~e of clarity ahd prevention of confusion the Rif omits it. 

" 
...J 

I~ that the'~only retains o?e aggadic passage from the.~tireperek.and that 
'" .. . '-. 

is the. one in .~e ten~ sugyah on 32b, When the ~ asks why is Hallet not reci~ .on 

· ~ Rosh baS~ ~.'5 the~ which is giV<II as • rhetori~ question. •Is it_ 

poss.ible that while~-King. is sitting on the Throne of Judgment with the Books of Life 

: ·' an<i Death befor:e him that. Israel should sing?" This is a very sh9rt aggadah, which is in . v . , . 
• t • -

i~ favor~ but more to tfie point, it instructs the Rifs readers~ the deep meaning of 
: . . . . ,.. 

Ro~ haS~. It.is ttus kind of aggadah, essentially-didactic in ~;,that the Rifwill 

.. 
. . 

We ~ ·mentioned aggadic material _that t,he Rif omitted be(:ause he did 
... . . ----- . ' . 

consider•it relevant for his ~opsi;~ ther iirae C8U}gOF}' of.~erial that the Rif 
_... - .... . . 

omits is the ~ons in ~ous sugyot about the Biblical so~ for Mishnaic iulings . .. 
, . 

~.~ ... ~ Q •ir~n of~ ndings. Although the Rifdoes not ~mit all 

. . such discussions, he will,-afteist, frequently abridge ~em. Onee again, his goal is cl~ty 
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' (and conciseness. In a typical_ example, the Gemara o.n 32a begins with · beraitot about the 

Biblical sources for the various R<Jsb .haSbanah blessings for Mu~ The Rif omits' this 
' . 

entire section ~ these sources, though of course forming the backbone for the 

mishnah's ruling, are not necessary for a work in~<led to. he'P)~ture jurists I~ the 

law. I think the Rif is willing to bme·that lu's readers know that Scripture is of course 
) . , • 

the place to which one turns for~ the initial fom:iulation of a ruling, unless it is )nil,. and. 
. . 

lh:at it is not always necessary to pr~t the en~e wo~g out of the Bibijcal bases for a 

rulin \ g. 
• l . 

The largest ~ry of material that the Rif excludes from his Talnn,a Kalan is 

what I ~ve called the "Stam-driven" passages. I have found at least ten such p~es 
_, 

though ~ ':®Id be ~ed ~ the· cat"ories mentioned earlier suc_h _as aggadic material 
.... ' . . . 

or Scriptur,1 ~ur~ often-are found~ part of the larger "Stam-driven" passages. I.do . 

~ not think, ho~✓ irn:fusi~n of such -~ in our ."Stam-driven" category 

really ¢es much di~ence for the larger picture of the Rif s methodology we are · -~-
.· ~ , 

. aiming fo.t in. this chaptd. The Stam, .as I define it, represents .the anonymbus final ~tors 
V . . . . 

of the Tailinud. It is thejr hand that we see shaping and controlling the Talmud as we now 
: . . . ., 

, . . 
find it. One of the most interesting revelations that our research into the Rifs technique 

. . ~ 

has revealed is the ob~on ~f how frequently~ the~ cho,e to omit are those 
' • I • 

passages that~::'Stam-driven." That is to say,_ those pmages that the Rif recognizes 
. - . ·. 

as orgahi7.ed ~ someone m~re ~~ ~ harni~nmng all par:ts of a parti~ar su~ah 

rp; the sake of logic&;I coherence and complC!eness than in focusing on the halacliic tssue 
• I • • i • 

: - ~ vist.a·~that the halacbic i~e is being submeliged by the.different 
~- . 

~ of~ Stam, he willo!en omit that passage, ~ Ruby no means, however,:o~ts 
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' . . . . 
all ~ "Stam-driven" passages, o.nly those that do not add to the ~herence and clarity of ' . ~ . 

bis synopsis. 

· Of the many examples of the "Stam-driven" pusage that the Rif omits, I'~ 

~~t just one. This example comes from towards the end of th~ rek where the Rif 

does some very ~ editing to aJ.id thi Stam' S complicated manipulatii>ns. The 

problem, we may remember, that the mishnah po~ was dealt with the disput~ between :.. 
. . 

the Sages~ Rabban Ganiliel ~ut the re.fati~nship.of the_ ~haliach Tzibur;s prayer and 
\ . \ . : . 

~ of the congregatio~ .. (Fifteenth sugyah, part 3, Bav/i 34b and ·35a). Tht: Sages said 

that' the congregation was'Obligated to recite its own prayers just like the Shali~h Tzibur, 
\ 

but Rabban Gamliel said that by listening to the Shaliach Tzibur one fulfills one's • __, 
' ~ . 

obligation. ~ Stam wor)cs very hard to try to reconcile these two po~t~ of view, • .. ,. 
' . . . 

. carefuUy presentiog_ a ~~ that showt the Sag~ ~g with RabbEn ~e~ but • 

.· · ;.,, finding a~~ oi~ Yohanan who said that the Sages di~ agree · 
. ·. .. 

. with him, buf that Rav sai~ they did· not. This would seem to put us back at the same 
-: p()int. The ~ ~ -we painted ,9u~ followed ~e· ~Ii text up until this point, ~ut ~~ 

. . - . 
. . 

added a signifitant p~ to the .rn~ so that it now reads in his text that the Sages 

agreed ~th Rabban Gam1ie1 about the blessings of Rosli h<4_hanah .. By so doing, the Rif 
~ . . . .. 

can ~ · skip over the ~tam's _ion$ ~scussion over this 'i~e anti ~~~ towar~ his 

own p~onlJf tlle-tialachah. The Rif ~ clearly in this passage how hard the Stam 
. - . 

must work to try to reconcile ~ -;~ el's ~~ with t1iat of the Sages ~d the~ ·· 

opts out of presenting this. . . . 

