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DIGEST

The present study is an examination of the Birkat
HaMazon, the Grace-after-Meals in the Jewish liturgy.
In its present form, the prayer consists of four major
blessings: Birkat HaZan, which acknowledges Cod as
Provider; Birkat HaAretz, which stresses the importance
of the land; Boneh Yerushalayim, which appegis for the
rebuilding of Jerusalem and the re-establishing of the
Davidic kingdom; and HaTov. ve HaMetiv, which emphasizes

God's continual goodness and the trust in a salvation
dependent upon this goodness. The major thesis in this
study is that the entire Birkat HaMazon was the product
of a developmental process: the earliest stage may

even be called a "prehistory" in which these separate
themes embodied in the present Grace were independent
unto themselves. Each was probably expressed before

God through informally stated "praises™ or "supplications”,
each form clearly varying in harmony with the spontaneous
prayers of the people. However, while the thematic

roots of these prayers may have originated during the
Biblical period, only with the legislative discussions

of the Tannaim and the Amoraim could we begin to trace
the frame and content of these blessings with any
accuracy. For it was during this period that the
benedictions were defined and their minimal requirements

established.
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This study devotes a full chapter to each of the

four benedictions in Birkat HaMazon, treating each as

an originally independent unit and examining the
development and expansion of each from the Talmudic
references through the legislation of the major codes.
The possible justifications for including each of the
benedictions within the Grace have been considered, and
the various attempts by commentators to fix the dating
of these blessings have been reviewed in this work. A
fifth chapter sketches the development of the extant
rites surviving in the siddurim - from the earlier
nusahim of Amram and Saadia to the more recent Ashkenazic
and Sephardic rites in use today. Seven of these rites
are presented at the conclusion of the fifth chapter,
enabling the reader to witness the development and

the comparisons discussed in the body of this thesis.

In drawing conclusions regarding each of the
themes and benedictions in Birkat HaMazon, the author
has been guided both by the wisdom of the early rabbis
and also by the contemporary insights of liturgical
scholars such as Louis Finkelstein and Josenrh Heinemann.
The fact that men inspired by the liturgy have been

discussing Birkat HaMazon in the literature for almost

two millenia testifies to the richness and importance
of this blessing. It is our hope that this thesis will
add in its own small way to the reader's appreciation

of this dynamic liturgical rite.
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INTRODUCTION

Because food is one of mankind's primary needs,
man naturally felt compelled early in his religious
development to acknowledge his god as the provider of
this food by which his life was sustained. The present
study investigates one such thanksgiving prayer which
developed within the Jewish tradition: the Birkat
HaMazon, or Grace after meals. In its present form,
the blessing is a highly specialized liturgical
expression incorporating not only a thinksgiving to
God for food, but also a benediction in praise of the
land, a prayer for the rebuilding of Jerusalem, and a
concluding section recalling the Jew's perpetual trust

in the God of redemption and salvation.

A. Origins: traditional and contemporary
perspectives. Birkat HaMazon which elevated the act
of eating beyond a physiological necessity, achieved a
liturgical status in rabbinic literature given to few
other blessings. This high level of respect for the
prayer was achieved in part by emphasizing its Biblical

origin: "4

Our rabbis have taught: from where do we

know that Birkat HaMagzon is /derived/ from

the Bible? As it is said (Dt. 8:10), “And

thou shall eat and be satisfied and bless...":
this refers to Birkat HaZan (the first section
of the Grace): "the Lord thy God": /this refers/
to the Invitation; "for the Land“: to Birkat
HaAretz; "the good": to Boneh Yerushalayim,

for so it states (Dt. 3:25), "that goodly hill
country and Lebanon"; which He hath given thee":
to HaTov veHaMetiv.




This passage led commentators to id;ntify the
recital of the Grace as one of the positive commandments
ordained by the Torah. 2 Furthermore, by emphasizing
that the Grace had been established from Scripture,
the rabbis associated it with the Sh'ma and the Amidah.
In a passage from the ‘Babylonian Talmud, 3

.+».0ur Mishna declares: "at his mezl he says

the Grace after but not the Grace before".

Quite so; but the reading of the Sh'ma % and

the Grace after meals are ordained by the Torah...

Similarly in the Mekhilta: -

+++And from where do we know that they say
"Blessed art Thou 0 Lord our God and God of

our fathers, God of Abraham, God of Isaac and
"And God said moreover unto Moses: thou shalt
say unto the children of Israel: the Lord, the
God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, the God
of Isaac and the God of Jacob /hath sent me unto
you/." And from where do we know that they make
a blessing over the food? As it is said (Dt. 8:10),
"And you shall eat and be satisfied and bless
/the Lord thy God for the good land which He
hath given thee/.

The rabbis also stressed the importance of Birkat
HalMazon historically. That the rabbis were already

aware of an historical development of the Grace is
evident from the following: 6
Rav Nahman said: Moses fixed Birkat HaZan
for Israel when the manna descended for them,
Joshua instituted Birkat HaAretz when they
entered the land /of Canaan/. David and Solomon
instituted Boneh Yerushalayim: David instituted
"for Israel Thy people and for Jerusalem Thy
city”, and Solomon instituted "for Thy great
and holy Temple". HaTov veHaMetiv was in-
stituted at Yavneh in connection with the
slain of Betar, for Rav Matna said: on the
day the slain of Betar were allowed burial,
there was instituted in Yavneh the benediction
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HaTov veHaMetiv: HaTov because the bodies
did not decompose; and HaMetiv because they
were allowed burial.

Later commentators refined this historical
analysis by suggesting that each section of the Grace
was subject to its own process of development. In
Sefer HaHinukh, /

«..Ezra and his court established /The blessings/;

and even though the rabbis said that Moses

instituted Birkat HaZan, Joshua instituted

Birkat HaAretz.., they only meant with regard

to the essence of the idea; but the /specific/

formulation of the blessing was set by Ezra
and his Bet Din...

It was understood, however, that once these
formulations were established, no changes could be
introduced:

«+.and it is unfitting to add or delete from

their versions. The one who does make such
changes is in error.

This historical treatment of Birkat HaMazon re-
mained the accepted account until the present century.
More recently, however, tools of textual criticism
have been employed in the study of liturgical texts,
and additional clues clarifying the process of development
in prayers such as Birkat HaMazon have been discovered
in the rabbinic literature itself. This has resulted
in a growing understanding and a heightened appreciation
of the traditional benedictions. The present study is
both a reassessment of the traditional texts from
this point of view, and a consideration of the current

advances already made in the field vis-a-vis the history
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of the Grace. The attempt has been in this thesis to
preserve the respect due the traditional approach to
Birkat HaMazon by accepting the rabbinic understanding
as an important dimension in the development of the
blessing.

In writing this thesis, the author has also
weighed the contemporary contributions of Finkelstein9'1D
and his examination of both the Grace and the Amidah.
In an effort to reconstruct the earliest forms of
these blessings and to establish the period during
which these forms were first used, Finkelstein has
assumed that 1) an "original" version of each blessing
did exist: in cases where the Talmud recorded a
blessing, this text was to be preferred as the most
réliable indicator of the "earliest form"; and 2) that
in comparing several versions of the same blessing,
the shorter form would reflect more accurately this
"original"™ version. Consistent with his theoretical
position, Finkelstein has proposed the following text
to have been the original Birkat HaMazon: 12

Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord our God, King of the Universe

who provides food for the whole world in goodness,

lovingkindness and mercy. /Blessed art Thou 0

Lord who provides food for all./

We thank Thee 0 Lord our God in that Thou hast

iven to us as an inheritance a desirable land
to eat from its fruits and to be satisfied
from its goodness?/ 12

Blessed art Thou 0 Lord for the land and for the
food.
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Have mercy 0 Lord our God upon Israel Thy people
and upon Jerusalem Thy city and upon Zion Thy
holy dwelling place and upon Thy altar and upon
Thy Temple. Blessed art Thou 0 Lord, Builder

of Jerusalem.

Blessed art Thou 0 Lord, King of the Universe,
the Good and the One who does good.

In recent years, Finkelstein's assumptions concerning
the development of prayer forms have been seriously
challenged. Highly critical of Finkelstein's "re-
constructed texts™, Heinemann 13 has offered a fresh
approach to the understanding of the liturgy in the
early rabbinic period. Emphasizing the prominent
role of oral tradition, Heinemann discounts the
"original authorship" model in favor of an evolutionary
process in the hands of the general population. He
argues as follows:

Jewish prayers were created originally not by

the Rabbis in their academies, but spontaneously

in the synagogues and prayer assembles of the
people. Hence, they displayed from the outset

a large variety of forms, styles and patterns,

and only in the course of time did the Rabbis

select some of these as "standard"™ prayers

which became normative and obligatory for all...

Even then the norms laid down applied only to

the opening and concluding formulas of each

prayer, while the text itself remained “free"
and many different versions continued to exist

side by side. Notwithstanding the views of L.

Finkelstein and others, it is shown that in

fact the basic prayers on the talmudic era 14
did not have one single authoritative text.

It is this insight which has guided the present
author in his analysis of the rabbinic material germane
to the development of Birkat HaMazon. It is therefore,
not a study which will result in an alternate "re-

constructed” text. Rather the thesis is an attempt
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to present the variety of factors which may have played

a role in the evolution of the GCrace.

B. Birkat HaMazon, the altar and the table: the
importance of Birkat HaMazon as a thanksgiving prayer
may also be understood in terms of man's use of the
altar to present his thanksgiving offering to his godsls

Primitive man brings the first fruit of all that
is designed for food to the higher powers,
especially to the Supreme Father and Creator
God: the firstlings of the fruits which he
finds in the primeval forest, of the wild
animals which he kills in the chase, of the
harvest of his fields, of the yield of his
herds, of the intoxicating liquors which he
prepares. We find these offerings of first
fruits all over the world... The first fruits
are offered as a simple expression of reverence,
acknowledgement, and gratitude, but the other
conception of sacrifice can of course be easily
connected with this quite different one.

In this manner, the Mosaic tradition institution-
alized the presentation of first fruits to God in
connection with the harvest:

And the Lord spoke unto Moses, saying: command
the children of Israel and say unto them /that/
My food which is presented unto Me for offerings
made by fire, of a sweet savour unto Me, shall
ye observe to offer unto Me in its due season.
(Num., 28:1-2)

Also in the day of the first fruits, when ye

bring a new meal offering unto the Lord in

your feast of weeks, ye shall have a holy
convocation: ye shall do no manner of servile
work; but ye shall present a burnt offering

for a sweet savour unto the Lord., (Num. 28:26-27a)

Initially these burnt offerings were permitted

throughout the land, but as the sacrificial cult

6

centralized in Jerusa.lem.1 thanksgiving offerings to



God concentrated around the altar established in the

Temple. And it was this altar, from which supplication
and thanks were extended to God, which remained in
the religious consciousness of the people even during

the Exile.

For example, the altar and the rites connected with
it were important elements in Ezekiel's vision of a
rebuilt Temple: 17 his description of the altar was
“"the table that is before the Lord". 18 The cessation
of sacrifice during the Exile was also considered only
a temporary condition by Second Isaiah:

Even them will I bring to My holy mountain,
And make them joyful in my house of prayer;:
Their burnt offerings and their sacrifices
Shall be acceptable upon Mine altar;

For My house shall be called a house of
prayer for all peoples. (Is. 56:7)

Indeed the altar was reinstated during the Second

18

Commonwealth and remained in use during the first

century, C.E. 12 When the altar was ultimately
destroyed by the Romans, the rabbis sought a sub-
stitute vehicle whereby the people could acknowledge
God as their provider, in a way symbolic of the altar.
While prayer had become the appropriate replacement

for sacrifice, the table was deemed a fitting altar-

substitute: 21

+esit is written, "the altar of wood three
cubits high...and He said unto me, This is

the table that is before the Lord (Ez. 41:22)",
/The verse/ opens with "altar" and concludes
with "table". R. Johanan and R. Eliezer both
say: so long as the Temple stood, the altar
used to atone for Israel; but now a man's table
atones for him. 22



In the following Mishna, 23 the table was again
likened to God's altar:

R. Shimon says: if three have eaten at one table

and have not spoken upon it matters of Torah, it

is as if they had eaten from sacrifices of the

dead, as it is said (Is. 28:8), "all tables are

full of filthy vomit, without the All-Present

(makom)”. But if three had eaten at one table

and had spoken upon it matters of Torah, it

is as if they had eaten at the table of the

All-Present, blessed be He, as it is said

(Ez. 41:22), "this is the table before the Lord".

b to the Mishnaic

The following commentary 2
passage testifies to the important role of Birkat
HaMazon as understood by the rabbis:

"...matters of Torah": this refers to Birkat

HaMazon which they bless at the table and thus

fulfil their obligation, for it is considered

ags if they had spoken upon it matters of Torah
/and thereby eaten at the table of the All-Present/.

If the table indeed became as significant a symbol
in the daily life of the Jew as the altar had once
been, then the Grace which he recited at the conclusion

of his meal became his daily thanksgiving offering.

It has been the purpose of these introductory
remarks to underscore the centrality of Birkat HaMazon
in the religious expression of the Jewish people.
However, the prayer also occupied a significant yet
more technical place in the liturgical discussions of
early rabbinic legislation. It is this dimension of
the Grace that will be reviewed at length in the body
of this thesis.
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BIRKAT HaZAN
In the Introduction, we noted a unique characteristic
of Birkat Haliazon: that specific justification for its
content was found in Torah. Yet there is some confusion

as to which part of Dt. 8:10 generated Birkat HaZan
1

itself. In the Babylonian Talmud the phrase "You
shall eat and be sated, and you shall bless..." is

the basis for Birkat HaZan while "...the Lord your Zod..."

refers to Birkat HaZimmun, the preceding Invitation to

Grace.
On the other hand, the Jerusalem Talmud & claims
the opposite: "...and you shall bless..." is the

basis for Birkat HaZimmun while the following worde

"...the Lord your God..." refer to that which follows

the Invitation, i.e. Birkat HaZan. This latter version

harmonizes the order of the Tnvitation followed by
the prayers in the Srace with the sequence of Dt. 8:10

itself. Further, this is the version appearing in the

Tosephta, 3 in the Tosaphoth, 4 in the lishne Torah, 5

and in the Tur. 6 We are tempted to understand the

Babylonian version in the light of a scribal error,
although a possible implication of the difference
between the two Talmuds will be discussed below
(Section J).

However, in the matter of the Invitation, the

Talmud records =z second tradition 7 in which the basis



for the Zimmun is found in z Psalms verse:

Rabbi /Judah haNasi/ said: "You shall eat

and be sated, and you shall bless..," this

is Birkat HaZan; but the Invitation is from
"Magnify the Lord with me.. (Ps. 34:4)."

This statement by Rabbi seems to be emphasizing
that a distinction be made between the Invitation and

Birkat HaZan. Why any confusion may have occurred in

the first place is not specified, although we might
understand the probelm from an historical reconstruction.

The Invitation (Birkat HaZimmun) is already discussed

at length in the Mishna, 8 yet Birkat Halazon is

never mentioned in these passages, nor anywhere else.
And while we don't suggest that the Grace was unknown
to the Tannaim, its absence in the Mishna suggests

that it had not been subjected to legislative control.
The Invitation, on the other hand, had probably enjoyed
an independent existence in a2 more formal context,
where rabbinic control was established. Such is the

2

hypothesis offered by Alon and explored by Heinemann:

that Birkat HaZimmun came into beinz in connection
10

with the community meals of the havura-type. These
meals were eaten by a gquorum of men and accordinz to
fixed rules. Heinemann points out that the Zimmun
formula was later extended to mezls with less than ten
people present; and we must assume that, in time, the

Invitation was joined to the prayers-after-meals

spoken at these smaller gatherings. That =some confusion
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must have occurred, then, during this process can be
seen in a disazgreement between Rav Nahman and Rav
Sheshet: 11

To what point does the benediction of Zimmun

extend? Rav Nahman says: up to the conclusion

of "Let us_bless, /i.e. to the end of the

Invitation/"; Rav Sheshet says: up to the

conclusion of HaZan.

If the Zimmun and HaZan could have been considered
a single ‘o].essingl'2 as Rav Sheshet suggests in the
following discussion in the Cemara, we can understand
the purpose of Rabbi's statement (above) distinguishing

the blessings on Biblical grounds.

One obvious observation resultinz from this
discussion, although one (to my knowledge) not
generally emphasized, is that the rabbis gave the first
blessing a name: 13

The rabbis taught: this is the arrangment

of Birkat Halazon: the first blessing is
Birkat HaZan...

We may assume, then, that 1) it had probably been
in the liturgical consciousness of the people in one
form or another for some time; 2) it had developed a
degree of consistency that could be recognized and
identified, even from one locale %o thé other; and
3) it had apparently met certain requirements by which
the rabbis could already give it a legitimate status.
It was now in a position to be forged and tempered by

the Amoraim, and later re-examined and refined by the



codifiers, reflecting its use by the people. The
blessing, like the others in the Grace, was composed
of smaller units, and many of these elements were
considered in their own rizht. To understand the

further development of Birkat HaZan, we must examine

the treatment of each of its sections in the literature.

