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- PREFACE

/Ldeuded-ﬂ{_\Twhat I wanted to ancompllsh in writing my rabbunc thesis

was a gtwa}r sense of ease and understandmg of the Bnbyioman Talmud. Now, looking
back at where I was not somanymonﬂmagb,lampleasedaxwhu I have learned and
eager to learn more This could not h.ave happened without the support in every sense of
the word of my Imsband Paul Needham and the tolernnce of my cl'nldren, Raphael, Clare,
and Chwsre Nor ‘could tl'ns have happened without Rabbi Michael Chernick whose deep
love of the 'l‘almud and of Jews and Judaism was one of the reasons why I decnded to go

to Rabbinical Schpol in the first pldce, and why I wanted to work \mth_lnm. s
ldech{ate this Qﬁﬂs to the- memory of my parents, Dr. Elmer S. Gais -
™ = . o

and Olga Fab Gais, 9", a God-intoxicated Jew and a woman of valor.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION >

The Halachot of our great teacher, Rabbeinu Isaac, of blessed
-nmww,hawmpasededﬂf'ﬂldrpmdmors,bmusethﬂéis
iachiitod thetein overything el for fhe aivdersianding of the
,det_;isionsmdllamatpresmtinforce;tlmis,linthetimeoftl‘leE:dle.
The author clearly demonstrates the errors of those before him when - |
'hisopirﬁondcviixesﬁomthdm,mﬂwiththeexqepﬁonofnfew
it Halachotwhosenumberatthevuyunnostdoesnotunounttomlﬁs
' ﬂeddom are unassailable. ' ’
Pmseﬁ'qummomdulspmsemdeed.butmda kudos were not Dﬂ'ered’only
bytheyounngmomdesmhonngetoKYitslnkB Vaskow Aichin Athsi; the gredt
% ngﬂx-aﬁicm'hlmdist and judge (1013-1103) who was born in Kalat al-Hammad in
whtiﬁnuwAlguia,mdpmﬁdedfornmy}wsov&theamd&m?aiFez; It i from his
association with this place that his acronym, theRif.(Rgbbi Isaac of Fez), derives.
ﬁlﬁﬁ'swuﬁse#ﬂﬁnhwnﬁmdmnﬁfl'whampumammofwm
despair for him. At the age of seventy-five he was denounced for political reasons and
Wbmmmw'.w,'w,ummmamw
WMmSmmhwﬂwhumofhslongh&,munded

-.,,.-.

hymnﬁmwplIS,MdudiMYdmdahlﬂmwhooomposedtbefoﬂomng elaborate

-

e l Mumomdes,]ntroducuontohm(.‘omnmm on the Mishnah, as quoted in “Alfasi,”

——

= :
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wortisofpraiseaslﬁsaﬂogytolﬁatunhu: _ 2

As in Sinsi’s ancient days, before thee mountains trembled,

For the Lord’s angelic hosts around thee have assembled.

They engraved the Torah’s lore on the tables of thy heart,

Ahwgoqrgmammmymmdidmm

The strength of the wisest men gave out in hesitation,
‘ Unless from thy wisdom’s springs they drew their inspirstion.”
Although the Rif was an influential and respected judge who wrote many
reapoma,aswalm&mousmclma:unmanimf-pezwmmﬂwdﬁef
source of his fame'is the work known as Sefer Halachot Rabbat, or Hilchot haRIF, or, as
it has come to be best known, The Talmud Katan, “The Abridged Talmud ® This last
utlegwesus, hifsct,_ih;:reasonfortheRiPsmdminghnponmwe.lﬁsbookofhalnchot
w&&depam:re from the earlier attempts to provide both answers to legal questions and
mumeswlﬁd;uplnimdwhaeﬂwdedsionswmﬁomwﬁdlmﬂdbeuﬁﬁ.zedfor
fisture decisions. It was, in fact, a “Little Talmud,” In order to understand its importance,
we need to review briefly the historical milie in which the Rif created the Talmud

mmﬂmamdniﬁmMﬁMthBw&measbéginnmm

MGmﬁmmmmmewtaRabbwofd:eTmnmmandAmomc

—— f"

S
L »

2 ASquotcdealoBunn.SochdeebgwusHmayoﬂheJews Vl,2nd Ed., p.84.
3. The uﬂeTaMKatmubestoweduponhsworkbyAbnhmnlanaudmhlsSefer
3 haKabbalah, p. 84 in edition and translation by Gerson Cohen. There is some dispute
.:mehmthekﬁ’mtheTMKmn,mN Africa or in Spain, but the majority
: mtogwr—N Affica, owing in part to the large number of Mss of the work with
many variant readings, a fact which suggests many years of revisions. See H. Z.
Hirshberg, A History of the Jews of North Africa, p. 347.
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mmwmm'nmmmmwmmwmwmm
academies of Sura and Pumpeditha, the legal, intellectual, cultural, and spiritual life of
Mofmxmmmmm'mmmﬁnmmfuisduﬁngthis
puiodﬂmwnigofdewtﬁmmﬂimdthe;eedforresmmoﬂmdmnthevastand :
?MTM itmfdeﬁd effectively communicate legal decisions. This awareness
lead to the creation of such early codes as Halachot Pesukot, Halachot Gedolot, and
Ha}a;haxxmqar,mdotim.’

Whiies ok, sioaliel il they avels, weeh methiiins flkivodt/Theis Saont significant
&mmmmmMMmbeomﬁumdmmmmgﬂmmm
didmzmd&;dymmmemnngmuurm. Although these works cited the
Tdn@cmrc&,ﬁw‘ﬁdwhamy&umbﬁefaﬁ%mm.%em’
‘nﬁght-'foﬂowtbeorq&ofﬂwTdnmdichﬂwyoﬁmfdtﬁutoomhmmve
' uugugl:,h_me_mﬁons.Thuewasgrmdmgu'lenﬂnmofm;legudedsioné,me
Toesh e e Talanad, eoprie divorond Mbek sho UM NRER oS 25 addition, as the
Geonic period waned, there was increased activity in the number of responsa issued and
inwmedmnnbasoﬂomﬁommﬂielewidiwoﬂdhaﬁngﬂwirowndmbasedon
Ioalmstoms Asarenﬂtofﬂmewwusfnuors,thuewuaneedforabtmdﬂngng
oodethatwnsﬁmﬂymmﬂcdmltsnuthonunvemwmawughwbe
mﬁhmble *-Jt-was ;he Jewish woﬁd’s great good fortune that at this moment there
mamm themfwhouwoeﬁﬁlﬂymﬂnsd\allengemdgaveusthe

-

4. See R. Brody, The Geonim of Babylonia and the Shaping of Medieval Jewish Culture,
New Haven, 1998, for a recent overview of this period, especially pp. 3-18.

5. See M. Elon, Jewish Law, 11,1150 -1167, nndBrody op.cit., 202-266.

6. SeeM.Eon,q: cit., 1167-1168.



Talimud Katan, | ¥ .
The Rif created a successful synopsis of the Talmud that omitted much
mpaﬂnwsmuaidudprewned,whennecemy,tﬁscomlusionabmﬁthehﬂadmh.
Like the earlier Halachot Gedolot, the Rif arranged his material in the order of the
Tplmudictracta;es. Unlike the Halachot Gedolot, The Rif did not merely cite the -
‘;alnmdicsources,btnpresanedthem,oﬁen skillfully abbreviated and edited, with his
omqomnunswhmlwf&thmw.mkifmwnmedonlywhhthoscpambf
She Taliiuad bt bl relesmoios for the Jowish pogamamnity of Six owin fime. Mherelbre i
Biten B Joatciial that ol irelcvant 0 B i P Tl iics: Wo -5k i, 56,2
result, asynop;is'of the entire Talmud, but only of three of the §m orders, Mo ed,
By, Vi, b el an i i ates Deseahor el Fiattin L o pbstiecod
'ﬂmg-lmtdigoﬂnfc;rduwﬂmhad}dmmemchuhwsdaﬁngwhh&ﬁﬁmmh

" tefllin, mezzuzot, and the like, were grouped fogether in a work called Halachot
Ketannot, In addition, the Rif usually omitted in each tractate (masechet), whatever
material lacked pncﬁul:aﬁpﬁcaﬁon. The Rif, as we shall see; also presented many of the
iBiront views 0F tho vaious ridents, disciaesl e mesaing € whatever Gifficult
paéagewuﬂhand,mdaddedlﬁgownnpiniﬁpsaﬂdldedﬁommmmmdﬁmpﬁ&
the problems. Thus he tried o reduce and clrify-some of the vast amount of material
&0 add his ow rules for decision-nakng as well
 The Rif also made great use-of the Palestinian Talmud, the Talmud Yerushaimi,
| Wummgqmmmmwmhmmﬁmm
MBfnﬁmforMMngshomofhsmmmrkswmmnghs

methodology, the Rif tells us his criteria for using the Yerushalmi to decide the halachah.
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Atﬂteendofnbwbl(lw)heuy:(mre&t‘uw_etoapuﬁaﬂnrcase)z .
Sinqemr(Babyioﬁa_n)Tahmdismm’elelﬁmLmdonotmﬂmtinﬂw
Talmud of the West (the Yerushalmi) it is forbidden. Fof we rely upon our
Talmud which is later, and they (the Babylonian Snges)wmmﬁreexpm
about the Talmud of the West (than we are). And if they hadn’t felt that
this memra from the Talmud of the West was not to be followed, they
would not have given permission to act (as the Babylonian Talmud, the '
Bavli, suggests).

As we see from this quotation, the Rif will use the Yerushalmi without hesitation, but if
fomdmdmdséomTflmud‘s decision over another, he will réject the Yerushalmi’s
decision in favor of the Bavii’s. The Rif felt that the-earlier Sages from Babylonia were
. more know l?t.hmheabouttheviewsofthehlestinianSagés,;ndthusmore
‘ a@le/of 'é!ﬁ:lgagoodﬁomabaddedsion _ ,
Oneofﬂ:eothermysmwh;dlthcmfmamgedtooonuolthesweoﬂusTabmd
Katmwubylﬁsjudidqususeofaggndah.TheRifingma‘a!onﬁttedmostofthe
aggadah from his work. He retained only that which would be useful in helping to
clmosptheonetbat mﬂdaﬂoworﬁtodisﬁﬁguisﬁanﬂeforpmﬂicalconduumha
Mmmnmglupmwdebmndefbmlessmmmmglnsmtolmmm
Asareuﬂlofhslmmenseeﬁ‘ort,ﬂteklfsTahudebemmﬂaepwotnl
w&kmthehgmyqfh;lnducqodu.TheTaImadKa!mlooksb&cktotheworkofthe
o "'f&ﬁmmmmmﬁwﬂcmmuwummmud

———— ¥

=
7. See M. Elon, gp.cit., p.. 1171, for a good example of his method qf selection.

- . -s-
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itself. But the Talmud Katan also points our way to the developments in halachic writing

that were to come. We have seen how Maimonides revered his work and he was not

" alone. As Salo Baron has pointed out, Alfasi’s exile to Spain turned out to be a blessing

in disguise becausé the intellectual climate of Spain not only caused him to continue
mvifnghisgrut\;m'k,binalso‘pmvidedagwuu;diumforitﬂmn might have been
the case had he stayed in North Africa® His work was studied by the critical scholars of
Provence where it was sometimes attacked fiercely, but never ignored, and it engendered
B ioombmestirins. Among his S0pportens wib Dackinaeins s well s Masonides sed
the Tosafist Tsaac b. Shmiel of Dampierre who said, “The divine presence surely rested
upon him (Nfasi).w'hen he wrote his law book ™ 2

The influence of te Rif's book of halachah continued 0 be felt for csaturies,
m.mjw@a;n'sdmmo'nmﬂnmthmqm the Rif was to be
one of the three pillars that supported his Shulchan Aruch along with Maimorides and

Asher ben Yehiel, the father of the Baal haTurim. In this way, the Rif’s role as a

" pre-eminent decider of halachah continued long after his death, for Caro states that he

" himself will determine the law formostcnsesonﬂlebosisoftheaglwm-ofanytwoof

the three “pillars.”"’ |
It is not bwuuse-oi‘ his status as a major Mc authority, however, that I have

; domtb“mdyiheklflamloohngbnckwmh,mherﬂ:mfomrds 1 want to

mnetbepmmhywiuchtbelifumeduhslegﬂdeuuommhﬁthanﬂm

decisions themselves, interesting and important as they are. It is the Rif's methodology

e i

8. Baron op. cit;; p-87.
9. As quoted in Baron, op.cit., p. 90.
10. See M. Elon, op. cit., p. 1172 and 1317-19.

-6-
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thitlammtu‘euedm Whnwasﬂae!hfsatumdctowuﬂstheTomh?W}mmthe-
plmaplatbuhebdundhsdeamomtoretamormmtormmﬁgureaspwtsofﬂw
_Tdmndtctmabd'mehnn?lnaddlhon,thaelsalargerqueshonundulymgthese
mﬁhodologiodm.WhamtheRiPsprhﬁbluofmmcesdwﬁontdlusaoomhow
heJuMunoodﬁI;Tdewﬁawbmmmposed?Didheseethe'l'ahnudasauniﬁed
work, each piece being equally valuable, or did heseethat.therowa'elaya's to it, making
it a composite work, the hand of the tailor or tailors being evident?. Through an \
e:@anﬁoation.ofv.vhathetookawayandwlmheleﬁ,canwearrivegtanyanswerstotlwse
questions?

Apropamswu'forthesequesuonsssfarbeyondﬂwsaﬂ)eofﬂusmodm
Rabb:mctlms,bmlmattunpttofonnulatcﬁ:ebegmmngofone Onewgytostmtto
,undemmdthcklf's methodology is to study in considerable detail his version of a
"du@ro;m[m: lhavechosmlostudythcfouﬂhperekofmchetRoshhaSlmnh
and to compare it with the Rif's synopsis of it in his TabnudKatm.l_nordutonmketlns
comparison truly valid, T would have to utilize the many manuscripts of the Rif in order
toascqtainas,conoctatoxtasposﬁble,aswdlas.stl-.ldywlmmostofthewlie_rcod&s
said about the material in this masecher. Obviously 1 could not do this. What 1 have tried
todo,'hoovcve},isluﬁlizgﬂnHaW'Gedabiaopomomﬁwnmdﬂaswdlasﬂm
Wnﬂlt}mecﬁaoanhhSlnmh, ‘and the Seder Rav Amram. This has -
nﬂowedmmm;t;u:tomowmmmmfmfoﬂowmgaw trodden‘
puhonmouslmoonwmkoshhasmmh,orblmnganewmﬂ lnaddmon,
Mmmry I have examined relevant Bavli texts besides Rosh haShanah.

Ibefweupmtofdusﬂms,ﬂuyconmtsofafamymutemmlyusofﬂnme .




o
Rif's and the Bavii’s fourth perek of Rosh haShdnah. The third and final chapter
dimminmw-mmqfuwna'smhodologym@howmm
" relate to those of the Sefer Yad Malachi, mwmmm@mm
metbodolopalpmaplesofﬂnk:ﬂmngstoﬂwx,asnswﬁmr MnladuHaKohm,

ﬂn@nthemtobe
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CHAPTER II: The Fourth Perek of Bavli Rosk haShanah and the
Fourth Perek of the Rosh haShanak in the Talmud Katan

-

mj;_sr SUGYAH: Bavii from mishnah 29a, 2 0P to Gemara, NYBY
The first mishnah of the fourth perek of BRosh haShanah 29 is composed of
two parts. The Tanna Kamma states the law concerning the blowing of the shofar on
Shabbat. It is pérmitted tol do 5o in the wTpn but not in the myT>. The necessary changes
to this statement following the destruction of the Temple are defined by R. Yohanan
b.Zakkai, who statés that after the Horban the shofar could be blown on Shabbat
wherever there was Qaeﬁ D RO B v thd R olipis Snatiionid thisspractice
onImeavndu,blnmonymmmspukmcomdldﬂnsandsayﬂmR.Yohmandxd
MMMY&MMW&BWWPMMMW&B&!D!" The’
secondputofﬂwmsluuhd:mﬂ:empmomyof]uusglanomYamd;stanng
' tintinYivndoﬂyinthe&eitl)inwouldtheﬂlofarbeblownwluusmytownclose
' enough to Jerusalem could could blow the shofar on Shabbat.
A The Rif begins his fourth perek by quoting the Tanna Kamma of the mishnah
aliowt Sibatiin mmdmgehemkesisto-‘duifyugmman_mmm
- mishiah*reads:- mmmmvmmmmwﬂnmmmwgmyby
adding the phrase « S porie before R. Elazar’s first words in the Bavli. This
smpleaddlamprmmﬂwmduﬁmmyoonﬁmonabmﬂwhothembjwtofﬂwverb

o sl
pe*‘”'mbemdu typlalofthelund of minor alterations of the text thattIleffrequemly

< v




c{ﬂ’:
uses. - :

The Rif's next alteration is more significant. The Rif omits the second section of
the_nﬁ:hnahaﬂirdy.fﬁsrusﬁnforﬂﬁsisnlmtypicﬂoflﬁsmedwdology. ﬁﬁssecﬁon
is quite confusing. It would seem to contradict th'e‘ranna Kamma’s statement, for oﬁe-
ﬂ:ing,ndwmmémrds'om Yohanan, for another’ The Rit, who likes clarity, omits
tlﬁsh:lfordertofomsonthenninquesti(m,Mmtmthemluﬁ)rbiou&ngﬂ;eshofqron
Shabbat? It is not necessary for his readers to dwell upon the superiority of Jerusalem
over ‘Yavneh\sinoe Y-.avneh as a place has no immediate relevance for them, nor has
Jerusalem, for that matter.

WhmtheRiftumslotheGmmhedoesnotsimplyreprodﬂceorreplu'aseitin

. its ennrety The Bavli Gemm first oonoﬁmues on identifying the sources for the Tanna
Kamma'’s initial ngmihuﬂmsmm 34108 Bloon s Shibhpt Soudtn the Temple.
' m’hn@)g lgﬁ.b.ljchmpmmwhumwbeap@lm. One Biblical |
source, Vaﬁbuﬁ:%,saysthat_koshhﬁhamhslmddbea“wmﬁmmw,édayof
‘/fru.t,uuneinbtmofsoundin.g:enuh,“ while another, Bemidbar: 29:1, says, “nyvin o
~ 2% i a day of sounding feruah.” The problem, however, is resolved by deciding that
the first verse applies only when Rosh haShanah falls on Shabbat and the sound of the
Mismﬁw,mmm'meuewmmMmmﬂmm
m’a&mm_ggsm.my:oﬁmmmmwamwm
questions how the moﬁ,u_;o;‘u Haye b S5 in the Temple if it was forbidden

Mmdiﬁm&pgmammebloﬁngofﬂnﬂm&rismtwnsidaed
; '-—_,-_;._..#P’"‘ Y .

1. Wewjymwmmmmmmmﬂubodypfwmm
they can all be found in Appendix I together with a listing of changes of more
significance. , s : :

-10-
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o
o0, how does the verse mentioned exclude ité being blown on Shabbat? -
Rava extricates the shofar blowing from this dilemma by saying that the decree
" against blowing the shofar on Shabbat is not Biblical in origin but is Rabbinic, as
R.hb.hhamugm:kimﬂﬁspoimmmm}saommb@m.Hehasonﬁnedthe
aboje eonaston o seveial vossois. 1e 15 08 epecesied i presenting the Biblical
sources, perhaps because he doesn’t want the type of questions that the Bavli finds to be
raised by his readers for whom he is attempting to create a more manageable Talmud,
The laws conoeining the blowing of the shofar in the Temple o not concern him as'we
havé mentioned above. He also is well aware that if the dw@nmbloﬁng the shofar
on Shabbat ismbl;iﬁc, it is not applicable to blowing the shofar on Shabbat in the
-_Tanple-#gmunﬁmpdnﬁts."wmﬂeismwmediniswmkabbahgmomosay. 4
Nunidyﬁatanhgdividt;ial‘ammblowihesl:ofar on Shabbat, not becausei:lt.wingu;e
shofar is work (which it isn’t), but because in the person’s eagerness to fulfll the mitzvah
hermgluanytheshohrmorethanfouramolmordertolwnhowtobloth “This is
alsotherasonwhyoncdoesnottakethelu!avonShabbathuecotorreadthe
* Megillah.on Shabbat in Purim. It is this part of this sugyah that the Rif uses to begin his
‘Genmﬂnsﬂamfhumadﬁomﬂnsmgyahforhmmdlmthemostuwﬁd
;ncu:e<mf11ﬂﬁormnu¢uon
- smsmmn g;ﬂ.ﬁ-oncumzsa, 39D to 30a ¥y 1Y PPoaDY

- ThelonssecondmyahmtheBavI:addressesthenextpmoftheTanna

KmsmﬂmmaﬂdmmonoftheTanplc.R. Yohanan b. Zakkai
g —,,_:_..,‘— ” .

12. '!hsuawordmgtothepnnup!eﬂutwwmmwm SeeRasluhem,Pemchxm >
GSndemvm 102b-104b.