· · - , -~ A'flll &of~ lo write a co~~ on the Talmud per se. His ~oal was 
. . _...,.;,o,'f~ - • • • 

~,t~ . 

~t ~ same as ·that of the ~ ~ght to harmonize the Talmudic t~. The Rif ~ '. 
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goal was more ~c and.centrifugal. He _sought to creaie a more usable, accessible . . 

and efficient T~d. He will sactjfice harmony, ifhe_ has to, in order to be able to 

express-what· he considers the ~achah in as convincing a way as possible. Thus 

omission is. o~ half of the Rif s method. ~e 1te certainly aimed" for a .slinilii'\r, more 
. )" 

streamlined Talmud, he did not intend to create / document like those early attempts at . . ) . 
• codification of the Geonim that lacked enough IDJlter to be effective judicial tools. 

. . 
Therefore, when necessary, the Rif had no hesitation about ·adding to or enlarging upon . . . 

the material of.the Taltilud. . . 

Three times in 0ur perek·the Rifadd_s his own k'/al ha-p'sak at.the end of .a 

I 

section. In the first instan~, in the sixth sugyah (32a), the Rif decides in favor of R 
__, 

~ over R Yohanan b. Nuri concerning tlie ord~ of pie blessings for Rosh baS~. 
. . ' . 

As we m~tioned -~ the discu~ion ~~e;, the Rif was-o~ solid ·ground !-0 pronouncing this 

. decision: Not~only did~ haYe ~~-~n 46b that in a d;spute.R. Akiva's 

view wins :out over the pther's view, b1;1t his teaeher·Rabbeinu Hanane1 also gave t:Jus 

decision: This question was one which seemed to have been undecided for maoy years. 
. . V . 

That is exactly ~ kind -of situation in. ~hich ~~ ~ sees the need· for the pr~tation of 

a firm decision based on a ~lid fo~on like the one he finds here.· There was a history . . . .... . . . 

· of confimo~ about what the correct hal~chati•w~ and there was T~c ju~fl~o~ · 
' . 

for his selction of Akiva's.vi~bi ofR Yohanan b. Nuri's. ~ . - . . . ---.. . . 
In his second k'lal ha-p'sak in the ~th ;~~32~). the.ltifS;decision - . ' 

reinforces the dec;i~on implicit in die ~tam-'s change pf the t~ of the misbnah. The Rif 
. , . 

·. in turn is ~ ""~~~Pr>6As~e 'of the T~~dic text of our chapter, 
• f' •• .....,_,;s..-{--~ • 

namely by the te:irt.ofthe Yerushabni and1lielialachic decision rendered by Rabbeinu 

. , 
\ 

, . 
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Hananel. In the 6-1 example in our chapter, in the fourteenth sugyah, part 5 (34b) the 
. \._,., . . . . 

Rif adds his k '/al which states that he agrees with R. Y ohanari' s ruling ~ if one heard 

nine show blowings it nine ~t times in one day, one had fulfilled his obligation. 

I;' In agreeing with. R Yo~ the Rif has demonstraied that he understancls the~ 
I . , 

~~ a teaching ofR. Yohanan 8j1 o~ cited in the name of his re:a_cher. The Rifs 

. omission of the Stam's discussion surrounding this question, as wdl as his delivering his . ~ 
. 

Qwn k'lal, shows once again his willingnt:55 to.dismiss the Stam when it obscure~ the 
\ \ ~ . . 

halachic issue 8l!(t his confidence in deciding what the halachah should be. The Rif does 

not utter such halachic pron~uncements urll~ .he is ~n very finn footing, either because 

earlier halachic rulings supported his. decision, !lr ~se of he is able to• penetqlte to the 
. _, 

• • I 

heart of the issue and remove distracting-elemems. · . ,. . ·.• . 

The other major alterations that the Rif makes to .ihe Bavli text are three 
~ • ◄ ( • • 

~lanations.ofhis halachic ~eci~io~~~-expl~tion of a difference in·custoin. In 

~ ,okbese cases, the Rif amplifies the text.in order to clarify it. _In the Rifs long 

~ digrasion iri the fourteenth esrah/ p~ 4 {34a.), w.e saw ~ finding it necessary to 
. . -

' explain the cliff~ in the 'l}dvli 's description of wh;at were the ~rrect blast.s ~f the . 

shofar :ind the local custqm as ~ understands it. He does not need to i~e a It/al_ for thi~ 
.. . . .. 

is ~ situation· in which local custom has, in ~. formed the halachah .. 65 He n~s the 
. . ' . 

. . . 
__.., 

digession ~ ·mriove all confusioii"lbtt~tfubt fOI:~~ce.and,to v~date"his halachic 
- ~ e .... --: . . 

position, based as it• is on an undersianding ol' the co~on aJI· the various local · 

traditions have created, and his intent to reconcile lo:cal custom with the misbnaic . . ; . .. .. . .., 
. ~ ~ ,...--:-. . . ~ . 

.: *""'-:~ ' . ~ • 
6S.And as we mentioned earlier in Chpater II, n .. 49, Hai Gaon gave a ruling upon this 

v~ tqpic not too many years before. 
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~ to the best of bis ability. 