A. The opening benediction: In a Baraitha 14

quoted by Rav Isaac bar Shmuel bar Marta in the name of

Rav,

One is to open each and every blessing with
"blessed" and to conclude with "blessed",
except the blessings over fruits, commandments
/i.e. short blessings/, one blessing which is
joined immediately to the one preceding it,
and the final blessing in the Sh'ma. Some of
these open with "blessed" and don't close with
"blessed"; others conclude with "blfssed“ and
yet don't commence with "blessed". 5

The general principle is expressed by Rabbi Judan in the

Jerusalem Talmud: 16

One opens short blessing with "blessed" but
does not conclude them with "blessed". One
opens long blessings with "blessed" and
concludes them with "blessed”.

Since, in the same chapter.17 Birkat HaZan is

characterized as a long blessing joined immediately to
the Invitation preceding it, the opening blessing was
not necessary. However, when less than three ate

together, the Invitation was not used; 18 Birkat HaZan

no longer was a "joined" blessing. At these times, an
opening beginning with "blessed" was required. It seems

clear that for some time the inclusion c¢f an opening
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benediction for Birkat HaZan depended on the number who

were eating together. That an openinz benediction was
eventually "fixed" to Birkat HaZan, regardless of the

number of people eating, is attested in the accompanying

commentary: 19

Why does Birkat HaZan open with "blessed"?
Behold...if there were Jonly/ two to eat,
there wouldn't be an Invitation and HaZan
would have to begin with "blessed". And
because sometimes it did open with "blessed",
they fixed it with this opening for all time.

At what point point this opening "blessed" became

a permanent part of Birkat HaZan is uncertain; yet by

the 14th century, its inclusion had become a legislated

matter in the Codes. 20

While the sources require that Birkat HaZan open

with "blessed", further details of the opening benediction
are not given. We know, however, that in all versions

€1 the benediction is complete:

available to date,
"Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord our God, King of the world..."
From the discussion that follows, we will conclude that
this entire formula was also the product of 2 developmental

process, and that Birkat HaZan may have had a shorter

benediction early in its history. Following this dis-
cussion, we will examine the specific implications of
an early blessing by Benjamin the Shepherd for the

opening benediction of Birkat HaZan.

B, ‘'Atah: The inclusion of 'Atah (You) as an

address to Sod in the second person occurs in an early



Talmudic discussion % involving Rav and Shmuel: 23

Rav said: one needs to say " 'Atah". Shmuel
said: one doesn't need to say /"Blessed a:g7
You", but only "Blessed is the Lord..."

While the reason for the inclusion of 'atah was not

specified in the Talmudic passaze, the rabbis attempt

some explanation in the midrash to Psalms: 2k

Rav taught that in making a blessing, a man
is required to say "Barukh 'atah Adonai",
for a blessing without the Lord's name is
no blessing, as it is said, "I have set the
Lord always before me." <

According to this midrash, the word ‘'atah is subsumed
under the requirement to mention the Divine Name. The
author of Shibbole Hal.eket 26 recoznizes a further
problem: with the introduction of 'atah, blessings
are addressed to God at once in the second and the
third persons. Thus,

Rav said, "Blessed are You", and Shmuel said,
"Blessed be He". Therefore the rabbis
established the blessinzs according to both
of them: "Blessed are You" according to Rav;
"... who has sanctified us..." according to
Shmuel.

The same problem was also addressed by Abudurham: 27
And the reason that they fixed the benedictions
in both the second and third persons is that
the Holy One Blessed Be He is both revealed
and hidden: revealed in his deeds and hidden
in his Godliness..." :

The problem of " 'atah " in benedictions which are

followed invariably by an address to God in the third

person has also been examined in the recent literature. <8



Heinemann, for example, begins with a consideration of
Spanier's theory which proposed that the word 'atah was
introduced late into the opening benediction formula at
a time when it would have been no longer possible to
change the third person elements. While agreeing with
Spanier that the original pattern of the opening
benedictions didn't include the word 'atah, Heinemann
raises chronological objections to Spanier's theory.
The pattern "Blessed are You..." followed by the third
person reference to God is already attested in the early
literature. 29 Furthermore, regarding the differing
views of Rav and Shmuel, Heinemann writes,

"...one can in no way deduce that only /durinz

the first seneration of Amoraim/ was the word

'atah entered into the formula of the official

benediction. Certainly it was an acceptable

norm to say ‘'atah much earlier than this; yet

there were also those who were accustomed to

use, on the side of the normative pattern,

the formula "Blessed is God..." without 'atah;

and thereby the division between Rav and

Shmuel was whether or not to require the use
of the normative version, and it alone." (p. 53-54)

For our purposes, it is noteworthy that the word
'atah does not appear in the versions of a blessing by
Benjamin the Shepherd, to be discussed below. Since his
was understood as an acceptable alternate in the

literature to Birkat HaZan, it is possible, at least for

HaZan, that a benediction without the word ‘'atah
remained a theoretically valid benediction.

C. 0 Lord, our Cod: A reference to the Divine



Name, in order to render a benediction valid, had been
required probably by the beginning of the 3rd century: 30

Rav said: every blessing in which there is
no reference to the Divine Name iﬁlnot
considered a /valid/ blessing...

Again, what form this reverence was to take was
not specified. Nevertheless the identification of the
Divine Name with the Tetrazrammaton was already normative

in the Mishna:

«+:And they further ordained tha® one should
greet his fellow by mentioning the name of
God, as it is said, "And behold Boaz came
from Bethlehem and said to the reapers,
'Y-H-W-H be with you'; and they answered 32
him, 'may Y-H-W-H bless you' (Ruth 2:4)...

«++In the Temple they uttered the Name as it
was written, but in the provinces /they
pronounced it/ by its substitute word. 33

++:And these are they who have no share in
the world to come: he that says there is no
resurrection...Abba Saul says, also he who
utters the Divine Name accordinz to its
letters...J

In the Tosephta, 35 however, the following schema
suggests that reference to the Deity had not been
limited to the Tetrasrammaton in the benediction
formulas:

A Tanna taught: He who bezins a blessing
with "Y-H" 36 and concludes it with "Y-H" -
behold, he is one of the average men; he
who begins with "EL" and ends with "EL" -
behold, he is a boor; he who begins with
"Y-H" and ends with "EL" - behold, this

is the way of the heretic.

By recognizing that the text attempts to suppress

the use of "IL®" by associatinz it with the heretics,
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37

Finkelstein explains the eventual disappearance of
the term from opening benediction formulas. We are
left with the following question, then: at what point
in the development of the liturgical berakha did the
word Eloheynu (Our God) enter the benediction:

Finkelstein again suggests 38

that Eloheynu, in

conjunction with the Tetrazrammaton, was very early.

It was later abandoned with the Tetrag}ammaton, only

to be reintroduced during Akiba's generation. He finds

support in the following passasze: 39
Rabbi Tarfon says: /This is the text for
the Ge'ullah:/ "He that redeemed us and
redeemed our fathers..."; Rabbi Akiba adds:
"..stherefore 0 Lord our God and God of our

fathers, bring us peace... Blessed art Thou,
0 Lord, who has redeemed Israel."”

The phrase "0 Lord, our Zod" is not used by Akiba,
however, either in the opening or closing benediction.
Nor does Finkelstein present real evidence for the use
of this phrase prior to Akiba. We thus must ask
whether the word Eloheynu may not have been fixed in
the opening benediction formula at a much later date
than Rav's remark (Ber 40b). In his work on Birkat
HaMazon.uo Finkelstein concludes that the original form

of Birkat HaeZan read, "Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord our Cod,

King of the Universe, the one who feeds all the world
with goodness, zrace, and lovingkindness," (see Intro-
duction). Even recognizing now that a search for "the

original form" is pointless, we still question the
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validity of Finkelétein's including the phrase "0 Lord,

our God" in the earliest development of Birkat HaZan.

D. Melekh Ha'Olam: The dating-of the apposition

lelekh Ha'Olam in the opening benediction has been

studied extensively in recent literature. Weiss, e

for example, recognized a semantic development of the
word ‘olam from its early Biblical meaning "forever" 42
to its later rendering "the world”. 43 Translating

Melekh Ha'olam as "King of the world" according to the

later sense of the word, Weiss posited that this phrase
may have been coined in benedictions as an anti-“nostic
polemical term. Yet this thesis is speculative in that
Weiss was unable to date the inclusion of the phrase
into the benediction formulas with external evidence.
In response to Weiss' article, Heinemann b reasons
that it was inserted later, in protest against Roman

Emperor-worship. He notes that the phrase lelekh Ha'olam

does not appear in the Amidah which underwent its final
"editing" in Yavneh shortly after the destruction of the
Temple, Heinemann suggests then that the formula was

probably not introduced before the early second century

C.E., at a time when the malkhiyyoth, also in protest

azainst Roman Emperor-worship, were inserted into the

New Year Amidah.

A third view is offered by Roth 45 who proposed
that the phrase Melekh Ha'olam was introduced by the first
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century Zealots, possibly after the fall of Jerusalem.

Fundamental among the /Zealots/ was /their
doctrine that/ the Jews had no sovereign other
than Cod alone, and that the recognition of
any earthly ruler...was therefore a cardinal
sin. Would it not have been natural for them
to introduce this conception into the most
common prayer formula...? (173)

Roth suggests that when the Zealots were absorbed
by the Pharasee majority, certain of their doctrines
may have been absorbed with them. A century and a half
later, this "tradition" was preserved in the Talmudic

L6

text, although by then its interpretation may have

been more "transcendental than non-political". (?)

Perhaps the most extensive review of liclekh
Ha'olam was conducted by Wiesenberg. His two articles k7. 48
offer the reader an excellent review both of benediction

formulas in general in Talmudic literature, and also

of the phrase lielekh Ha'olam as it is distributed in the

primary source material. But beyond that, he also

argues for a later inclusion of Melekh Ha'olam into

the benediction formula (during the GCaonic or Saboraic
periods), challenging the theses proposed by Weiss,
Roth, and Heinemann. Refuting their arguments,
Wiesenberg writes,

It appears to me that there is no warrant

for either of these...assumptions. The
liturgical Melekh Ha'olam may well denote

"the Eternal King". The ruling /by Rabbi
Yohanan/ on malkhuth was originally thought

to concern other phrases denoting Divine
kingship, of which there are a great many

in the Jewish liturgy, whilst the introduction




of the term MNelekh Ha'olam as statutory
part of the opening berakhah formula
dates from an age much later than Rav's
and R. Yohanan's..." %49

Wiesenberg first must demonstrate that the early
Talmudic decision to include malkhuth in all blessings

did not mean Melekh Ha'olam but simply meant that some

reference to God's "kingship" had to be mentioned in
some wzy, somewhere in the body of each prayer. His
first argument, then, is built on his interpretation of
a statement by Rabbi Yohanan:

That is quite right-that according to Rav,

who claims that a benediction which does

not contain the Divine Name is no benediction.

But what about Rabbi Yohanan who says that no

blessing can be considered a /valid/blessing

unless it contains a reference to the Divine
Kingdom?...

And again,

Rav said: no blessing without the mention
of the Divine Name is a /valid/ blessing;
Rabbi Yohanan said: no blessing without
"kingship" c?¥ be considered a /valid/
blessing...

Wiesenberg offers a two-fold interpretation for
these texts: 1. Rabbi Yohanan may feel that the word
"melekh" or "ha-melekh" by itself would be sufficient
to satisfy the malkhuth requirements. P Furthermore,

a number of sources 53, Sk, 55. 56 interpolated Benjamin
the Shepherd's blessing (see below) to include the word

"malkhah.57 satisfying Rabbi Yohanan's requirement.
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2. Since Rabbi Yohanan is referring to all

blessings ("kol berakhah") in his statement, by

inference, the blessings which are joined to the ones
preceding them must also be included in this ruling. 58
And since these "joined blessings" have no openingz
benediction, 59 ‘liesenberg reasons that malkhut,
especially in these cases, just refers to a mention of
"kingship" within the text proper or in the closing
benediction of the blessing. For support, he submits
that an acknowledgement of kingship occurs in almost

all 60 "joined" blessings. Further, he notes that in

61 Judah haNasi regquires a reference to

the Tosephta,
kingship in "True and enduring...," a "joined" blessing
without an opening benediction following the Sh'ma.
Further evidence is found in the Avoth blessing of the
Amidah. Althousgh it contains no apparent reference to
kingship, the Tosaphists 62 explain that kingship is to

be understood in the phrase "Zod of Abraham".

In considering this argument, it should be noted
that fourteen of the nineteen blessings -in the Amidah
do contain the root "m-1-kh" in the text. Heinemann
however, rejects this evidence on two counts: é3 1) He

64

reads "malkhuth" with the Tosaphot who assume that

Rabbl Yohanan is speaking about Melekh Ha'olam in the

opening benediction formula; 65 and 2) he notes that

while Wiesenberg can find a large number of blessings
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in the Amidah containing the root "m-l-kh" among

current rites, this "eclectic" approach is inappropriate.
It would be more valid to examine the number of
references to kingship in any single early rite. Such

a review would show substantially fewer references to
kingship in the individual blessings. Furthermore, to
explain the zreater occurrence in today's versions, he
answers that the root "m-1l-kh" in the body -of the
blessings has been added much later, in the form of

embellishments.

Wdiesenberg's second argument for the later
insertion of lelekh Ha'olam into the benediction
formulas is based on his translation of the word
ha'olam as "forever" in several Mishnaic passazes. 6
He reasons that if this were the meaning of ha'olam in
the early rabbinic period, then the phrase "King of the
world" must have come into the liturgy later, when "olam”
had acquired the meaning "world". But even Wiesenberg
had realized that there are instances where 'olam means
"world" even in the Biblical period. 67 Secondly, the
number of texts he produces from the Mishna is very
limited and could by no means be considered representative.
But most importantly, Wiesenberg's logic is simply
unsound. Even if 'olam could mean "forever" in certain

instances, this does not rule out the alternate

meaning "world" in other places. Such, in fact, may well
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have been the understanding of the term as employed in
the benediction formulas, even at an early date.

Finally, even reading Melekh Ha'olam as "King forever"

with Wiesenberg, we are not precluded from assuming

this understanding in an early benediction formula.

Having reviewed the options for the dating of
this last phrase in the benediction formula, we have
thus examined each element in the opening benediction

for Birkat HaZan. We may now consider Benjamin the

Shepherd's blessing and its implications for the

requirements in HaZan.

E. Benjamin the Shepherd's blessing: The Talmud
records a discussion 68 of a benediction by Benjamin
the Shepherd that was accepted by Rav:

Benjamin the Shepherd doubled (wrapped) a
loaf and ==id, "Blessed be the Master of
this bread.” Rav said that he had fulfilled
his obligation. But hasn't Rav laid down
that any benediction in which God's name is
not mentioned is no benediction? /ie must
suppose/ that he said, "Blessed be the All-
lMerciful, the Master of this bread."” But
we require three blessings /in the Grace/.
What did Rav mean by saying that he had
fulfilled his obligation? He had fulfilled
his obligation of the first blessing.

We must understand, then, that the Cemara accepts
the benediction(s) as a substitute for HaZan, even given
the following conditions: 69

a) the berakhah begins with "Blessed"; however,

b) the word " ‘atah " does not appear in either

version;
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¢) the normal Tetragrammaton, the term satisfying
the requirement of "mentioningz Zod's name"
does not occur, (although the words "the All-
Merciful" are accepted later as a substitute; i
d) there is no mention of kingship;

e) it is a short blessing, which has no closing

formula, by definition.

But this entire Talmudic passaze is rather curious.

It is cited in the Cemara to M. Ber. 6.2 which discusses

the short blessings (those with no closingz benediction)
recited before eating fruits. The Mishna considers each
blessing in the following way:
a) the type of food to be eaten is identified;
b) the blessing is suggested;
c) the decision is given: +the blessing either
"does fulfil" or "does not fulfil" one's
obligation.
The account of the shepherd's blessing is identical
in structure:
a) he doubled (wrapped) the loaf;
b) he recited the blessing;

c) Rav makes the decision: he fulfils his obligation.

It seems reasonable to assume then, that Rav knew
of this blessing as a short blessing to be recited before
partaking of the loaf, 7 and he accepted its validity
only in this light. That Rav considered this blessing
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as a substitute for Birkat Hallazon (after a mezl), or

even Birkat HaZan, is indeed questionable! Yet there

is a further reason to doubt that this benediction was

originally intended as a substitute for Birkat HaZan:

for not only does the editor present a variant (edited?)
text of the blessing to satisfy Rav's own.reguirement
that 2ll blessings mention God's name. Even the
decision by Rav itself is extrapolated, satisfying the
editor's own objection that the Grace requires three
separate blessings. In both examples, the editor has
presented a textual modification which this writer feels
may be anachronistic and not to have originated with
Rav. But of course the later literature had to reflect
the understanding in the Gemara, that Benjamin the
Shepherd's blessing was in fact an acceptable substitute

for Birkat HaZan. Yet by the time the blessing reached

the Tur, (% its text had been altered again to include a
mention of kingship:

»..and if one hadn't said Birkat HaZan but

had said in its place, "Blessed be the All-
lierciful One, the King, the Master of this
bread," he would have fulfilled his obligation
to say Birkat HaZan.