11~



-
decreed that the shofar could be blown in every' place which there was a Beit Din. The
Bavli Gemara gives l;s-aﬁtdeagminh, the story of how R. Yohanan b. Zaldm instituted
" this change after the destruction of the Temple. The Rif omits this, as he does most |
aggadic passages; mhaddsnmmngm&&undammg of the practicalities of R.
Yohanan s dwree The Rif also omits the next dlsmsslon in the Bavh which establishes a
dxﬂ'elmce between an established Beit Din, like the Sanhednn, and a transient Beit Din.
The le 'doa_not include this difference because in his-day there was, of course, no Great '
Sanhedrin to législate the the formation of Batei Din. This idea of a transient Beit Din is
not fourid in our mishnah. Its wording states clearly that the ik 540 Bo iR o
Shabbat whu'eva' there is a Beit Din. But since R. Yohanan did not specify what kind of
- Beit Dm, tranment olr otherwise, one composed of twenty-three m;*.n or of theee, the Stam, £
ever uga.m mze and eliminate contradictions in a mishnah, is able to introduce
thew of a transient Beit Din. The Schottenstein Edition, in fact, notes that “Tﬁe
Rif's chsuples testified that the shofar was blown in the Rif's own court when Rosh
haShanah fell on Shabbat ”"* This suggests that the distinctions the Stam is trying o
makem not important for the Rif and that the Rif might be utilizing opinions or.
tradmons outmde that of the Bavii. The SederRav Amram merely states that one does not
blowtheshoﬁuonkoshhaSlnuhtlmfaﬂsonShabbm
o ‘!‘InR.ti;—howcver omrtstheSfam smterpmatlonandmovestowimthedoes
comdq-tobethelmponantquesuonmbeansweredmﬂnswgynh At this point, the
Bavermmmstothelastsmtemmtmﬂreﬁrstswtmnofthennshnahmwhlchthe

&%respondtokﬂamsmapretaﬂonofk Yohanansdwreebysaymgﬂlatthe
: -

13.  BRosh Hashanah, (Schottenstein ed.), 29b4, n. 24.

=12~
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o
decree holds both for Yavneh aﬁd_formypmm&hiqhthmisasenom(ownx
TInwvw). BoththeBavﬂ (30a) and the Rif present a statement by R Huna in which he
attempts to clarify what exactly the mishnah means by “a place in which there is a Beit
Din.” He says that ﬂfig must mean that the shofar ;s.\to be blown “7"a oy, and with a Beit
Din.” This cryptic interpretation leads both the Bavii and the Rif to ask for further
explanation. The. Rif follows the Bavli Stam’s suggestion that this means “71%3%93 ,in
~front of a Beit Din.” Therefore R Huna would interpret the mishnah to mean that it is not
enough just 1o have a Beit Din present in the city fbr the shofar to be blown on Shabbat,
but that the $hofar would have to be blown literally in front of them, in their presence.
After this, however the Rif and theﬁBavh' part company for al;wt half of the
‘Talmudic me (29b). Even though both the Rif and the Bavli are m:e}ened in ~
_ discoverin'g.wlmt ?n front of a Beit Din” means, the Rif omits much of thl.e Bavli’s
dxsmssioqyéause itis “Stam-drivery” rather than focused on the issue. Here we have an
example of & sugyah that is organized by the later redactors of the Talmud as the);
_iinderstood the motivation of the earlier tradents'* As a result we, as well as the Rif, are
_prresetnedwithaalgyaht!:a:,facedﬁththemnbiguousand laconic statement of R.
Huna, which may or may not have had anything to do with the question at hand, is
et byt nobMs R Tty e coniing ok haimon et is Hik that
relevant. ‘Thus 'theiifdigqg;c[s;&ayafs discussion of the phrase “rt Twh ” and the
SEEN e e S _

(S

14.  Throughout this thesis I follow the thinking of Abraham Weiss who considers the
3 d.as we-now it to be organized by late redactors (probably Saboraic or even

ic) who work from much older lists of discussions on the various topics of the

Tannaim and Amoraim. See M. S. Feldblum, “Prof. Abraham Weiss: His. Approach

and Contribution to Talmudic Scholarship,” The Abraham Weiss Jubilee Volume (New

York, 1965, pp. 7-80.. '
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aggadah that accompanies it because the discussion concerns the differences between -
‘ Jerusalem and Yavneh and does not help us understand R. Huna’s comment.
The answer that the Rif accepts is given several times. Each time, hrlawever, the
Stam brings in other Amoraic stawnmtsthatwt;ﬁd seem to contradict the answer‘but
wlﬁchmustbearguédﬁn‘oisghbeforeﬁnaﬂywearegi\?eﬂﬂwanswer,tmcedalltheway
backjto Rebbi. Finally we learn that what R. Huna meant was that “We don’t blow the
shofar except during the time (yt 93) in which the Beit Din is seated.” We should note
tlmttlusstatanent i;sdfis quite amblguous Whénexactlydon’twebl_owtheslmfar? Is it
wheﬁlloshluShanal'l falls on Shabbat or is it during Yom Kippur in Yovel? It is this
diswssiontlutthellliflns omitted. TheRif; who has not allowed hi's commentary to
: entermtoﬂns issue (Smoe Novel only apphesmEretz Yisrael), does his own edltmg and
takesthewordsofllebbl, handed downmamemra,toapplytothensme ofShabbaxon
Roshl@hmhq-ledmtlnsbeuuseh:sgwa:upurposelsto makewreh:saud:ence :
'undu'standsthclaws ofshofarblomng
mm:aﬂsﬂmmdmwmofmeﬁgyahMawwlﬁmtheRifonﬁts.
The question raiset!i.wl!n!tl'lertheBeiir Din has to be actively in session or only physically
present,uavahdone,hntheStamcannotanswertlns,andthemt',whodoesnothke
loosemds,choosestomdtlnsnsme Weseeherehowthemflsgmdedbythe
_'deﬁ'ﬁﬁstfﬂn&m. Ifhesgmtlntthesmmmnnotorw:llmtdxswssthelsme,then
hetoow:llreﬁmn mgﬂmﬂt:sﬁemthekﬁ’sdomumsudmr
_ Bd'oreoonndmnganoﬂrernnslmah.meGemmdevotesafewsemenmto
%t&mof&emMMwamﬂmhﬂNdememhablmof

thoseplaeesﬁumwhmhoneomﬂdsee]uunlm heartheshofarand wascloseenough
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to it to allow for easy travel to Jerusalem, could blow the shofar on Shabbat. Since the Rif
-onﬁﬂqdﬂﬁpﬁofmemasnotre!evantitisnotmrprisingthntheshouldalso
omit the tiny Gemara devoted to it as well. |

T]E[[R_D SUGYAH: ihvli from mishnah 30a, 3% 7H AN to Gemara 30b,vT -

vprm

The Bavii then presents the next mishnah (30z) which discusses another

: innovation of R. Yollanan. This mishnah follows tﬁe pattern of the first. It begins by
describing the practice that was followed when the Temple stood: -that the lulav was
taken in the Templel all seven days of Succot but in the provinces only on the first day.
-The nnslmah then descnbes R. Yohanan's-innovation after the dmticﬁon of the Temple,
namelythnt.thclulgvbefak'mintheprov'incaforsevmdnysasa“wmb-st a.
remetrlh@moftheTunple, and that on the 16th of Nissan, whentheOmerwas
brmghttoﬂleTmpleforwawng,nonewgmnshmﬂdbeeam
3 TheRiffo[lowsﬂieB(_zvliandpmwtsthistiﬁstmhinitsentiretybutonﬁtsthe
whole discussion that follows in the Bavli Gemara. The first part of this sugyah concerns
&w Scnptural basis for R. Yohanan’s in_stiﬁnion of the seven days of taking the lulav in
e of gl i:unple" The Stam asks where wé lean in Scripture that we should
remember the Tmplund _prowdesﬂie afiswer, Jeremiah 30:17. The last part of the verse
contunsthephrasc,“ThatZionwhomnoonesedcsout,n)]mW‘l’:m ” which tells
us,amordmgtomeStmthatweﬁmstseekanoutbywawngmelulavmhermemory

—~ _., w
aﬂmmmmmasﬂusm, the Rif tends to omit such discussions, probably

250
becwae-thqmmlnsmnﬂmpaﬂuqusanddlstmcung.
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The second part of the sugyah is devoted to'an analysis of the logic behind R.
Yohanan's profibition sgainst eating new grain until the 17th. We should note that the
Stam sets up this discussion very carefully. First the Stam explains what R. fohanan
meant to do, as they understand it, which was to n;alte sure that the new grain is not eaten
during the 16th so tha‘t, when the Temple is rebuilt, the people will not have unwittingly -
eaten ére new grain. Next the Stam quotes a memra of R. Nachman b Yitzhak which

. gives another interpretation of R. Yohanan’s innovation. This memra shows R. Yohanan
agreeing with a later ;!udmt, R. Yehudah, about the Biblical origin of the prohibition.
This would seem to contradict our mishnah which says that R. Yohanan “instituted,
ypnn,” the custom. The sugyah closes with the Stam solving the prob‘lem, as it so often
does, by adaptmg the memmito fit its purpose. Their solution is to say that whuuhe
mishnah sud, ypnn,” it rully meant ‘W'rr explain.” The Stam’s convolutions do not

| add Wght a.bgut the purpose of R. Yohanan’s innovation. The explananons may
sausfythoseseelunganmtenmlloglcandumtymﬂ\eTalmud,buttheﬁctthattheRsf

quits this and other similar explamtions shows that he is not primarily interested in those
goals. He is interested in providing a document whose function is much more pragmatic.
Thus he omits the Gemara as it would in no way benefit his Rif's audience.

K mterestlpg quesﬁom however, is why the'Rif, in a chapter on the laws of
Roshm finds it nemsary to follaw the Bavli and include a mishnah that contains
mfonnatmnabmtSuocotandPesach Wecmﬂdsaythatheseestlutthemlshmhnsset
upthem;vayastheﬁrstnnshmhand deals with a similar concept, the innovations‘of

m yet we mxght also argue that a more logical place for this information would

bemtherdevamdmwssonsabouttheoﬂmfesuvals Wecanalso seehereandmllsee

-16-
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.ﬁg;inumgainmunwﬂﬁnmess(asme_mmalmmmmpuwim&e mishnah. A
mishnah is not to be u'msporlaed wholesale nor broken up. This insight shows how the Rif
is indeed writing another Talmud and not a code." He is writing is Talmud but it is his

~ only 0 8 certain degree. He i, in a sense, guiding the material as did the earlier redactors ;
but his way.of doing this is primarily by trimming and sailorial: sather than Wtkig sl
manoeuvering. This is a more subtle form of redaction. The véry fact that he feels
-capable of so doing shows that for him the Gemara is not “ onn, sea.led,*” by any means,
but is open for revision, but ina newidommem:" Thcbnﬁésiﬁn of a mishnah is
.pﬂ'ﬂlittﬂl, but its transposition is not. The sancﬂty of the order of mishnayot on a large
scale is to be preserved. It is closed, whereas the Talmud is e,
FOURTH AND FIFTH SUGYIOT: from Bavii nnsl:mal: ('wb, P92p0 Ph NN to

/

32;, rmhne,mmwmm e
With this'in mmd, it is not surpnsmgto find that the Rif omits entlrelythenext

two mibhnayot (30b and 31b) and their Gemaras (The sigyili 2 00 the first Kpe OF
31a). Even though the second mishnah was not about Rosh haStanah, it still contained

important mfonnauon relevant to the Rif’s audience. The next two mishnayot, however,

15.  Note for instance that the author ofHanhorGaiolotapmmﬂyfeds no :
_ compunction aboutheg:mungh:ssmanemsaboutﬂle laWsnfRoshﬂashmmhmtha
discussion of the correct number of blessings and blowings of the Sflofar and ‘Omitting
allt]wurhernmwal of this perek. See Halachot Gedolot, Mased:etRosh :

Hashanah 1971 Jerusalem edition, p. 301 fF.
the phrase Tmbnn rwrnn, the sealing of the Talmud, see A. Ianaud, Sefer

balah, pp. 3335, 4345W0 question of the chronology
“of the redaction of W “The Babylonian Talmud,” Aufstieg
und Niedergang der romischen Welt, 11.19.2 (Berlin and New York, 1972, pp. 307 ff.
and J. Neusner, The Fonnanon of the Babylonian Talmud, Lelden, 1970)
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ilmdulwithi:mvationsof&Yohanm,butthesehavenorelevanoeforthekif‘s £
mdleme as they oonwn"the role of the Sanhedrin in Eretz Yisrael. The first, 30b,
preqents R. Yohanan’s change of practice for accepting the reports of mmwm about
the new moon for Rosh haShanah while the Tanﬂé‘stood He instituted this change
because of the eonﬁmon this once caused for the Levites singing the daily hymn. This
tmshnah then concludes with R. Yohanan s innovation after the destructlon of the .
~ Temple, that the Sanhedrin should accept the reports of the witnesses all day long. This
\ mishnah is Iobiriously of no use for a community in the Diaspora. Nor is the Gemara that
follows that.deals with what exactly was the mistake the Levites made, which hymns
were sung each day and why, and then discusses how the Sanhedrin, like the Shechinah,
was rdocatecl after the destn;chon to Yavneh. This discussion, while of homiletic interest
to thosem Galut, stmysﬁrﬁ'omthepresmtanon of the laws ofRosh haShanah.

Tbe sg:ong mlshnah, 31b, concerns another innovation of R. Yohanan: even if the
head ofthe Sanhednn were absent the witnesses of the new moon should present their
testimony at the place of assembly of the court, regardless. As above, this innovation has
Mno relevance to the Rif's commumty The Genmra that follows, a fascinating a.ggadlc
pasange about demonstmwstlwneedfortlusdeu'eeand the other eight decrces of R.

" Yohanan ls'alsourele\_m'qurthemfsaudlwoe.
—— T : .
SIXTH SUGYAH: BAVLI {Fom mishah 32a, 3% 770 to Gemara 32a, nan 7w
: Thenu:tnushmhmﬁwBavk 32a,|spmentedmthemf'sTabnudKaamasthe
Wofﬁ'mndmm There it immediately follows the mishnah about R.

Yohanan's decrée about the taking of the lulav and the consumption of new grain. There
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laemstobenologacaloomwcuonbetweenthxsmshnahandtheonethatfollowsotha ‘
* than that the Rif is following the Mishnaic and the Talmudic order, despite his omission
of the two intermediary mishnayot.

This new mishnah, which the Rif quotes verbatim, returns us to Rosh haShanah
and to.xhe topic that "mll engage us for the rest of this chiapter in one way or another, the-
laws 6/1' blowing the shofar. The mishnah presents us with two statements The first is
attributed to R. Yohanan b. Nuri, about the order in which the special blessings for Rosh
haShanah and their associated shofar blowing are to be placed in the Mussaf Amidah
The second.is attributed to R. Akiva. According to R. Yohanan b. Nuri, the order of the
Atmdah for Rosh haShanah is as follows: “yny MM Y1) DYA NATE Mman man
_vrm'nm'lsw wunmnvq\mnmmlwvmnwm One says Avot, Gewvurot, and
Keddushat imShem and combmes Malchuyot with them but does not blow the shofar.
Then one says d‘ﬁ blessmg for the Keddushat haYom and biows, for Zichronot and
blows, for Shoﬁ:rot and blows.” R. Akiva, however, dlsagtw and says that after the first

three blessings, Avot, Gevurot, and Keddushat haShem one should “Dy mavm 551
¥ : ; .

¥pm YD TP, ‘combine Malchuyot with Keddushat haYom and blow, “thus having
the ngsl'np blessing and the shofar blowmg come in the fourth blessing, and not, as R.
" Yohanan b. Nunsuggests, saymgthatblwmngaspmof‘thethlrdblessmg, but not
blowmgd:e,shot'arunnlthe fourth. The Rif, for the first time in this chapter, then adds
MSownmlmgbnﬂnslss;lé;thatfhehalad\ahisaccordlngtoR Akiva. We need now to
E consider why the R:ffelt 1t neoessary to present his own ruling.
Mm onuttedmmdybythemf,goesontodlsmsstheScnpmral sources
: forthevmousﬁlgsmga,mdthenaddmsesmashghtlymd:rectway,thedxﬂ'ermtwew
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of R. Yohanan b. Nuri and R. Akiva. It is not strange, as we have seen, for the Rif to omit
the Gemara’s presentation of scriptural sources, but I m it interesting that he omits the
second half of this sugyah for it would support his ruling. In this section, the Stam
presents the question-about which R. Akiva and K Yohanan b. Nuri differ from another
angle. 'Ihcy have impémed a beraita in which Rebbi says‘that Keddushat haYom is said -
with hinlohuyot in the fourth blessing and R. Shimon b. Gamliel sayg that Keddushat
haYom should be said with Zichronot in the fifth. The beraita concludes with an anecdote
that de that the different views of R. Yohanan b. Nuri and of R. Akiva quickly
became reflected in regional variations. At Usha in the Galil the custom followed that of
R. Yohanan b. Nuri,'himselfa Galilean, while in the South, in Yavnelt, the custom
fouowgd R Aluva Since thigdpart of the sugyah deals with the customs of Eretz Yisrael,
it is qmte in keepmg wnhthe Rif’s principles, for it to be omitted. We might have
“thou howgw:r(thax since the momentum of the sugyah favors R. Akiva’s opinion, he -
would have \yanted to use it. He seems to prefer consistency over support for his
decision.

N

It is true that the Rif can justify his decision, Akiva over R. Yohanan, from a

source outside of this particular Chapter of Talmud. For in BEruvin 46b we learn that in a

" dispute, ‘rmmu:npﬂ‘n mavn ,_the halachah follo\irs ll_.ﬂld\}a over his companion,” the

exact-phrase’ that the leused There is Talmudic precedent, therefore, for the ijs

- -.

decision."’ Bmmunaskmaddmonwhytheklffeels:t necessary to state his opinion at

-

Mwﬂm’g Dreyfus has shown in her rabbinic thesis, An Historical Smdy
qulalﬂthsngJC-Iﬂ{, 1979, themnsampleewdmoemme'l'almudtimn
factor in deciding halachah is the authonty of the individual. His opinion,

likethitof the Rif, is thepmnm
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all. The reason, is that, as hinted at_bythe anecdote in'the Bavi, this question was not

resolved 5o easily. If we look in the Yerushalmi (59, 4.6), in fact, we find it stated quite

clearly that in Judah the custom followed R. Akiva while in Galil it followed R. Yohanan

b. Nuri. If one were to perform it the Galilean way in Judah or vice versa, one had still
fulfilled one’s obﬁgaﬁoﬁ;." This is essentially the scenario preserved in the Bavli
anecdote:f The tradition, as the Rif finds it, is flexible. Indeed, the question seems to have
been undecided for centuries. The Halachot Gedolot, which apparently follows here the
\Seder Rav Amram, begins its discussion of the halachah of Rosh haShansh with this
mishnah." In the Halachot Gedolof the statement is anonymous and (Imly one opinion is
given. The Halachot Gedolot combines the wording of the two opinions'in the Bavli and
seems to folldq.f that of R. Akwt but the Halaf:hot Gédo!or’s version is rilther unclear. It
reads, 'ﬂpunmawymmnm YPIN) JI0Y TMITN S DY MYITPY MMAN TN, one
2 Avog\w and Keddushat haShem and Malchuyot and blows, and Zickionot and

blows and Shofarot and blows.” There is no mention of the fourth blessing, Keddushat

haYom, at all. What seems to be decisive for the Rif is that he also knew that his teacher,

Rabbeinu Hananel, had said that the halachah here was according to of R. Akiva and it is
this:dwisiontlut he follows. ’l'hisisagood‘examp'le ofﬂgeﬁf_suseofthe Yerushalmi as
 well as the Bavli and of his unwillingness to follow slavishly the Babylonian Geonic

tﬂdiﬁor“ "."._' T ——

—~ e el

-

also adds that in this matter we follow R. Akiva: .27 9> wv opn
NPy, p. 212. The Seder Rav Amram, however, agrees with R. Yohanan b. Nuri and
says that we say Malchuyot with Keddushat Hashem.