_,r. In an earli~ sugyah, the sevel)th qne on 32a, tt_ie Rif feels free to move a m~ 
from the end o~ our chapter to this p1ace in order to support the halachic· decision given in 

die Bavli. The halachah as~ Rif presents it is more lenient ~ -that.in the Bavli. There 

the hal 
/ . . . 

acbah follo) ed R.. Y ohanan who said ~ a person fulfilled his obligation 

concerning the Rosh haShanah blessings if he sajd 'One verse from each _of the three 

. . 
divisions of the books of tlie Bible. Th~ Amora, R ~I, citing Rav, says that one is . 

\ l : . . 

· exempt if one SUl!ply fecites tbe sentence, "And in Your To~ Adonai. Elokeinu, i! is so 

written." In this matterthe Jtifmclines towards leniency. Why he does so is i matter for 
.. 

our s~on. Perhaps the solution proposed by R. Hananel had found widesprtad 
• • ..._J 

acceptance in the-Rif.'~ ~riununity ~d t,e was thetefo;e simpiy validating its ·use· as we . . 
ha~e seen.abo\Ce.66 

• • • • • • 

,.;,. Rif s ~~c ..;lanation comes in the deventh sugyah, 32a, where · 
. . . . .. 

after the Gemara has agreed that ·it is permissible for children to be iaught to blo"{. the 
.. . . ~ . 

. . \ 

shofar, even on Shabbal, tf\e Rif adds, "There are those that say·the opposite." .He stop~ 
V . ' 

' - . 
sJ,.ort of<jJoihg against the misbnah~ but he utters a strong caution against blowing the . .. . .. . . 

... shofar on Shabbat, even though doing so is hal~ ~SSJl>le. Once again, he . . . . . . . 

~ bis readers to~~ as clear,a cfu:ective as possal>le. If hi ffll,~;t will be on_the.side 
. . . 

of caution.· --'""' --4'_, ----- ~ 

The Rifs final eipl~on~;~rhalac~~~sion proviaes the last ~ords of his . 

_ J.u ... i?,'4'."ffl~is~ ~~~generally_ were very sp~ ~ ~ 
~~- · condemnation of custo~ )Yhich they had reseryaUons .. Only those ~oms 

which were absoJutely unacceptable from a halakhic •point of view were rejected out· of 
hand." Perhaps the Rifs Jeni~~~ this attitud~ as well. . . . 
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(version of our perelc. As we.have seen in o~.detailed examination of the final part of~~ 

~ ~gyah, (34b, 35a) ~ Rifi,m~ces texts ~om~ Yeru~mi and B~n fu 
order to justify his going against the opinion of the 'Stam and agree with the lenient 

. . positiQn of Rabban·· 6amliel coriceming the obligation of the ~ vidual to recite the ,,, 

special blessings J'" Rosh haS~. Tiie Ri( had to marshal outside suj,port in -~rder to, 

feel secure in presenting his opposing position .. But lie did so in a m~er that once again 
. . 

showed his ability to cut through the o~fuscation.ofthe.~tam to the heart of the argument 
\ . \ . '. . . 

and tum the diS(jllssion arou,:td towards ihe view he felt was correct. 
. . 

Our brief analysis Qfthe Rifs methods of omission and addition have shown that 

' 
the Rifs .approach to the Talmudic text is cautious and judicious but not complttely . _ _, 

.. . . - , 

reverent. . ,:ti~ugh he· ~mits the mishnaypt that are ·not relevant beca,use they deaf with 

issues pertaining to the Temple, he does not tamper-with those mi•shnayot that are valid in 

~ bis day. "in ~ if ~cl, is not to be tm>sponed wholesale nor broken up. 

The parts' o'(the ~ that we identify as.the Stam the Riffeels free to omit, if he 
.,. . ~ \ 

• thinks it ~ for 'the sake of clarity in the understanding -0f the halachah, involved. 
' V . :_ . 

. . 

. The-Rif also feels free to omit Biblical and aggadic passages that do nor further our 
, . 

comprehension of the halachah. The Rif will ad;<l his own: k •~ ha-p 'sali, if needed, and 
- . . . . . 

will ~lify or' add tct the di~on of the Geoiara to in~ Ol;lPUnderstan~g or . . .. 

p~ a van~c d~ ~ - ~e-1',if~·~ Gemaranot as a completely -""- e~.. . " . --' . . ni=, .. .-..., the .-.:..a: .a. ...... : and . authoritative text. He ~ how the Stam maru~ QI.I uer' u~uutot memrot m -
~ l. : 

order to pursue its agenda. He too is able to minimize the Stain's influence, when he feels 

. : ~-iw~ !ikJ~ f~ pure Mi~c-~ent. For him, the Gemara .is still open 
~. 

to· interpretation a,id alt~ ~gh not within-the text itself: but through bis 

.. 
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( techniques of omission and addition. 67 

\. 

A quick ,look at the Se/er Yf!d Malachi's list of the Rifs principles found in 

Appendix Il ~ws that some of them are not applicable lo our study of our ~ter of 

Talmud because the si~ons he mentions did npt occur thd~ _Thus we cannot comment 

about the priniles regaj-ding ~ <,aon (numbe,S8 -10) or responsa (i,umber 12) or · 

certain aspects of the Rifs formulaic language(number-6, 7, 14) We can, however, . . 

examine briefly the remainder of hisk'/alim. . . . . . 
\ . l . : . . 