And in the 13th century, 73 it had beccome necessary
to "seal" this blessing too with a closing "Blessed".

We are led to believe then, that early in the history

of Birkat HaZan, "'atah", the Tetragrammaton and mention
of kingship may not have been necessary conditions in

the benediction of Birkat HaZan. A benediction of some
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kind beginning with "Blessed" was required, but decisions
regarding other elements of the benediction were as yet
not binding. Only later did the element of kingship
become essential; and finally the closing benediction
was legislated, providing the shepherd's blessing with

the elements required in Birkat HaZan proper. It is

to the closing benediction of Birkat HaZan then we now
turn.

F. The closing benediction: In discussing the
proper form of the blessinzs to precede and follow the
reading of the Sh'ma, the Mishna states the following
principle: g

here /the rabbis/ order to say a long benediction,

it is not permissible to say a short one;

/vwhere they order/ to say a short benediction,

it is not permissible to say a long one.

/Jhere they order/ to "seal"™ a benediction,

it is not permissible not to "seal"; /Jwhere

they ordeg? not to "seal", it is not

permissible to "seal".

Furthermore, it will be recalled that a short
blessing is one which does not contain a concluding
benediction beginning with "Blessed". Given that
Birkat HaZan has been identified as a long blessing,
it would follow that a closing benediction would be
required, and that without the closing benediction, the

blessing would be invalid.

Yet we recognized above that the version of
Benjamin the Shepherd's blessing, acceptable to Rav,

contained no closing benediction: i.e., it was a short
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blessing. Accepting this form, by implication, would
have defined Birkat HaZan as a short blessingz.. Not
until the 13th century was an objection raised: 75
Rashba, basing his arzument on the definition of a

"long" blessing, wrote,.

+«she does not fulfil his obligation unless

he opens with a benediction and concludes

with a benediction, in that the first blessing
in Birkat Hallazon is z "long" blessing; \
therefore, it is necessary that one will

say, "Blessed be the All-lMerciful, the

Master of this bread. Blessed be the All-
Merciful who gives food to all."

Thus while neither the Tur 76 nor the Shulhan
Aruh 77 reject the shepherd's blessing in its short

form, the commentary liagen Avraham Ve to the Shulhan

Arub suggests that the followinz version of Benjamin's

blessing is acceptable, and only after the fact:

"Blessed be the All-Merciful, the Master,
the King of the world (!) who gives this
bread, and throuzh his abundant goodness,
we have neither lacked - nor will we lack -
fat of the wheat. 79 Blessed be All-
Merciful, the One who gives food to all

in 1ts: times ™

On the whole, however, this argument in development
may have been rather academic. For in all 35 rites
examined by Finkelstein, 80 not one excluded the
concluding benediction. While Rav's acceptance of
Benjamin the Shepherd's blessing was understood by the
rabbis as theoretical acceptance of the "short" form,

the population, as recorded in the liturgy, never
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translated it into practice.

Having concluded our examination of the benediction

formulas vis-a-vis Birkat HaZan, we now review the

remaining elements of the blessing discussed in the

literature.

5. The One who feeds: While the halakhic material
applies the appellative HaZan ("the One who feeds") to
the first blessing, there is little in the legal
literature explaining the use of the term. There is za

reference, however, in the Midrash which refers to this

attribute of Sod more specifically: 81

4 king of flesh and blood who is standing in
/the midst of/ war is unable to feed or replenish
supplies for his soldiers; but the Holy One
Blessed Be He is not of this kind: rather,
“the Lord is a Man of War (Ex. 15:3)" in that
he wages war in Egypt; "The Lord is his name"
in that He feeds and provides for all the
inhabitants of the earth, as it is said, "...
and hath delivered us from our adversaries...
Who giveth bread to all flesh, for his mercy
endureth forever," (Ps. 136:24-25)...

H, Blessed be the One who satisfies the hunsry,
Blessed be the One who gives water to the thirsty..."
While this phrase does occur rarely in a few existing
rites, 82 it never appears as a requirement in the
literature. On the contrary, in the Codes 83 it is
considered an unacceptable addition:

There are those who add and say, "Blessed be

the One who satisfies the hungry, Blessed be

the One who gives water to the thirsty, Blessed
art Thou 0 Lord, our "od, King of the world, etc.
«.s+"3 and this is not to be said, for it is not
part of the formula of the blessing; and those

who "add" /to the regular benediction/ are to be
reprimanded.
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It is reasonable to assume that the negative
sanction with regard to this verse was in response to
its use by the Karaites. And since the words "There are
those who add and say..." refers not only to the
Karaites but to Jews themselves who had included the
verse in their Grace, this is one example af the rabbis
attempting to eliminate an otherwise acceptable reference
to Zod in order to distinguish between Jewish and
sectarian practices. Nevertheless, the tradition of

saying "Blessed be the One who satisfies hunger, etc....

was not totally suppressed. Note the following commentary 84

accompanying the ruling above:

In Mordecai at the end of Berakhot it is written
under Sefer Pardes that when one blesses alone
/and therefore no invitation is used/, he
shouldn't say it. /So/ it seems from his words
that when one says Birkat HaZimmun (Invitation),

he does say it; and in Or Hayyim it is written
veng

the one who blesses by himself says

1t: the rabbis say not to say it at all.

Apparently those who continued to use the verse in
the Grace still disazreed over whether or not one should
say the verse when blessing without the invitation. The
confusion seems to be based on the placement of the
verse itself, between the Invitation and the opening

benediction to Birkat HaZan. If the verse were an

integral part of Birkat HaZimmun, then it would not, of

course, be recited if less than three werec eating

together. If, however, the verse were considered, instead,

part of the opening benediction - or at least joined to
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it - it would be permissible even without the Invitation.
This appears to be the understanding in the Tur, inasmuch
as it insists that "/the verse/ is not part of the formula

of Birkat HaZan" and therefore, should not be "added" to

it.

I. Ps. 136:25 and the word imanu (with us): The
only occurrences of the word imanu suffixed to Ps. 136:25
in Birkat HaZan are in a zenizah frazment reproduced by

Finkelstein 85 and later in the Mahzor Vitri. 86 Notably,

imanu is not discussed in this context by the Talmud;
neither is it included in the siddurim of Amram “aon or
Saadia Gazon; lMaimonides likewise omitted imanu (as well

as Ps. 136:25). Yet the practice of including the word

was not unknown to the commentators: 87

+++«The Rosh used to say, "...for his loving-
kindness endures forever (Ps. 136:25b)," and he
didn't say "with us" because his lovingkindness
is not with all living beings.

88

On the other hand, in Shibbole Haleket, we read

what appears to be a midrashic justification for the
insertion of imanu:

There are those who explain in "Arve Pesahim"
that God sits in the heights of the world and
apportions food to all his creatures from the
horns of the wild oxen to the eggs of the fleas,
"for his lovingkindness endures forever imanu
(with us)..."

The difference between these texts is based on the
connotative understanding of the word imanu. In the Tur,

it is read with a particularistic thrust, and probably
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considered inappropriate therefore, in Birkat HaZan with

its universalistic appeal. However, the second text,
reading a universal intent into the word, would see no

trouble with the inclusion of imanu in Birkat HaZan on

these grounds. Regardless, the strong opposition to

the word was sufficient. Its inclusion which was first
seen in a Palestinian rite was never accepted in any of
the Babylonian versions, even though Ps. 136:25 remains

89

in some form in almost all rites since the 16th century.

J. food has never failed us: In Birkat HaZan,

90

the commentators discuss only one point of grammar.
Of concern is the root h-s-r which means "to lack" in

the pa'al o1 construction and "to give less" in the pi'el
construction. The commentators suggest only that

requires for the purposes of grammatical consistency.

It would seem that the alternate ways to "point"
the root h-s-r have little or no consequence. No
decisions are rendered in the commentaries, and in fact
the root itself is not mentioned in the text of the
Codes, Ve note, 92 however, that the use of h-s-r in
the pa'al emphasizes the bread which, because of T"od's

93 _ nor will be lacking -

goodness (]pla)) was not lacking
for us. This is the version found in most of the rites
today. On the other hand, the use of h-s-r in the pi‘el
emphasizes Zod who, in his goodness, has not given us -

nor will He gzive us - less bread (than we need). This
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version is found in the Palestinian genizah frazments as
well as in the current Yemenite versions. This rather
subtle difference may imply a more general intent of
Birkat HaZan itself. Is it a blessing of the food
provided by God, or is it a recognition of God who
provides the food? 1In response to this speculation, we
may shed some light on the use of the verse, "You shall

eat and be sated and bless the Lord your God...(Dt. 8:10)",

As the Babylonian Talmud explained, Birkat HaZan

was zenerated by the phrase, "You shall eat and be
sated and you shall bless...," while the Jerusalem

Talmud explained that Birkat HaZan was generated by "...

the Lord your God..." Could it be that in early Palestine,
it was considered improper to emphasize the food more

than the God who produced the food, whereas in Babylonia,
there was a zreater emphasis on the food in the blessing,
while the major emphasis on God was recited in the

Invitation generated by "...the Lord your God..."? ok

K. Thou openest Thy hand, and satisfiest every
living thing with favor (Ps. 145:16): The emergence

of this verse into Birkat HaZan is a late phenomenon if

we consider that its inclusion wasn't discussed even in
the Codes. The first to comment on this verse was the
author of the 59;22.95 His position is also quoted in
Karo's comment to the Tur 96 in which the Kolbo's

position is rejected:
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It is written in the Kolbo that there are those
who say that one shouldn't say, "as it is written,
Thou openest Thy hand, and satisfiest every living
thing with favor"; rather one should just sign
"Blessed art Thou who feedest all,"” without any
other verse. And the reason that /the Kolbo/
feels so is that /he would ask/ how can_we bring

a verse that David said and /include it/ among

the words of lMoses? But this doesn't have to

be the case.

Karo is not convinced of the caution against
anachronistic inserts and may in fact be echoing the
decision of Maimonides 2/ to include the verse in his
version. And indeed the verse remains in all available

98 Further, we

Sephardic rites since the 14th century.
find that while the verse appeared first in one of the
geniza manuscripts 99 and is reproduced later in the
Mahzor Vitri, the verse is absent in the siddurim of both
Amram Zaon and Saadia Gaon. One may speculate that the
rabbis also dropped this verse in opposition to the
Karaite practice of structuring the whole “race from
Biblical passages, many of them from the book of Psalms.
Szadia, for example, was an ardent polemicist in the

100 .ng eiiminating Ps. 145:16

battle against the Karaites,
would have been an appropriate and coﬁsistent statement

in the creation of his own siddur.
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CHAPTER II

BIRKAT HaARETZ

The literature refers to the second blessing in

Birkat HalMazon consistently as Birkat HaAretz: 1

The rabbis taught: this is the order of the
irace:...the second /blessing/ is Birkat
HaAretz...

Further, there is clear agreement 2 that the
blessing is generated by that part of the verse Dt., 8:10,
"...and bless the Lord thy Zod for the good land..."
Nevertheless, the Cemara does not record the actual text

of the blessing: as in our review of Birkat HaZan, we

must assume either that 1) an "essential"™ Birkat F=2Aretz

was already well established in the liturgy; or 2) Birkat
HaAretz was being recited in a number of forms and
variations prior to its consideration in the Talmud.

As we examine the discussions of the rabbis, we will
incline toward the latter: that theirs was an zttempt

to unify the existing versions by legislating basic
patterns and - in some instances - éértain of the words

themselves.

Because there is no opening benediction in Birkat
HaAretz (see end of this chapter), we begin our review by

examining the "thanksgiving" legislation.

A. Thanksgiving: The requirement that "thanks-
giving be a part of Birkat HaAretz was established in




- PP =

3

the following Baraitha -“ and supported in the later

literature:

R. Abba says: one must mention thanksgiving

in /Birkat HaAretz/ at the beginning and at

the conclusion; and he who shortens /the Grace/
must not omit more than one of them, for
whoever omits more than one of them is to be
reprimanded.

The commentators azreed with R. Abba, but they
were more rigid in the application of his ruling. For
example, Maimonides, b although he gquotes the preceding
Baraitha, does not include the option to eliminate one
of the "thanksgivings". The Tur ° likewise, omits this
part of the Baraitha in its legislation. And by the
time the Shulban Arubh was written, the regulation

regarding "thanksgiving" was not mentioned - presumably
because "thanksgiving" had finally become established in

the liturgy as an unalterable element in Birkat HaAretz. 6

We have seen in the previous chapter that the
rabbis often left unspecified the actual wording of a
concept required in a blessing. We have assumed that
these early authorities accepted some degree of variation
in the expression of such concepts; and yet we know that
a term such as "thanksgiving" must have been generally
understood to refer to a specific liturgical idea or
existing pattern. An examination of the early literature
shows that while the Talmud doesn't give us a specific
text for the expression of "thanksgiving™ in Birkat
HaAretz, the term "thanksgiving" is already known in

the Mishna: 7
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R. Nehunia b. Hakanah used to offer up a2 short
blessing on his entering into the house of
study, and on his leaving. They said to him,
"what is the intention of this prayer?" He
replied to them, "upon my entering I pray

that no mishap occur throuzh me, and upon my
leaving, I offer up thanksgiving for my lot".

In the discussion following in the Gemara, 8

the text is provided for this “"thanksgiving":

«+."I give thanks to Thee, 0 Lord my God,
that Thou hast set my portion with those
that sit in the lHouse of Study and that Thou
hast not set my portion with those who sit
on /street/ corners; for I rise early and
they rise early, but I rise early for words
of Torah, and they rise early for frivolous
talk; I labor and they labor, but I labor
and receive a reward, and they labor and do
not receive a reward; I run and they run,
but I run to the life of a future world and
they run to the pit of destruction."

And azain in the Mishna: ?

He who enters a town should pray twice:

once on his coming in and once on his going
forth. Ben Azzal says, four times: twice

on his coming in and twice on his going forth,
offering thanksgiving for what is past and
making supplication for what is still to come.

Here too, the Cemara 10 suggests the textual
reference for the "thanksgiving":

Having left, he says: 1 give thanks before
Thee, 0 Lord my God, for that Thou has caused
me to depart from this town in peace; and as
Thou has caused me to depart in peace, conduct
me also in peace, uphold me in peace, direct
my steps in peace, and deliver me from every
enemy and ambush by the way.

In the context of heretical practices, the Mishna o

declares,
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If a man said, "Good men shall bless Thee" -
this is the way of heresy; if he said, "To

a bird's nest do Thy mercies extend (Dt. 22:7),"
or "May Thy name be remembered for the good,"

or "We give thanks; we give thanks," they put
him to silence.

And as part of the function of the Hizh Priest
on the Day of Atonement, 12

.».the High Priest came to read... Then he used
to roll up the scroll of the Law...thereupon

he pronounced eight benedictioms: for the
Torah, for the Temple Service, for the Thanks-
giving, for the Forgiveness of sin, for the
Temple separately, and for the Israelites
themselves, and for the priests separately,

and for the rest, a prayer.

It is evident that the term "thanksgiving" had
also become associated with a specific blessing in the
Amidah as understood in the following Mishna: 12

...the havdala /must be mentioned in/ "Who

zraciously grants understanding”, (The fourth

blessing). R. Akiba says: it should be said

as a fourth blessing by itself. . Eliezar
says: /it should be said in/ the "Thanksgiving”.

These passages indicate that 1) by the Tannaitic
period, "thanksgiving" was already an established
concept in the liturgy and that it was represented by
a particular blessing in the public worship of the Temple
and the synazogue. And for those specific examples in
which a thanksgiving prayer was required but was not
well known, the Gemara supplies an appropriate text;

2) in almost every example, a "thanksziving" is recited

upon concluding an event, whether it be leaving a city,
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exiting from the house of study, concluding the Torah

reading and public worship, or ushering out the Sabbath.

With the above inferences in mind, we suggest
that when R. Abba ordained a "thanksgiving" in Birkat
HaAretz without specifyinz a text, 1) he could assume
an existing liturgical formula upon which the text of
this "thanksgiving" would be modelled; and 2) he was
aware that "thanksziving" was often associated with a
concluding event. Recognizing that the end of a meal
was the conclusion of an equally significant (sanctified)
event also, R. Abba was selecting the "thanksgiving" as

an appropriate pattern for Birkat HaAretz.

A further understanding of "thanksgiving" in the

early development of Birkat HaAretz may be obtained from

a comparison of Birkat HaAretz with the received Thanks-

giving blessing of the Amidah:

Birkat HaAretz Thanksgiving in Amidah
Begins with root Y-D-H; Bezins with root Y-D-H;
Opening words (nodeh Opening word (modim) appears
lecha) appear in body of in body of Birkat HaAretz;
Thanksgiving in Amidah;

Deity referred to as Deity referred to as

0 Lord, our God; 0 Lord, our “Zod;
Incorporates special Incorporates special
Purim and Hanuka inserts; Purim and Hanuka inserts;

concluding texts:
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"...and for everything ", ..and for all these
0 Lord our God, we thank
You and bless You;

may Thy name be blessed in may Thy name be blessed,

the mouth of all living raised and exalted,

beings, always and forever. our King, always and forever.
(Dt. 8:10) =

Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord, Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord,

for the land and for the food." whose name is All-good, and

unto whom it is bf%oming
to give thanks."