19. See Halachot Gedolot, p. 300 1. 2
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'SEVENTH SUGYAH: Bavi mishnah 32a, from pnma px to Gemara 32a, ¥ 137

"y pne _
nﬁsnﬁdumhifwnﬁ;dng. TheTannaKnn;;lihsaysthatwearetorecitenoI&ss

than ten verses of Maicl‘nxyof, ten of Zichronot, and ten of Shofarot. There is no mention w

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

. maximum number of verses should not exceed thirty verses in total. R. Yohanan b. Nuri,
however, saysﬂmt-‘if ;we recite three of 'each, for Mal_chuyot, Zichronot, and Shofarot, we
have fulfilled our obligation. This suggests that we can recite a mtai of nine verses and
fulfill our obligation..'l'hue is.plearly a huge difference in number of ﬁmndatory verses
suggested mtlme two statements - | : _ | -

The ilif's third mlshnah inoorpomés this mishnah and one other on the bottom of
B32a. %mnhmf that we have just described, which begins “pnms px  the Rif
reproduoes verbat:m except for the phrase “\>1n , from éva‘yone_,,” fromR.. Yom b.
_Nuri’ssta:anénf, “&s’wv:mmmwm ifone'recitedthreeverses, three from
' e»'e:yone, hehasﬁ:lﬁl]edlusobhgauon" It is interesting to note that in his presentation
ofthe Gemara on this passage, the R:fdow include this phrase. The Yerushalmi version,

" (5%, 4.7), lsshuetumddﬂl‘uenﬂy It glmthgopemngphrasefollowedby“nwvn
nmadBR” wﬂm mples of these verses: It does the same with Zichronot and Shofarot
and endsw:ththethesmtmoe mmwmwmaw‘x which is quite close

to the le's version. Rabbeinu Hanariel follows the Yerushalmi’s structure almost exactly.

Mmummng oftlussugynh, however is closer to the Halachot Gedolot s which
/_,_.—-
readsasfollown,ermmmmwmybnmnwmnmbnmwnmnm

-22-
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N> 120D WOV YOV YION BN WN M | pne ) & ¥ The Halachot Gedolot presents the.
two VIBWS, with the pln'ase“ Y1n,” but also memions‘R. Yohanan b, Nuri as the second
opinion. The Rif also follows the Halachot Gedolot in omitting the first sug}ah of the
Gemara that deals with the reason for saying ten Verses each and heading straight for the
rewluﬁon of the prolglems that the mishnah creates.” His treatment of the problems,
howe\'f{er, follows more closely the Talmudic treatment than does thé Halachot Gedbolot.
The Rif follows quite closely the argument of the Bavli second sugyah although
' he omits a beraita for reasons we shall discuss. The Stam asks for a clarification of R.
Yohanan’s meaning. (1% 20y2X). The Stam suggests that what R. Yohanan meant was
that we were allowed to recite three verses each from Torah, Neviim,*and Ketuvim, giving
us a total of nine verses per ;thion, or twénty-sevm overall. This imIEerpretation‘_do&s
bring us muich closer to ﬁ_{e Tanna Kamma’s total of thirty. The Stai thed S rcatsthe
 other pp{ﬂbll;ty, &n R. W‘lohanan meant one verseeach fromn Torah, Neviim, and
Kemwm gmng a‘ total of nine for the three sections. So far, the R1f si_mply restates the
Talmudic cxpos:tlon The Stam, however, then tells-us we have a problem and shows
Vhow the problem can be resob_/ed. The Stam giveg us a bermta that presents R. Yohanan
IbénNuﬁ'sopinioninnslightlydiﬁ"amtnmnnﬁ. .
Tlﬁs-b&aitﬁ begm.s as does our rmshnah but:goéo:l to say that if we recite seven
\mrse»--«;i}.Zu:l]ronm2 Malchuyot and Shofarot, we have fulfilled our obhgauon, for the

— ---. -

sevmvmcorrespond toﬂresevwheavens R. Yohanan b. Nuri is then quoted as

wd

- 20HG,pp.301-302
,wonﬂ;&mmmmmc ThequesuontheSwnasksns
g interesting, but more for aggadic purposes than halachic.
5 22 There is a mifior variation in the Rif’s language in the first sentence of the second
sugyah. The Bavlireads 1, the Rif 1. See Appendix 1

23-




Elns &

?

uyingtlntthepetsonwhosaﬁléssthantmshould‘redteatleastswenbuthasﬁllﬁlled :
lnsobhgnnonbyreumanummumofﬂu'eebecausetlwyoompomdto the Torah,
Nmm and Ketuvim. Thebumtau\dsbysaymgthatothmsaylheycorrespondto
Kohanim, Leviim, and Israel. We learn from tlus.bermtatherefore that R. Yohanan .
meant that we can ﬂﬂﬂll our obligation by reciting one verse each from Torah, Neviim,

and Kenmm for a total of 9 verses. Aﬁer this clarification is made, the sugyah ends

. with a declaration that R. Huna said in the name of Shmuel that the halachah follows R.

Yohanan b. Nun

“The Rif omits most of the beraita. He begins by stating “ypbws" followed by the
concluding words of R.;Yohanz_m from the beraita, that we fulfill our obligation by -
reqiting three \?m and the t_)vo reasons about wh'éx these verses correspond to. He
avoids oonﬁlsmg his readers by introducing the complete beraita with another #e: of
numberxb\wu.;oedfwgyah has provided him with an answer and a rationale.* The
beraita, lfundﬁ'stoodastheStamwantsusto doesgweamsonforacoepﬁngk

_Ynhar__umsma:honewayrather_tlmnﬂieother,butltlunktheklfreslststheStamslogic,

going instead, for an exf_)lanation based, rather mrpri‘singly_for him, on aggadic

oonespondmces and, even more significantly, upon the plain meaning of the beraita

" minus the Stam"s mtexfemwe The Stam’s ﬁroposit'ibn of twenty-seven verses is

farfetdnd.ndthe&f(andpahapstheStamaswdl)knowsﬂus

-é.“_,.

Although the Bavii sugya.h is coment to end the matter with its pronouncement

-

"the caseTmuse otherwise R. Yohanan would allow 2l verses per section for a

~ total of 63 which would greatly exceed the Tanna Kamma’s maxirnum.

24 The name of the tradent in the printed text of the Rif is R. Hamuna but in the Oxford
MS R. Huna. : - :
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about the halachic decision acoordmg to Shmuel, the Rif is not. He adds a final comment, -
that of R.. Hananel which he has exported from the end of our perek of Masechet Rosh
haShanah, B35a. The Rif says, “ R Hananel™ said that once a person has said , ‘And in
Your Torah, Adonai Elokeinu,® it is so written,’ than person, either as an the individual or
as part o_ffthe oongregntion, is not required to recite the actual verses, and this is the
halachah{“ This halachah is even more lenient than that of R. Yohanan as it allows the,
person to substitute this sentence for the recital of even one verse of Malchuyot,

: Zichronot or Shofarot. The Rif does not think it necessary to explain R. Hananel’s
position.-He has appended this statement to his Gemara because it m:ﬂc&s logical sense to
do so. o _ g

_ There _i.s'oonsidmblel dgbate about R. Hananel‘s statement on the part of Rashi
and the Tosafot, but the Rif docs not enter into it. His teacher, Rabbeinu Hianel, docs
not dlsal.sa\thematterr here, nor in fact, at B 35a, and the Halachot Gedolot ends with the

halachah of Shmuel. This addition of the Rif's does show that he feels free 1o act as an

editormdadei:ide_rinthesense,thﬁt he can move Gemara text without compunction

when necessary to justify his decisions. The Rif might also consider this the halachah
becausertappeusnttlwmdofthepﬂek ll'ﬂplmthattheredactors preserved and
wwptedtlnsconcluuonasmeﬁnal wordonthethrecaddiilonalblesismgsforl{osh
s iy : :

E e o _ sl 4
"~ 25.The Bavli text Hananel in the name of Rav.
26.This is the of the Oxford Ms. Our edition reads ’pﬁm

27lowetlusa:plnutuontoMiddehemek
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ﬁG!ITH SUGYAH: Bavli from last mishnah 32a, Y0 yX to Gemara 32b, v
s |
The Rif's third mishnah also incorporates the last mishnah on B32a. Since bo&
mishnayot are about the same topic, shofar blowing, his decision makes sense. We might -
also no.:e that the Yerushalmi also incorporates both of these mishnayot as part of its
. Halachah 7 (59a) This mishnah deals with two issues. First, one should not mention in
the blessings of Maicﬂuym, Zichronot, and Shofarot matters of punishment. Secondly,
one should begin these blessings with verses of Torah and end with verses from Neviim.
ButR._Yoscsaystlmiﬂ'oneﬁnisheswith‘averseofTomh, one has fillfilled his
obligation. A comparison of the Rif's version of this mishnah with that of the Bayli
shows no dlﬂ’erenoe in coﬁte;n but a difference in word order of the Tenna Kamma The
‘Bavk reaQ mg S¥ 19 MY Ot 0w PN, we do not menuon verses of
Zichronot, Malchuyot, or Shofarot that deal with pumsiunent, whereas the Rif reads,
\Jj')&"‘!_‘lﬁ SV IO T IIMAYB Pt PN, we do 1ot mention verses of Malchuyot,
Zichronot, or Shofarot that deal with punishment.”
-~ Wheawe compare these two versions with otligrs, we find that the Yerushalmi’s
e iU as the Bavli’s and the Rif's is the simﬁs.thé Halachot Gedolof’s. We

-canp&lﬂps‘a:phmihesedlﬂ‘ammontlnbwsofdiﬂ'erm&ndmons ormanuscnpts

. -r.’-,_

but,lfwecnnammet!mtthcklfhndamuscnptreadingasourpnntedtextsdo itis
% g mmﬂmlwdpscmgﬂahdmww’smmovabmhthe&vhandmg
= ._‘ ‘I,-',';_ g - .
W«M '

28._' 'l‘hu'e:nlsoaddfamcebetwemthenngtﬂufonn usedbytheBavh and the
pluralunedbythemf,butﬂusamordlsatpancy :
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Yerushalmi. Rabbeinu Hananel, who might have helped us out in this matter, says simply -
MWe do not mention punishment.” He begins his explanation of what this means with
an-example of a verse about _Maichuyot that also refers to punishment. This al;o raises

the possibility that he,-like the Rif, was following g'ﬁn.ion like the Halachot Gedolot’s.

[
Alas, when we examine the Gemara that follows iri the Rif and the other texts, the -

J

) :
situation remains unclear. The Bavli Gemara begins with an example of a verse of

- Malchuyot that contains a refu‘mce to the wrath of God poured forth upon the Jews and

addsgqisdémaatmﬁu:edmk Nachman, who urges God to bring forth His wrath and
hasten our redemption. The Stam then proceeds to give examples for Zichronot and

Shofarot. Thus the Bavk Gemarn order follows the Rif’s mishnah ordef. The Rif, on the
other hand, begms his Gemarq with an example from Zichronot, then from Mach@yot,
andﬁnaﬂyfromShofamt Theseexamplesarethe same as we find mthefavl: as is the
dmclmm@ R Nmean with minor textual variations.” The le‘s Gemara sequence

follows the Bavli rmshnah sequence. The Yerushalmi, however, is mtemally consistent.

Its “Gemara” follows the order_of its mishnah. The Halachot Gedolot begins its examples

‘with one from Zichronot. It therefore seems more likely that the Rif was following its

model.
It becomes more apparent as we study thispcﬂk,that the Rif has his own agenda.

Henuraswehavg_]ustsem, choosetheHaIachorGe:blorswadmgovertheBavb 5,

s S
"

-t
-

29. R Nachman’s statement can also be found in BSanhedrin 105a, perhaps its
onglmlcontextItobwouslycanﬁtunothetmherebmulsnotnecessaryforany
ugnn%wﬁm,thsnspstahstofmm It is interesting that the Rif

toretamtluspwoel’erhﬂpshefdtthat R. Nachman’s statement would
confuse his nd therefore the Stam’s interpretation, utilizing an amora’s
statement, of why the verse could not be said on Rosh Hashanah, was a necessary

)
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but first and foremost he is creating his own unique work. He now returns to the Bavli .
text, having decided, against the readings of the Yerushalmi and the Halachot Gedolo, to
presem the sensitive question of the appropriateness of saying verses of p‘mlish:eent
directed towards the goyim in the three blessings. Hémthe Rif might very well be
following Rabbeinu Hanimel who also includes these verses.”

1%1: Rif, however, continues not to follow the Bavli ordering of the blessings and
their verses. The Bavli gives two verses for Malchuyot, then one for Zichronot, and twe
\for Shofa’rot.,. the opposfile of its ordering for its earlier discussion. The Rif makes the
same switch. He begins with Zichronot, one verse, then two verses for Malchuyot and
two for Shofarot. Both use the identical verses; except for the difference’in ordering and
in two nﬁnor phrases, the texts ;re the same.” We might wonder w1'hy the Rif felt it_
necessary to mclude this dlsumsaon It think this is due to the Rif’s deﬂre when he
deems it neeessgry ﬁ) instruct the reader in the appropriate source from the Bavli. This -
dlseuselon has, in fact, immediate pracuca! relevance for his andlenee We also get a .

seqse that even though these statements are presented anonymously, they feel like

bemtot ThefaetﬂmttheTagﬂatoﬂuspassagenmaTanmgwescredencetoﬂus

ndea, and also helps us see that the Rif carefully d_xsqumshes betwieen these “Tannaitic”

'statwwntsand-tﬁeeoﬁvohnedworldngsoftheSmniﬁﬁmfome

Mrelntedtoplctlmtthemfand the Bavli take up is that of personal

blessmgs The Rif follows the Stam’s dlmssal of the possibility that an individual might

“30. TheTawﬁadoesnotqueteanyspemﬁcvmesbtnsaysmmercmmspecﬂyumk
ys that 1f one says such verses, one should say them nnxy 93 which I take to
munthatomshmﬂdsayﬂmpnvateiy It is interesting that the Tosefia attributes this
concept to a Tarina. We do not find this in the Bavii.
31. Rabbemu[-hnanelonlymmnonsaverseeonnectedwuhShofmrot
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mchhahlmngforh:mdfmﬂmbchronot Twoquotahonsﬁ'om Scripture are given
in each, though the Rif reverses the Bavli 01=der Both the Rif and the Bavli then quote a
related beraita (See also Tosefta Rosh haShanah, 2:11) in which R. Yose says that verses
of ﬁﬁwn , “taking notice of someone€,” are like verses-of ranembmnce R. Yose gives
two e:mnples,Emrhs:_’::lﬁ, in which éod says that He has taken note of the Israclites,
and Genesis 21:6 whenJGod tells Sarah that He has taken note of her. R. Yehudah
disagrees. The Bavli then notes a disagreemen.t between R. Yose’s statement here and the
pmhus statement that we do not pemut a blessing for an individual in the Zichronot.
The Stam resolves this by declaring that Sarah, as the mother of the nation, is not r&ally
an individual. The Stam then presents the rest of the beraita, additional discussion  *
between R. Yose and R. Yehudah that 'reﬁnps the usage of paruwlar Scriptural verses.
When the Stam mtroduoes the possibiiity ofa disagfeeman, the Rif and the Bavli
it company: The mftu@ _gd;he guostimi of which should be the halachah about verses :
of taking note, the opinion .of R. Yc;se or that of R. Yehudah. He offers his own k’lal
ha-pmkforthesecond time. HenotaMwethnomﬂydeeddeh
favor of R. Yose, followihg'the rules in Eruvin 46b, here we foﬂow’ﬂ‘e by 2, the
mstomofthepmwnday, andagreemthll YehudahoverR_ Yose_Onoeasamwesee
-tth.lfavmdmga Stun—dnmargumanaswdlasapotamaﬂyconﬁmngdebateover
appropmte verses of Stripture. ﬂle.R.lf:s not as’hnef in hnspresmtanon as the Halachot
Gedolot which does notevennmnonvemu;oftahng now”The Tosefta presents the
debate betwwn R. Yoseand R. Yehudah but omits the_quwuon of individual blessings.

e | -"j.:-;-: R
#’mew
32. The Yerushalmi does not menuon the slde issue of individual blessmgs or ofverses of

takmgnotestall

_.‘_”x.,r_- A
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In fact, mtiuswholcswtlonofthemgynh, theR:fﬂallowsmostcloselyRabbanu
Hanuwlaweptthn, aswehaveseen, meRJfonntsthelatterhalfofthebemta In his
decision to follow the custom ofthe present day we are privy to one of the Rif’s
principles ofdecision-nmking that the local custom has weight to it and therefore it must
be consadered when i :ssumg a halachic decision. This principle is, of course, not his

crennon,forweﬁndrqpeatedmnmnywaysmtheTalmudﬂmtlfthehalachahlsunclw

_Or uncertain concerning a ritual practice, one should go and see what the people are

33

doing.™
NINTH SUGYAH: Bavli 32b from Gemara 127 ©5n Gx to o8 W

| The Rif and the Bavli n;)w consider the second statement of the mishnah: “One
begins with wetses -fro,m theTorah and ends with verses from Neviim. R. Yose, ‘however,
says that {one /amges it weraes Biouh e Torah, he is exempt.” The Bavli focuses
upon a comdlcnon The Stam says that R. Yose’s words suggest that 6_ne should not

end with a verse from Torah, but if that should happen after the fact, it would be all right.

The Stam then presents a beraita in which R. Yose says that one who ends with a verse of

Tom'uspmscworthy Tlnsoontradlctsournushnah Thesmmmggests therefore, that

~ ‘what ournusinnhmllymtendedto say was, Onebegmsiwthversesﬁ-omthe Torah

i ﬂ.-.
. ——
—7= -J- :

33. See Ber 45a, Eruv. 14b, Men35b Pes"66b ‘We also read in a responsum of Hai Gaon
the following, “indeed it is the words of the multitude which stand to prove the
authmnatyofeadlnmhmhandewyGuanmuerﬂmnanyoﬂwrpmofnstogo
out among the people and see how they act, ‘go out and see the custom of the folk “(in
metters of ritual.)” Quoted by T. Gronerin The Legal Methodology of Hai Gaon,” p.

- 17, Since Hai Gaon and the Rif are only a few generations apart, it would not be
surprising that the Rif holds views very like those of Hai. See also Appendix II for the
Yad Malachi sundersnmdmg of the relatlonslup of the.two poskim.
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and concludes mthverses frorﬁ Neviim. R. Yose says, one should conclude with verses -
from the Torah, but if one ends with a verse from Neviim, he is exempt. The Rif omits the
Stam’s presentation of the problem, stating simply, “mp »>n 208 m- and I resolve that
he said it in this way,” and giving the revised version, The Rif then adds his own k 'lal,
saying that he follows tl:|e opinion of R. Yose, Yov 13 19 NP1 .
\;’e see that the Rif, by adding his own k’/al, has reinforced the decision implicit
in the Stam’s change of the text of the mishnah. Both he and the Bavli further support this \
 emendation witha beraita in which R Elazar, the son of R. Yose says that the “pprmm,
the wise"elders,”" would conclude each blessing with a verse of Torah, This justification
of the change of the text would also give the Rif additional backing for his k lal. The
Halachot Ge;iafor does holt deal with this issu-e nor does the T osefta. Tl;e Yemshaimi
version also supporbs rewsed mishnah of the Bavli. It reads: “y Xyvinm 'p‘m ™
Amm %m W no»
The Rif foilows the Bavli and Rabbeinu Hananel in this i 1ssue Rabbeinu Hananel
dg_in mdude the d:scussion of the contradiction and resolves it with the same phrase the
| R.lfuses, “208m.” Rabbeinu Hananel also ends his treatment with his own k '/al, using
the same wonls that the Rif later employs. 'I‘he Rif’s pmeluatlon is therefore almost
completdyta]:enﬁnmthqtofhlsmdler |

“Wesee in tﬁst the Rifon:uturg the Stam’s argument for clarity’s sake

_.

whilefollowmg:fsorgammﬂon quite closdy He chooses to add his own k 'lal. supported
bythebuaitaoflLElmrmdﬂterudmgofmeYemﬂubm and of course by his
;,mfl;mnel Remforcedmtlusway,thek:fdldnotneedtohesweabomthe

addiORIE s & dalbere, : | : | R
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quuesdonofthemgyah'ismisedbyﬂwnehintapreuﬁon of R Yose’s

* views in the mishnah which uﬂé for a total of four verses of Malchuyot, not three. The

: dismuaionﬂlatfoﬂowxastowheﬁaerfourversdscanbefoundandwhattheymightbeis

repeated verbatim by the Rif. At the end, when R Yose’s view is challenged in a beraita
by R. Yehudah, the Rif adds another k’lal, identical to the one just mmtloned, the
halachah follows R. Yose. Based on the principle given in Eruvin 46b, this is hardly

surprising. The Rif has clarified the_issue for his audience, unlike the Bavli which gives
no halachic Quision.\

TENTH SUGYAH:Bavli 32b from Mishnah n2mn 289 4390 to Gemarrh Yxvw»
meomow " . | .