Most of.the Yad Malachi's statements deal with the Rifs modifications of the 

'Gemara, but h~·does ofie,: one k'/al concerning the mishnayot. K'lal 13 stat~ that it is 

' I 

often ~ Rif s practice to improve the language of the Mishnah and to shorten aomething _, 

he agrees ~s the·truth1
, in our chapter, t;e changes the-Rif~ mad~ t9 various rrtishnayot 

have usually l>een ~or and often ~ to reflect vi!'ious rila!tuscript traditions, a faoto·r 

~ ~ r...jMakh~ 1 {e1y to ~ nsider.We do not find him abridging misbnayo~ but 

.... 

we hav.e noted' the o~ssion of-several that did not have relevance 'for his time ( part of · ~ 
.r"' - , . " • 

· . 29b, all of 3Qb and 3 lb) !llld we have seen him grouping misbnayot together in a way 
, V · • • · 

that d~ not follow .the Bav)i ((J Ob with 32af I' can' t say that ~r perek offers absolute 
. 

pr09ffor the Yad Malachi's k '/al, but it ~y seems,like a reasonable on~, based on 
. . . . . 

~ ~dence the perek ~ furnish. . . ' 

K'/almmber:2 ·reassures us that we should not be unHuly concerned if the Rif 
........... ~ • ., f"' 

does mention .it~s thlt d~ not ~t~~~ his.community. In our ~ter, ~e · 

.. ... . .. 

o'rdy_examples o/ this k'W-would be.the Rif.idiscussion of those mishnayot were valid 

• : - • I ••:,:½ _..--J. ----- • . - . 
~~6i..~Brody, op. cit. ·pp. 147-1 ~4 concerning the ~nic a~tude towards authority and 

M.S. ~ . J.«,bhi~thority, especially ch .. 8,."The Authority 9fTexts," pp. ·. 
114-131. 
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while~ 1empl~ stood. (For example, the rnisbnayot on 29b and 30aJ. Once again, we 

' cannot.use our perek u absolute proof for tbis ~•laJ, but it seems to be reasonable. We · 

· should remember that, the Rifhimselt: of course, wu not following the Yat! Malachi's 
. . 

k '/alim. Rather, the Yad Malachi is extracting from the completed~ general 
.,I 

• . I / . . 
pnnap es that must ofjecessity be rather vague. W¢ sho~ld not be surprised tp find t~t 

these principles are by no means iron-clad. 

We did find one example of a ~ll"J'I" m. OU~ chapter (S~nd Sugyah, ~mara 30a) 
\ . l • :_ 

and. mentioned earlier some reasons why the Rif omitted it We did ri~t consid~ the Yad 

· Malachi's principle which, if'oorrect; would have meant that the Rifwould have giv~ a 

lenient interpretation of the question, if l\e did not decide the "lp,,," stringently. Since the . ' 
) • I .,_ • -

Rif omitted the-~on·entirely, obviously the l'ad Ma/achfs principle C8QIU>t be used,· 

. : 

♦Ill • • ...... 

unless we want to expand upori. it to-suggest that the Rif s oQ1ission of the .. ,p,,,"shows 

·his :i~ ~ lhi~ ~? .1'w !he ~~on ofleoiency. This '!"gbt be an 
. . . 

~g additional exp~ori of the Rif s acti~ns there. 

, . . ' 
. ~t is~ interesting about the ~er of the Yad Malachi's rules is ~ 

altbou_gh the th_e Y ad Malachi'-s terminology is differen~ he seems to be saying thit these 

rules basically_ ar~ all about the elimination of the "S~-driv~·p~ in favor of a 
• I • e • 

~ .. . ' ' . . 
text "uncorrupted" by the ll\lllipulatio~, of~ later redactors. ~ '/alun l 1 -4! Sand 11 ~ 

. explanations in ~ne wif')~thecfQr the independ~ ~ halachic'decision-making that 

the Rifdemonstrates.:Number 1 ~. ~: ~dn'f~nder-ifsomelimes the Rif 

. d~'t WOf!Y about the limitations set on a law by the Gemara, but offers ~ explanatioti 
' . . 

•·..:.~~~~m•~·tte ~n.itsetf(tbat.~ ~ the sugyah)." ·Our most dramatic 

ex&mi>1e ~fthis comes at the~ chapter (34b and 35a) where we have seen the Rif '. 
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Jntroducing his own co~ and texts from elsewhere in the Bavli to .support his · " 

dci":ision. This same example also demonstrates the Yad Malachi's fifth k '/al " It ·;s · 
l • • ' 

customary in the Ha/achot to treat an i$sue lilce balacllah, even if it is not on the way to . . 

.the result the Gemara had in mind." We remember that at the~ of our perek, the Rif 

halachah is not the same as that Jr the Gemara: There the Rif decided, against the Bavli 's ) . . . . 

interpretation; that the Shaliach f zibur fulfilled· the obligation of reciting the blessings of . . . 
. . 

Rosh baSbanah even for those in the synagogue who wer:e capable of reciting these 
6 • • • 

\ . prayers. 

The final two k 'llll~m; 4 and 11) discuss the Rif s principles of omission. Number 

·• 1 t 

4 tells us.."It is not the Rifs wayto copy beraitot that are not considered normalive, 
J 

even if one can learn from·t4em -~other new law:" ht other.WO~ ~the Rifis.·deciding 
. ' 

to. omit a berajta, he.~ , omit_ the one ~ch fails to -C?rrespond t•> the balac~c decision · 

~ which eidier ·be~ i~will endone. We can find.an examp1e of this in our . 

text in the twelfth sugy_ah (3.3a) where the Rif omits the $tam's-discussion aboui_the · ~ 
. eligib~~~f_~omen to:blow the shofar. ~ beraita the Stam presents first'~ to. 

contradict the mishnah.and causes the S~ to do a fair amount of manipulation to . . . . .. 