It is equally important, nonetheless, to recognize
that the blessings have little shared substantive
content. For while the version in the Amidah expresses
thanksgiving for God's attribute of eternal guardianship,

the source of hope and lovingkindness, Birkat HaAretz is

much more specific: it mentions the Land, the Exodus,
the "covenant", Torah, and the instruction in life, as

well as the food already recalled in Birkat HaZan. These

comparisons would suggest, then, that while the content
of the two blessings did not originate for the same
reasons, their similar structures reflect some unifying
element. Thus, if we can assume from the evidence in
the Mishna that the "thankszivinz" of the Temple ritual
- later preserved in the Amidah 17 _ was established

some time before the legislation of Birkat HaAretz, then

R. Abba's statement - more than an attempt to fix the

general content of Birkat HaAretz itself - appears'to

be a deliberate move to establish a recognizable
structure using the Thanksgivinz from the Temple service

as a model.
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ie now return to the actual wording of the term
"thanksgiving" in the present blessing. “ashi 16 was
among the earliest to clarify which phrases in the

text of BEirkat HaAretz, already well established by his
18

time, were to be identified with the term "thanksgiving".

He explained that the opening verse bezan, "'e thank
[fheg7,l9 0 Lord our Cod," while the closing verse read,
"s..and for zll these, 0 Lord our "od, we thank Thee."
liote however, that the "thanksgiving mentioned zt the

end" never became a part of the closinz benediction

(cf. Amidah!). Later, the Tur 20 took issue with the
version which Rashi favored for fhe opening "thanksgiving":

specifically, while Rashi wrote no-de-lecha to express

21

"je (will)-thank-Thee," the Tur considers a more

common form:

And R. i‘eir of Rothenburg 22 used to say, "We
(will)-thank-Thee (no-de-lechz)," and not "Ve
(will)-thank Thee (nodeh lecha),"™ the implication
/of this construction/ being "we-thank you, i.e.
some human being." Eut such is not the customary

ractice. And moreover, there is a2 verse

Pz, 79:13), "#e will thank Thee (nodeh lecha)
forever; we will tell of Thy praise to all
generations. 23

And rezardinz the wording of the second "thanks-

2l

giving", the Tur " "extends a further explanation and

limitation:

R. Abba says: one_needs to mention "thanksgiving"
in /Birkat HaAretz/ at the bezinning and at the
conclusion; that is, one says, "...and for all
this we thank Thee..." And there is no need

to precede the closing benedication with /The
phrase/ "...and we thank Thee, Selah, in truth
for the land anéd for the food"; for if this




- 33 -

/Were added/, there would be three /"thanks-
givings/; and just as one is not to reduce

/the number of thanksgivings/, so it is not
permissible to add /To the number of thanksgivings/.

Sirkes &5 comments on the clause considered an
unacceptable addition by the Tur:

...and it appears that those who did /add

the clause[Ereasoned that "at the beginning

and at the conclusion" implied the real conclusion
(i.e. literally) just as the real beginning

/is so intended/; whereas "and for all this

we thank Thee..." is in the middle (i.e. the
body of the blessing). Thus /they reason that
"...and we thank Thee, Selah, etc..."should
precede the closinz benediction/ just as the
essence of any opening benediction should be
joined to the closing benediction.

/But R. Abba/ reasoned that since the essence
of the blessing was "for the land" and not
"thanksgiving", then the essence of the opening
clause is "..,.that Thou gave to our fathers a
desirable, zood, and ample land..," which is
also é?epeated with the words/ "...for the good
land which He has ziven you (Dt. 8:10)," and
joined to the closing benediction.

With the available literature before us, it is
difficult to understand the source of the unaccepted
verse quoted in the Tur. This addition which the Tur
rejected does not occur in any of the rites provided by
Finkelstein. And while Sirkes' comment is plausible,
his argument is based on defining the essence of Birkat
HaAretz rather than on the Tur's objection to adding to
the number of thanksgivings. Sirkes himself recognizes
that his assumptions are hypothetical: indeed he wrote
more than two centuries after the Tur was compiled, and
his insights into the issues raised were speculative,
at best. We can only suggest that Jacob b. Asher's

concern over the issue of "thanksgiving" was as he
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himself explained in the Tur: that R, Abba's statement

in the Cemara regarding the number of thanksgivings was

to be taken literally. And we might guess that his

citing the particular clause "we thank Thee, Selah, etc..."
was in response to a local, short-lived custom which he

had experienced first-hand.

B. A desirable, good, and ample land: There was
circumscribed legislation governing specific wording of
the content of Birkat HaAretz as early as the beginning

of the second century, C.E. 26

There is a teaching: R. Eliezer says: whoever
does not say, "a desirable, good and ample land"
in Birkat HaAretz ...has not fulfilled his
obligation.,

27

This ruling is carried in the Mishne Torah, in

the Tur, %8 and is assumed in the Shulhan Aruh. i Never-
theless, an explanation for R. Eliezer's choice of
adjectives is not supplied. We might, however, speculate
that these adjectives had become strongly associated

with "the land". For example, the Bible attests to the
following:

Jer., 3:19: ...how would I put thee among the sons
and zive thee a desirable land..?

Zach. 7:14: ...thus the land was deso.ate after
them...for they lazid the desirable
land desolate...

Ps.106:2L4: .,.moreover they scorned the desirable
land, they believed not his word...

Dt. 4:21: Now the Lord...swore that I should not
go over the Jordan and that I should
not go into that zood land which the
Lord thy God giveth thee for an inheritance.
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Dt. 8:10: ...and bless the Lord thy Zod for the
good land which He has given you...

Ex. 3:8: «+.t0 bring them up out of that land
unto a2 good and ample land, a land
flowing with milk and honey...

ICh.4:40: «+.and they found fat and zood pasture,
and the land was ample and quiet...

A further basis for understanding R. Eliezer's

choice of adjectives may have been supplied by Weill 30

who recognized that "the good and ample land" was a
common liturgical formula in the time of Josephus. And
third, concerning the word "desirable", Sirkes B2 had the
following to say:

And the explanation of R. Benjamin is written
in Shibbole Haleket: 32 since Joshua saw that
loses, - our teacher - may he rest in peace,
desired to enter Israel and pray there and also
the ancient fathers desired to enter there and
be buried there, since he merited entering
there, /Joshua/ established "the desirable land"
in Birkat HaAretz.

Finally, in Finkelstein's attempt to reconstruct

an original Birkat HaAretz_.33 he suzgested that "the

good and ample land" was a rival formula to which R.
Eleizer objected:

R. Eliezer's statement requiring the use of

the formula "a desirable, good and ample land”
naturally (!) arouses speculation as to the
rival formula to which he objected. As R.
Eliezer is not known as an innovator, it is
likely that he merely expressed preference for
one form over another current form. The form
objected to probably was "a zood and ample land".

While we agree with Finkelstein that R. Eliezer
may have been choosing among rival formulas, we wonder

whether R. Eliezer really "objected" to the words "good"
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and "ample", given that in the Baraitha mentioned above,
he called for their inclusion. Thus we find it curious

that in his own reconstruction of Birkat HalAretz,

Finkelstein excludes both "good" and "ample", leaving

"desirable" as the sole adjective describing the land.

While the rabbis could not always agree as to
whether they were lezislating the actual wording of a
blessing or simply the ideas contained thé;ein (see
below, "Covenant and Torah"), in the case of R. Eliezer's
decree, the very words "a desirable, good and ample land"
became secured in the liturgy without deviation. For in
all 35 rites presented by Finkelstein, the order and
wording of this phrase remains constant and varied
throughout.

C. Covenant and Torah: The following passaze
appears in the Jerusalem Talmud: 4

R. Abba b, Aha in the name of Rabbi: if one

didn't mention the covenant in Birkat HaAretz,
.+»+.he must begin again.

And in the same chapter, 35 ’

R, Simon in the name of R. Joshua b, Levi:

.+ «Whoever doesn't mention "Torah" in Birkat

HaAretz /must begin again/, as it is said,
"...and he gave them the lands of the natlons.

and they took the labor of the peoples in

possession." ZTb what 9nd37 "That they mizht

keep His statutes and observe His laWb."

(Ps. 105:44-45),

Similar requirements are found in the Babylonian

37

Talmud:
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Nahum the Elder says one must mention "covenant"
in Birkat HaAretz. R. Jose says he must

L " 2
mention "Torah" therein.

R. Abba 38 says...whoever does not include a
reference to "covenant" and "torah" in Birkat
HaAretz...has not fulfilled his obligation.
This supports the teaching of R. Elai quoting
R. Jacob b. Aha in the name of the rabbis: 38
whoever omits the reference to "covenant"

and "Torah" in Birkat HaAretz...has not
fulfilled his oblization. 39

Furthermore the order in which "covenant" and

"Torah" must appear in Birkat HaAretz is also designated: 40

Plemo says: he must refer to "covenant"
before "Torah", since /Torah/ was ziven
in a three-fold pact, but "covenant" was
ziven in a thirteen-fold pact.

These passazes demonstrate clear azreement among
the Palestinian authorities regarding the inclusion of
"covenant" and "Torah", Nevertheless, these terms had
not yet been firmly established in Babylonia as a
required element of the blessing. The Cemara “ records
a discussion between R. Zera and Rav Hisda in which the
latter reported a personal incident:

When I visited the house of the Exilarch and
said the Grace after meals, Rav Sheshet
stretched his neck over me /in astonishment/
.s».Decause I made no reference to "covenant",
"Torah", or "kingship". And why did you not
mention them? In accordance with the statement
of Rav Hananel 42 in the name of Rav: "If one
has not referred to "covenant", "Torah", and
"kingship", he has /still/ fulfilled his
obligation: "covenant", because it does not
apply to women; "Torah", and "kingship",
b;cause they apply neither to women or to
slaves.

And while the Gemara records astonishment that

Rav Hisda would follow a minority position, it is
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nevertheless clear that this was the dominant position
among Babylonian authorities: +that the inclusion of

"covenant" and "Torah" in Birkat HaAretz was not (yet)

a liturgical requirement.

Even as late as the 13th century, the matter of

"covenant" and "Torah" was not fully resolved. For
43

example, Rashba wrote,

"Rav said neither 'covenant' nor 'Torah' /needs
to be included/: 'covenant' because women are
exampt; and 'Torah' because women and slaves
are exempt...": That is to say that since two
/separate/ versions were not established, men
were also not requirﬁg to say "covenant" and
“Torah". And RABaD *72 raised a difficulty:
if so, then "the land"” should also not be
required, since the land was not given to
slaves...But it stands to reason that this

is not a difficulty, since "covenant”™ and
"Torah" are not words ordained by the Torah;
therefore, the sages could establish one form
for the men, one for the women and one for the
slaves; but since Torah (Dt. 8:10) requires a
blessing to be made for "the land"”, the one
form /"a desirable, zood and ample land"/

was required for all; and the reason is also
that everyone benefits from the inheritance

of the land and is sated from its zoodness

and bounty...

In the codes, aa however, the legislation no
longer considers the option to omit "covenant" and
"Torah". Rather by that time a difference of opinion
regarding the actual wording of "covenant" and "Torah"
had developed:

"Plemo says: he must refer to "covenant"

before "Torah", i.e. "...for Your covenant

which You sealed in our flesh and for Your

Torah which You have tauzht us..." And some

are accustomed to say, "...in that You zave
as an inheritance to our fathers a desirable,
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good and ample land, "“covenant", "Torah",
life and sustenance, etc." And my revered
father the ROSH, may he rest in peace, would
say instead, "...in that You gave as an
inheritance to our fathers a desirable, good
and ample land, and in that You broucht us
out of Egypt..."; for afterwards, he says,
"...for Your covenant which You sealed in
our flesh and for Your Torah which You have
taught us..."

The disagreement expressed in the Tur concerns
the interpretation of the Talmudic passage requiring
the mention of "covenant" and "Torah": must these
words appear in the blessing precisely as they do in the
Gemara, or is grammatical variation permissible? 46 The
authoritative position of Karo 47 favors grammatical
variation, and the literal transference of "covenant"
and "Torah" from Talmud is rejected. Yet a review of
the rites presented by Finkelstein discloses that
tradition is at times its own interpreter of the
halakha. On one hand, the earlier practice of including
the words "covenant" and "Torah" as they appear in the
Talmud is observed in the Palestinian as well as in
other texts. Amram, however, strikes a compromise when
he speaks of "...Your covenant..," but simply of "...
Torah..." as in the Semara. And it is Saadia's version

which the Tur reproduces as the inferior (alternate) form.

Predictably, legislation alone could not overturn
what had become established, de facto, in the liturgy.
Rather than extract what had been recited for centuries,

then, many of the rites dating from the 15th century
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combined the two formulas, sometimes creatinz an obvious
redundancy in an already expanded blessing:

++.for the desirable, good and ample land,
"covenant" and "Torah", life and sustenance;
and in that You brought us out of Ezypt and
redeemed us from the house of bondage; and
for Your covenant which you sealed in our
flesh and for Your Torah, the Torah of lioses
our teacher, which You taught us; and for
the laws of Your will which you announced to
us... (Persian rite)

D. Closing benediction ("Blessed art Thou, 0

Lord, for the land and for the food."): In his discussion

48

of this closing benediction, Heinemann proposes the

following:

It is known that exceptional forms generally

reveal to us traces of earlier patterns that

later disappeared. An exceptional form such

as this_is the closing benediction of /Birkat
HaAretz/.

Indirect support for Heinemann's assumption

regarding the age of the benediction is found in a
4o

passage from the Gemara:

It has just been stated: Rabbi_says, "we
should not conclude /2 blessing/ with two 50
/items in the closing benediction/"; Levi
quoted against Rabbi: "...for the land and
for the food" /is an example of an acceptable
closing benediction concluding with two/.
/But this simply means for/ the land -which
yields food... What is the reason we don't
conclude with two? Because we must not
perform commandments in bundles (i.e., we
nee? a separate benediction for each religious
act).

This seems to be one of those occasions in which
the argument proposed zand zccepted by the editor of the
Gemara is less than convincing. For Hebrew syntax

simply will not bear the interpretation "...for the
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land which yields food". And yet the formula ",...for
the land and for the food" was a tradition too well
established to be changed as late as the Amoraic period.
Further, the fact that lLevi could use this benediction
in an attempt torefute a principle by Rabbi attests to
the strength this benediction had zcquired with age.
In fact, neither the Talmud 51 nor later é;mmentary
would supplant the formula with a rival tiadition
grammatically and halakhically more acceptable:

+.+.and whoever who concludes, "Blessed be the

One who gives lands as a heritage", in Birkat
HaAretz...behold he is a boor.

This ruling in the name of R. Abba is quoted
directly in the Tur 52and explained by Karo:
+..and we mentioned above that the reason
/we conclude with "...for the land and for
the food"/ is that "...who gives lands as a
heritage" belongs also to the rest of the
peoples since He gave them lands, while we

need to bless for the inheritance of Israel
alone.

We have noted that none of the literature is
concerned with the initial development of this unique
closing benediction. Lacking historical support, we
might only guess, then, that Birkat Halretz developed
strictly as a blessing for the good land received from
God through the vehicle of His covenant. Later when
the blessing was incorporated into the meal ritual,
the element of food may have been added to the text and
closing benediction. Beyond this hypothesis, however,

we recognize that tne pattern of this closing benediction
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was yet another alternative to the grammatical form
later considered normative. And by granting this, we
eliminate the problem of having to subsume it under R.

Abba's dictum mentioned above.

We conclude our discussion of Birkat HaAretz with

a consideration of the opening benediction formula.

E. The question of an opening benediction: We

have seen in our discussion of Birkat HaZan that " joined"

blessings requires no opening benediction:.

One is to open each and every blessing with
"blessed” and to conclude with "blessed",

except the blessings over fruits, commandments,
one blessing which is joined immediately to the
one preceding it, and the final blessing in the
Sh'ma. Some of these open with "blessed" and
don't close with "blessed"; /" joined" blessings/
conclude with "blessed"” yet don't commence with
"blessed".

And since the classification of Birkat HaAretz as

a joined blessing is already assumed in the Amoraic period, 5%

.+ .Why shouldn't Birkat HaAretz contain /a
reference to Kingship?/ Because it is a
blessing which is joined to the one preceding
itlll.

the omission of an opening benediction is justified on
these grounds. Nevertheless, the Tosaphists consider
the exceptional condition in which even "ioined"
blessings reguire an opening "blessed" when preceded
by a short blessing: 55
...but /the blessing/ "...Who creates man..."
(which follows the short blessing"...concerning
washing the hands" in the morning service)

needs to open with "blessed"; for if it didn't
open in this manner, it would appear that the
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whole thing (i.e., both blessings) was really
one! ...and this is also the case with
havdalah which opens with "blessed" even

though it is joined to the blessing "...Creator
of the lights of the fire", so that it

wouldn't appear to be part of the same blessing.