Theﬁrstnnslmahon32bstmuﬂmthe5hahachTaburforMussafcausﬁﬂ1e
shofar to be W bu(when Hallel is said, the Shaliach Tzibur for Shachant recites
Hallel. TheBavammdlsmssestwmsmesdmmgfromﬂusnushmh Flrst,whatls‘
thedlsq!monbetwem shofar-blomngandtherecltatlon of Hallel, and why is Hallel not
remted on Rosh haShanah? The Rif omits entirely the first issue and presents the second
onealmostverbaum

The Rif's omission 1 thmkcan be explamed as one basedon his choice not to
prelenta“Shm-dm{mlsme lnthwelsm&swegetasenseﬁmthesumls,asltwcre,
holdmgnsmnnpem:l ﬂmtcar_dmtiiscaselsammabomR.YohamnthNSays,very
vagudy,mndurmgapmodofadmﬁmnthe(kmn)govmmmeymsht
W\ﬁot&uﬂﬂwb&hsleﬁmﬂw R. Yohanan’s statement could refer to

' anymmbu'oftoplcs. Pﬁnably,bynsumlumonmtlns sugyah we are to assume that
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what was explained was the custom of blowing the shofar during Mussaf instead of ~ *
'during Shacharit. This was created, R. Yoi_mnm‘s remark implies, to avoid the impression
that the Jews were ptupaﬁngfof war. But before R. Yohanan’s solution to the Stam’s
dilemma can be revealed, the Stam has_tou'we-a;environnminwhichitcanuﬁlizek.
Yohanap's remark. Mre the Stam first presents a verse, Proverbs 14:28, “In a
nndtam{le of people is the King’s glory,” that could be used to prove that the shofar
should be blown when a large number of people have gathered. But the Stam shows that
ﬂwmv&se"canapﬁlyequaﬂywdltdﬂal]d.'I'héStamtliesanothu'v_asebmﬁnds
that it too could equally well refer to either shofar-blowing or Hallel. It then resolves the
ismewithR.Yohanah’sremarkthalmtoanswerthequesﬁon .

Itis th|s kind of vngue)dlwusmonthmmemf eschews. In this case he follows the
Ha!ac}mGedolotandnollusteachuwhom&ctqumﬁnmtheYerus)ubm 59.4.8)
whuethere\mglonéaggadicpassageaboutﬂusvays:ﬂuhontoldby& Yohanan. The
Yemﬂubnipamagenukesndwﬂmthemksofk Yohanan in the Bavli were
mostlyhkdyrefumgtoﬂaepotumaldmgerposedbyﬂlekomndm yet the Rif
. stlllchoosestoonnttlnswholetoplc If the Rif was bothered by the manipulation and
vwoftheBavla,wgahmddnotsﬂmhedmnﬂwohtemloglcu:dmmby
'Mam@"mmmcmﬁmﬂmkmmm for instance,
dmwaddedmmmﬂuudetmhemmt

Ay 2

— = L

IheR:fdneschoosetompwﬂmsqoondpmofﬂnswgyah which is; in fact,
aggadic.l‘chpslwdou bemmehehnowsﬂnttbequesuondemasks, why is

| Wummsm-uwmmmmmm 10b which says

that we recite Hallél on every festival day in which labor is prohibited. The answer given
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here is a purely aggadic one, that God rebukes the angels for asking why Israel omits
Hallel on Rosh haShanah and says to them, “Is it possible that while the King is sitting on

the Throne of Judgment with the Books of Life and Death before him that Israel should
sing?” The ruson may not be completely sausfymg from a legal point of wew, but it the
one given in the Talmud and itj'canies a slroné and aj:propriue message about Rosh
haShanah. Therefore, the le;as no compunction about reproducing this entire section of
the sugyah. Rabbeinu Hananel’s versson also paral!els that of the Bavli as does the
Halachot Gedolot. '

|

ELEVENTH SUGYAH: Bavli 32b from mishnah 129D PR 1™ 9¥ 990 to Gemara

- 33a, ‘On »op : '_ W

The second and final mishnah on 32b consists of two parts. The first deals with

the situations in which it would-be impossible to fulfilthe mitzvah of blowing the shofar

without \nolatmg a Rabbinic prohibition The second dISOJSSCS the laws concerning
leachmg children to blow the shofar and concerning the person who blows the shofar

mﬂmutmﬂmngto '[heR:frepmducmtlusnuslmhahnostexacﬂy 'l'herelsa minor-

alterauon of con;uncuons"and one mversal of clauses, yayn mt_vwbn PN for vn

x rnpnn'pn.mn w!nchwealsoﬁndmtheﬂalachmGedoIarmdmRabbmnu
~ Hananel. Tlusmggmsadxﬁ’ereﬁtmusmptmdmg : |

t-..

Whenwemmtotheklf'strutmuuoftheﬁemam,howcver weﬁndthat
altlmughheuuml]yfollowstheBavb hcsoondcpan‘s The'Bavii and the Rif begin this

’ A gl
sugyah_ i WD, wlmtsthemson(forournotusmgthepnnmpletlm
N Rl e
= =y

34. The Yerushalmi gives the reading of the Rif while the Mss give the Bavii reading,

-34-.
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a positive Biblical commandment, like shofar blowing, overrides aegative Rt ones,
such s the restrictions mentioned in the mishnah as the explanation for setting aside the
Eostriotions i the mishnah.)?” Even though the anonymous Stam asks the question, the
: Rnfﬁnds it :mportam enough to include and to give the Bavh s answer.”* Since domg
work on Yom Tov is prohibited by both Biblical posmve and negattwe commandments
(Lgv.Z_3:24-2S), this combination overric;es a positive Biblical commandment. The
Rabbinic prohibitions are protective extensions of the Biblical prohibitions and are
viewed as equal to them. The Halachot Gedolot also furnishes this explanation but goes
into much greater detail: Rabbeinu Hananel is more concise than the Halachot Gedolot
* but does include Biblical citations in his answer. The Rif s truest to the Bavli format.
The next topic the Bavli considers is nﬁ! treated by t.hg Halachot %Iot.
Rabbeinu Hananel discusses it from a diﬂ‘erent‘ angle while the .Rif excludes the
; problematic logic of the Bavii and the ﬁrsnenof prgblem to give a simplified -
mcphmﬁon for his readers. The Bavii quwtioﬁs_the feason for the mishnah’s inclusion of
the pl;ol:ibiﬁons agamst climbing gjree or riding on an animal in qrtier to hear the shofar.
M prohibitions are wnside;ed_to be Rabbinic protections of Biblical laws and as
such, the Stam asks, why is it necessary for the mishnah to include Biblical prohibitions?
For it is clet‘nr from the discussion above that eveﬁ a Rabbunc protection of a ﬁiblical '
restriction is not overriden for shofar blowing. The answer gl\(m 1.': inot a very useful one,
—%nw‘:mvm n, he teaches, ° Tln;'sand |t|sunneossar;tosaytlus *This

explanatlon says that the teaclung of the nuslmah is superfluous but the-'l'anna decided to

,M«M

_..,__,.r- -\".’.2".*4 ; s e

35. With minor alterations. See Appendix 1.
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present the novel rule first and those that are simpler last * It is hardly surprising then to
find that the Rif does not present the Mishnaic teaching nor this tenuous explanation.
This decision reflects once again the Rif’s decision to modify but not radically alter the
Bavli text. ;
The Bavli then dlscusses the next part of the mishnah that prohibits cutting it with
an unplanent forbidden, by Biblical or Rabbinic law. The Bavii sugyah uses a sickle,

NOAn, as an example of an implmnent forbidden by Rabbinic law and a knife, a»2v, as

' one forbidden by a Biblical prohibition. The Bavli ends this discussion by a repetition of

the same question concerning the necessity of mentioning such laws as above and gives
the same answer. The Rif does not concern himself with this latter part of the Bavli
diswssion but doas give' eﬁmnples of implemeﬁs as did the Bavli. The c;nly diﬁ'erence is
that the Rd‘smtches the ortfer A knife is his example of a Rabbinically prohibited
unplenml\s:ckle, cBlbhcally pl‘()hlblted one. In this case the lels followmg
Rabbeinu Hananel’s order.” '

 The Bavli deals rather efficiently with the next topic presented by the mishnah,
th;mter or wine can be poured -into a shofar to cleanse it; The Rif omits the Stam’s
runarksthat setuptheonlyquesuon, whetherunne can alsobeused, and mentions only
~ Abba Shaul’ smhngandmhonaleforforblddmg:tsuse Th:s:sagoodexampleofthe

Rxfsrelm‘mwp@_mnymmsmd,mﬂnscase,atlust, irrelevant Gemara, as well

=~ <2 ey
" S

.

. 36. SeefiieSdnottmstunEdfhon,p 32b3, note 68. Other examples of the use of this

explanation are BEruvin 76a, BYebamot 13a, BKetubot 58a, BNedarim 14b, BHorayot
%,Bm_wsmnmaryaisonotesthatkashwasdlmsﬁed enough with

.,Muuontowmmanuﬁﬁle(}emm (note 67). The Yerushalmi simply says
£

NYYN NJI) MY DIVD NON N0 P
37. In the Bavii Mss this ordering is also gwen The Halachot Gedo!ot does not dlscuss

this issue.
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as his preference for named statements. Here too, the'Rif follows Rabbeinu Hananel who -
does not include the Stam’s remarks.

'I'WELFI'H SUGYAH: Bavli from Gemara 33a, m W) N, to Gemara 33b, xon
poymomnwn |

'l"n Gemara now turns to the mishnah’s ruling that children arelnot to be
discouraged from blowing the shofar and asks whether this means that women are \
\discouraged from so doing. The Rif omits this part of the sugyah as well as some of a
Iater part that deals with the status of one who absentmindedly blows the shofar. In this
matter, he does not follow Rabbeinu Hananel who includes these topics ‘I'he Rif is very
close to the Halacha: Gedolot yvhlch also omits the discussion of a woman’s nght t_o
blow the shofar but dcm molude further clarification about teaohmg a child to b owa
shofar even \on s;mﬁt oron Yom Tov. The Rif perhaps decided to omit the problem
that the Stam mtmduoes and then resolves for two reasons. First, the problem isa
Stagn-dnven problem and its r&eol_utmn part of an effort-on the part of the Stam to

A g

| reconcile as many opi:_nions as possible. The beraita that'the Stam first presents appears to

comm:iwt our mishnah. It says that on Rosh haShanah we do not discourage women or

clnldrmﬁomblomngtheshofnr ThlsbemtacanalsobefoundeErmn% in

| re&rmumamunquesuon,butheretoothekd‘does not comment upon this topic .
mmmﬁ@@tmmmmmdwzmmmm

~of Abayewhoattﬁbuwsmrnushmh to.R. Yehudah, who, as we discover shortly .
; wmbwm, holdsthewewthat if women are not obligated to perform

o7 -al;ﬁuﬂ;theymﬁréfofbiddmm do so. R Yose and R, Shimon, whose views are R
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; To the Rif, this whole argument may seem like auQ&ss exercise. Since he
amﬂ:atwelumwthatwonwﬁmexmmﬁomﬂﬁsobﬁgaﬁonbecausehisa
timebound positive commandment, the Stam’s diﬂidﬁty, especially since it is easxly
dismissed, must seem mélevant and purely a product of the Stam’s desire for
oompletﬁ{ess and tying up loose ends. _ .

The Rif does include some of the next part of the Bavli sugyah but again omits the
Stam-driven qﬁes’tion and answer. The mishnah statedthat we occupy children with
blowing the shofar until they learn how. The Bavli, as does the Yerushalmi and the
Tmﬁd" add.éamemrabfk Elazarwhosaystlmevalon Shabbat we ehcourage them
to prwuse blowmg the shofar. T’re Rif also mcluda this statement but does not the:L
bring in, as doestheBavl.' an- anonymousbermtathax reiterates what R. Elmrsald but
alsooohtmu\u;bymylﬁgthatmsnotnecessalytosaytlmtwedonotprevmtthmﬁ'om
blowing on a Yom Tov as well. There is an internal contradiction in this beraita that the
Stmnd!smva's, the first part mggatsmatweenoomgeachﬂd toblowtheshofar even

on Shabbat,butthesecond saysthatwemu'elydontdlsommgethermfﬂwythemselwes

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

explanation that the first part of the beraita refers to a child who is ready to be trained and

therefore.can be taight what he must do to fulfill the mitzvah, even on Shabbat, whereas
the second pm rd‘erstoaclﬁk;‘“;ha iéndE'éTq enough to be trained but on his own begins

nfmdnbm 5949 wmpmmwmmmmvuw:mpanMpm .The
s'efSentially the same but includes women as well as children as not

“5*%=*Peing restrained on Shabbat and also adds the phrase from the beraita that the Bavli

quotes which sayshat it is not necessary to mention that we do not restrain them on
Yom Tov. The Tosefia passage is identical to that of the Yerushalmi.
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to play and we need not restrained him from so doing. The Rif excludes this discussion

fmﬂnm,rusmuheddudgdﬁwwﬁuSﬁm—dﬁmdimmioninuﬁsmgyah.m

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

H.,_;:.daﬁl'

his remarks by saying, “NOS%N “WoNT 1), there are those who say the opposite.” He

uﬂasmhﬂgdﬁcdedsionﬂaﬂfongduﬁonsoﬂmmple‘;fiﬂmtmakcthenﬂstake
Ji

of reckless blowing the shofar, or having their children do so even though it seems to be

permissible.
\

The final section of the Bavii sugyah the Rif omits entirely.-This section deals
with the problem of the fulfillment of one’s obligation if one either hears a shofar blown
without intent, or if one bIdw's one vflthout intent. He omits this section, I beiieve, not
because the dlswsston i unitportait from & halachic point of view. Tndeed i s not. Nor
does he eliminate it because the Biscusiion is “Stam <dfived” aod e t-ally move the
argument umq,\ueaumCma it because he has already dealt with the question in
Chmummofmw. There, in Bavli 28b and 29a, we find the same memra
about R. Zeira who urged his attendant to “concentrate and blow the shofar for me,” that
is included on 33b in our discussion. When we look at the Rif’s commentary on Chapter
ﬂwee,weﬁndﬂutlwd:dmdﬂmdudememanuofR.Zamaswdlasothumesof

tl'mGemln. The Rif, mkeepumwlthlusgoal ot'cmaungameconc:seTalmud,

39, Rahbemlhnmd,onﬂ:eoﬁmlund,uﬂudmﬂmswuon.althoughhlsmoms
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THIRTEENTH SUGYAH: Bavii from mishnah 33b, 5% 38y my»pn v10 to
Gemara 33b, % Wi»

The Rif's sixth muhmh corresponds to thenushnah on Bavli 33b, the last
mishnah of this perek. The Bavii mishnah is a fairly long one, consisting of three parts,
which thi Rif reproduces with only a few minor changes which do not alter the
Talmudic venﬁon in any sigrﬁﬁmnt. way.* These three sections, which will be treated
‘extensively in the Gemara, treat the details of blowing the shofar, the situation of one
who blows the shofar after reciting Mussaf, and the question of whether the Shaliach
Tzibur's recital of Mussaf exempts the individual from reciting it, as Rabban Gamliel
advocates, orﬁ'g:.'rhesecoﬁd_pmof chis ok in ikt ogourred carficr in the
Bavli (28a), where it is mentlzm;ed in the Gernara during a discussion about whether an
Saividial who hears c(nly the end of the blowing of the shofar or the beginning has
ﬁxlﬁl]edlmobhganon It should be no surprise, however, to-ﬁndthatinthekifsversion
of t\l)e third perek of our masechet, this discussion, including mention of the mishnah, is
w The repetition.of even part of a mishnah the Rif sees as confiusing and unhelpful.
ltlstobeavmded, lfpou'ble In addition, ssweluvemennoned earlier, the Rif does not
Ilketotunpermthatmhnqh

: 'l‘l'l.'ﬂavﬁ(iunnbegmsmmwdmdyﬁmhaproblﬂn Our mishnah states that
thelmgﬂmfalebdusmﬁhrtothelmgthofthee!em But the Gemara knows a
: 'mmmmm_mofam_mmmm.Thepmblammsolvwby

wmhegnmrlgofﬂnsmslmhlsfoundmme Yeru.ﬂuhn Tawﬂa andHaIachot
Gedbolot, bmtbeneawpmcwdlmltsownway
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m:ofmumninwdﬁd:AbayenysﬂmtheTarﬁmKnmmaofomﬁﬁslmahwas
M'mmwofmmmwwwﬁmwmqwﬂwlmhofthethreetemo:
in the three sets, whereas the beraita is talking only about one particular set. In other
words, the mishnah and the beraita agree, or so Abaye interprets the situation. The Rif,
e&ceptfortwnrmnorchanges,followstheﬂavhmcﬂy ltisimaestingto.note,
however, espednllyinli;ht of our remark above about. the Rif’s desire for conciseness,
tlutthebauitanmﬁonedhereintheBaﬂitheRii“quotesorﬂyinpmandbutwi]ldevote
amhmﬁd&tﬁonto_itquitcéoon.":l‘heRifdoesnotﬁﬁnddisturﬁingthehuegrityof-
unattributed beraita but thinks that a mishnah cannot be so freely moved around. Perhaps
he thinks that this subject is important endugh for his readers that he should not tamper
it the sugyah Wemigtnal-s?mtethax_ﬂ;is_wgynhconsists.aﬁrdyofTannaiﬁcmd |
m_ﬁoraic statements with little interference ffom the Stam. This might have been an
additional reason for the Rif's _él,u_.ostrvemﬁm reproduction of the sugyah.

Themgylhconﬁm&s“afthaﬁothupmblanposedbydiﬂ&umbetwemthe
statement of our mishnah and that of the beraita. Where our mishnah declared that the
Iu@hdewﬁhMofﬂmm'mﬁ,whhﬁpﬂing&“thebaaim_saidﬂmthe
length of a teruah was like three shevarim. Once again Abaye comments, but this time he
mnudumam&eisadiwwmetwomnymﬁusTmﬁmhn"He
dmmmome.gomps&uwmngmpmml
mces(Nmbmﬂl.h@sSlS)toshow;haltlnrmslnnhsword, “may”, can be
usedtomuntwotypesofuymg Theﬁrsttypelswlm*ournusluuhequatesmthtermh

thmdwnwmofﬂlebamﬂ,ondwoﬂﬂhmd,uysthatmuahlsa
.H"’"” L

R et : o=

41, On 34a. The beraita can also be found in Sifra, Emor, 11:6-9.
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kind of moaning, “7 1%,” which is the sound reproduced by the sHofar’s blowing
 shevarim. Both Tannas, however, agree that whatever the sound, three of them equal one
teruah. |
' The Rif reproduces this discussion in its entirety, making only one minor
change.” Rabbeinu Hananel does not foilow the same order of presentation as the Bavli
but his text, when he cité it is almost identical in formulation. Rabbeinu Hananel does
offer his own comments on the local customs of shofar blowing, certainly a question that
might very well occur to his réaders. Wl;y the Rif does not follow his -t_eacher might be
explained by stating that the Rif would consider this an intrusion into his version of tﬁe
Talmud. By this 1 mean that although tﬁeﬁif is creating a more efficient and usable
Talmud, itisﬁrstan_dforemoét still The Talmud, Therefore, cﬁangesmadetoithav_eto.
hg\}e & basis in the original Talmud, and not be created anew. It is also possible that the
custom of blowing the shofar i 5o whl established by the Rif's time in'his locale that he
did not need to mention it. | |
Fovnmnm SUGYAH: Bavii from Gemara 33b, %30 pib v, to Gemara
34b, vty ‘Mmn |
- 1.° Bavli 33b, beraita, 99wav \ain.ﬁ'lh to 34a Y26 NPD |
' The Rif follows the'second sugyzh of the Bavli Gemara almost exactly for this

BTk et o T

first section which is composed primarily of a beraita which ‘asks the question, “How do

42.See Appendix L. The second time the verb 7 is.used in the Bavli, The Rif replaces
it with the verb.pm¥hls could be a manuscript variation. The Halachot Gedolot,

..>-shotigh'its text differs from the Bavii and the Rif’s, uses the similar verb form pvma .

43.Since this sugyah is long and complicated, I will label each section for ease of

P
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“‘\(}\.
w_ehiow_mu we use a shofar to sound the blasts on Rosh haShanah?” Our Biblical
sources for the d&ldmﬁon of the holiday do not melition a shofar. In Numbers 29:1 we
read, “ VTP NYYIN DY YN NO NIV TN 93 035 I YTP-NIPH NG T AN YD
03Y,” and in.Léwn'cus 23;24 we also learn, togét}rer with a little additional il;féhnaﬁom

almost the identical facts, “Npn YN PO pray 0o P wInd Thea avn vIm.
J

vTp-." The word “feruah” is used in each but not the word “shofar.” The beraita then

proceeds to associate the word “ ”w:ththeword “teruak” mavm'se(Lev 25: 9)thatsays
that in the Yom K:ppur of a Jubilee Year (Y ovel) we should sound “nyrin 9o , the
shofar of feruah,” on the tenth day of the seventh month.” By observing that the phrase
“in the seventh month” is unnecessary, the beraita can then say that, since we know from
our earlier citations that Rosh hasmn;lja_ also falls 'inlthe seventh month, when we hear
this phrase we know that a]l seventh months are alike-m:th regard to ﬁlo“dng; the shofar

andtlmsweblowtm:abwrthasho@ Thebemtanext uses the same verse to show that

_ alahahmsoundedbefomatemahbyemphasmngthatmthesmtenoe“ﬁwnwm

nvmandyouslmllsoundthcshofuoﬁemah“theverb maym” precedes its object.
’Ihevabhasbemunderstooﬂtomean “cause a straight breath to pass through,” an _
nlluslbntothesoundoflehah Thustehakprecedestemah Thesamelogcnsusedto
slmwﬂm-mﬂwtehahcomﬁaﬁaﬂ\erermhbytheuuofanoﬂlerformoftlusvub

| “»ayn,” later in the verse. Wekﬁw’ﬂﬁsﬁdoae.onkoshhaShamhbyﬂlemsonmg

o A
A
=
-

deambed earlier. - : g
Thebemtanowaskshowwehmwtlutwemtoblowﬂireesetsofthreeblasts

‘-.._'! #‘P

- each. WemwmmmfammMmthethmvmmMomd

.