~nize·the texts._ Fmaly the sugyah presents_ the non1!_8tive view which~ Rif 

probably assumed from.the ~g.By elimiriaililg·the S~ tb~_Rifeliminates the 
' f • • f ' • • 

non-normativc,,,t,e,9itl'.as ~~..:..pie deventh k '.lal.~ the t!sseoce of the fourth but 

gives it a mo~general appli~o; 11 ~ -" ~ we see-that the Rif introdu~~es 

so~ aspects of an. uqchallenged rule ~ efuginates other aspec;ts of it, we shoulci° 
,, • t • • • ,._qi J~liP•-1~ aspects 111:·~t normative." We have seen the Rif 

· Nowing thii principle tlifuugbout our chapter. 

. . 
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( This glance at the k'lalim 9fthe YadMalachi has demonstrated that although the 

' . 
language its author ~ may be ~ ~erent in its hermeneutic is an understanding 

that the Rif by no n;-eins operated in an arbitrary way as he omitted p~ of the B~li 

~ but that he had a definite modus operandi which.included .am~ other principles a 

sense of what was the original intent hr an argument and what was added to. it later for 
) . . 

the sake of hannoily of composition .• This confirms what our thesis has revealed. · 

The question _that I·have been stru•g with.~ou~ut my investigatipn of the 

_ _.,_ _ _. \ . l . ~ . 
uKaDUUology of the Rif re.gards the Rif s attitude towards llUthority, both his own, as a ' . . 

distinguished judge and scholir! and that of the text. Clearly his Talmud KD1:<m can be 

' read as his artJWer to my question. If this is. the case, then what we learn from our shprt 
-

study of it is that fof1he ~auth9rity r~ 1,oth in the-text and in'the interpreter of the . . . . " . . . 
. text. the question.:remaios however, is the authority of both eqllal? For the Rit: the 

· T:i..,..dic! leJrt hai '-~ty -~ sanctity, as we hav~ seen. It is hdpful to 
. . 

imagine the.Rifas a winno~er of grain. ·When he throws the wheat in his winnowing fan, 

· the, kernels of~ that remain in his basket ~ the mishnayot. These are to be 
. . V . 

retained, if,they are relevant., and. to be maintained as whole as poSS1l>ie. fn these the Rif . . . . -
. ,, .. ,. 

reco~ the deepest level of. authority, the kemels of truth, seconct .only tu that of the . . . "'\ . . 

Torah. ni;,se parts ofthe-Gemaia ~t the Rif discems' as' ways ~ clarification of . . . ' .. . . . . . 

whatever obscurity-any ~en 11,!.shnah might ~iitain he~also catches and keeps. The Rif 

might then sift~~ these-~-:r~ ~~some of them to other places 
- . 

in the Talmud. What ~ I~ bl~w away, ~ chaff;. are the unn~ pi~, some 
- ♦ ., 1' • 

. . • -·· · -· ,_ Z .-rc material, anioft~ those parts-added by the S~. 
~J . • 

.,.:=.;. • • 

The only trouble witlr16isaiialogy, of course, is ~ role of-the winnower 
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( compared with the role of the Rif. The ~wer tosses the grain and lets the wind and ✓ . ~ . . 
gravity do the w9rk. The Rif1rusts io ~ own knowiedge of the text and of tradition. : 

Unlike the ~wer, the Rif has to know what the grains of truth are; he d~ not base 

his methodology on natur~ but bn his skill and know.ledge. ~)e end though, the analogy 

I . . 
bolds. Fort just ) the winnower wQU)d be ~toyed without grain, ~ woul~ the Rif be 

powerless without the Talmud. Jbe Rifs auth9rity oltimateJy rests on_the text. His.own 

authority comes from his'ability to glCfl) from it.that ~ch is .most valuable and that 
\ • l . . . . 

which is not as )\'ell as lhe ~ccess witn which his attempt was met. ~ we learned in the 
. . . . 

· introduction, his auth'ority, as•manifested in his "Little Talmud" endured for·centuries. 

• ✓ • 

V 

. .. . 

' . . , ... ... 
' . . ·• 
. . . 

• I 

__.,,,---:- , 

--✓ 
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APPENDIX I 

TECHNIQUES OF THE RIF 

I 
A. Miaor Altfnltiou 

) . 

1. A~• wonl or• P"'-for ~11- · 

· a. Rit: mishnah l=Bmili Sugyah 1,qushnah 2~ ~ WM lO-l'?ffl~:> 
\ l ~ 

b. Rit: Gemara 3 =- Bavli Sugyah 4, Gemara !O. B32 a (second ~) )""~!>. 

. . . ,. . . . 
c. ~ Gemaia to rhishnah'J=_Bav/i Sugyah 8, Gemara to third mishnah ofB32a (on 

. 32b ):. ,m 'k __, 
.. , .. 

d. Rit: Gemara,t~~ 3 := ~II Sugyah 8,Gemara to third ,nisbnah ofB' 32a (on .... 

32b): ~ -. . ~ 
.. . ( . ~ \ . 

· e. Jli( ~ 4= Bavli Sugyah 10, Gemara t<>" first .misbnah on 32b. ·'TI:>· 

lnlN 

# • • \ 

~-.~ _to mishnah 5 = Bavli ,Sugyah 11,Gemara to-second mish~ on 32b, lOl 

. ' 'ffi 

1· ~ -Gemara to mishnah 5 = Bavli SUP. 11, Gertiara to second ~ on 32b (33a) 

-· . 

•·· Rn: Genmato..mi~6 = Bavli_ Sugyah·q ,Gemara ro. mishnah 33b. 'l'~!> lOl . 

i Ri( Genjara to~ 6 :;:~,s~gyali-~~ to mishnah 33b, 'Y'3v.i ~m:i 

m:, ~ vm )YI numnnn):, .~_.-m,. • 
" ~ , - . . 