Thus, a "joined" blessing may open with "blessed”
if it is preceded by a blessing which shares with it a
part of its content and which has no concluding
benediction. In this light, we remember that Benjamin
the Shepherd's blessing was an acceptable substitute

for Birkat HaZan and that it remained a short blessing

until the 13th century (see Ch. I). If Benjamin's

blessing were used, then, Birkat HaAretz would have

required an opening benediction to distinguish it from
the short blessing preceding it, especially given that

both mention food.

Admittedly, the "search" for an opening benediction

to Birkat HaAretz any later than the Tannaitic period is

academic. We have no text nor existing rite in which
Benjamin the Shepherd's blessing serves as the first

blessing in Birkat Haliazon; and, as far as we know,

Birkat HaAretz was never joined to any blessing other

than Birkat HaZan. Furthermore, in the Tur, 56 the

matter regarding an opening benediction was settled:

.++the second blessing is Birkat HaAretz...and
it doesn't begin with "blessed"...according to
the rule governing a blessing "joined" to the
one preceding it.

What we have formulated, then, is a principle on

condition: if Birkat HaAretz had followed Benjamin's
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required an opening "blessed". The status however,

that Birkat HaAretz was a "joined" blessing prior to
the Tannaitic period has been questioned even in the
tradition, 57 (see Introduction for the "historical"
development). So too a more recent argument for the

initial independence of Birkat HaAretz was proposed

by Karl. 58 He assumes that Dt. 8:10 originally

generated only Birkat HaZan: the verse did not

require a blessing for the land, since "...and you

shall bless Jod /when you are/ within the land which
He gave you" was the sense of the passage. Arguing
that a Biblical verse is not used as a proof text for

two separate commandments, Karl suggests that a

different sect at a later period (but prior to 70 C.E.)

used Dt. 8:10 to justify a blessing of its own for the

land.

But is the possibility, that Birkat HaAretz was

at one time independent, an indication that it began
with an opening benediction? A few considerations
would allow such an hypothesis;

1) The Mishna 27 already assumes that (all)
blessings are in-formed with a2 minimal structure:

In the morning, two blessings are said before
/the Sh'ma/ and one after; and in the evening,
two blessings are said before and two after,

the one long and the other short; where the

lonz is prescribed the short is not permissible;
where the short is prescribed, the lo is not
permissible. Zﬁhere it is prescribed/ to seal,
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it is not permissible not to seal; /where it
is prescribed/ not to seal, it is not
permissible to seal.

Furthermore, since most examples of independent

blessings in Mishna Berakot begin with "blessed”, 60

an opening benediction for Birkat HaAretz is not

inconceivable.

2) While almost all of the rites reproduced by
Finkelstein begin with the words "We thank Thee...",
there are a few exceptions 61 which begin "For our
land..." or “"For ouf inheritance..." This pattern may
be what remains of an ancient version beginning

"blessed...for the land..."

Furthermore, this pattern corresponds to the
unusual grammatical characteristic of the closing
benediction discussed by Heinemann, (see note #48).

The similarity to "Blessed art Thou 0 Lord for the
land and for the food" testifies to the plausibility of

such a grammatical form in the opening benediction also,

3) A Birkat HaAretz that included no opening

"thanksgziving" (still acceptable to R. Abba: see above)
probably opened with some rival formula - possibly

"blessed..."

Nevertheless, there are contraindications that

Birkat HaAretz ever began with a formalized opening

benedication:
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1) The ruling that all blessings begin with
"blessed" (see Ch. I) is nevertheless Amoraic. And
while this pattern was undoubtably the acceptable form
before Rav's statement, the existence of exceptional

opening formulas was certainly implied. Birkat Halretz

may easily have begun with one of these other patterns.

2) And finally, R. Abba's opinion that a
"thanksgiving" be mentioned at the beginninz and at

the conclusion of Birkat HaAretz may have been descriptive

of the already established versions beginning "We thank
Thee". By the time he had legislated the "thanksgiving",

of course, Birkat HaAretz was already 2 joined blessingc,

so it cannot be argued that he was legislating for the

replacement of "blessed".
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CHAPTER III

BONEH YERUSHALAYIM
(Builder of Jerusalem)

The third blessing in Birkat Halazon is most often

called Boneh Yerushalayim, 1 although it is also

referred to as "consolation" & (see below, p. 61),

As with other blessings in the Grace, tradition suggests
3

that Boneh Yerushalayim was conceived in antiquity:

Rabbi says..."the zood" (in the phrase "...for
the good land which He gave thee" /Dt. 8:10b/):
this is Boneh Yerushalayim; and thus Scripture
says, "...that zoodly hill country and the
Lebanon" (Dt. 3:25).

Nevertheless, the content of at least part of the
text of the blessing as received by the rabbis required
a later dating:

Rav Nahman szid...David and Solomon instituted
Boneh Yerushalayim: David instituted "for
Israel Thy people and for Jerusalem Thy city,"
and Solomon instituted "for Thy sreat and holy
Temple"”.

Thus even though the blessing may actuzally have
become part of the liturgy during the period of the
Second Temple, a tradition fixing the blessing during
the Davidic dynasty was not inconsistent with the
content of the prayer, The destruction of the Second
Temple, however, forced the radical alteration of
rabbinic theology and demanded a liturgical response

to this change. The prayers could no longer assume
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that Israel possessed the land nor ruled in the context
of political autonomy. Hope for an immediate political
reversal had all but disappeared, while a new liturgical
expression for Divine intervention spread among the
people. We can only wonder thzt Rav lNahman did not

incorporate this new dimension of Boneh Yerushalayim in

his dating of the prayer historically: perhaps a call

for the restoration of Jerusalem and the return of the
Davidic dynasty was too new an element to be considered

a permanent part of this ancient prayer. The commentators,
on the other hand, could account for the development of

Boneh Yerushalayim beyond the period of dispersion.
5

For example, Rashba wrote,

.+.the formula is that which the rabbis fixed,
for certainly before the conquest of the land
and the building of Jerusalem they wouldn't

have /used/ the version that they /used/ after
the conguest and the building. So too, we

don't /use/ the same formula that David and

and Solomon fixed - for we make supplication
for the return of the kingdom and for rebuilding
the Temple; and they would pray that the kingdom
and the Temple be estab%ished and the control of
the land be continued.

Similarly, the Rosh 7 and the Tur recozgnized that
neither David nor Solomon could have been responsible
for the supplications implied in the follcwing phrases:

.+..and bring about the return of the kingdom
of the House of David to its place speedily
and in our days; and rebuild Jegusalem soon
and bring us up in her midst...

...8ustain us, nourish us and relieve us quickly
from our troubles... let us not be in need of
the gifts of mortal man in Thy holy, mighty,
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and awesome name we have trusted; may Elijah

and Thine anointed the son of Devid come in

our lifetime and bring about the return of

the kingdom of the House of David to its

place; rule Thou over us, for it is Thou alone...9

Thus the following analysis occurs in the Tur: 2

And this_doesn't mean to say that they didn't
recite /the entire Birkat Haliazon/ until
David and Solomon came; ior the Biblical
verse required all /three/ of them; rather,
they established the formula according to
that which good was added to Israel. Tor
certainly, before the conguest and the building
of the land, they didn't /use the formula/ as
after the conquest and the building - in the
same way that we don't /use the same/ formula
which David and Solomon established...

That is to say, the rabbis were most willing to
admit a textual development and conceptual change in

the text of Boneh Yerushalayim, traditionzlly ordained

directly from the Torah.

A more recent investigation by Finkelstein 11

reflects a contemporary attempt to reconstruct the
earliest version of this blessing and to fix its
original date. Based on his earlier work 16 with the
Amidah, Finkelstein hypothesized that the prayer for
Jerusalem was composed during the period in which the
llaccabees were struggling to regain control of the
Temple and the Altar from foreign domination. His

hypothesis assumes the following:

1) that the term "0 Lord our God", which occurs

also in Boneh Yerushalayim, was not used in prayers

composed during the first century of the Christian era.
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The prayer therefore, must have been the product of an
earlier period (see above, Ch. II). Finkelstein implies
that the prayer could not have been a new liturgical
response to the Roman persecution and destruction.

While he is probably correct in assigning an earlier

date the beginnings of this blessing, the argument

itself which he presents is weak, for it is by zll

means conceivable that the prayer developed independently
of the phrase "0 Lord our God" which could have been

13

incorporated later.

2) PFinkelstein also assumes that a prayer for
Jerusalem could not have developed amonz the people
prior to the llaccabean revolt, since "at no time before
the opening of that era was the Temple in any real
danger of destruction", (loc. cit., p. 220). This
rather astounding assertion not only ignores the
destruction of the First Temple and the resulting
Exile, but also the passionate reactions of the people
given to prophetic expression:

Sing 0 heavens and be joyful 0 earth
And break forth into singing, O mountains;
For the Lord hath comforted (n-h-m) His people
and hath compassion (n-ph-m) upon His afflicted.
But Zion said: the Lord hath forsaken me,
and the Lord hath forgotten me.
Can a woman forget her sucking child
that she should not have compassion on the son
of her womb?
Yea, these may forget,
yet will not I forzet thee.
Behold I have graven thee upon the palm
of My hands;
thy walls are continually before Me,
(Is. 49:13-16)
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Break forth into joy, sing together
Ye waste places of Jerusalem;
for the Lord hath comforted (n-h-m) his people,
He hath redeemed Jerusalem.
(Is. 52:9)

And with the words of the Psalmist, 14

Arise 0 Lord unto Thy restinz-place;

Thou and the Ark of Thy strength.

For Thy servant David's sake,

turn not away the face of Thine annointed.
For the Lord hath chosen Zion,

He hath desired it for His habitation:
This is My resting place forever;

here will I dwell, for I have desired it.

- (Ps. 132:8, 10, 13-14)
Zarly reactions to the destruction are also recorded in
the Book of Lamentations:
Her filthiness was in her skirts,
She was not mindful of her end;
Therefore has she come down wonderfully,
she has no comforter (n-h-m).

Behold 0 Lord my affliction... 15
(Lama 1:9)

What shall I take to witness before thee?

What shall T liken to thee, 0 daughter of Jerusalem?

What shall I equal to thee, that I may

comfort (n-h-m) thee, O virgin daughter of Zion?
(Lam. 2:13)

16

These and other Biblical passages bear witness
that a longinz for 2z lost Jerusalem under Cod's rule
had already entered the people's historical awareness
long before the lKaccabean age. It is hard to imagine
then that some prayer for Jerusalem was not already a
liturgical option even as the Temple stood. In this

light, we may now consider more convineing evidence

gathered by Heinemann. 17 His assertion, that there
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existed many and various versidﬁs of the same blessing
from antiquity to at least the days of the Amoraim, is
most vividly demonstrated in the distribution of
prayers for Jerusalem throughout the early liturgy.

In a compendium to his chapter on the development of

prayers and the problem of the "orizinal text", 18

Heinemann presents seventeen prayers for Jerusalem

from a cross section of the liturgy, as well as twenty-
six variants of the closing benediction. Heinemann
emphasizes, contrary to Finkelstein, the liturzical
idea which found its expression on differinmz occasions
in one of a2 number of variant forms. That is, a
"different and uniqué text" for Jerusalem was not
composed for each possible event; rather, 2 plea for
Jerusalem, more importantly the liturgical demonstration
toward Zion and for Cod's rule, could be verbalized
spontaneously with the aid of traditional phrases
already fluent in the mouths of the people:

++esconsider for example, the blessing Boneh
Yerushalayim., This blessinz...appears in

our prayer ritual in no less than four different
places: 1in the Amidah, in Birkat HaMazon, in
Birkat HaHaftara and in Birkat HaHatanim...

The basis of our current version in Birfat
Hallazon can be identified with the version

used in the Palestinian Amidah (or Egzyptian)
and that in Saadia's siddur. We are thus
entitled to say that particular and different
versions were not established a priori for each
opportunity in which it was required to say
Boneh Yerushalayim...Thus it emerges that if in
the versions of the prayers today there are
found in the Amidah and in Birkat HalMazon two
differing versions for this one blessing,
neither dependent upon the other.., this is
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only because they were preserved for us from
among the many versions that were abundant in
antiquity... /and/ these versions of the
blessinz for Jerusalem that were in different
prayers were interchangeable one with the other,
since in principle they were nothinz other than
different versions of the same blessing (loc.
cit., p. 35).

If we accept Heinemann's premise, we must regard
Finkelstein's "original datinz" with caution. Rather
we are compelled to accept at least the spirit of the
Talmudic tradition ascribing the origins of Boneh

Yerushalayim to 2 much earlier period.

FPinally, regarding the dating of Boneh Yerushalayim,

the question of its inclusion into Birkat Hallazon may

be raised. The Cemara zives us little guidance in

this matter, since the blessing's place as the third
prayer in the Grace is already lonz assumed. 3 e
might suzzest however, that as the dining table

assumed the symbolic representation of the Altar no
longer available to the people, a plea for the
restoration of Jerusalem and the Temple became a
fitting addition to the supplications recited after
meals. Partial support for this sugzestion is a unigue

. 5.4 £.5 Y
expansion of Boneh Yerushalayim in the Mabzor Romania 0

published by Finkelstein:

.».and even though we have eaten and drunk

[our fill/, we have not forgotten the destruction
of Thy great and holy Temple and the remnant

of those scattered in our exile; /therefore/

may Thou not forget (abandon) us forever either
as it is said, "...if I forget thee, O

Jerusalem, let my right hand forget /her
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cunning/; let my tongue cleave to the roof of
my mouth if I remember thee not; if I set not
Jerusalem above my chiefest joy (Ps. 137:5-6)"
And it is_said, "/the Lord doth build up
Jerusaleg?. He gathers together the dispersed
of Israel, (Ps. 147:2)",

This addition, also parallel to part of the

21

Shabbat insertion of the Palestinian rite, is the

only liturgical text we have available to reflect this
link between the table and the destruction. Nevertheless,
we are inclined to see in this version traces of the
earlier theology which may have prompted the inclusion

of this blessing in Birkat HaMazon.

A. The kingdom of the House of David: The
semara's demand for the phrase "the kinzdom of the
House of David" is quoted in the same Baraitha by R.
Abba noted above (ch. II).

Rabbi Abba says: ...everyone who doesn't say
"covenant"” and "Torah" in Birkat HaAretz and
"the kinzdom of the House of-David" in Boneh
Yerushalayim has not fulfilled his oblization.
And this supports the opinion of R. Eliya,
for it is said: R. Eliya in the name of R.
Jacob b. Aha in the name of our rabbis:
everyone who doesn't say "covenant" and
"Torah" in Birkat HaAretz and "the kinzdom

of the House of David" in Boneh Yerushalayim
has not fulfilled his obligation. 22

Not surprisingly, no accompanying explanation was
given for the requirement o insert "the kingdom of the
House of David" in the blessing; rather it remained for
later commentators to provide some basis for the rulinz.

Rashi, &3 for example, proposed, "kingdom of the House
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of David in Boneh Yerushalayim: for it was through

David that the city was sanctified". Somewhat
differently, Maimonides < wrote:

.».the reason one needs to mention "the kingdom
of the House of David"™ in this blessing is

that it is the essence of the blessing, for
there is no complete restoration (ne-hba-mah)

of Israel without the return of the kingdom

of the House of David.

Rashi &5 and perhaps lMaimonides knew of an

earlier tradition reflected in the following midrash 26

which underscored the importance of the Davidic
kinsdom for the restoration:

R. Shimon b. Yohai taught: "They have not
rejected you (Samuel), but they have rejected
Me (SI8:7)". Three things we continue to
reject: the heavenly kinsdom, the kingdom

of the House of David and the building of

the Temple. When were the three /first/
rejected? In the days of Jeraboam, as it

is written (SII20:1), "and the men of Israel
responded by saying 'we have no portion with
David...': this means the heavenly kingdom;
'and no inheritance with the son of Jesse...':
this means the kingdom of the House of David;
'every man to his tents in Israel...': this
means, and not to the Holy Temple; don't read
"to his tents (le'ohalav)" but rather "to

his gods (lelohav)".

R. Simon b. Menasiah: Israel will neveér see

a sign for redemption until they return and

make supplication for these three things, as

it is written (Ho. 3:5), "after Israel will

return and seek the Lord their “od...": this

is the hezavenly kingdom; "and David their
king...": this is the kingdom of the House

of David; "and shall tremble unto the Lord 27
and his goodness...": this is the holy Temple.

Reflection of this midrash raises an interesting

problem. lote that in the above text, redemption is
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dependent upon Israel's supplication for the heavenly
kingdom as well as for the holy Temple and the Dayidic
dynasty. As theologically consistent as this midrash
may be, later commentators prohibited mentioning the

heavenly kingdom in this blessing, since it also

contains "the kingdom of the House of David"!: B

And one needs to mention in /Boneh Yerushalayim/
"the kingdom of the House of David"; and this

is that which says "for the kingdom of the

House of David Thine anointed"; and on2 is not
to mention /iIn this blessing/ any other kinzship:
thus we do not say, "O God, King, our Shepherd";
nor do we say, "Thy kingdom and the kingdom of
the House of David, etc..," but rather "the
kingdom of the House of David Thy servant,

Thine anointed".