- _'J'J_ s

i above. Smcewehavejustprovedt}mtehotgobdoreandaﬁu‘eachmmah we can
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derive the three sets. We also know that what applies to Yom Kippur'in Yovel is also true
for Rosh haShanah, and vice versa, becauise of the use of the phrase “seventh month,” in
each situation. Thus by means of a mymm we know that the one is applicable to the
other.* The beraita adds one final piect of information, which we noted earler, that the
length of a feruah is equal to that of a n;b’ah and one feruah equals three shevarim.

Up to this pointJthe Rif has replicated this beraita almost verbatim. The Bavli ends
this part of the sugyah with a question from the Stam which wants to know why the
Tanna of the beraita we have just been?studying decided to establish this last connection
between Rosh haShanah and the "Yom Kippur of Yovel by means of a mv nm mstead of
a vpn, a Scriptural analogy as he did éaﬂier in_ f_he beraita. The Stam answers itself by *
saying that the Tanna really meanl to say tila_t if he had not been able to establish this _
relationship by means of a m;v ), he WDLﬂd. have used a t)pn instead. The Rif omits the
Stani’s question.md'ﬁsw{jhlts. is not surprising. The answer is rather labored and
would not clarify the halachaﬁ.‘for tfne Rif’s audience in any way. The ﬁrst.part of the
cugialywis of p?cbcal bénefii and by the time it baded we teceivad sl ifformation
based upon Saiptm'al sources. The fact that the conclusions were reached via one means
or mthudoes not seem unportantfortheRsf Inaddmon, tlusdlsmss:onbythe Stam in

Aramaic is pamlleled almost exactly in Hebrew in BSardmdm 43a and mBBabaMetzm

61a. In his versions or‘BSwdmtm_md_ofBBabaMetzm the Rif also omits this

— e L .
A

»

44. Anwmnlsthehmnmeuucpnnc:pleﬂmsaystlntlfweﬁndthesamewordor
phl‘aseocwrmgmtwo law that may-be derived from one situation is also
p "See Steinsaltz, The Talmud, A Reference Guide, New

YR 1989, p.150,

45: AndeabaMetzmﬂnthenuttensdlwussedbyanamora, Rn\nna, not the
_ anonymous Stam.




discussion. Interestingly, as noted earlier, most of this beraita can also be found in Sifra,
an extra-Talmudic source to be sure, so the Rif would have fewer qualms about repeating

. it in his'work®. But this also shows us that the Rif when necessary will repeat if there is
good practical reason to do'so Here he felt, as did theBavI: that it is not enough just to
state the rmshnah Some i |merpre!auon must be gwen as support for the mnshnalc law of
shofar-blomng Perhaps the.fact that there is no straightforward requirement for shofar
blowing on Rosh haShanah prompted the both the Stam and the Rif ‘

\ | ’ '
2. Bavli, beraita 34a, me 7 5 1" 200 N to Stam 34a, nwmm
The Rif omits a large chunk of the Bavli sugyah. There might be several reasons

for this. The next part of the sugyahl consists of another beraita which provides other
rensonsfotﬁwnﬂ&ﬂmtateruahﬁustbewn'ouhdedbytekiotandthaithreeseismust
be blown Ttua\sechpn cgndud&s with a discussion by the Stam concerning several pomts ! -‘\‘
ofpotatualoonﬂmbetwemthetwobemtot Thenewbermtagwesusanewgroupof
Scnpt\tfu'al sources, Numbers 10:1-10, conceming the making of two silver trumpets to
nﬂythelstlditesinthe\wdmess. These verses are manipulated to arrive at similar

| concluslons comng the rdat:onsh:p of temah a::dﬁehot Certamly one reason why

theRchhosetoonutthssaecﬂonlsbecausehefeltwedldnotnbedanaddltlonalwayto

mwﬂmmdtugbove Forthepurpomofdmﬂyandcomonthm:snot

ST e e R
~ >

-

necessary. o
' thetbeseconmdmonswereundoubtedlymthemfsrmnd,lfedtlmtthe

AT

'»Mf'o}mlsslon of so much of this section is because of a certain uneasiness

L

46. Sg‘ﬁ‘a. Emor, 1: 6-10
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the Rif felt with the Stam’s agenda. I think that underlyirg the discussion in the Bavii s a
desire on the part of the Stam to clarify which hermeneatic principls works best. These
beraitot qreexcellmttesting grounds because their authors were also concerned w:th this
issue. Thus although the word “wpn, hekesh” is never mem:oned in the bex‘*aitot, its
usefulness as well as that o%' the gezeirah shavah plays a major role. In addition, the
beraita intr(;;duces a new principle, a ax a1, which states that every time Scripture
mentions blowing feruah, it is to be understood that a fekiah should follow it. The Stam’s
organization of ihis'" otion by means of the questions and answers it uses to frame the
problem show its:interest in playing out this underlying “meta” problem. This is not an
isme_formeaifmsewmdamninghmmhheumthenﬁ.m of the Gemara
pﬁMy assupport for theMishna,ic statemems.-Therefore, one sample is ;nough. -
Furthermore, the my nm s consi&emd by later authorities to be one of the mnga&
hemwnwhc le gthe!r’ becmse every mv i is thouglit to be Smmtnc in ong;m or
bmusettlswnuaﬂywnttenmﬂleTorahltsdf" |
3.. Bavii from Gemara um'mnmvpm to 27> Y1 N Neva

~ The Rif finally returns to the Bavli sugyah at the point when it begins to deal with
the actual practice dfblo;zingihe prescribed sets. The sugyah. begins with a:statement
that R Abﬂnr;whmmCm msuunedthepmcuces ofblomng tekiah, three |
shevarim, temdl and tekiah. The lefollows thus part ofthe sugyah to its end although

.'healtenthetext agooddealforclnnty Wenmstask,ﬂiemfore why the Rif felt a need

-;.u:zvr

me This might not be the case, were we to consult the various
g ,

ey 13 Al

47. 1 owe this insight to Michael Chernick
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manuscripts, but we do not find this section in the Yerushalmi, In the Halachot 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 following this part of the sugyah. which we will examine shortly. The Rif's
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, shevarim, teruah, tekiah creates several
problems for the Stam. First of all, why did he mandate shevarim as well as teruah? We
learned in a beraita earlier (33b) that one teruah was equal to three shevarim. If we blew
as Abahu suggested, wouldn’t we be contradicting our own mishnah(33b) which 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, “ro »mn.” If we feel that teruah equals sobbing, then we
should blow tekiah, teruah, tekiah. If it equals moaning, then we should blow rekiah,
three shevarim, tekiah. Why did Abahu combine the two? The Stam seems to solve the
problem by saying that Abahu wasn’t sure what sound a feruah 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 tekiah, teruah, tekiah
and invalidated the requirement for blowing the shofar. The Stam solves this by
suggesting that, after blowing as Abahu instituted, one then blow rekiah, teruah, tekiah as

our mishnah stated. Ravina objects, saying that if feruah is really moaning then blowing




as Abahu demands means interjecting a feruah between the throe shevarim and the final
tekiah, thus invalidating 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 institute blowing fekiah, shevarim-teruah,
tekiah. The answer is as beﬂ;re. Abahu didn’t know what sound the teruah represented,
moaning or :obbmg, and so combined the two. The Stam then proposes blowing the
opposite as well, tekiah, teruah, shevar"im. tekiah. The Stam rejects this on the grounds
that when a person is suﬂ'enng first he moans and then he.s_obs. Thus Abahu’s order
stands. |
4. The Rif's m;rimion after MMnnmm (Bavli34a) - == \

We are seemg in this dlscuss:on the Stam’s attempt to harmonize various local

tmdmons as W b)( the Palestinian tradition of R. Abahu which is m conﬂlct with

that of our mishnah, It is the Rif’s sensitivity to this, following lus teacher Hananel, that

leads I'n.m to make }us version of this sectlon as clear as possible and to then go on to

explam the relationship between local custom and the statements of the Bavliina long

dngressmn, the ttmslatlon of wlnch follows below <
Nowadays t there are those who blow “lebah, shemnm-:emah, tekiah”

—_—

48. Rnbbumﬂamndoonunentuys@wswwdlyhokabahusmsnMonwasdone
to alleviate the confusion about what sounds to blow. Rabbeinu Hananel says (34a)
_“All of Israel was accustomed to do this way or that way so that it was clear to them
tlmbothofﬂmewaysﬁshemmoronetemah)wueatemah The custom of the
peoplewastodom shevarim-teruah, tekiah,’ then ‘tekiah teruah, tekiah,” and

s?mmm.tebah three fimes. R. Abahu came and found towns

= > ; blowing.‘teﬁah, im, dekiah,” and other places blowing ‘tekiah, teruah,

tekiah."..and still others blowing ‘tekiah, Shevarim-{eruah, tekiah. It scems they did
ﬂusbwuusetheyweremdoubt
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x
three times, “tekiah, shevarim, tekiah,” three times, and “tekiah, teruah, :
tekiah,” three times. It is the people’s custom to blow in this way when
they are seated (i.e. before Mussaf) and over these blowings.they say the
blessing for shofar- blowing. Since the congreganon 'must hear the shofar
blowing in the order cif the blessings (i.e. Malchuyot, Zichronot, _
Shofa:ot), therefore the (shofar-blowers) return (during Mussaf) and blow
in the order of the blessings ‘_‘tel;iah, shevarim-teruah, tekiah” one time,
and “fekiah, Sheveh it el on time, and “tekiah, teruah, tekiah” one
time. It follows logically then that there will be those who would biow
these in the order of thie blessings in the same way that they did before
Mussaf. But, since the blessirgs do not biikder IR e not 5%
essential for ing the m:tzvah of hemirig the shofar), once the people
| have he@ thc blowmg while seated (before Mussaf), they have ﬁJlﬁlled
their obhgatwn It is sufficient for them to blow “tekiah,
‘ ;F:emrm-temah. tekiah, tekiah, shevarim, tekiah, tekiah, teruah, tekiah”

once in the order of the blessings, in order not to overtax the

congreganon Tl'nsnstheoustomeverywhmandmthetwo Yesluvot

" (Suraand Pumphedna) :
 The Rifis MMwnmed about the possibility of confusing the people. He

—~ .y _, -

. has quoted the hahchah aomrdmg to R. Abahu, whu:h states that we blow “tekiah, three
shevan lcmah,tebah 'I'helealsolmowsofthemstom “everywhere” in his own

‘—‘.‘.:Juv’

Mﬁomthamuﬁedeﬂmby&Ahahu Therefore the Rif must

.:-f""‘ A A,
e
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ijusulirthemﬂemmdespreedwstommdvahdamnsusehaladucaﬂy As the Rif states, ?
one has fulfilled one’ sobhgatlonto hear the shofar before Mussaf. His custom during
Mussaf of hearing “shevarim-teruah” after Malchuyot, “shevarim” after Zichronot, and
“eruah” after Shofarot also fulfills the Rabbinic requirement tojblow the shofar together
with the verses. :

The Rif, fumng stated his opinion on R. Abahu’s takanah and given hie own
halachah, turns to the question of “ inte;fruiation, posn.” The problem the Rif addresses is o,
 whether or not the blessfng thmfone says before biowing the ehofar covers all the
blowings, those before and those during Mussaf. If it does, then what happm; to the
person who speaks between the b‘lowmgs‘? Has he separaled the blowing from tHe
blessing and the mltzvah or not? Ifhe has, must he repeat the blessing for the blomng &
during Mussaf or does he continue b1owmg while relying on the first blessing only?. It 15
: tl'ns problem and Qmmlﬁcacons the Rif addresses in these comments: ‘
Someone asked.the Reish Metivia (the Head of the Yeshlva) this questlon.
“Ig -a p_erso_n who makes the bless;ng over the blowing of the shofar after
(the reading of) the Sefer Torah (i.e. before Mussaf) and m speaks
_-I _obhgedtomaketheseblewngs(agmn)mmelrorder ornot‘?Andlfhe

: has to return to (repeet)thanagmn,atwbatpmnt"’"l’heRenﬁkMeﬁvfa .

answered‘ﬂﬂs;ﬁf()urﬁeomcMasters havesem that they reprimanded

— ..’ -

someonewhospokebeforeheblewtheshofa.r butovertheordetof _

: blesangs(Malchsyot,Zrdunnot, Shofavot,le he blew them in the right

i
_ gt

a2 i lnﬂusmaﬁermeknfnlsohgiihemponmofHuGaontofoﬂowlnfaa,theR:f
seelnstobequomgﬂm“;_reepmmnnmpmtmﬂlmnmmhonmglusnamehere See
Groner, op. cit., p 16.
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order), but they did not make him repeat the mitzvaH blessing. This :

Moo is not similar to that of tefillin about which Rav Chisda said, ‘one

wMkabetwemputﬁngonoftheteﬁllihandtheothermustrepeatthe

blessing (BMenachot 36&) > Thus tefillin are aomall’yeach a separate

uutzvah, as we leamn in a mislinah (BMenachot 38a),”“Thé head-teﬁllah

does not invalidate that of the hand and vice-versa.” And we also learn that
_hedoesnotgobaokandsaytheﬁtesameblessing,butrathersaysanother y
\ blessmgmth a different formula.. And we have a contradiction (to R.

Chisda’s statement) which implies if someone spoke, he must repeat‘ the

blessing but if he did n'oe, he does not have to. For R Hiyya the son of R.

Huna sent (ﬁ'otn Palestine) in ;.‘ldme name of R. Yohanan. that oonceming'the L

hand-teﬁllah one says, ‘To put on tefillin,’ and over the head-tefillah one

says, ‘Concernylgtge nmzvah of tefillin.” (Apparently even when there is

no mtermptlon ) But both Abaye and Raba explain away this conu'adlotlon

m'ti'ns way: if he did not speuk(betwemﬂtetwoblesangs) he hasto say
. onlyoneblessmg, but if he spoke, he must saytwo Evenso it is wrong

tospeakasweleemmaberalta, ‘Spealungbetmwtnngonteﬁlhmsa
'magressuonmdonereﬁ:mshombeeeuseofnﬁ'omahanle’”m this

lsou'tunbuhecasemour srmatlonWhensomeonespeeksbetweenﬂ!e

_,».-_

shofar blowings that preoedeMussafand those during Mussaf.

S Neverthdess,hedoesnothavetorepea:theble&smgsbecauseﬂmeisjust
' = AL s . ‘

Mh“"ﬂi BSotahMb The allusion lstoDeut 20:8, “Whoever is fearful and fainthearted,
lethunseeandreulmtfhishouse The midrash understands “fearful” as “afraid of

one’s sins.”
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one mitzvah involved. Go and seethat during Hallél we bless before the
recitation and even so, between verses, one may interrupt and not be
compelled to repeat the blessing.”
This long discussion of the Rif is an extraordinary event in the unfolding of our perek and .
we will not see it again. We have not seen the Rif stray so far from the Bavb and we must
ask why. As we mentioned above, the Rif's underlying agenda in this matter is to
reconcile to his own satisfaction the di.vergmce between local custom and Talmudic >3
halachah. This is c-ertmnly thc case in the first part of his di_scussion_. The Rif needs to be
able to show that a different practice does not necessarily mean a rejection of Halachah.
On the contrary, the Rif takes pains to point out the fulfillment of the halachic
requirements for 'iieaﬁng the-sﬁofar,_in his day. 2
The questlon asked the Relsh Metivta in the second part of the Rif’s dlgresmon,
thoughltWatﬁ;'sttghavehttletodomththedxsmssmnmtheﬁm part about what
sounds one is to make during the blowing of the shofar, is in fact, deahng, at least in part, - g
with the same issue. This is the question of what is the relationship of the two times for
bl&wias the shofar, before and during Muséaf? Are these blowings to be conceived of as
' Itwo separate mitzvot or as one? As we have seen, thalhfshowsm a variety of ways that
theﬁ:lﬁllnm:tot‘thenutzvah(basedon Scnpture)ocwrsdunngtheumebeforeMussaf

Therefore one is allowed_to speak betwem this time and Mussaf without repeating the

blessings. The Rif; foi'ﬁresakeoflusargumt, has to bring in the discussion in -

,Menadnal'tounphaszematmoursnuauonwemnotduhngmmnvonmzvotbut

- St e '1 _ gl

s
i =Sy

51. This will be proved by the Rif in his k'/al at the end of the sugyah. See below.
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" one. He reinforces this in his final energeuc statement about'Hallel .

S. Bavli Gemara 34a, ypw pny ) 1DX to Gemara 34b, vay> mnn

The Rif’s digression, ﬁ9wever, also looks ahead to the Gemara (34a, bottom and
34b) that follows in the Bavhj which he follows quite closely in his own version. The
issue there is ()Jnoe again that of interruption. In this final section of this long Isugyah, we
return o the part of our mishnah (33b) which stated that a person who blew the first x
sekich and thep prolonged the. second one for the length of two fekio is as if he blew only

" one.-Our Gemara considers the issue from the point of view not of the bloWér but of the

listener who will not have fulfilled I'IJS obligation if the series of shofar-blomﬂg is not
done correctly. ThustheGﬁnambeglnsmthastatememofK ¥ohananmwhlch he says
thatlfapeuonhursmne shofarlilastsat nine different hours during the day, he has -
fulfilled his obhga\uone The( question R. Yohanan is addressing rather obhquely is the one
we have been dealing w1th above, that of interruption between shofar blasts. 'I'he Gemara ;
mwu;goduoummppon of R. Yohapanabamtawhmhmmllywpeatawhatl{.
Yohanan'said in his memra. but goes on to say that if a person heard nine different

people blowing the shofar at once, he would not have fiilfilled his obligation.* But if one

Sszoetheﬁflloesmdudﬁlsmwthat are not relevant to his society, his Talmud Katan
does not extend to those males%‘ommngihg Temple ritual and therefore not to
Wermdm His bnngmg in of material from this masechef would not be considered

53'I‘Insbemta, themtwaledmonofthemfmest& was omitted in the printed edition
oflnswork ting errors- The beraita can be found in other places in the

a, Arachin 10a, and in the Yerushalmi Berachot 2.1, and Megillah
.J-:"'*"’w 2
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ki
hears nine different people blowing b sounts fiis e shofar not in a series, he has
fulfilled his obligation. This is tnre even if the shofar-blowing took place over the whole
" day. ‘

The Stam wonders ilgout R. Yohanan’s statement because they know of another
memra in which R Yohanan in the name of R. Shimon b, Yehotzadek said that during
the recitation of Hallel and of the Megillah, if one paused for the same length of time it
took to recite thgﬂy one must return t(; the beginning. The Stam tries to solve the problem
ﬁr;t by saying that R_ Ycihaﬁan’s first statement was his own This.one is just his
reporting whnt his teacher, R. Shimon, said. This answer fails to convin(':e- the Stam, so he
tries again. TheStamaskswheﬁrcrornotR Yohanan’s opinion is really nofthesameas
thatoflusteacherbecausethesmmwsastorymmchk Yohmm:waswalkmg .
with R. Abahu and R. Abahu W?S reciting the Shema. He paused as they walked through
o i street. R. skt 1 i e P St finishing the
Shema and R. Yohanan ‘replied that if he paused the same amount of time as._it took to ‘
recite: the Shema, then he must begin agam This story shows R. Yohaﬁan.agreeing to the
concept that it is not pausing per se but the length of the mqm determiines the

Halachah Th;Stamreaoh;esthisbyputtingﬂ}e‘ijiﬁdeﬂhéyiﬂﬂsiﬂeR. Yohanan
would have mademhmmomh According to the Stam, R- Yotﬁna:iwouldhave said to
R. AbalmMmaeednot,stopreaungmeSlmmbecause, hehmself(RYohamm) said
elsewhere(BBerachol 24b), sor;wonejust passing thmugh a filthy place need only cover
. Ius mouth and not stop reciting. But smc»e*Abahu held that one must pause, and that

m duration of an action might require its re-performance, then, the Halachah

isasR. Yohmmnstatedwher
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 The[Rf, as we might expect, omits the passage sbout R. Yohanan dnd R. Abahu
since it s a case which has no relevance to the issues of Rosh haShanah and it arrives at
tiwexaodyth‘esameooﬁclqsionasbefore.“ The Rif adds his own klal ha-p’sak here
Sk he follows the halachah of R Yohanan in the first memra which stated that

even if one heard nine shofar blowings at nine different times in one day, one had
J

fulfilled his obligation. The Rif also accepts that R. Yohanan’s teaching should be

separated from the one he cites in R. Shimon b. Yehotz-edek’-’s name. This is probably
\ \ B .

because R: Yohanan’s views here and in BBerachot are consistent. It is only when he

cites his teacher does some proble:h arise. Therefore, the Rif also holds that the same

halachah is true for Hallel and the Megﬁfa}l: Even if someone pauses the amount of time

‘equal to the completion of the recitation, the Rif decares, he does not have to return to

ﬂlebcginningbutcanrewmereadingatmgplacéwherehepauséd.
= - 1 ) r . =
o '

. FIFTEENTH SUGYAH: Bavii Gemara 34b, mypn 1 j1n to 35a, 30 ¥2 53x, 910

l Bavl:,bemuuh n'wpmm}mto‘wmma

'I‘heBavhandtheR:fnowmmtoanewtoplc TheBavb mgyahpresem:n

bernitaﬂutstatuthattheshofarhiaststlntonp soundsonaﬁstdaymnotdepmduu

uponeachother noraiethe"hl&singsﬂut.ammtedonafastday But the

— -L-,

* shofar-blowing and blessings of Rosh haSbmah and of Yom Kippur of Yovel do depend

uponeach_other.Ihssomtstomennthatdunng_afgstday;gvmapmﬂremtahonofthe_
- ; - _.._: - -

' .:-_,;.«sc ' 'ﬁnstorydoesadd,nundym’atfm_omﬂdnmﬁeadlsuncﬁonbetwema

halschically mandated pause, such as R. Abahu felt was required, andavoluntm'yone
strnystoofarﬁ'omthemmsmeathand
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extra blessings coricerning  drought or the partial blowing of the shofar are suffiient.
This is not the case for Rosh haShanah and for Yom Kippur and the Stam will ask why.
Tho roason is gived i & bersit that oocurred earliet i our Maseches (BRosh haShanah
RS vioc b iuioked et ok, Tn thib bersits. Rabbah says that God e s
recite verses of Malchuyot, Zichronot and that these verses should be read with a shofar.