: . -~~ .fiilJriKlh ~ 6 = Bavli Sugyah 14,CiemaA to mishnah 33b on 34b. ~ io ' 
~~·~ . . 

and rn "ftt ~ · . ' 
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. . 
I . 
ll. Kit: ~ to rnishnah 6=.Bav/i Sugyah 14, Gemara to mishhah 33b on 34b. 

,] 
✓ 

~)-., ,a, "mM'D """' n"i. 

I. Itit: Gemara to mishnah 6 = Bavli Sugyah 15, Gerriara to mishnah 33b 'on 34b. m:ro 
. . . . . ~"\, 

n"i )YJ after ~t>) µi) O't>:>n DYnt> and again·after ~)9l µ-o n:,)n. 
I . . . 

) 

2. Omittueg a word or p~ 

a. Rit: niishnah 3 = Bavli Sugyah 7, mishnah 32.a (second one), lmt> . 
\ • l . : . . 

• · b. Rit: Gemara to mishnah 3 d:.Bav/i Sugyah 7, Gemara 35a, :ii."VJN . . 

.. . . . . ~ ~ . . . 
c. Rit: Gemara to mi~·5 = Bayli Sugyah 11,Gemara to second mishnah on 32b (33a), 

two omissions of ll"(:> . . __ 
' . . ... , . 

• I • 

d. Rit: Gemara to mislylab 6= Btzy/i Sugyah 13,Gemara to mi~hn:ih 33b. ,o u:n . The 
' . ... 

. . 

....... p~ 'is· r~Ufi~ant. ( ~ . . 

e. R:it: Gemara ~Q~·6.= Bavli Sugyah 14, Gemarato mishnah 33b on 34b. ,:,n N'.>ri 

. . . 
·r. Ri;(.GeJiiara to mishnah 6 =: Bavli S~ 15,Gemara to mislinah 33b on 34b, 

g. Rit: Gemara to mishnah 6 =Bavli Sugyah 15,.~ ~ ~shnah 33b on 34b, ')!>) 

. . ,.,.l ...,,..,,. I • • 

• - f " 

-<~ -
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J. ~ a word or pllrase 

. ·a. Rit: ~ to ~ 3= Bavli Sugyah 7, Gemara to 9j2a ,, second mishnah, 
. 

Pinsteadofm~ . 
I . . 

~ . . . ) 

b. Ri( mishnah 3 = Bavli j ugyah 8, third mishnah of832a mi!>'l\'Jl l"llll"'O'l rn'l:,~r., 

C. Ri( Gerriara to mishnah 3= Bavli · Sugyah 8, Oemara to" third nushnah of B 32a. l;lr.,m 
\ l : . 

. . 
for km l'"ll .-.ruTIP and mJ»t for ilt»< . 

. ~ ), ~ 

· · d. Ri( Gemara to mishnah 3 =:= ~r, Sugy.ah 8, Gemara to third nnishnah ofB32a (on 
\ 

4 * 
32b ). ~ mlN VO for )!1Vfr.l lO and-c)ly mD'IN for ,:i:n:, '1ll)I . n,~ l'DO for 

' . . ... . 
' 

\ . 
. .-

e~ ~ mis~ 5 .= B~ li Sugy~ · 11, Fnd~ shnah of B~2b:·i:a-rl ~ - il°f~ lO for l'l 

il°fl l'l-il°f~d ~ ~ l'"P!>D l'N for v,,l)lt> l'N.:-l'f'li'!>~ l'N : 

~ . 
., · r. Ri( Gemara to mish}lah s-·= ilavfi Sugyah 11, Gemara to second mishnah ofB32~. P"' ~ 

,. _.I : , , : . \ 

~\'JY .,m\'J\/m n YJYJ"t !O'I_ nYJ~ for -"..,, NltJ n\'JY i!>l\'J 
' : 

g .. Ri( ~ td mishnah.5 ; Bavli Sugyah 1 I. Gemara to secobd mi_shpah-0fB .J2b 

. (33a) Ml':>~ for 20:m and vi~~ . , . 

·b._. Ri( Gemua to misbnah S ;., 8!n'li Sugyah n. Gemara to secc,nd ~ of B32B 

·- . 
. .... 

i. Ri( mislmah 6 = Bavli Sugyah ll, mishnadl on 33b: ~~ ',-,:, Jfor \'J)VD (twice) and 

. : . . . . .. ~ ~~---l ~ ·, ,· - - . 

· ~~ .: ...-,-=-:tE~~ 6 = Bavli Sugyah ~ 33b: "1't>l for ~ -
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( I I 

~ Rit: Gemara to misbnah 61= Bavli S48Yah 14,Gemara 34b. NllYJ 'N7l for ND>'~ 'Nil and 

L Rit: Gemara to rnishnah 6 = &n!li Sugyah •15,Gemara ~4b, v.,11> for rumo. The Rit: 
. . .:"' 

.. 

~e "making essentially the same point as the ~avli, ~ 1iae ~~ of the 

sugyah, ~ys it in a slightly different way. TJte Rifs versiioil reads as foll<;>ws: 

m:nl i10N tn, )lt)V,I ~ Nii")lt> 1!,lVJ "'' li'N 'N ,~ i!)lVJ •,~, VJ1l) 'P 1nN'I 'fU1 ND)IN 

m, >'t>VJ 
\ \ . . 

m .. Rit: Gemara to mi~-6=Bav/i Sugyah IS;Gemara 34b. l't.lOro for 0r1, . . ~so ~n 

~ NlnVI for ~,. and on 35a, ~ ~ -~ l'l ;hould be r:ead instead of Nli 

Jr Omissions • 

J.: ~lllimollSi/lU to'«: o! rd~ '!' ~Rif's ~ . ~ 
a Rit: mishnah I, second part=·Bavli Sugyah 2~~ 29b · . 