Rashba 2 had already noted one explanation for
the elimination of "the heavenly kingdom" from Boneh

Yerushalayim:

...by itself, it isn't possible to mention
"heavenly kingdom", because /Boneh Yerushalayig7
is a "joined" blessing. All that are "joined"
neither open /With "blessed"/ or have mentioned
"kingship" in them. TFor this reason, we do not
say, "Thy kingdom and the kinzdom of the House
of David Thine anointed"; but rather we retain
"kingdom of the House of David"; also we learn
that one who says "our Father, our King, our
Shepherd" is in err, because "our Father, our
King" is considered to be a mention of kingship
/of heaven/.

However, while Rashba accepted the leéislation to
exclude a mention of the heavenly kingdom, he was not
satisfied with the explanation, based on the status of

Boneh Yerushalayim 2s a "joined" blessing:

-
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...and we need not pay much attention to /the
argument that Boneh Yerushalayim has no mention
of the heavenly kingdom because it is a "joined"
blessing/ because in " 'Atah "ibbor," one says
"who is like unto Thee, kinz over death and life...";
and in the "Sanctification" during the Days of
Awe, one says "the holy King"; in "return our
judges", one says "the King of judgement"; and

on the rest of the days, "the King who loves
righteousness and judgement"; in "blessing of
forziveness", "forgive us our Kinz"; in "healing",
"0 King, our Healer"; and in "eternzl love", "our
Father our King, for the sake of our fathers who
trusted in Thee"; and in "true and enduring”,

"our King and our father's King", and in many
other "joined" blessings. 30

The reason then for not allowing a mention of the

two kingships together remained unclarified. Suzgesting
31

a possible cause, Wiesenberg writes,

This meticulous care to avoid the remotest
semblance of a divine Messiah mentioned
alongside with God seems to be an instance of
anti-Christian protest. TLespite its first
clear formulation in late post-Talmudic

writings only, it appears to arise from Talmudic
data.

We will attempt to shed light on this difficulty
further in the following chapter: there the direct
relationship between kingship and the fourth blessing
of the Grace will be discussed and its relevance to the

legitimacy of the heavenly kingdom in Boneh Yerushalayim

will be considered.

While the Davidic kinzdom is the only concepts
specified directly by the GCemara for insertion in the
blessing, it was probably among the later elements

added to an already established pattern. By way of
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example, all versions of Boneh Yerushalayim reproduced

by Finkelstein bezin by asking God to show mercy for
Israel, Jerusalem, Zion, the holy Temple, etc. as well
as for the Davidic kingdom., These items appear in
series and form a pattern which re-occurs in variant

form in all prayers for Jerusalem. Undoubtedly this

pattern is quite ancient, Heinemann.32 suggests that

it might have been a part of the liturgy spoken by the
Priests in the sacrificial rites. Perhaps this would
account for the occasional occufrence of this series
without the Davidic kingdom. For example: of the
pattern without mention of the Davidic kingdom, we
note the following:

Have mercy upon the people called in Thy name;
have mercy upon the calling of Thy sanctity:
fill Zion with Thy splendor,

Israel the first born of Thy possessions,
Jerusalem the abode of Thy dwelling,

and from Thy glory, Thy palace.

And in the Amidah for the 2th of Ab, according
34

to the Jerusalem Talmud:

Have mercy C Lord our God
in Thy zreat mercy and Thy trusting lovingkindness
upon us

and upon Israel Thy people

and upon Jerusalem Thy city

and upon Zion the dwelling of Thy =lory
and upon the barren and desolate city...

A mention of the Davidic kingdom is also lacking in

patterns similar to these, in the versions of Saadia
and Maimonides (as well as the Spanish rite) for the

Grace. It appears then that the "kinzdom of the House
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of David" was probably not an essential part of this
list. In fact, R. Abba's requirement to mention the
Davidic kingdom may have been a reference to a different
section of the prayer altogether. An‘examination of
the collection of rites by "inkelstein reveals that
almost all 35 versions include a mention of the
Davidic kingdom apart from the series just discussed.
Rather it is mentioned in an appeal to God to return
the kinzdom of the House of David to its rightful
place with the re-building of Jerusalem. Actuzlly
this supplication is more consistent with the intent
of the midrash and may reflect the earliest use of the
"kingdom of the House of David" in this blessing. In
any event, it is interesting to note that in at least
three rites, these traditions have been combined: in
the rites from the Palestinian Geniza, in Amram's
version and in that in Mahzor Romania, the Davidie
kingdom is recalled twice: once as an element in the
series, and later as a dimension in the restoration of

Jerusalem.

B. Supplication and the impact of Shabbat: With
the advent of the Amoraic period, the rabbis bezan to
discriminate among the variety of liturgicql formulas
being used as prayers for Jerusalem and its restoration.
From the evidence of the earliest Talmudic discussions,
there appear to have been two basic patterns acceptable

to the people: one gxpressing a wish that God "console"
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or "comfort" His people, employing the root n-h-m.

The alternate version using the root r-h-m requested

that God show "mercy" for a series of items, as noted

above. In the process of selectinz one pattern over

the other, the rabbis were guided by the prohibition

of expressing one's needs liturgically on the Shabbat:36'3éa

It was taught: it is forbidden for a man to
request his needs on Shabbat. R. Zeira asked
R. Hiya b. Abba: /Then/ how can one say,
"guide us, feed us and sustain us..." on
Shabbat? He answered him: such is the
formula of the blessing. 37

But the "formula of the blessing" was not fixed,
in spite of R. Hiya's response. At the same time,
competinz formulas for the beginning as well as for the
conclusion of the blessinz were yet the object of

Talmudiec discussions: 38

On Shabbat, one bezins with "consolation"
(n-h-m), and ends with “"consolation" and
one mentions the sanctification of the day
in the middle. 38a R. Eliezer says: if one
wants to mention /the sanctification of the
day/ in "consolaticn", he does so; /if he
wants to mention it/ in the blessing that
they fixed at Yavneh (HaTov veHaletiv),

he does so. And the sages say: one can
only mention /the sanctification of the
dax% in "consolation".

In Babylonia, however, the root r-h-m (mercy)
had supplanted that Palestinian use of n-h-m (comfort),
at least for weekday rituzal: 39

Rav Sheshet said: the one who opens with
"Have mercy on Thy people Israel"™ concludes
with "Savior of Israel”. The one who opens
with "Have mercy on Jerusalem" concludes with
"the Builder of Jerusalem"., 40 And kav Nehman



B

said: even the one who opens "Have mercy on
Isrzel" concludes with "the Builder of
Jerusalem", as it is said (Ps. 147:2), "the
builder of Jerusalem is the Lord; He will
gather together the dispersed of Israel",
When is the Lord the Builder of Jerusalem?
When He will gather together the dispersed
of Israel.

Even in the later halakhic literature, these

alternate versions were ziven consideration by

Maimonides ot and others:

One opens the third blessing with, "Have

mercy 0 Lord, our God, for us and for Israel

Thy people, for Jerusalem Thy city, and for

Zion, Thy holy dwelling place". Or /one can

begin with/ “Comfort us, O Lord our Sod, in
Jerusalem, Thy city". And therefore it seems

that this blessing is called "comfort (consolation)".

Thus while Maimonides favored the root r-h-m
in his own nusach, he was not inclined to dismiss the
alternate formulza in his discussions.

Clarification came from the Tosaphists b2 who

offered a then-current explanation for the two separate
formulas; nevertheless, even they rejected this
explanation in principle:

And there are those who /on Shabbat/ begin
"Console us" and conclude with "...the
consolation of Zion Thy city and in the
building of Jerusalem"; and they reason that
"Have mercy" is a form of supplication: and
one does not make supplication on Shabbat;

but "console fus/" is not, on the other hand,
a form of supplication, but is instead like
"...repent (n-p-m) of this evil against Thy
people (Ex. 32:12)", But this explanation is
not clear, because all of /these examples/
appear to be a form of supplication. And one
should not mind even if this is a form of
request, for it is said in the Jerusalem
Talmud simply that "such is the formula of

the blessinz". Therefore the custom of changing
the blessing from Shabbat to weekdays is quite
unnecessary.
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Thus the Tosaphists argued for a single version,
dispelling the notion that one pattern was more

appropriate to Shabbat observance than the other.

As the discussion appeared in the codes, b a
decision was reached in favor of the root r-p-m,
citinz Rashi in support. Nevertheless, the alternate
n-h-m was still recorded as the choice of notable
authorities living only a century earlier:

+++2nd one begins, "Have mercy 0 Lord, our

God, on Israel Thy people and on Jerusalem,

Thy city". And Rav Alfasi %5 wrote: one
begins with "consolation" by saying, "Console
us, 0 Lord, our God, for Zion Thy city". The
Rosh, may his name be remembered for a blessing,
would /also/ bezin according to the sugzestion
of Alfasi.

L6

And in the Shulhan Aruh, the two versions were

given equal status once again: the limitation was only
that the same version be used on the weekday as well as
on Shabbat:

The version of this blessing opens with "Have
mercy, O Lord, our God" or "Console us, 0 Lord,
our Zod". ...and the version should not be
changed from Shabbat to weekdays; rather there
should be only one version on Shabbat or on
weekdays...

To summarize, it appears that orizinally there
were (at least) two competing formulas for the opening

of Boneh Yerushalayim: one employing the root r-h-m

and the other, the root n-h-m. In time the latter
became associated with the Shabbat liturgy and was used

as an alternate formula to the version beginning "Have
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mercy", with later justification that n-j-m was not a
form of supplication. Finally, the lezitimacy even of
this distinction was questioned: the connotative

weight of "supplication" in both roots was recognized

and one formula did not, therefore, seem more appropriate
for Shabbat observance than the other. Thus, while
certain rabbis were making the distincticn in their own
devotion as late as the 13th century, the tradition in
generzal seemed to have decided in favor of the root

r-h-m both for Shabbat as well as for weekdays.

C. Closing benediction: the earliest reference

to a formula for the closing benediction is by R. Yosi

b. R. Judahs ¥

Cur rabbis tausht: how should one conclude
/the blessi Boneh Yerushalayim? R. Yosi
b. R. Judah says: "Savior of Israel".

However, the Gemara 48 also records the following:

R. Abba says: ...everyone who concludes...
"Savior of Israel" in Boneh Yerushalayim -
behold, he is z boor.

R. Abba's statement, made over a century following
that of R. Yosi may have reflected the decreasing
popularity of "Savior of Israel"™ during the third
century. Or we may consider the followinz hypothesis:
while both "Savior of Israel" and "Builder of Jerusalem”
were (equally?) popular during the first two centuries
of the Common Era, the 100 years following the un-

successful Bar Kokhbz rebellion saw a pervasive
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disillusionment within Palestine over hopes for
political autonomy and for z rebuilt Jerusalem., The
result was a greater tendency to conclude Boneh

Yerushalayim with "Savior of Israel", especially given

that this benediction was more approprizte for a nation

already dispersed to other lands as well.

Therefore in an effort to sustain a commitment
amonz the people to a Jerusalem free from heathen
domination, R. Abba introduced the sanction against
the alternative, "Savior of Israel", In this light,
we can also understand the question posed by the
editor of the Gemara 59 following R. Yosi's formula:

/Do we say/ yes to "Savior of Israzel"™ and no to

"Builder of Jerusalem"? Rather I should say:

also "Savior of Israel" /is acceptable as the
concluding benediction/.

For a time, both formulas remained acceptable (see
opinions of Rav Sheshet and Rav Nahman, above); the
combination of both these elements in the benediction
may even have reflected 2 liturgical option chosen by
some groups: 5t

Rabba b. Rav Huna visited the House of the

Exilarch; he opened with one /felement/ and

concluded with two /felements in the closing
benediction/.

Rashi 2 assumed the following versions to have
been used in the above incident:

.+«+.when he began the blessing, he did not say
"Have mercy O Lord on Israel Thy pecple and

upon Jerusalem Thy holy city": but rather he

said only one of them. And he concluded with

two: "Savior of Israel and Builder of Jerusalem".
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Sventually, however, the formula "Builder of
Jerusalem" became the dominant pattern. And while
new arguments were later raised by the commentators
regarding the proper wording of the closing benediction,
the formula "Savior of Israel" had by then disappeared

from Birkat Hallazon texts.

That other options were still available, however,

for the closing benediction is reflected in the

3

following statement by Maimonides: 5

One concludes /the third blessing/: /"Blessed
art Thou,/ Builder of Jerusalem" or "...who
consoles (n-h-m) His people Israel in the
building of Jerusalem".

And rezarding a variant form, the gg§g5” alludes
to the argument prohibiting the combination of two
elements in a closing benediction (see Ch, IIT,
"closing benediction").

There are those _who explain that if they would
conclude with /"Blessed art Thou/ who has
compassion for His people and the Builder of
Jerusalem", this would be two /Jelements/.

But, "...who has compassion for His people

in the building of Jerusalem": this is one
Zelement?. in that God will show compassion

by means of the building.

But Rav Jonah, may his name be remembered for

a blessing, says that this is also considered
two /elements/, as we find in "havinenu" 55

in which they established, "...and the righteous
will be joyful in the building of Thy city",

the essence of which is two blessings: the
righteous ones and Jerusalem. And yet, the

one who concludes "...who shows mercy for His
city in the building of Jerusalem” is one who
concludes with one ZElemen37 only, for Jerusalem
and Zion (His city) are one.
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Still another version is found quoted in the Tur: 56
And Rav Alfasi wrote: ...one concludes with
"consolation" by saying, "...Bring us up into
her midst and console us, for Thou art the One,
the lMaster of Consolation. Blessed art Thou,

who has mercy for His people Israel through
the building of Jerusalem".

Differences of opinion concerning even the word
"mercy" itself in the closing benediction entered the
halakhic discourse. On one hand, Isserles commented, 57

.+«.and there are those who say "...who builds
Jerusalem with mercy"; and this is our custom.

And on the other hand, in the commentary 'Orhot Eayyim,

The third is Boneh Yerushalayim...znd they
conclude it with "Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord,

the Builder of Jerusalem; and they do not
include "with mercy" in /the concluding
benediction/; rather, He will only build
Jerusalem in judgement, as it is said (Is. 1:27),
"Zion will be built in judzement".

While these examples from the literature are not
meant to be inclusive, they do represent the lack of
uniformity across the various rites themselves. 59 A
graphic illustration of the extent to which variation
has been tolerated in the closing benediction to Boneh
Yerushalayim has been presented by Heinemann. 60
Surveying the blessing in the "prayer for Jerusalem"
category across the liturgy, he found at least twenty-
six separate concludihé formulas. And Finkelstein, 61

who compiled the same blessing for Birkat HaMazon alone,

has published nine variations. From our perspective,

these data must be interpreted within the framework of

58
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the liturgical needs of local Jewish communities. The
liturgy which these communities used was one which
tended toward standardization for the sake of national
unity at the same time it resisted rabbinic fiat at

the expense of local customs. It was clearly a liturgy
responsible to the people's shared theology: in this

respect, the content of Boneh Yerushalayim across the

different rites is not boldly inconsistent, nor are
the needs expressed therein mutually exclusive. And
yet in spite of the codifying literature, the liturgy
did not level the differences within the Jewish people
as a whole, but rather it has retained and sustained

the mosaic dimension of Jewish 'avodath ha-lev.

D. Amen: Amen has been discussed in the literature6
as the liturgical response corresponding to "Blessed be
Thy glorious name that is exalted above every blessing
and praise” in the Temple sanctuary. Also, the manner
in which Amen could be enunciated was linked to a man's
future reward. 63 During the Tannaitic period and the

early Amoraic period, Birkat HalMazon led by an individual
64

was affirmed by means of the communzal Amen response:

Rav said to his son Hiya: my son, snatch /the
cup of wine/ and say Grace. And so said R.
Huna to his_son Rabba: my son, snatch /the

cup of wine/ and say the Crace. This implies
that he who says the Grace is superior to one
who says "Amen". But it has been taught: R.
Jose says: greater is he who answers "Amen"
than he who says the blessing. Said R. Nehorai
to him: I swear to you by heaven that it is so.
The proof is that while the common soldiers
advance and open the battle, it is the seasoned



warriors who go down to claim the victory. On
this point there is a difference between the
Tannaim, as it has been taught: ...he_who says
the blessing is more quickly /rewarded/ than he
who answers "Amen",

However, by the beginning of the fourth century,

one could answer "Amen" to his own recital of Birkat

Hzlazon: 65

One taught: he who responds "Amen" after his

own benedications is praiseworthy; but another
taught: he is to be reprimanded. There is no
contradiction: +the former refers to Boneh
Yerushalayim; the latter to the other benedictions.