~ This I:;eraita seems to state that for EOSh haShanah, .and by extension the Yom Kippur of
Yovel, the blessings and the blowing of the Shofar are all intérdependmt and necessary.
The Rif reproduces this p}ut of the sugyah with a fc;w minor alterations in the text. This
sugjm_h clarifies a question that mig'ht'hav‘e arisen and even though it means repeating a
beraita from the same Masechet, the Rif prmmabiy‘could find no other way to elucidate

theproblem - i 2 f

2. Bavllub,Gemm from mn’b{mm:gmwtopwm WN NN

The BavI: and the Rif then focus upon a discussion of the next part of our
mishnah. Thenushnﬂl staled that ﬁomhadrecnedmeMussafblusmgswnhout
blowmg and then a shofar became available, he should blow lebah, teruah, tekiah three
tlmes TheStamdoesnotquestnonthermshnahsruhng,butaskswhatnsthecasefor
someone who had a shofar all the time? Whenslmuld he henr the shofar blasts? The

| answerlsﬂmheshouldhenrﬂmﬂ)econectorderofﬂmblm The mishnah, as

— iz e

theStmnreadsn,lsrefemngtothecaseof‘anmdmdual \ﬁnohasashofarandwhohas

said the blessings in pnvate To illusuntetlns s:matlon, the Stam.mtrodum a story about

: _.K PappawhopMshmmhbMaskethdwmsoundthe

._.-,_"r.-frf-"'-‘ =7

5 shofnrforlnmasheﬁmshedeachblessxng,ll{ however, said to him that this should
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~ be done only when praying in public ' ‘

" The Stam supports Rava’s positiclm with a beraita which reiterates the position of
eresnrdmghwmgﬁmslmfarblastsmmeWquumoeand connected to
thecorrectblesmng,buttlwngowontoaskwha: th:smlmgwasabout The beraita says
that it was about thefmyingoftheoimgregationasawhole. With regard to the person
who prays in private who hears the shofar-blowing in their proper sequence, but nolt
connected correctly to thg blessings, or concen;ing one who did not sound the shofar,
B Detuonsinay sound the shifar Ties: Bist if somebns chnbok Seciss the prayec
another cannot do this for him. The beraita ends by saying that it is a greater itk o
be with those who sound the shofar oh Rosh haShansh than with those who pray at that

time. To this end, if a person has to chose bktween going to city in which. they will sound

_ theshoﬁrandmemwhchtheywlll pray, heshouldgo where they sound the shofar.

The Stam mnchesﬂus part of the sugyah by wondering about this last statement

intheberaxta.ThcStampo.gmsoutthatofcoursgonewouldgotothecltywherethey

RSP auid

“Sounded the shofar because that mitzvah is At , while the other, that of praying

Mussaf, is W71 , The Stam solves this problem by deciding that the Ww of this ruling
wasto.tell ustl’tatever‘lifitwereonlyapossibilityﬁm_théshbﬁr_wistobesoundedin
thnt city, one should go there to fuiﬁll, the mitzvah. | _
mmfrepmdﬁmmnatﬂuspgnofthewgyﬂl Hephrasestheﬁrstpartoflta
hmuethﬂﬁxenﬂy butdues:xncﬂmmgethélﬁamuﬁg Am\ue1nouhiexpec;,hecnnﬁsthecase
ooncu‘nmg&l’appauﬂ mnnesatﬁreponnwhaekavaoﬁbrshlsopunon Tlus sugyah
ngnforboﬂ:meBavhmﬂﬂmRtfbmsenmsesthequﬁuonof

the ob!igation of the individual, praying either in private or in public, which will be the

37-
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major concern of the rest of the perek.” ‘

3.IBiviifmmmm,maMbmmioSSa,wmm.

The final part of the last sugyah of our perek deals with the last statement of our
mishnah, a dispute between the Sages who claim that just as the Shaliach Tzibur is
J .
obligated to recite each prayer, so is each individual member of the congregation, and

Rabban Gamliel who disagrees. He says that by listening to the Shaliach Tzibur, the

iindividual has fulfilled his obligation. The Rif, as we would have guessed, omits the

irrelevant material and concentrates on the problem. He presents the halachah as the
Bavli gives it, supplies his own commentary, and also quotes directly from the ~ *
Yerushalmi for the ﬁrst time ey

The sugyah begms with berana concerning the difference in opinion between

the Sag&sa_nd!lnbban\@/aﬂ_ﬂie!. The Sagesbeginbyaskingkabb’an Gamliel why the '

congregation prays silently before the Shaliach Tzibur prays out loud. Rabban Gamliel

~ replies ws is so he can prepare himself while the congregation prays. He then asks

the. Sages why does the Shaliach Tzibur descend before the ark when he repeats the

prayer. They answer that he does so to fulfill the obligation-of one who cannot pray on

his own. This answer allows Rabban Gamliel the opportunity he needéd to rebut the

.. Sages by saymgﬂit”‘ifﬂmShalmdiTaburmﬁslﬁll the obligation of one who cannot

PR

‘—..-...

pmyonlusown,thenlmcanalsoﬁﬂﬁ“theobhganonofonewhom The crucial

element,m unda'stmdmsthlsarglmem:stoundustandtlmme Shaliach Tz:bur is not an
i sl

ss. Halachot Gedolot reproduces the whole Sugyah verbatim. The Yerushalmi (RH, 4.10)
also deals with the last part of the beraita concerning what the individual is obhged to
do for himself. :

"-58-
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mdmdual once he assumes his role; he is, m effect, the represbnu_nive of the community -‘
during the prayer. The Stam presents a memra in which Rabbah bar bar Chanah says in
the name of R. Yohanan that the Sages agree with Rabban Gamliel, but Rav says that
they did not, and the matter is still not resolved. - :

Up to this point the Rif has followed the Bavi very closely. He did, however,
make one siglﬁﬁJcant alteration. .In his presentation of the memra discussed abo-ve, he :
adds the phrase “the‘blessings of Rosh haShanah, nM Sv MM 7 to the sentence “the \
: Slges\agree with Rabban Gaml;el 9091 1370 ©PON DD ? By so doing, the Rif is able
t0 omit the next part 0f the Stam’s discussion and jump ahead towards a reconciliation of
the two positions. The first thing he omits is the Stam’s presentation of the views of other
Amoraim about the égncwsion of .th_e Sages to Rabhan Gamhel Then the Rif omits the o ”
Stain’s wondering about the reliablity of Rabbah bar bar Chanah's report. They kriow of ]
another mem:ra hx\wlﬁd R. Q‘.Zhanah of Tzippori in the name of R. Yohanan said that the :
halachahmsaskabbanGamhelsmd Theswnmggeststhattheuseoftheword |
. “halachah’ lmpllw that various authontws continued to dispute Rabban Gamliel’s view
so that a Halaohm;udgmem had to be made,* The Stam suggests a resolution by citing R.
Abba s interpretation ofR_ Yohamn s statement. K Abbaproposesthat R. Yohanan

mennIthattheSagesngreedwtthRabbanGmnhel concermngﬂwpmya'sofllosh

haShanah anﬁ’?'dhlﬁp _‘but sull differed with:his opnnon concerning the pmyers of

..-.-_

the rest of the year, thus forcing R. Yohamn to ma.ke a halacluc decision. The Stam is not

-

M"*ﬂmmmm theterm ‘halachah’ implies a dispute,” occurs in

' manyotlmpl&o&smtfl;ﬁm»'hmcludmgﬂerﬂb Shabbat 57b, 106b, 112a, 156a;
Eruv.12a, 71a, etc.

$7Tlnsthesutmtasgwmbythell|fwluchlmmnoned earlier.
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| yet satisfied. It asks if this can be so since R. Chanah of Tzippori also said in R.
Yohanan’s name that the halachah follows Rabban Gamliel mn@ng the prayers of
Rosh haShanah and Yom Kippur as well.* The use of the word “halachah” allows the
Stk 46 sugieet tht in thik matter 150 the Sages continued fo disagree with Rabban
Gamliel. _ "
The Riere-enters at this point. The Stam now presents the opinion of K Nachman
b. Yitzhak who says that R. Meir was the Tanna who agreed with Rabban Gamliel about o
the prayers of Rosh haShamh and Yori Kippur but it was the other sages who disagreed
 with him in this matter * The Stam proves its latest point by introducing a beraita that
says that R. Meir said that the Shaliach Tzibur fulfills the obligation of the congregation
during Rosh haShanah e o i(ipp};r, but the Sages said that every individual had to § .
say the prayers hir_néelfto ﬁilﬁll his tI)bligation.
The sthas ,gwé usthree different opinions. First-we have that of Rabban . : 5
Gamliel who says that the‘ Shaliach Tzibur can fulfill the congregation’s ob'liga'_tion to .
. pray all\")'reaf long. That is the view of our mishnah. R. Meir, we learn in a memra,
_ supported by a beraita, says that the Sl;alinch Tzibur can do so only during Mussaf Rosh
‘haShanah and Yom Kippur. Finally there is the view of the rest of the Sages who
disagree with Rabban Gamiiel about the Shaliach Tzibur’s role at-any time during the

year. - ey <l

—

-_‘—- .»-..

‘The Slam menprooeeds to the question of why the Mussaf prayers of Rosh _ : ‘

-

;mwm}*m’“mmuomuewemuusmmeeu The Rif

mlluseztmh:sclos’lggmmtbutonntsdlsmsungnhere
59.In the VilnaEd:tlonofthethhetextmds, N1 N which must be amended to read

wum‘ww
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haShanah and Yom Kippur are different. The first answer it proposes is that there are
" many verses which are difficult for people to remember. This discarded because of a
. memra in which R. Hananel in name of Rav said that once a person says,” 110 'Trnui:n
"N, and in Your Torah itis written,” then they do not .l‘ia'\(e to recite the verses
themselves. lr:stead, the Stm{; suggests that the extra benedictions are too many and too
long for mont people who are not familiar gmough with them to say easily. This opinion
would seem to contradict even the lenient opinion of R. Yehoshua b. Nuri in the first
mishnah on 32a m our perek There three verses were required for ﬂue minimum
requirement o fulfill one’s obligation. The Stam’s own un-easiness with R. HMd's
words is evident as it says, "Now, let’s get back to the text itself for an answer.” The
words of R. Ham'mel. are quoted or;t;:e more and the Stam adds that possibly Rav meant ’
that an mdmdual praying for h:mself could recite the simple formula but the Shaliach
Tzibur could not, 'ljus sgluuon is also discarded as the Stam produces another miemra in
which R. Yehoshug b. Levi said that the words, “IN> 21D Jrnn,” could be used by -
cither n individual or the Shaliach Tzibur to fulfll his obligation.
. ‘The Rif omits this Stam-dnven discussion as he will the remamder of the sugyah
'mmuwexcepuonofﬂnnmnmmabommstaw mmfclemymm:he&am
is worlungvetyhuﬂ to mwnclle Rabban Gamliel’s lemmt mlmgabout prayer and trying
to examine-the,issue fmm all angles The issue msed by R. Hananel has been mentioned

-_.,...,

by the Rif in his interpretation ofthe first mlslmah on 32a.°- There, where the discussion

2 was abomthenumber ofversesapersongobhged to recite, is, in fact, a much more

,M.M"“‘ o

_;‘!.-9..-
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logicgl_phoetouseﬂﬁsmnmt. Andthere the Rif did state his opinion that the use of ..

We will leave the Rif, however,.for a moment, finish our discussion of the Mli
text and then return to exmnihe what the Rif does in his ﬁ;all.consideration of the sugyah.
The Stam now’ gives an exam;ale of what kind of ability to retain verses the Rabbis might
expect an av;age person to possess. Rabbi Elazar is quoted as saying that a Mn
should always arrange a prayer in lus mind and then pray. R. Abba amends this in a )
menra in which he says that R Elazar’s statement makes sense when we consider the
lengthy prayers for ‘Rosh haShanah, Yom Kippur and other special times, but not when
we are pmyin_g the regular v)eekday and Shabbat prayers. We should note that this
discussion and those that prece&ed i-t;all are directed to pebple who do not have -
prnyerbooks and s0 must memorize all the prayers. The Stam ends the di@ssion by R
menuomng lhe\case of I-L(Yehudah who would always take the time to arrange his - B
prayers, even dunng the week The Stam answers this objection by pomtmg out that sincé |
R. Y%mdah prayed 'only once every 30 days, his weekday prayers were like those of a
speml occasion. - l

TheStamreuunsforonelastmnetoRabban Gamllel'sstatement He presents a

me:mamwluchk Achab Awrasaxdmthenmneofk SlnmonHas:dathat Rabban

~ Gamliel usuhnacanpt even those people working in the ﬁelds from praying on the

S e

grounds that the Shaliach Tzibur Mhued their obligation even if they were not present in

- the oongregmon The Stam not&sthe useofthe adverb “even, ¥°9N,” and wonders if this
H»m . aas T as unnecessary for Rabban Basiiel o lave said that he exempted those

wbompresunmdf_congreganon TheStamsaysthls is not so because those people
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worﬁl_lgin,theﬁelds are forced to do slﬂptlﬁrpmyas, while those acn.mliyinthé .‘
" congregation are not. The implication is that those in the wmon should not be
- allowed to fulfill their obligation through the Shaliach Tzibur since they are not forcéd to
miss the service, They should, perhaps, say the prayers aj‘aﬁg with the Shaliach Tzibur.
However, Rabban Gamliel’s teashmg using “even, 19X "allows even those present to
fulfill their obhganon through the Shaliach Tzibur. The Stam cites a bermta taught by :
Abba b. R. Benygmin b. Hiyya that said that the people standing behind the Kohanim are \
not included in the Priestly iilessingﬁ This relates to our problem because it implies that
these peoplé; s:nced\ey are in the congregation, could have stood in front of the Kohanim
but chose not to. Those in the field are included in the blessing without being present. By
analogy, those w.l_i.o are in the iiglds should be exémpt from fulfilling their obligation bg ’
the prayer. of the Shﬂinch/‘l‘zibuf and those who-are present should not. . |
| The S@'n_ makeg this ve.fsion its last word. It presents a final memra, recited by .
Ravin when he came tolBabyloh citing R. Yaakov b. Idi in the name of R Shimon
Hasida. He said that Rabban Gamliel exempted only those who who work in the field
because, astheStamtellsus,_theyw;reforcedtoworkyvlﬁleﬂloseinanwaenot. The
Stam hns at last been able to manipulate Rabban Gamhels words to say what it wants
i v, ) Ral;baanamliel, T the Sageswho ssid that the prayer of

the Shaliacli Teibur dow not fulfill the obligation of the congregation except in unusual

= el
G -

situations _ i

- TheR:fImowsﬂlatthe Stam hasbeenwoﬂdngallalongtoaclueveaﬁnal
Mfkhbbm&mhdspommthatmﬂpmveﬂmmsmmhyetaﬂowthe

o T

| HﬂadnhnottofollowllabbanGanﬂldasprwentedmournnshnah. After much'effort,
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this is achiéved. The Rif hardly follows the Stam at all during its endeavors. We have
seen how he has omitted large amounts and even transferred one statement to an earlier
and logically more suitable place in his text. Now it is the Rif's turn to deal with this
JM0% OF rbboncikation in bis ovn way, The Rif resimes his discussion als) be hias
presented the Bavli beraita about R. Meir who said that the Shaliach Tzibur fulfilled the
' obligation of the individual ;uring the recitation of the Mussaf for Rosh haShanah and
Yom Kippur, but the Sages said that each person was.responsible to fulfill his obligation
on his own.* The\Rif, having omitted what }'oﬂows in the Bavli, adds his'qwn words. He
says:
And we have learned from it (the beraita of R. Meir) that the halachah
follows Rabban Gamliel in the'bngssingé of i_losh haShanah and of Yom _
Klppur only, but for the rest of the days of'the year, the halachah does not.
¢ Rather Gibeihe SM@Tﬂ‘buﬁs:)bhgatedtomatethepmya‘ so each
" individual who is able to do so is similarly obhgated And this is the
halachah Bt\l}'for the people who are in the ﬁelds-who are forced to work
and mﬁnab]cto find a way to come'tothelseitl(nessetonllosh
5 aShinal 3 06 You Bl Shaliach Teibi also fulflls their
| obligation (to recite the prayer). For people who live i the city, however,
the Shaliach Tzibur-does-siot fulfill their obliga-tion until they have’ éone to

meBmansaaMhﬁwedtomeSMhacﬁTﬁbuf&ombegmngmuﬂ.

_‘ ‘__‘_: w
P 2 1

_:_.R_..-Ap-"!"
T i

61. Seethedlswsmon above, p.63.
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leR'ifhin's arrived at a different halachic decision from that indicated by the
Bavi. He has used the same information about Rabban Gamliel’s position concerning
ﬂmseivhomfmedmlabommeﬁdds,bmum&emesumwmde&duminﬂm
case the Shaliach Tzibur only fulfills their obligation, the Rif arrives at a different
conclusion. He extends the Shaliach Tzibur’s ablhlfy to fulfill the obligation of the
mdmdual even to those who live 1;: the city and are capable of recmng the prayers
themselves as long as they come to the synagogue and listen to his recitation from
beginning to end. | 5 '

The Rif continues by quoting directly from the Yerushalmi which states, “Rabban
Gamliel says that the Shaliach Tzibur exempts the many (individuals) from their
obllganon IL Hunah Rabah from Tzlppon says in the nar?e of R. Yohanan that the _
Halachah follows Rabban Gamliel in their- shofar blowmg (in the blessings of Rosh
haShanah).” These two mterpretatl{ns o/f Rﬂgan Gamllel’s interpretations parallel the
twqpresmtedbytheBakatamon 35a, nmnelythatRabbanGunhelsnysatherthatm
all mtuttlons the Shaliach Tzibur’s recitation exempts all individuals from their _
oi:ligaﬁons or that only. fo: the Mussaf of Rosh haShanah (and by extension that of Yom
Kippur during Yovel) does his xR e | 1) S5

* The Rif then asks and acplains-wiiy Rosh haShanah’s Wis-mﬁum fr'om
otherdnys prayers: Andwhausm\dlﬂ'umtabouttheblessmgsofkoshhaShanahand

-..‘_,,h_‘

Yom Kippur that the Shaliach Tzibur can exempt people from thenr‘bbhgauon that isn’t

-

62.Ye Mmmkfstmhasthemofthemdemask

..‘__"_!_,J..-& _—
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themnefortherest of the days of the year? On Rosh haShanahand.YomKippurof
Yovel ‘thére are many long blessings. All those of Shabbat and Yom Tov during the year"
which number seven; but those of Rosh haShanah and Vo Kippur of Yovel mumbes
nine?” The Rif has used the Yerushalmi to support an important distinction concerning
Rosh haShanah in the Bavli which alldfws for a special halachic arrangement for Rosh
haShanah according tc{Rabban Gamliel. As a result the Rif feels that he is on firm ground
to disagree with the Bavli. The Rif is reacting to'the Bavli Stam’s mighty effort to
reconcile thése positions itself and he is finding their attempts wanting, The Rif, by
pointing out the inconsistencies m the various arguments is, of oours;e, bolstéring the
extremely lenient position. he has declared vis a vis Rabban Gamliel’s pronouncement.
The Rif retums bneﬂy to the Bavli te:fl, as we have mentioned, to quote R,

_ Elawsstuanentthatape:sonshouldalwaysanangehlspmyermh:snundbefcrehe

: ‘-"3)’3 it, and R_. Abba’ sggml‘lj;n_t t(m this holds true only for the prayers of Rosh
‘haShanah, Yom Kippur and sﬁec{al occasions, not for the prayers of the rest of the year.”