. . . . '-._.,/ 
. . . 

b. Bavli S~ 2" {29b >:~ Biblical Sources. ~ p~· ~9~ begiiuiaing to ~_, "VlN"D 

c. &/;1; Sugy~ 2 (30a) All of it ( ~!)~ to N-,ru) . ' . 

, d. B_av/i Sugyah ~ "(Gemara of mishnali.2, 10a) Biblical Sour.ces; All of it.(l,lt>l to 

nv,,,1). ~ 

e.Bavli Sugyah 4, inishnah and Gemara 30 b. · , 

J. ~; ~ugyaji 4 art4Sugyah 5, mishnali ~3Ilr.:-- !;.;-a:- ( # ·. 
... 

g. Bavli Su~ 5, Gemara 32a Biblical sources. ,All of it .. .. 
b . .BCf1li S1,1gyal:t 15, ~ 34bfrom ~,l,:J~)nt, an~: on 3~a lr<;>m p,~o~ 

...... . 
I ~ ~ <# 

' talOND'"ll .. ' ,: -..;,~.( . 

------., 

J 

·. -



. ' 

. . 

-------------,---~~-~~~.,.------.---. 

.· 

. . 

a.&n,/; Sugyah 2, (29b) first part freril µ3, un to nv.vn ,rvo . 

i,: ~Ii Sugyah 7 (Genuu:a ofmishnah 2 (32a) on 32b) all of it. -rm m'O~D mYJll 'lil 
. . . ~ 

c. Bavli Sugyah 14 (Gemara of misbnah 6 (33b) On 34b) from inlN.., Nill N~ '"Mlto ,1m I . . . . . . 
Vlk'\~. ) 

r • • 

d. Bavli Sugyah 15 (Gemara ofini~ ~ (33b) on 34b) from N!>!> :i, to ,~ llPJ'I. 

\ l 
J. Of!US$W11 of Statn-diiven passage 

·• · Bavli Sugy~ ·2: (~9',) from~ "mN to W1pN'T Nl"T ,:i 

b. Bavli Sugyah.2 (30a)_,frpm N:i,~__!JDtil 'D>-mrPN . 

• I • 

c. Bav/i Sugyah 3- (Gemara of mishnah12, 30a and 30b) all of.it ( ')>ti bl' NilYJl to YJ,-r 
\ • ~ ' # .. • 

( 
d.Bavli Sugy~ ,~ qf third mishnah on 32a) from (32b) N ,m ,n, ,o-,, _.,~ 

. . . 

. . 
\ 

· e. lJt»,li'&!gyah 9(Ger:nara of~d mi~ on 32a) from (32b) VN 'T:lll"T o,~v,n DN 
. . 

< 

·g. /Jqv/i Sugyah 11 (Gemara of~nd mishnah on 32h)·33a, ~rh rN V' 1N D'D . 
. -~ ...(._:_ . . , ~ 

'-~• ---..._ . tO 'f H'M -'IAV M»( . ' -~ ~ _. ~ • "- - ... ...._ 
,.. . . .• • . - • - . L . 

... JJavli Sugyih ·~ (Gemara of second mishnah on 32b) 33a, from V:OllD fNto JlPDlO 
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.r 
j . Bavli Sugyah IS,(~ ofmishnah 33b) )Sa, from Nt>'~•,m N>YJ 'Nn to U>N ~lYJ 
'\ . ~ . , . 
'-- . . 
~ and from m,n, 'i knl "ffi to the end of~ perek. 

4. Olffissio11 of"" Jiu:o,ec~ Passage · ~"). 
I . . -

• · Bavli Sugyah 2} 30~) from v,,t i ½,~ to li"'I- . . 

b. Bavli Sugyah 11, Gemara on ~nd mlsbnah. 32b from '1'~Y~ '1'~ll N). to ,lni' w and 

. . 
on 33a from D)YJD Nffi.ln to 'lni' n 
\ . \ . : 

. . 
5. Olffissio11 dMe to R_~11-of_th Same Passage Elsewhere 

a. Bavli Sugyah 1_2, ~ on second~ 32b (33a and b), all ofit, frorri • 
' .... . . 

. . , . 
'M'Ol'nDnllo P.V)lm ,m ~,t, ~ . Found also in BRosh haShanah 28b. 

C. Additiom . "-..__/., 

1. K'laki Hap'sak . · .. 

( 

·a. B(!'!li Sli_gyah 6, , end offitst mishnah 0_!1 32a = Rifmishnah f rorm Ml,PY "'Pl~ Nn'Pl 

b. f:!avli Su~.9, thir<i 'mishnah on 32a (32b) = RifGemara to his apishnfh 3, l~ NIJlpl 

. ' . 
c. &n,/i, Sugyah 14, mishnati 33b,on 34b = Rit: Gemara.to mi~-6."-pm, 'i:> )) Nnlpl -

2 .. Explalumo;.oJ}lilieldc-B«isio11 .. 
.. -~-~-- ,. - - .._ 

... " \......_ . ..... .. . .. 

a. Bavli, end of Su,syah 7, second~ on 32a ~ Rifmishru!h 3. Np"l'!> c,10~ ~ .. . 
b.Bavli Sugyah 11, second mishnah ,of(ienwi ~2b (33a) = Rit: Gemara to mi_snah 5.32b - . ~ . 