At the same time, an "Amen" at the conclusion of

Boneh Yerushalayim served to separate the first three

blessings generated by the Torah from the last blessing

ordained by the rabbis:

was similarly understood by Maimondies:

66

Abaye responded Z“Amen" to Boneh Yerushalayig?
with a loud voice for the day laborers to hear
and stand up, because HaTov veHalietiv is not
ordained by the Torah. Rav Ashe used to respond
softly, so that the laborers ghould not hold
HaTov veHalietiv in contempt. 07

The placement of Amen following Boneh Yerushalayim
68

Why does one answer Amen after Boneh Yerushalayim,
since the blessing HaTov veHalietiv follows

after it? Because this /latter/ bLlessing was
ordained by the Tannaim and all of it is
additional. But the end of the essence of

Birkat HalMazon is Boneh_Yerushalayvim,

It is noteworthy that Amen is not recited as the

conclusion to Boneh Yerushalayim in either the version

of Rav Amram, in the Sephardic rites (A), or in the

Znglish - Northern French - Terman zroup published by

Finkelstein. 9 And while Amram may have felt that
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"Amen" was no longer appropriate before the conclusion
of the entire Grace, neither did he include Amen at
the end of the fourth blessing. This-brings us to the
unique relationship of the fourth blessing vis-a-vis

the rest of Birkat HaMazon. Discussed specifically by

the rabbis, it is this relationship which we will

examine in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

HaTov veHalletiv
(The Good and the One Who Does Good)
L 4

Although the literature i zenerally refers to the

blessing HaTov veHalietiv as the fourth blessing in

Birkat Haliazon, the liishna records a version of this

blessing independent of the “race:

++«+.FOor rain and good tidings one says: Blessed
is He, the Cood and the One who does’good. TFor
bad tidings he should say: Blessed is He the
righteous Judge.

3

In the discussion following in the Gemara,
however, R. Abbzhu records an alternate blessing for

rain formulated by Rav Judah and R. Yohanan:

"Je give thanks unto Thee for every drop which
Thou hast caused to descend for us...Blessed

art Thou, 0 Lord, to whom abundant thanksgivings
are due".

Turthermore, both Rabba and Rav Pappa submit
variant concluding benedictions to this same prayer:
The editor of the Cemara was thus faced with an apparent
contradiction between the lMishnaic formula and the
opposing blessing discussed by the rabbis. His reply,
probably written in the latter half of the fourth
5

century, was a struggle to find the appropriate
setting for the llishnaic formula and thereby to reconcile

the competing blessings:
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...there is no contradiction: /the formula

in the liishna/ applies when he heard /[that

it had been raining/, the other when he

actually saw it._ But if he heard /That it

had been raining/, this too /must be considered
a case of/ good tidings; and our lishna states:
"For...good tidings one says, etc."; (and
because the phrase "good tidings"™ implies
hearlng that it has rained, the words "for rain"
in the liishna must refer to another circumstance,
so as not to appear redundant). They must both
refer to when_he actually sees 1t...£§he formula
in the M1shn§7 applyinz when little rain fell,
the other when there was a heavy downpour. Or
if you want, I can say that both refer to a
heavy dowvnpour, /the Mishnaic formula/ applyins
to a_landowner, the other to one who is not.
/But/ our Mishna teaches: He who has built a
new house...says, "Blessed...who hast kept us in
life..."! There is a teaching: the summary of
the matter is: over things of his own he says,
"Blessed...who hast kept us in life..."; over
things which belong to him and others he says,
"Blessed is He, the Good and the One who does

good".
7

This discussion, recognized later by lMaimonides,

attests to the early independence of HaTov veHaletiv from
the Crace. [Noreover, a second tradition recording the

use of HaTov veHaletiv in a house of mourning is further

8, 9

evidence for the blessing's independence:

Mar Zutra visited the house of Rav Ashe who had
experienced some bereavement. He opened and
blessed: "HaTov_ve.Halletiv, true God and Judge,
who judges in righteousness, and in judgement
takest the souls of men, who rulest in Thy
world, doing according to Thy will, for all Thy
ways are judgement and 21l is Thise: we are
Thy people and Thy servants, and ir 2ll circum-
stances it is our duty to give thanks unto

Thee and to bless Thee. 0 Thou who repairest
the breaches in Israel, mayest Thou also repair
this breach in Israel, granting us life."

We have referred to this phenomenon earlier (see

Ch. III) whereby a blessing may appear in variation in
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otherwise unrelated settings throughout the liturgy.

With rezard to Boneh Yerushalayim, however, the Gemzra

at least presents a unified account of the historiczl
development of this blessing from the Biblical period.
On the other hand, because the rabbis showed far less

azreement regardinz the origin of HaTov veHalletiv, later

commentators seemed less constrained to preserve this
fourth blessing in its "orizinal" form. For although
at least one tradition claimed that the entire Grace
was ordained by the Torah (see Introduction), there
were competing traditions that insisted that HaTov
veHalletiv was "rabbinic": that it was fixed during the
Tannaitic period for some definite purpose. It is this

disagreement amon; the rabbis that we will now consider.

A, "Dating" HaTov veHalMetiv: There are three

parallel texts 10 in early rabbinic literature which

claim Biblical support for HaTov veHalietiv as the fourth

blessing in Birkat Haliazon. The following passaze from
the Jerusalem Talmud is cited in the name of a specific
rabbi; the other two are anonymous:
R. Ishmael said: HaTov veHalietiv is from the
Torah, as it is said (Dt. ©:10), "...the good":

this is the blessing Boneh Yerushalayimj...
"that He zave to thee...": this 1s HaTov veHaletiv.

Other rabbis, however, countered that HaTov veHaMetiv

was of more recent orizin. The following is the under-

standing of Zliezer b. Hyrcanos who cited the blessing

in terms of more contemporary events: 11
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On Shabbat, one begins and ends with "consolation”,
and refers to the sanctity of the day in the
middle., R. Eliezer says: if he wishes to

include it in the "consolation", he may do so;

in Birkat HaAretz, he may do so; in the
benediction instituted by the sazes at Yavneh,

he may do so.

R. Eliezer, who was a member of the Sanhedrin at
Yavneh following the destruction of the Temple, could
have been among those sages who, according to the

account, instituted HaTov veliaMetiv; if this were the

case, we would consider the years immediately following
defeat by the Romans in 70 C.E, as the probable period
for dating the blessing. However, R. Eliezer later
moved to Lod where he presided over his own school.
Thus if the "sages at Yavneh" instituted the blessinz
after he left the Sanhedrin, we could assume 2 slightly
later datinz. While either of these views would be
consistent with the Talmudic passaze cited in his
name, a second consideration supports the later dating.
Rabban Gamliel, who became president of the academy at
Yavneh following the death of R. Yohanan b. Zaccai,
still knew of only three blessings in Birkat Halazon: e
If 2 man ate fizs, zZrapes or pomegranates, he
should say /The/ three blessinsgs: these are
the words of Rabban Camliel. 3But the sages

say: /one should sax? one blessing, the
essence of three.

It is reasonable to assume, then, that R. Eliezer
made his statement about the benediction "instituted by
the sazges at Yavneh" some time after Rabban Gamliel's

ruling, probably after the former had moved to Lod.
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Just how long after remains uncertain, especially in

view of the followinz Baraitha which adds a new

13

dimension to the problem:

Rav Nahman said...the benediction HaTov veHalletiv
was instituted at Yavneh in comnection with the
slain of Betar, 14 for Rav liatna said: on the
day the slain of Betar were allowed burial,

there was instituted in Yavneh the benedication
HaTov veHalietiv: HaTov (t?e Good) because the
bodies did not decompose; -2 and Halietiv (the

One who dges Zood) because they were allowed
burizl, 1

This tradition, 17

which developed in Babylonia
at least 2 century following the fall of Betar,
introduces data which is confusing historically:

first, R. Eliezer did not mention Betar in his own
account, nor did he include the mass burial as an
explanation for instituting the blessing. Furthermore,
it is probable that he did not live to see the end of

18

the Bar Kokhba rebelliong his knowledge of the

blessing in Birkat HalMazon thus could render the later

Babylonian tradition chronologically inaccurate.
Secondly, it is doubtful that Hadrian would have
allowed the Sanhedrin to reconvene after the costly
Roman victory. And thirdly, this "historical” genesis

of HaTov veHalietiv hardly seems to justify its inclusion

in a Grace after meals. These difficulties have 1led
to a number of more recent attempts tc place the

establishing of HaTov veHalletiv at a different time or

place. fWelss, 19 for example, sucgests that the blessing

was instituted by the Synod convened at Usha ey after
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Antoninus-Pius had annulled the anti-Jewish laws
enacted by Hadrian. He not only reasoned that it would
have been impossible for the Sanhedrin to have met at
Yavneh immediately after the fall of Betar. But also
he noted that Yavneh is mentioned in connection with

HaTov velalietiv only in the Babylonian Talmud, while

the place name is not recalled in the Palestinian
Gemara., And even in the lunich manuscript of the
Babylonian Talmud, R. Eliezer's statement omits the
words "at Yavneh". For 'leiss, Usha present none of
these difficulties. Assuming that "the slain" were
those killed in the Hadrianic persecutions and not those
who fought in the Bar Kokhba rebellion, Weiss dates

the blessing after 140 C.E. Yet his theory fails to
explain how Eliezer, who certainly died before 140 C.E.,
would have known of the blessing as part of the Zrace,
whether or not it was ordained at Yavneh. A second

21 who maintained the

theory was advanced by Halevy
authenticity of the Amoraic tradition by hypothesizing

a special meeting of the Sanhedrin at Yavneh immediately
following the defeat at Betar. However, we know of no
other law that came from Yavneh after Betar, ncr do we
read of any question being sent to Betar from Usha

% Halevy's proposal of a "special

during this period,
meeting" therefore, seems rather unlikely. Finlualtarl:einz3
suggests a third alternative by first establishing the

earliest possible date of inception:
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recognizing the obvious parallels between the Didache -
the early Christian prayer of thanks - and the first
three blessings of the Grace, Finkelstein writes,
The date of the Didache 23a is somewhat uncertain,
but it is generally held to belong to the last
decades of the first century. Hence the parallel
seems to point to the fact that in the generation

immediately following the fall of Jerusalem, the
Birkat Halizzon had only three benedictions.

In concurrence with the Baraitha ascribed to R,
Eliezer, Finkelstein accepts the fixing of HaTov
veHalietiv at Yavneh., However, he rejects the later
Babylonian tradition which weaves the Betar trazedy
into the history of the blessing. TFigurinz that the
third century rabbis had by then forgciten the real

reason for inserting HaTov veHalMetiv in the Grace, he

proposes that,

«««With all reserve, the suggestion may be
ventured that the occasion for the fourth
benediction was the granting of permission
in the early years of the reign of Hadrian
to rebuild the Temple. (!)

While Tinkelstein does not discuss the possibility

that HaTovwve Halletiv existed independently of the Grace

and prior to the Didache, his datinz of the inclusion

within Birkat Haliazon nevertheless merits consideration.
24

For we have already seen in the lishna that HaTov
veHalietiv was the specific formula to be recited upon
learning good news. If, in fact, Hadrian promised to
rebuild the Temple 25 early in the second century, this

"zood news" could have warranted the recitation of HaTov
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veHalietiv in conjunction with a prayer for Jerusalem,
Furthermore, such could well have been appropriate
legislation from the Sanhedrin at Yavneh. On the other

hand, HaTov ve.Halletiv does not occur in the liturgy

in connection with a prayer for Jerusalem anywhere

except in Birkat HaMazon. Further, it is unlikely that

Hadrian ever anticipated rebuilding the Temple for the
Jews. Rather his intention was to turn Jerusalem into
a pagan city anéd to dedicate a temple to Jupiter on
the site where the Jewish Temple had stood. It seems
just as likely, given that Finkelstein's dating may
indeed be zccurate, that the "good news" was the
report that the patriots in the Bar Kokhba uprising
had developed sufficient strength to wage war against

Rome and release the Yoke of foreign domination.

2
A final proposal has been suggested by Buchler. 6

@While he azrees with Finkelstein that HaTov veHalletiv

must have been established much earlier than the revolt
at Betar, he assumes a date even earlier than Hadrian's
reign, and possibly even before the destruction of the
Temple. His argument is based on the rabbinic tradition
ascribing the fourth blessing to the Biblical text.

If the blessing hzad been instituted at Yavneh} he
reasons, then R. Ishmael could not have ignored such

a ruling, had it been issued during his own life as a

rabbi. Buchler explains,
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certainly, then, the sazes had already
established the fourth blessing prior to the
statement made by R. Ishmael; for he and his
colleague R. Yose the Calilean must have had
the same notion that the blessinz was much
older: /thus we may zuess that the blessing/
was established at the very latest in the days
of R. Yohanan b. Zaccai, and perhaps already
befoie)the destruction of Jerusazalem (loc. cit.,
p. 142).

This proposal is certainly consistent with ou own

considerations that HaTov veHaletiv was a recognized

formula before beinz considered for Birkat Haliazon.

However, we disagree with Buchler on the following

oint: he maintains that the rabbis who based HaTov
veHalietiv on the 3iblical passaze must not have known

it had really been established at Yavneh. The blessing,
Buchler argues, must have been ordained then considerably
before the proclamation of R. Ishmael. e feel,

however, that R, Ishmael could well have known that

the formula HaTov vehlzlietiv, already in existence, was

attached to the Zrace at Yavneh, R. Ishmael, for
example, was a prominent member of the Sanhedrin before
it moved to Usha. 25 It is improbable, therefore, that
he would not have known of an enactment issued by this
same body. And it does not seem to have been the
purpose of the rabbis to disclaim the role played by

the Sanhedrin; rather they were interested in justifying
the ruling of this court by substantiating the Biblical
basis for this blessing. Theref&fe, rather than dis-

avowing the historical process whereby Birkat Hallazon
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‘acquired a fourth blessing, they reinforced the decision

by providinz the necessary support text from the Torah.

There is a final note to be considered: while
the recent investigators as well as most of the earlier

rabbinic authorities agree that HaTov ve-Halletiv did not

enter the liturgy because of the events at Betar, the
tradition quoted by Rav Huna and Rav lMatna increases

our understanding of the alternate fureetion of this

28

formula. In the following Baraitha, the benediction

is again associated with mourning observances:

Raev Nzhman b, Isaac said: know that HaTov
veHalietiv is not from the Torah 29 because
they omit it in the house of mourning -
according to the teaching: what do they say
in the house of 2 mourner? "Elessed be He,
HaTov veHalietiv". R. Akiba szid "Blessed be
the true Judge". :

And in a parallel passaze in the midrash, 28

The one who offers a blessing in a house of
mourning does not say the fourth blessing:
these are the words of R. Yosi the “azlilean.
R. Akiba says "HaTov veHalletiv", and the
sages say "righteous Judze".

Notably, these two passazes ascribe the same
positions to different authorities. Yet it remains

evident that the formula HaTov veHaletiv, originally

an appropriate benediction to be made upon receiving
good news, was later expressed by some in times of
death and personal sorrow. We expect that the formula
acquired a use similar to that of the kaddish with

which mourners were able to reaffirm their faith in a
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good God even in the face of unexplainable loss.
Buchler's hypothesis is similar in this regard. Based
on the passaze cited above, he proposed that before the

Bar Kokhba revolt, HaTov velialletiv was only an optional

formula to be used in a house of mourning. However,
after its use in conjunction with the mass burizl at
Betar, the custom of saying "Blessed be He, the Cood
and the One who does zZood" became entrenched in the
liturzy of mourning. Thus we may suggest that the
Babylonian Amoriam in whose names the recital of

HaTov veHalietiv accompanied the burial of the "slain

at Betar", were not necessarily talking about "the
fourth blessing of the Grace". Rather they were
referring to an independent tradition in which HaTov

veHalietiv became a fixed part of the mourning liturgy.

B. Opening benediction and the problem of
structure and function: As we have seen in previous
chapters, the rabbis were as concerned with the
structure of the blessing as they were with the "setting"
of the formula. And their deciding whether HaTov
veHalletiv was "ordained from Torah" or "established
by the rabbis" directly affected their legislation
regarding its structure and its content: the blessing
by this time had also become a fixed section in Birkat
Haliazon, and its relation to the three blessings before
it was at issue. The following passage from the Gemara31

includes one of several Beraithot supporting the
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Rav Isaac b. Samuel b, liarta sz2id in the name
of Rav: know that HaTov ve<Halletiv is not
ordained by the Torah, because it opens with
"blessed" and does not conclude with "blessed",
according to the teaching: one commences all
benedictions with "blessed" and concludes them
with "blessed", excepting the benediction over
fruits and commandments %i.e. short blessings
which only open with "blessed"), one blessing
which follows immediately after another (i.e.
the "joined" blessings) and the last benediction
of the reading of the Sh'ma...Since one opens
the benediction HaTov veHalietiv with "blessed"
but does not conclude with it, the inference is
that it is a benediction by itself.

At first zlance, this appears to be confirminz

that HaTov_veHalietiv was ordained only by the rabbis.

If it had been zccepted as ordained by the same Biblical
passaze which generated the other blessings, it would
seem that it would have been "joined" as part of the
series and its opening benediction would have to have
been dropped. And yet the root gquestion is not, as the
rabbis suggested, its status as a blessing "from Torah"
or "from the rabbis". We know that there already was a
rabbinic tradition favoring a Biblical basis to HaTov
veHalietiv. We must ask, instead, why this tradition was
never accepted; why wasn't the opening benediction
discarded so that the fourth blessing would appear
"joined"? Regarding the opening benediction, we must
consider the original structure of the blessing itself:
These are the blessings for which one does not

conclude with "blessed": the /benedictio
over fruit, for commandments, the Tnvitation to

.

the Grace, and the last blessing in Birkat Hallazon...