- TheR:f inquires, “And how often is ‘periodic pﬁya’? “From 30 days and onward?” The
Rif then ﬁmsl:es his u*eaunmt of this perek wath several halachot related to Rosh |
haShanah butlm')t treated in Mmchemmhms:mh itself. He'quotesf}om parts of

' BEruwu40aandbwhlchlslmllmnnnanze TheGemamthmgwesusammm
whlch Rabbah said that, at the Yeshwa of R. Huna they asked him the law concerning the

- mention of Rosh Chodesh during the- Mussafof Roéh“lmShanah Since each requires its

own Musaafoﬂh-mg, perl'n_;ps Rosh Chodesh should have its own mention or is it

.;.1-- ,eg.-q.m

63.The standard edltlon and vanous Mss read Rabba. not R. Abba.
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combined with that of Rosh haShanah? The Rif tells us that the answer is that Rosh
Chodesh is to be mentioned together vnth Rosh haShanah, not Wdy.

Next the Rif brings up the question presented on 40b. Rabbah further recounts
ﬁu! in the Yeshivah of R. Huna he was asked whether.or not one recited Shehecheyanu
during Rosh Hashanah and Yom %(ippur’. The Stam explains the issue, these holidays are
not pilgrimage 'fesiivals but they do occur seasonally R. Huna did not have the ahswcr.
Rabbah then says that he went to the Yeshivah of R. Yehudah and asked him the same
-quesﬁm;. He replied that he gaid :the blessing even over a new squash, implying that one
should do so for all novel ‘events, including Rosh haShanah and Yom Kippur. Rabbéh
then asked not for an opuuon about the opnon of saying the blessing but for a desision
whether or not one was obhged to say ity The Rif ends “his perek with the final decision e
from BEruvin. We know now that the halachah s to recite Shehecheyanu on Rosh
: hnShamh and on Y\m lpppuﬂ In charactenst:c fashion the Rif-has omitted all of the’
complicated discussion of the Stam. In addition, he has given his readers the answer to
two more questions they might have raised about Rosh haShanah and had &imgmy

finding the answer since the Bavli did not discuss these issues in Masechet Rosh
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CHAPTER II: The Methodology of the Rif

Chapter 11 has presented what amounts to a long continuous narrative about the
mnulant:es and differences between the Rif’s synopsis of the fourth perek of BRosh
haShanah and the Bavli text itself. Our aim in this chnpter is to cull from that lengthy
piece some examiples of the Rif's methods of selection of texts and 'to analyze them
further. We will not examine the minor changes that the Rif made by adding a word or
phrase -for clarification of the text or by omitting or changing a word or phrase. These
| ‘have all been nf)t_ed m Appendix I and are not important for our discussion.” We will
focus upon the Rif’s techniques of omission and addition .as we have seen them occur in
our text,' and then at Ithe end, se; whether our findings concur in any way with {hose of
the Sefer Yad Malachi, whose i':aﬁm SARen in Appendix II. | o

As we meﬂfio@d iqﬁe_ﬁlﬂ chapter, the goal of this thesis is not to examinfa the
Rif’s pﬁndpl&s‘a‘sdézion with an eye towards what these ﬁrinciples would portend fdr
the adjudicators of Jewish law of the future, but towards the past, how the Rif's principles
" might 16ad us to some understanding of how the Rif viewed the Talmud. It is with this
viewpoim‘innﬁndtl'mtwelz-reginourdiscussion. | _

ﬁevuylﬁdﬁaamegiventothekifsworkbylﬁnbaud,the Talmud Katan, the
“Little Talmud,” tellsus immediately that one ofthe Rif’s pnmatygoals was to created a

more suocmm and conclse version: nfthc Bavt: One ob\nous way to achieve this is, of

course,toomitmatedal,-andrt'zs-mtlusnmnnerthatthekxfnmkuthema;omy of his

chaniges to the Talmudic text, The greatest problem facing the Rif, therefore, was what to

| aMmmpmwdemmhnnggimpmforusofwhatathomughsmdy
of the Rif, based on a deuuled companson of the many manuscripts, might provide.
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omit. He chose, for the most part, to omit passages that were inconclusive, that were
reﬁuiﬁvqthﬂmmainedaggadicma{aiiMWmnptrdevmfﬁrhisreadep, or
that were “Stam -driven.” We will give a few examples of each of these categories.

2 There are two examples of omission due to an moonc[usive decision on the part
of the Bavli. We will mention justrf one. The main part of the second sugyah of the Bavii
on 30a ends with; N, an “insojuble problem,” which is, in this case, whether or not a
Beit Din has to be actively in session or only physically present for a shofar to be blown.

“The Stam declares this question ;lnanswmble; the Rif takes his cue from the Stam’s
statement and does notin¢lude it. This allows the Rif to avoid an inconclusive situation
but shows that the Rif is not vnl!mg to supercede the implicit decision of the Stam and
offer his own k lal, a:'least in this c&se. ]_'heRifalso might not have felt this issue was -
very important, Theendresult, manyevem, is a tidier text fortheRif‘sreaders

Thene is o:{om;msgoe in our perek of the Rif’s removing a passage because it
is repetitive. The Rif removes the final section of the twelfth sugyah on 33a and b

because thé text occurred earler in BRosh haShanah 28 and 29a and the Rifincluded it
in his ;avoriﬁnt tpoi i This typeiof Gimsonol the pike Ure Béibehess is Very iivich
in lme \ﬁth-the Rif's purpose. ‘ _.

msdonof@ﬁcmmmﬁammuﬁpm In all of these
amnples,ﬂwmdmpamgesdomthdpusdanfyﬁwpmbremthuthewnnsdulmg

wnhmmebegnwngoftheswo;u;l;é;h.onz% formmple,weﬁndthechnmung 3
umyofhown. Yohananb Zaidmclevedynunased to bring about changes in shofar

M iction of the Temple The incident tells us interesting facts about
R. Yohanan’s leadership and decision-making abilities but does not add to the practical
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lfnowledgeweneedtogninaqcordingtothekif Therefore this passage, and others like
it, are omitted. We find, in fact, almostall of the aggadic material in this chapter
concerning R. Yohananonﬁttedfortlﬁsmson TheRifalsoonﬁtsanymawial,
 including that about R. Yohanan, that deals with the halachah concerning the Temple.
As a corollary to the deciéion of the Rif to omit material dealing with matters of
the Temple pmo&f, we also find the Rif unwilling to utilize material that treats the
customs of Eretz Yisrael only. Thus in the sixth sugyah, the Rif omits the Bavli
discussion on 322 ot 146 1tk ousionis 3 ki kel 4 ¥ aviioh ol mng When
Keddushat haYom i ta be said. This section deals with the customs in Eretz Yisrael and
for the sake of clarity and prevention of confusion the Rif omits it. :
1 find hat uae‘aifonly retains orjé aggadic passage from the entire perek and that
is the one in the tenth sugyn.h on 32b When the Gemara asks why is Hallel not recited on
Rosh haShanah, tl{e\ Rif )mcluGes the answer which is given as a rhetorical question, “Is it
possible that while the I(lng is sitting on the Throne of Judgment with the Books of Life
and Denthbefore him that Israel should smg?" This is a very shmt aggadah, wh:ch is in
its fi\;ori but more to the point, it mstmcts the Rif's readers about the deep meaning of
Rosh haShanah It is this kind of aggadah, ess@ﬁn“ydid{ncﬁc in nature, that the Rif will
Wehau.al(egdymmuonedaggadwnmalﬂmmemfomuedbecausehedld
consider it relevant for his synopsus 'I‘heother Inge category of material that the Rxf
omns:sthedlswssmns in various sugyot about the Biblical somwforhﬁshnmcmhngs

anofﬂmnmngs Although the Rif does not omit all
“such discussions, he will,-at Teast, ﬁvequemly abridge them. Once again, his goal is cla.nty
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“and conciseness. In a typical example, the Gemara on 32a begins with beraitot about the

Biblical sources for the various Rosh haShanah blessings for Mussaf. The Rif omits this

entire section because these sources, though of course forming the backbone for the

mishnah’s ruling, are not necessary for a work intended to hélp future jurists learn the

: L [
law. I think the Rif is willing to assume that his readers know that Scripture is of course
the place to which one tumns for the initial formulation of a ruling, unless it is 377, and

that it is not always necessary to present the entire working out of the Biblical bases for a

 ruling’

The largest category of material that the Rif excludes ﬁ'om his TaImudKatén is
what I have called the “Stam-dﬁeen” passages. I have found at least ten such passages
though it could be argued that the'cate;ories mentioned earlier such as aggadic material
or Scriptural sources oﬁen are found as part of the larger “Stam-driven” passages I.do p
not thml(, howe\ thgt l.he( mclusmn of such passages in our “Stam-driven” category

really makes much dlﬂ’erenee for the larger picture of the Rif’s methodology we are

. -aiming fof in this chapter. The Stam, as I define it, represents the anonymoas final editors

of the Talmud. It is their hand that we see shaping and controlling the Talmud as we now
find it aﬁofﬁmaMgmaaﬁonsnmmmchmmmmsmque
levealed is the obsemmon of how frequently what the lechose to omit are those

passasesﬂutweall“Stam—dnm ’I‘hal is o say, those passages that the Rif recognizes

-as organized by someone more mterested in harmomzmg all parts of a pnrtieular sugyah

M,ﬁ.ﬁtﬂv

fprthesakeoflogaeal cohmandoompletmessthanmfomsmgonthehalaclnclsme

WM tlmthehalaeluc issue is being submerged by the different
goalsoftbeStam, he will often omit that passage. The Rif by no means, however, omits
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 all the “Stam-driven” passages, only those that do not add to the coherence and clarity of

his synopsis.

- Of the many examples of the “Stam-driven” passage that the Rif omits, I'll
ﬁment just one. This example comés from towards the end of 1he perek where the Rif
does some very skillful editing to av:)id the Stam’s complicated manipuiations. The
problem, we may rer:;ember that the mishnah posed was dealt with the dispute between
the Sages and Rabban Gamliel about the relationship of the Shaliach Tzibur’s prayer and
that of the\congregat_ion. (Fiﬁeénth sugyah, part 3, Bavli 34b and '3_5a). The Sages said
that the eongregatibn was‘obligated to recite its own prayers just like the Shaliach Tzibur,

but Rabban Gamliel said that by listening to the Shaliach Tzibur one fulfills one’s »

~ obligation. The Stam woi‘ks very hard to try to reconcile these two points of view,

carefully presenting a beralta that shows the Sages agreeing with Rabbzn Gamhel but

b tl‘mﬁndmgamemr\thg.nam(zofkabblYohmmwhosudthat the Sages did agree’

- with him, but that Rav said they did not. Tlnswouldseemtoputusbackatthes‘amg

point. The Rif, aswe poinfed out, followed thel Bavli text up until this point, but then
added a significant phrase to the memra so that it now reads in his text that the Sages

agreed with Rabban Gamliel about the blessings of Rosh haShanah. By so doing, the Rif

can mﬂy' skip over the Stam’s ibng_ disc:.l_ssion over this'issue and proceed towards his

: ownpresamuonufﬁe-haladnh TheR:fseescleaﬂymt!nspassagehowhardtheSmn

must work to try to reconﬁ]eRabbanGaﬁhelsweWSunthﬂmtofthe Sages and the Rif

optsoutofpresmtmgﬂus A
MotmaudtowntcacommtaryontheTaimudperse }ﬁsgoalwas

notthenmensﬂNoftheStfnwhosoughttohmnomzeﬂwTalmudlcm The Rif’s

o




M was more pragmauc and centrifugal. He sought to aufe_amoreusable, accessible
and efficient Talmud. He will sacrifice harmony, if he has to, in order to be able to
express what he considers the halachah in as convincing a way as possible. Thus
omission is.oﬂf half of the Rif's method. While he certainly aimed for a slmuna more
streamlined Talmud, he did not intend to create 5 et like those early attempts at
.cociiﬁcation of the Geonim that laJcked enough matter to be effective judicial tools.
Therefore, when necessary, the Rthad no hesitation about adding to or enlarging upon
the material of the Talmud.

Three times in our perek the Rif adds his own & "lal ha-p’sak at the end of a
section. In the first instance, in the sixth sugyah (32a), the Rif decides in favor of R.
Akiva over R. Yohanan b. Nuri concanhig the order of,ihe blessings for Rosh haShanah.
As we mentioned in the discussion there the Rxfwason solid ground in pronouncing this
| decision. Not only did he have lhe\lalgwe:(m BEmvm 46b that in a dispute-R. Akiva’s
mmsmnoverﬂxeotherswew buthxstw:herkabbanu}hnanel also gave this
decision. Tins quesuon was one which seemed to have beeu undecided for many years.
Thnt is exactly the hndofs:matlon in which the lesees the need for the pmsentat:on of
aﬁ!mdems:onbasedonasolld foundauonhketheonehcﬁndshere Therewnsa h:story
: ofconﬁmonabomwhatthewnmhaladuhwasmdﬂwrewashlmdmmﬁman
for his : seletlonofAkwa swew-ewmatofk Y_ohananb Nurni’s: :

In his second k lal ha-p’sak in the ninth @TEZb) the Rif's.decision
ranforcesthedeqs:onnnpllmmthe Stam schnngeofﬂaetext of the mishnah. The Rif

mtum:sag"am WMBOfﬂETMdlctmofourchnpta

LJ_.AM‘
namely by the text of the Yerushalmi and the Ralachic decision rendered by Rabbeinu
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Hananel. In the final example in our chapter, in the fourteenth sugyah, part 5 (34bj the
Rif adds his klal which states that he agrees with R. Yohanar’s ruling that if one heard

nine shofar blowings at nine different times in one day, one had fulfilled his obligation.

* _ In agreeing with R. Yohanan the Rif has demonsu'at'?d that he understands the diﬁetmce

between a teaching of R. Yohanan and one cited in the name of his teacher. The Rif's
: J

. omission of the Stam’s discussion surrounding this question, as well as his delivering his

own k’lal, shows once again his willingness to dismiss the Star;1 when it obscures the
halachic fssise and his confidence in deciding what the halachah should bs, The Rif does
not utter such halachic pronounceméms unless he is on very firm footing, either because
earlier halachic rulings supported his decision, or because of he is able to penetrate to the
heart of the issue and remove distracting elements. 3 :

The other major alterations that th(; Rif makes to_.ih; Bavli text are three
explanaﬁons- of his halachic decis-ionslﬂdréﬁ_evexpluiaﬁdn of a difference in custom. In
all ofithese cases, the Rif amplifies the text.in or;ier to clarify it. In the Rif’s long
digression in the fourtwn‘th wah, part 4 (34#), we saw him ﬁndmg it necessary to
explain the difference in the Bavli 's description of what were the correct blasts of the ;
shofar and the local cnétqm as he unda'stands it. He does not need to issue ak’@ for this

is a situation in which locai custom has, in es_smoé, formed the halachah He neéds the

digression to remove all conﬁmon’ﬁhﬂ*doubt for.hgs audlmce and to validate his halachic

—m _-..

position, based as it'is on an understanding of the oonﬁ_l_ﬂon all the vanous Tocal

traditions have created, and his intent 1o reconcile local custom with the mishnaic

.r,—we‘“w‘
*_

65Andaswemmtlonedearherm0hpaterll,n 49 HalGaongaveamhngupontlns
very topic. not too many years before.
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tatement to the best of his ability. | :

hmwﬁ@rwgyah,thesevemhoneon328,thekiffeels&eetomoveamemra

from the end of our chapter to this place in order to support the halachic decision given in

theBavh The halachah as the Rif presents it is more lenient thanthat in the Bavli. There
[

the halachah followed R. Yohanan who said that a person fulfilled his obligation
concerning the R;sh haShanah blessings if he said one verse from each of the three
divisions of the books of the Bible. The Amora, R. Hananel, citing Rav, says that one is
exempt if one simply recites the ‘.sentence, “And in Your Torah, Adonai Elokeinu, it is so
written.” In this matter'thé Rif inclines towards leniency. Why he does so is a matter for
our speculation. Perhaps the solution proposed by R. Hananel had found widespréad
acceptance in the Rif Q_cémunity Qm_d e wis thietolore simyly walidating its wise as we
have seen above.™ &

The Rif's sQond;halachlc explanation comes in the eleventh sugyah, 32a, where
after the Gemara has agreed that it is permissible for children to be taught to blow the
shofar, evgn on Shabba’t, the Rif adds, “There are those that say the opposnte.” He stops
short of going against the mishnah; but hé utters a strong cautidn against blowing the
shofar on Shabbat, even though domg SO is hnlachncally pemussible Once again, he
wishes Ius readers to haveasclenradlrectwe aspossibie Ifheen's,lt Wl“ be on the side

of caution.- ™\ <. -
. . ’

The Rif’s ﬁnal explamhon of hls halacluc dcaswn provides the last words of his

-

ody; :E'Liﬂ,.sa;sﬂmL“TBernimgmemllymwyspaﬁnginthe
condemnation of customs t which they had reservations. Only those customs

which were absolutely unacceptable from a halakhic point of view were rejected out of
hand.” Perhaps the Rif’s leniency reﬂwts this ammde as well.
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[ version of our perek. As we have seen in our detailed examination of the final part of the
fifteenth sugyah, (34b, 35a) the Rif introduces texts from the Yerushalmi and BEruvin in
order to justify his going against the opinion of the Stam and agree with the lenient
position of Rabban Gamliel coricening the obligation ofuxe‘iﬁdividuaa to recite the
special blessingsjon Rosh haSha;lah The Rif had to marshal outside support in order to
feel secure in presenting his opposing position. But he did so in a manner that snoe again
showed his ability to cut through the obﬁxscanon of the Stam to the heart of the argument

- and tum the discussion around towards the view he felt was oomect _

Our brief analysis of the Rif's methods of omission and addition have.shown that
the Rif’s approach to the Talmudic text is cautious and judicious but not compleétely
reverent.. Though he'.c').m.its the ﬁMypt that are'not-relevnnt because they deaf with &

issues pﬂ'taining to the Temple, he do;zs not tamper with those mishnayot tf.at are valid in
his day. In genenka m:shnarh, if vahd, is not to be transported wholesale nor broken up.
The parts oftheGammthat we identify as the Stam the Rif feels free to ormt, :fhe

. tlunks it neoessary for the sake of clanty in the understanding of the halachah involved.

The Rif also feels free to omit Biblical and aggadic passages that do nor further our

ooﬁnprelﬁxsion ot;the halachah. The Rif will add his own & '/al ha-p’sak, if needed, and

will amplify or add to the dimon of the Dotk b increase :;gnunaersmding or
present avnn&l‘lt‘hahchlc decision. The: Rif treats the Gemara not as a completely
authoritative text. He sees howth; éta;n,nmupaﬂaresthe earlier beraitot and memrot in |
orderto purmeltsagmda Hetoo:sabletonummmetheStam s influence, when he feels
wﬁ“)&m reTérT’ the pure Mishnuc statement. For him, the Gemara is still open

to interpretation and alteration, though not within the text itself, but through his
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“techniques of omission and addition® :

. 29b, all of 30b and 31b) and we have seen him grouping mishnayot together in a way

that does not follow the Bavli ((30b with 32a). I can't say that our perek offers absolute

A quick look at the Sefer Yéld Malachi’s list of the Rif’s principles found in

Appendix II shows that some of them are not applicable to our study of our chapter of

Talmud because the situations he mentions did not occur there. | Thus we cannot comment
about the princip}os regarding H;l Gaon (numbers 8 -10) or responsa (number 12) or
certain aspects (jf the Rif’s formulaic language (number 6, 7, 14) We can, ho“;ever,
examine briefly the remainder of his k lalim.