. : ' - ,~~~ 
"=-~~-a1a), ie~ "V»C1 rPNl 

lie,; - • • . . . ~ . 

c. Bavli, Sugyah IS, end of Gemara 35a to mi~ 33b =Ri( Gemara to mi~ah 6 

~ 
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(35a). The Rifadds to the end of~ perek his own discussion of the last part c{f 

rnishna4 33b. This di~on includes his introducing texts from the Ye~halmi 

RtJsh. haShanah 4.10 and BEruvin 40aand 40b. See below, Chapter U, for a 

translation. The ~ erfds his following of the .Bav/i ~ 34b after -PXD 'i-rt:il 

I . . . 
:inn) ,.,,,, '.r.> ~:inn~ fl'~YI _DYi~ ~lk c,mm . After hjs own ~mments, a 

quotation from the Yerusha/mi, and ~ore of his comments, ~e·Rifr~ to the 
. . 

Bav/i text (35a) briefly, from :nlflN., 'VlN to ~ M) ruv.1 mo,, "1N¥J. 

· J. Explanatio~ ~/ Dlffer,nce in C,,SU,m. 

a. llit: Gemara. to mishnah 6 = Bav/iSugyah 15, from ~~ at the bottom of 344 to the last 
. -

:. • • I ' • 

line·on-34a, NiYJNU)IJm. The Rifinserts a long"digression. 
• ii • • 

. ' 
».MaJor~~vtiT~ 

1. llit: Gemara ~o ~~ 6 = &ivli Sugyah 14, Gemara 33b·(34a). The BavJ/~xt is 
- . . . . \ 

reworked in the following way. Bold-face words are the Rifs text ntree dots 
V . . . , . . 
. . 
mean that ~e Rif has Qqutted the Bav/i text. 

. . .. . 
• ,nui ,x mMp90D ~ ac> n,nn 1'2> oroY1 'km ,nu~"'k ~ atJ D"'OW "f,:u nJO"UL . . . 

J)~~Mf!ID''nJmn N,na km ,nm MD~ )rl'l)I :rr;,) cppm ~~ ,~~ ,x l'\ll 
. - . 

. xn, n) 'M'JVl.. n. ri~.-,., nJl1';ft ~ 10)_ ll:»I ,m D!"OW nw>w> · . . . 
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APPENDIX II _, 

,The K'lalei baRif.~nling to tb! Sefer Yad Malachi 

1
611

• We shouldn' t wonder.if sometimes the Rif doesn't wo~)out the limitations set.on . 

I . . . . 
a law by the ~ but offers an ~lanatjon in the sugyah other 'than the op~on itself 

(that is in the sugyah). 

\ \ . . . 
2. Even though it i~ tne· method of the Rif or the Rosh to bring_ only jud_gmen~ that were 

"customary in their .. :if'they. shoul~ incidentally write about a detail that was not 
·. 

custom,ar.y, this should not be a·surprise since they didn't overly concern thermelves 
. . -.J 

about inoidental. matters. . 

. \ ... "- ' . . 

~ 3. -~ -the~ "'c1;,.,it decide a teilat, an insoluble problem, stringentiy, 
.. • * • 

even if he says ·the_~~ ·is unresolved, he_ means to consider 1t leniently . 

• 
V. 

4. It is no~tbe Rif sway to ~PY beraitot that are not considered no~ve, even if one . . .. '\ .. 

can learn from them another new law. . . ' -. 

. , 

.... - ... 5. It is custoiifl11in-the.Ha/ad!ot to treat an i§ue ~e 11-1~ even if it is not on the 
.. . -~, 

-c;;. ... '-..... ... - .. · ......... 

way to the result ·that the Gemara J:!ad in mind. · · · : ·. -

' . 
_ .. ~~~ 

-~·-· . 

68. This number and the ~ follow correspond to k '/alim \P-l in our edition (Keter, 
194S) of the Se/er YadMaJac!'i, pp.18_0-182 .. 
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6 Sometimes the Rif says, "The Rabbis taught" about a tosefta since the end of the same 

tosefta is mentioned in the Talmud. Therefore the Rif does not hesitate to mention it in 

the name of the tosefta. 

7. It is the way of the Rif and the Rosh to bring "And another beraita says," even though 

there is no halachic difference between the two beraitot he cites 

I . When the Rifwrites, "And the Gaon decided as he decided," but he did not say,"his 

view makes sense," it follows that the Rif does not think the decision of the Gaon is 

reasonable (and should be followed) 

9 It seems that every time that the Rif writes, "And the Gaon slid," or "Thus wrote the 

Gaon," this Gaon is Hai Gaon 

IO When the Rif introduces a debate among the Rabbis, citing their views, if he 

concludes, "This is the opinion of Hai Gaon," it means that the Rifagrees with Hai Gaon. 

11. Everywhere we see that the Rif introduces some aspects of an unchallenged rule and 

eliminates other aspects of it, we should understand that the eliminated aspects are not 

normative. 

12. Every responsum that is writt.n in tile name of the Rif was undoubtedly signed by 

him (and should be viewed as authentic). 
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13. It is the Rifs practice in many places to.improve the _Ian~ of the mishnah and to 

shorten something, that he agrees is the truth. . . . 
~ 

J 
f . . -

14. There' s a traditi?f w~ know ot: according to whic~ no commentator says, "Th~ is to 

say;'' or uses the term "explanation~ ex~ where~ are alternative understandings ·· 

which" the c:ommentat~r ~ t~ negate or problems he wislies t~ resolve ... Thi~ is even 
\ l. : 

more true of the It.if.whose method is to copy the Talmud' s lan~e. He will only~ 
\ • . . . 

•~ is to ~y" or the t~ .. ~ exp~on"' when matters are e,rtremely unclear or when 

an unsuitable und~g~ pfesepts itself~ a possibility. 
' . 
' 

.. 
> 

V 

' .... 

. ' 
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