\ : ; . .
Most of the Yad Malachi’s statements deal with the Rif’s modifications of the

‘Gemara, but hedoes offer one k’lal concerning the mishnayot. K "lal 13 states that it is

often the Rif’s practioe to impi‘ove the l_anguage of the Mishnah and to shorten something

he agrees is the truth ln our chapfer t;e changes the Rif has made to various rriislumyot . P
have usually been mmor and often seem to reflect various manuscript tmdmons, a factor

the Yad Malach\as not Ii(ely to consider. We do not find him abridging mishnayot, but

we have noted the OI'IJ_ISSIOI'I of several that did not have relevance for his time ( part of

proofforthe YadMaIaclu s k’lal, but it ccnamly seems I!kea reasonable one, based on

whatewdmcetheperekdmﬁxmsh

K'Iafmnbuireassuresusthatwcshomd notbeundulyconcemedlfthemf

——E L.

doesmmﬂondetaﬂsthhtdonothavehﬂevameforluscomumty In our chapter, the

only exnmples of this k 'lal— would be the Rif';’ discussion of those mishnayot were valid

e See Brody, op. cil. pp 147-154 concerning the Geonic attitude towards authority and
M.S. Berger, Rabbinic Authority, espeunlly ch..8, “The Authority of Texts,” pp.
114-131. :




while the Temple stood. (For example, the mishnayot on 29b and 30a). Once again, we
cannot use our perek as absolute proof for this k'lal, but it seems to be reasonable. We
ShOllld remember that the Rif himself, of course, was not following the Yad Malachi’s
k'lalim. Rather, the Yad Malachi is extracting from the completed work general
principles that must of z}ecessity be rath;r vague. We should not be surpriséd to find that
these principles are by no means iron-clad. |
We did find one example ofa \Tﬁl‘l in our chapter (Second Sugyah, Gemara 30a)
and metmoned earlier some reasons why the Rif omitted it. We did not consider the I"ad
Malachi’s principle wlnch, if correct, wquld have meant that the Rif would have glven a
lenient interpretation of the question, if he did not decide the “ypon” stringently. Since the
Rif omitted the section entirely, obviously the ¥ad Malachi’s principle cannot be used,
unless we want to expand u;;on it to suggest that the Rif's omission of the ‘ﬁpm”sﬁows
his reluctance in this simgn\igé__zp,uﬁw the presumption of leniency, This might be an
mterestmg additional explanﬁt_ion c;f the Rif’s actions there. -

. What is most interesting about the remainder of the ¥ad Malachi’s rules is that
although the the YadMaIachf’s tetminblogy is dlﬂ’ermt, he seems to be saying that these
rules basically are all about the elimination of the “Stun-drwen” passages in favor of a
text“unoormpted” bythennmpulahons ofthelater redwtors K’lahm l 4, Sand 11 are

.. explanations in one Wiy”omtotlmfor the independence in halachic demsmn—mahng that
the Rif demonstrates. 'Number”l states, “W; -s;u;:uidn’t'wdnda*lfsomehmes the Rif
dm’twonyabmﬂthehmﬂahmusﬁonalawhyﬂwGummbutoﬁ'usanexplanaﬂon

1 ngmmeopmon itself (that is in the sugyah).” Our most dramatic
- mmpleoftluscom&sattheendofthedmpter(34band35a)whmwehaveseenthemf 3
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mdngmommmmmmm&omdmmmmaavu to support his
decision. This same example also de(nonstmt&s the Yad Malachi’s ﬁﬁh k'lal, “1tis
customary in the Halachot to treat an issue like halachah, even if it is not on the way to .
the result the Gemara had in mind.” We remember that at the end of our perek, the Rif
halachah is not tl‘l? same as that tiifthe Gemara. There the Rif decided, against the Bavli’s
interpretation; that the Shaliach Faibur fulflled the obligation of reciting the blessings of
Rosh haShanah even for those in the synagogue who were capable of reciting these

- prayers.

The final two & /alim, 4 and 11, discuss the Rif's principles of omission. Number

4 tells us, “It is not the Rif’s whfto copy beraitot that are not considered normative,
even ifone_mn learn ﬁ'om them anothe; new law.” In other words, if the Rif is-deciding p
to omit a beraita, he will omit the one which fails to correspond t the halachic decision
which dﬁa he m{heﬁmﬁ ltselfmll endorse. We can find-an example of this in ‘our
text in the twelfth sugyah (332) where the Rif omits the Stam’s discussion about the

: eligibilit); of women to'blow the shofar. The beraita the Stam presents first seems to
de the mishnah and causes the S;am to do a fair amount of manipulatiou to
hannomzethetexts F'umlyﬂnemgyahpmmtsﬂwnorm&tweweww!uch the Rif
probably asmmedﬁnmthebeglmungBydmnmungtheSmm, ﬂ:quemmnamme
non-nommnve-bumla;s wei] The eleventh Ik'lalrepeatsthe ﬂmme of the fourth but

= L .

gwesrtamoreguﬂalapphemon ltré:ds, Evaywhaeweseetlntﬂleklfmu'odum'

someaspectsofanundmllmgednﬂemdehmmatesotlmaspectsoflt,weshould

Medmnnatedaspeasmnotmmuuve We have seen the Rif
ﬁsn,!f"m

* following this principle throughout our chapter.
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 This glance at the k ‘lalim of the Yad Malachi has demonstrated that although the
language its author used maybedlﬂ'etmt,mhm in itshu‘mmwticis: an understanding
that the Rif by no means operated in an arbitrary way as he omitted parts of the Bavii
téxt, but that he had a definite modus operandi which included ﬂmong other principles a
senseofwhatwasthqoriginalintmtéfanafgumemand what was added to it later for
the sake of harmony ;f composition. This confirms what our thesis has revealed.

The question that I have been stmgglmg with throughout my investigation of the
mothodoloéy of the Rif rega::ds the Rn"s attitude towards authority, both hi; own, as a
distinguished judge and scholdr, and that of the text. Clearly his Tw Katan can be
read as his answer to my question. If this is the case, then what we learn from our shprt

 study of it is that for the R_if thhon‘ty résts l;—oth in the text and in the interpreter of the
text. The quesuomrenmms however, is the authonty of both equal? For the Rif, the
o Talmudlc text has lcv%of gutht(nty and sanctity, as we have seen. It is helpful to
' unagmethe_leasamnno,\_werofgram. When he throws the wheat in his winnowing fan,
"the» kmndsg’fm;entthalm-hlﬁsbaskqar-eﬂlenﬁshnayot. These are to be
retained, lfthey are relevant, and to be mamtamed as whole as possible. In these the Rif
. recognizes the deepest level of authority, the kernels of truth, second only to that of the
‘ Torah. Tht'Jse parts of-ﬂic'duwi that the ledlscems as ways towards cia:iﬁcation of
_whateverobsauﬂmygmnuslmahnuglnoonmhcalsomtchwandkeeps The Rif
nuglnthenstﬁthroughthmpmsof(};ﬁn}; and traisfer some of them to other places
in the Talmud What he lets blow away, ;he chaff, are the unnecessary pieces, some

o WWN&M andoﬁenthosepm'tsaddedbytheStam
&[-AM o1 4

=3 The only trouble with this analogy, of course, is the role of the winnower



;'oompamq with the role of the Rif. The Mmm the grain and lets the wind and
gmmy do the work. The Rif trusts to his own knowlgdge of the te-xt and of tradition.
Unlike the winnower, the Rif has to know.what the grains of truth are; he does not base
his methodology on nature but on his skill and knowledge. lnthe end though, the analogy
holds. Fort just as the mnnower; would be unemployed without grain, so would the Rif be
o0 il wihons fho Tkl Ak S authority ultimately rests on the text. His own
amhonty comes ﬁ'om his abllny to glean from it that which is most valuable and that
wlnchlsnot aswellasthe s:.lccessmthwluchlusattemptwasmet As we Iearned in the
“introduction, his authiority as manifested in his “Little Talmud” endured for centuries.

#

R b
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APPENDIX I

TECHNIQUES OF THE RIF
[

A.MilorA.ltenlions

I.Aﬂugn:wioraphmcfordaiﬁcdm

n.R:i;nushnahl BavhSugyahlnuslth’)a.wmrprn o_ppnavd

b. RJ:f,Geman?o BavhSugyah4 GmmtoB323(secondnnslmah)ww9
c.le;Gemm'atori'nshnah3=Bav!:Sugyah8,Gu1mtothu‘dm:shnahofB32a(on

32b): »m N X *

d. Rif, Gemara to mishnah 3 = Bavi Sugyah 8,Gemara to third mishnah of B 32a (on .

- 32b): m’m
. Rif, Gunlm@mishnlh 4= Bavili Sugyah 10, Gemara to first mishnah on 32b. 77> : g
£, RiE XGoaiirs to rishesh S = Bavii Sugyah 11, Gemmars > sscoad mishkiah on 325, 167

| g. Rif, Gemara tomishnah § = Bavli Sugyah 11, Gunara B S omd imishuah o 35 (332) -

o ._ - : '.
b.. Rif, Gunmx‘miishnah-ﬁ = Bavli .Sugyah‘IB Geman to mishnah 33b. >p99 X .

l.RtﬁGemarntomishnahG Bavf‘Sugyah 13,Gemara to mishnah 33b, »rawn v

mmm”mb,mmh

M‘tbﬂﬂﬁihﬁ BavhSugyahl4Gmatonuslnmh33bon34b NP 2O
w.m

andwt-m-n{




k. Rif, Gemara to mishnah 6= Bavli Sugyah 14, Gemara to mishinah 33b on 34b.
.. VIND.T N33 MNTI ™ M. |
B Rif, Gemara to mishnah 6 = Bavli Sugyah 15, Gemara to mishnah 33b on 34b. m>1a
™ 5w after 09m | u’}aan o7 and again‘after S9m 1310 N9YN.
J

2. Omitting a word or phrase

a. Rif, mishnah 3 = Bavli Sugyah 7, rmshnah 32a (second one), o1on..

“b. Rif, \Gmmratonﬁshn;iﬂ ﬁB;rvliSugyahT, Gémara?lSa, :'1'13:»1

¢. Rif, Gemara to mishnah'S = Bavli Sugyah 11,Gemara to second mishnah on 32b (33a),

two omissions of YO .

d R1f,Gemaratouushmh6—BavhSudyahl3Gemamtonushmh33b X9 wm . The &

phrase is redundant. ;
e. Rif, Gemara to\misl_tuéh'6v= Mli Sugyah 14, Gemara to mishnah 33b on 34b. h 2om
N!’W ywmamypn wnvhw ny |
‘f. Rif, Geshara to mishnah 6 = Bavli Sugyah 15,Gemara to mishnah 33b on 34b,
1 N:ms lo_m'mnms

g RsﬂGmmtonnshmhﬁ—Bavh Sugyah 15, Getmmto:mslumh 33b on 34b, »ad

nann.

h.. Rif, Gemara tm&&vll ' Sugyah 15 ,Gemara to mishnah 33b on 34b,

o L
A I “_'-"".
wu':-'mu mony NN mj'l :
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- 3. Changing a word or phrase
8, Rli;GemamtomlshnahB Bavli Sugyah 7, Gemara to B32a , secondnushnah,
'Pmsteadofm‘;

/
f

b. Rif, mishnah 3 = Bavli Sugysh 8, third mishnah of B32a. 1201 mm sip1a9n
instead of 99w mabn yan _

¢. Rif, Gemara té mishnah 3= Bavli Sugxah 8, Gemam to third mishnah of B 32a. pym
'formnm.mpand PN for TN

d. Rif, Gemara to mishnail 3 =}?a;’li Sugyah 8, Gemara to third mishnah of B32a (on
32b). NywW N NWNY for P N‘).apd o5y mo for a1 . MY Pno for .

e Rif, mishnah 5 = Ba'vh' Sugyah'l 1 (secondnmslmah of BHB."::W: ..M Ta N for ya

| 7373 ya.-1aT3and ﬁw:vfa vu_pnpsn PN for yPavn pN. vnpsm vx

f R:f Gemara to nusimah 5= Bavh Sugyah 11, Gemara to second mishnah of B32b. o™
noy amw’r N NYYN X nwy for 0™ b NYY 10w

g Rif, Gemara 10 mlshnahS = Bavii Sugyah 11, Gemam to second :ﬁ_shnah-de 32b
(33a) Nmb for Noan and vice versa. -

h. le,Ganaratonns!mahS Bav!fSugyahll GemaratosewndrmslmahoanB .

N
.

(33a) mmnfor vom - o= e

»

IRIf,rmshnah6 Bavhsugyahw mxshnahon33b vbwmiform‘n(t\mce)and

-

)muform-n Wi



k. Rif, Gemnm to mishnah 6 = Bavli Sugyah 14,Gemara 34b, wwfmn fm; NoYL N and
-l. Rif, Gemara to mishnah 6 = Bavli Sugya-nh 15,Gemara 34b, ya71v for mnm . Thé Rif,
 while making essentially the same point as the Bavi, a;trihe beginning of the
sugyah, says it in a slightly different way. The Rif's version st Bllows:

MO ITON D YNV 1 XIPYN 10 Y IPN N DaN 9915 JaT1) T2 9NN) T1aT NoyN

N2 Ynv
m.. Rif, Gemara to mishnah 6=Bavli Sugyah 15,Gemara 34b. ynonb for onb. Also »

*paxny for 1pan. and on 35a, pny 13y 2 should be read instead of X

B Omissions B | ' : | et
: I.Qmiwiomduemlackofrdmmrheﬂifsn;dimce '
a le, mishnah 1, second part= Bavli sﬁgygh ZmLshnah 29 - | o
b. Bavli Sugyah z‘(ng)_,'_aibucal Sources. first part. ffom beginning to A3 XT3
c. BJW{' Sugyah 2 (30a) All ofit ( D_'mgrmto N"_F!J)I |
'd. Bavli Sugyah 3 (Gemara of mishnah 2, 30a) Biblical Sources. All of it.(}3 to
0 72a 1) |

e.Bavli Sugyah 4, mishnah and Gemara 30 b.

N

f. Bavli Sugyah 4 and Sugyah 5, mishnat and Gemara 31b=— . _
g. Bavli Sugyah 5, Gemara 32a Biblical sources. All ofit. ?

h..Bayli Sugyah 15, Gemara34bﬁ'om mma*mmvtonpt‘:rmand ‘on 35a from pPbo»

¥ M A
towunfpsw
. - = At

A\
\
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 2.0mission of Aggadic Passage. ‘ :
a Bavli Sugyah 2, (29b) first part frou P37 DN 10 NUYD NG .
b. Bavli Sugyah 7 (Gemara of mishnah 2 (32a) on 32b) all of it. T PdM WY 1
¢. Bavli Sugyah 14 (Gemara of :}ushnah 6 (33b) on 34b) ﬁor;l m:N “INM XY YPNto MmN
YN, P

d. Bavli Sugyah 15 (Gemara of nishnah 6 (33b) on 34b) from X992 to 9 ypn.

\ \ :
" 3. Omission of Stam-driven passage

a. Bavli Sugyah 2, (2%) from N"_'I BN 10 MWIPNT NPT
b. Bavli Sugyah 2 (30a) from X329 m until ) WIPN .
¢. Bavli Sugyah 3 (Gemara of -mshnah"z 30a and 30b) all ofrt(qh DR to VT
PPl - e % |
d.Bavli Sugyah 8 (Gemara of third mishnah on 32a) from (32b) X3 >0p
to w 25 MININIPN |
" e. Bavli Sugyuh 9 (Gemara oftlurd mishnah on 32a) from (32b) PN 72977 ©¥Y¥N DX
| to N9 nono3H (2nd time) :
f. Bavii Sugyah IO(Ganm of first mishnah on 32b) fmmw A0Y N3 t0 WY MIIBN
g. Bavli Sugyah 11 (Gunaraofsecond mishnah on 32b) 33a, from \mwmnm
to"n.o:;&v*ﬁm i = - I :
h. Bavli Sugynh 12 (Ganm of second nushnah on 32b) 33a, from yaoyn PN {o momD
e 0 0 15909915

h:-aﬁ""““iBavIc Sugyah 14 (Gemm of mishnah on 33b ) 34a, from NPYD NNINA 0 1MW NoDM
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h-fﬁ .

| Bavli Sugyah 15, (Garmofnushmh 33b) 35a, from Nmm’mwwmntomunw

T and from N I NM Wtothemdoftheperek

4. Omission of an Inconclusive Passage

a. Bavli Sugyah 2]'(3{)&) from m awato W-‘ |

b. Bavli Sugyah 11, Gemam on second rmshnah 32b from poya o N> to  »np wand
on 33a from Dwh XN to»np ‘
\ \

5. Omission ductoRcﬁmnon af;heSameragc Elsewhere

a. Bavli Sugyah 12, Gemara on seoond Mishnah 32b (33a and b), all of it, from "

yPoynnmto pwm vmmmﬂ Found also in BRosh haShanah 28b.

1
”~

& AR N sy

1. K’lalei Hap'sak |

‘a. Bavli Sugyah 6, end of first mishnah on ;.’;Za = Rif mishnah 2. yiann xpy “p 1 NP

b. Bavli Sugyah 9, third mishnah on 32a (32b) = Rif Gemara to his mishnah 3, > NP
oD | | gl

. Bavli, Sugyah 14, mishnah 33b,0n 34b = Rif, Gemara to mishnahi 6. prn 1312 NP

a. Bavii, endofSugyah ‘}, second muhnah on 32a¥Rifhﬁsh:mﬁ 3. NpPO DI PPOR
. b.Bavli Sugyah 11, second mishnah of Gemari 32b (33a) = Rif, Gemara to misnah 5.32b

LS M 5 St
wmw%me

AT AL o

¢. Bavli, Sugyah 15, end of Gemara 35a .to.nﬁshnah 33b =Rif, Gemara to mishnah 6
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_(35a). The Rif adds to the end of the perek his own discussion of the last part of
mishnah 33b. This discussion includes his introducing texts from the Yerushalmi
Rosh haShanah 4.10 and BEruvin 40a.and 40b. See below, Chapter 11, for a |
translation. The Rif erids his following of the Baviilbﬁ_';34b after vxn 37
:»n-rmmb:p:m/w MHVY DY YW Onom . After his own comments, a
quotati:;n from the Yerushalmi, and more of his comments, the Rif rMs to the

- Bavli text (35a) briefly, from TtyTx ) WX to TAY N v mny Wy

" 3. Explanation of Difference in Custom.
a. Rif, Gemara to mishnah 6 = Bavli Sugyah 15, from > at the bottom of 344 to the last

line on 34a, "N ypn. The Rif ins¢rts a long digression.

D. Major Wnn of lﬂvli Test
1. Rif, Geimara to mishnsh 6 = Bavli Sugyah 14, Gemara 33b (34a). The Bavli text is
teworked in the following way. Bold-face words are the Rif’s text Three dots
_mmmmmm&eaamm. '
‘ »:nb’;uwamnnnwpmnmnmwnwwnwpnwwnmmﬁwm
; snmmmbnpsonmlb nyrmn momwmmmwwwvmmm
nmqmgmum mmmﬂmmﬂb PPN NP INN N M)
um-mb qvpm,nw;;\ 'ﬁimWW Na3 Iy 9T DMV mmo
n"mmm N33 My mnm:wpmwpm DAY N NN NI
onv... m:ab\m M) NN mm‘mmm: NODYT ... %0 DY WANT 1O ON

-_H‘-?‘,"f’-’?m.- ' mmm w M3 YUPNR M W

L



APPENDIX I : X

The K’lalei haRif according to the Sefer Yad Malachi

1%, We shouldn’t wonder if sometimes the Rif doesn’t worry ii_bout the limitations set on
/
a law by the Getnam, but offers an explanation in the sugyah other than the opuuon itself

(that is in the sugyah)

\ b B2 S 08 : :

~ 2. Even though it is tae method of the Rif or the Rosh to bring only judgments that were
‘customary in their.if they should incidentally write about a detail that was ot
customary, this should not be a sm‘pnse since thcy didn’t overly concern themselves
about incidental matters s )
3 Whmev&'unqd,m not clearly decide a feiku, an insoluble problem, stringently,
even if he says the matter is unresolved, he means to consider it ldniently. pase”
4. It is not'the Rif’s way to oopy beraitot thal are not cons:dered nomlauve cven if one

5 canleamﬁ’omtlmnmﬂlermwlaw _ -

s. lnsmswnﬁ‘.l‘y‘m-theﬂaladltwwmamsmehkehﬂadmhevmfmsnotonthe

-'_‘.“.{.-._
'wnytothemmltthatthe(iammlpdmnund. o R P : ‘

-

3 .-i .m' il e
,i‘.-“ﬁw S

% 68 This number and the ones that follow correspond to k ‘lalim -1 in our edition (Kéter,
1945) of the Sefer Yad Malachi, pp.180-182. '
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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.

8. When the Rif writes, “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 said,” or “Thus wrote the

Gaon,” this Gaon is Hai Gaon.

10. 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 Rif agrees 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 written iff the name of the Rif was undoubtedly signed by

him (and should be viewed as authentic).




13. lfiﬁﬂmkifspraaiceinmyphce;tohhpmveﬂlehngmgeofﬂlenﬁshmh and to
shorten something that he agrees is the truth. '
: f E .

14. There’s a h‘adltltyl we know of, according to which no commentator says, “That is to
say,” or uses the term “explanation™ except where there are alternative understandings
which the commentator seeks to negate or -pr(;blans he wishes to resolve...'fhi!s is even
more truekof the Rif whose ;neth'od.is to copy the Talmud’s language. He will only use
“that is to say” 't’ar tﬁe .terr;l' “an explanation” when matters are extremely unclear 5r when
an1uunﬁmdbk=undersuuuﬁng;pnesuﬁéinuﬂfgszlpcssﬂﬁﬁmy. -

l
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