32



-39 .

Here the Tosephta declares HaTov veHalietiv to be a

"short benediction". That the blessing may or may

not have come from the Torah is not of concern: what
matters in the Tosephtz is that it does not conclude

with "blessed" and must therefore, retain its opening
"blessed"” to be identified as a bona fide benedication. 33
The argument proposed by Rav Isaac thus becomes

gquestionable: he maintained that HaTov veHalietiv was

not ordained by the Torah because it opens with
"blessed"”. But we know from our discussion above

(see Ch. II, Birkat HaAretz: "opening benedication")

that even a "joined" blessing may open with "blessed"
if it has no concluding benediction, that is if it is

a "short" benediction. The blessinzs noted above to
demonstrate that "joined" benedictions could bezin with
"blessed" were taken from the Havdalah service and from
the preliminary list of short benedictions from the
morning prayers. And while these benedications are

not "ordained by the Torah", there is every reason to

believe that HaTov veHalletiv could be considered of this

catezory, even if it was based on the Torah passaze.
e read, however, in the continuation of the
Tosephta passaze that,
++eRe Yosi the Zalilean used to add a closing

bendication to the last blessing in Birkat 3L
Haliazon, thereby making it a long blessinz.
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We have no adjoining explanation for R. Yosi's
decision to zlter the form of the blessing. According
to Rashba, 35 R. Yosi also discarded the opening
"blessed" so that it would be "joined" to Boneh

Yerushzalayim and assume the status of 2 "blessing

ordained by the Torah". Nevertheless, there is no
indication in the text that R. Yosi dropped the opening
"blessed". On the other hand, if we assume that he
included voth an opening and a closing benediction we
must speculate that his version contaiﬁed more than
just the words "the Good and the One who does zood",
for such a short formula hardly merits a closing
benedication which would be almost redundant. Unfor-
tunately, we cannot know what additionzl elements he
may have added. Further, we are not convinced that

he believed HaTov veHalletiv to be from the Torah, Jjust

because he added a closing benedicatbn.

But we return to our original question: why were

most rabbis opposed to the tradition that HaTov veHalietiv

came from the Torah? We have already suggested that
they need not have been concerned with the possible
historical inconsistency of linking the blessing to a2
Biblical passage. The rabbis must have known that the
Sanhedrin could "ordain" a blessinz without "authoring"
it. Rather we believe that the rabbis were unconvinced
of the lMosaic “truth" or "certainty" implied in the use

of the blessing. HaTov veHalletiv had been, to that
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time, an acknowledgement of good news; during mourning
observance it was also recited in defiance of sorrow.
The blessinz, then, was appropriate only in the case of
unexpected or unpredictable events. That is, it was

not to be spoken routinely. Its very nature seemed to
demand its limited use. Thus while the blessingz may
have been ordained during the national illusion that
Hadrian would rebuild the Temple, or at a2 time promising
the defeat of the Roman lezions, the rabbis could hardly
propose that the Bible required an acknowledgement of
God's goodness "because the Temple would be rebuilt".
Instezd, this addition to the Grace had to remain the

product of rabbinic inspiration and piety.

References to "kingship" and the expansion of the
text: Indirectly, the discussion concerning the source

of HaTov velialMetiv affected the content of the blessing

as it expanded beyond its shortest formula:

Abba Yosi b. Dostai and the rabbis disagree:
one declares that HaTov veHaMativ requires a
reference to "kingship"; the other declares
that it does not. He who says that it does
require a reference to "kingship" is of the
opinion that this benediction was ordained

by the rabbis (and therefore not a "joined"
blessing governed by the reference to "kingship"
in Birkat HaZan); he who says that it does not
/require "kingship"/ is of the opinion that the
benediction is ordained by the Torah. 36

This Baraitha records a2 second-century disagreement
among Tannaim which probably reflected an attempt on
the part of the rabbis to maintain the formula in its

simpler form. Nevertheless, the Zemaraz also records
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that during the second and third centuries, the text of
the blessing had expanded well beyond "the Zood and
37

the One who does zoo0d". The discussion here concerns
the number of times one should make reference to
"kingship" in the fourth blessing. Apparently, the
blessing had already developed such that the people

were including various elements not originally intended.
The rabbis, rather than attempting to eliminate these
new phrases, looked for a justification as the blessing

developed.- The result was the assignment of 2 curious

function to HaTov veHalletiv: by virtue of its being de

facto a part of Birkat Hallazon, yet at the same time

not being a "joined" blessing in the technical sense,
this blessing would be the "depository" of liturgical
elements belonzing in the precedinz blessings but
formally not admissible in their texts. The "extra"

references to "kingship" then in HaTov veHalletiv were

those references "on loan" from Birkat HaZan and Boneh

Yerushalayim:

Rabba b. Bar Hanna said in the name of R.
Yohanan: the benediction HaTov veHalletiv
requires a reference to kingship. What does

he intend to tell us: that a benediction which
contains no reference to kinzgship has not the
name of benediction? 3But R. Yohanan has already
told us this once.38 R. Zera said: that is to
say that /HaTov veHalietiv/ requires two references
to kinzship: one for itself, and one for the
blessing Boneh Yerushalayim. If so, three are
required: one for 1ts own sake, one for Boneh
Yerushalayim and one for Birkat HaAretz. But
what 1s the reason that Birkat HaAretz does not
have one? Because it is a ™ joined" blessing
(and therefore is governed by the mention of
kingship in the opening benediction of Birkat
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HaZan). But Boneh Yerushalayim, 2lso being a
"joined" blessing, should not require /a
reference to kingship/. Strictly speaking,
even Boneh Yerushalayim does not require one;
but since it mentions the kingdom of the House
of David, it would not be proper to _omit a
reference to the heavenly kingdom.

Rav Pappa said: this is what /R. Zera/ said:
it requires two references to kipngship in
addition to the one for itself.

This final statement by Rav Pappa, mhich was also
chronologically the latest, was the position recognized
consistently in the later halakhic literature.
laimonides, k1 for example, stated thzt "one needs to
include three references to kingship in the fourth
blessing". Likewise the Tosaphists b2 wrote,

...and if you ask why does one not conclude [?he

fourth blessing/ with "blessed", the answer

would be that it is a "short" blessing to which

they later added three references to "kingship",

three references to "benevolence" 43 and three
references to "goodness"...44

In attempting to account for the additional
references to "kingship" as well as the references to
"benevolence" and "goodness", we have few if any sub-
stantial clues. Ue will begin, of course, by assuming
that these elements were later additions to the shorter
formula, "Blessed be He, the Zood and the One who does
good", But further, the editor of the “emara imples
that a mention of the heavenly kingdom alongside a
reference to the kingdom of the House of David would
be improper. While this is certainly an indication of

theolozical peity, it may also have been politically
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motivated: although hope for the rebuilding of the
Temple during Hadrian's reign may have led to the

fixing of HaTov_ve Haliativ in the Grace, with the

elapse of two more centuries these hopes must have
altogether vanished. A blessing praising Cod's goodness
for the return of the Davidic line was no lonzer
appropriate. A re-emphasis on Jod's heavenly rule
rather than on a political kingdom through David was
needed. The additional elements of "benevolence" and
"zoodness" augmenting the three references to "kinzship”
filled this need to exalt “od rezardless of the social-
political situation. Like the other blessings in

Birkat Hallazon, HaTov veHalietiv became time-universal.

Attempts were even made to repeal the link between
this blessing and the specific liturgy of mourning
observance:

.+.0ne does not say “the living King" /in the

fourth blessing of the Grace/, for they say ks
"the living King" only in the house of mourning.

Certain formal characteristics of HaTov veHalletiv

may also explain the acceptance of additional elements:
acknowledzed as a blessing innovated by the rabbis,

the blessing follows the "Amen" which concludes that
part of the GCrace ordained by the Torah. And while it
has not the status of the other three blessinzs, k6 it
enjoyed the freedom of expansion not formally given to

the "fixed" benedictions:
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«+««Rs Yohanan said in the name of R. Shimon Db.
Yohai: the master of the house brezks bread =o
that he may do so with /a zood will/, and the
guest blessed (the 3race) so that he may /also/
bless his host. WWhat benediction does he use?
"May it be Thy will that the master of this
house may not be put to shame in this world

nor confounded in the world to come"., Rabbi
added to this: "and may he prosper in all his
possessions and may his and all our possessions
be successful and near the city; may Satan not
have power over the works of his hands nor over
ours; and may there not leap before him or us
any thought of sin, transgression or iniquity
from now and forevermore. 47

This freedom to preserve a measure of spontaneity

to Birkat Haliazon, even though a spontaneity restricted

within the framework of HaTov veHalletiv, continued
L8

unchallenged in the codes:

liy brother, Rav Yehiel, may his name be remembered
for a blessing, wrote that they were accustomed to
lengthening the blessing HaTov veHalietiv with
several variations of "The All-Nerciful..." I

do not know where this custom to add to one's
supplications ...comes from, but it is possible
that they were accustomed to doinz so from /the
passage in the Gemara/: "...and the guest

blesses (the Zrace); Rabbi added to this..."

Certainly there was precedence to conclude one's
prayers with personal supplications:

R. Zliezer used to add a2t the conclusion of his
prayer may it be Thy will C Lord, our Sod, to
cause love and brotherhood, peace and comradship,
to abide in our lot, to enlarge our border with
disciples, to prosper our goal with a /happy/
end and with hope, to set our portion in the
Garden of Eden, and fortify us with good com-
panionship and the zood impulse of Thy universe;
this so that we may rise up and find the lonzing
of our heart to fear Thy name; and may the satis-
faction of our soul come before Thee for good. 49
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Rav used to add at the conclusion of his prayer:
may it be Thy will O Lord our “od to grant us
long life, a life of peace, a life of good, 2
life of blessing, a life of sustenance, a life
of bodily vigor, a life marked by the fear of
sin, a life free from shame and reproach, a
life of prosperity and honor, a life in which
the love of Torah and the fear of heaven shall
cleave to us, 2 life wherein Thou fulfillest all
the desires of our heart for good. 50

Unfortunately, the spirit of spontaneity disappeared

as printed editions of Birkat Haliazon texts with "type-

set" variations spread. And while, for example, the
number of passages bezinning with "The All-Nerciful”
varied extensively across the rites (see Ch. V), this
last opportunity for personal expression within Birkat
Haliazon was surrendered by the people themselves in

favor of the rote recitation of solidified formulas.
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CHAPTER V
Rites of Birkat HaMazon

Several of the rites to be presented in this chapter
will also be found in Finkelstein's article on Birkat
HaMazon; we therefore have not considered duplicating
his valuable apparatus here. Rather the several orders
collected for this chapter have been arranged such as
to document two of the major positions held in this

study: 1) that Birkat HaMazon continued to develop

beyond the Talmudic and Gaonic eras; and 2) that given
the rabbinic ideal of liturgical uniformity, a signifi-
cant degree of variation and local custom was preserved

across the minhagim.

A. The Palestinian Birkat HaMazon: The Palestinian
ritual observed during the Gaonic period is yet being
rescued through analysis of the discoveries made in
the Ezra Synagogue at Fustat, Egypt near the turn of
the last century. At that time, Solomon Schechterlwas
able to transfer some 100,000 pages to the Cambridge
University for study. Clearly, the publication of
these documents is of major importance to the student
of liturgy. As has become apparent ir the preceding
chapters, our understanding of Birkat HaMazon in its
early development has been gleaned from limited halakhic
references to the blessing in the Tannaitic and Amoraic

literature. The Gemara established the basic framework



- 91 -

of the blessing by fixing the order in which each
blessing follows the other and by cannonizing certain
words and themes. Yet we have no recording of even a
partial Talmudic nusah for the Grace. Not until the
Gaonic period do we find a complete text of Birkat
HaMazon. Even here, as we will note, the earliest
extant siddur of Rav Amram is in a highly redacted form.
The genizah manuscripts -therefore, afford us our
earliest records of a Grace which was used by members

of a congregation.

In the present stage of research with these genizah
fragments, it is difficult to unravel the pure Palestinian
nusah from the modifying influences of local Egyptian
minhag or from the effect of the Babylonian rites.
Nevertheless, what has been found could not have been
altered beyond the eighth or ninth century. 2 As such,
these texts are invaluable aids in tracing with greater
accuracy the development and expansion of Birkat HaMazon,
from its fluid and possibly uncontrolled form in the
Talmudic period. In the present study, we have chosen
to include two texts of the Grace taken from the
Palestinian genizah, since each represents certain
characteristics worth noting. The first is the nusah
reproduced by Mann 3 (Fragment #18) in 1925. Immediately
apparent is the rhymed form of Birkat HaZan which deviates
radically from all other rites, including the Palestinian

rite published by Finkelstein 4 three years later.
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Remembering the discussion in which Rav had approved a

variation of Birkat HaZan in the name of Benjamin the

Shepherd (see Ch. I), we are now able to say with
certainty that major variations from the norm continued
to be acceptable at least five centuries after Rav's
opinion. And as we have discussed in the same chapter
in connection with the pi'el construction of the root
pb-s-r, the present rite also appears to stress God's
function as provider rather than emphasizing the
elevated importance of the food itself. A second
characteristic missing in the Babylonian and Egyptian
rites of Amram and Saadia reproduced below is the
occurrence of a Biblical passage in each of the first
three blessings traditionally understood to be ordained
from the Torah. 5 Concerning the beginning words to
Birkat HaAretz, we note the initial prepositional
phrase "for our land”. This leaves open the question
regarding the possibility that the blessing once
included an opening benediction beginning with "blessed”.
Also in Birkat HaAretz, we see the double reference to
"Torah"” and "covenant™ which suggests the merging

influence of the Babylonian rite. In Boneh Yerushalayim,

the option to use the root n-p-m on Shabbat according
to the Talmudic dictum (Ber. 48b) is taken. And
finally we find reference to the connection between
satiation and the destruction of the Temple which later

becomes a part of the Italian and Romanian rites which
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were themselves dependent upon the Palgstinian nusah.

The second text taken from the genizah is that
published by Finkelstein. The more conventional Birkat
Eéggg is noteworthy for its inclusion of the word imanu
which remains a continuing characteristic in the Mabzor
Vitri and in the Italian nusab. In Birkat HaAretz we

find the singular and literal reference to "covenant"
and "Torah" as well as the absence of the Bibliecal

support verse, Dt. 8:10,.

B. Seder Rav Amram: According to an epistle in
manuscript at the beginning of Rav Amram's siddur, Rav
Amram (d. 875) sent a complete order of the prayers
for the entire year to Rav Isaac b. Shimon of Spain.

6 as to the true authorship

Speculation has been raised
of the siddur; at the very least, it can be seen that
some of the general text consists of modifications
added in Babylonia by halakhists of later generations.
Indeed most scholars admit that the received siddur is
a corruption of the original, replete with copyists"’
errors and intentional alterations; therefore, it is
difficult to discern which passages befbng to Amram's
own compilation. The version of the Grace presented
here is that which Goldschmidt 7 has reproduced -
having relied on the following most heavily: 1) the
14th - 15th century manuscript in the British Museum,

representing the Spanish rite and reflecting the minhag
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used in the copyist's congregation; and 2) the 14th

century manuscript belonging to The Jewish Theological

Seminary in New York. Amram's version as presented

here is characterized by the absence of Biblical verses
and by the characteristically Babylonian use of the

phrase "for Thy-covenant which You placed in our

flesh™. In the same manner, "Torah™ is recalled with

the phrase "for the Torah that You gave to us"™, althousgh

one would have expected the usual "Torat-kha". 1In the

blessing Boneh Yerushalayim, the spelling indicates the
phrase "our Shepherd, our Provider, our Sustainer...”

rather than "guide us, provide for us, sustain us..",

the former requiring no change on the Shabbat 8 when

petitions were considered inappropriate. Note also

that Boneh Yerushalayim begins with the root r-h-m and
concludes with n-h-m: the closing benediction contains

neither root. Compared with other rites which developed

centuries later, Amram's fourth blessing, HaTov veHalMetiv,

is relatively short, extended only by an unexpectedly
long list of indirect petitions to the "All-Merciful®.

Two important discoveries
In 1851 a

C. Saadia's siddur:
have rescued Saadia's siddur from oblivion.
copy of the work was found in the Bodleian Library of
Oxford University; at the end of the century, additional
fragments were uncovered in the Cairo genizah. Various
theories have been proposed fixing the date and place

in which Rav Saadia Gaon (882-942) composed his siddur.9
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10 for example, wrote that Saadia formulated

Ginzberg
the work in Egypt at the request of the Egyptian
congregation; however, given Saadia's own personal
observations of local Palestinian and Babylonian customs,
it is probable that the siddur was not completed much
before his appointment to the academy at Sura. While
Rav Amram's compendium was dedicated to the Babylonian
traditions of the Amoraim, Saadia's work on occasion

was at variance with the rituals observed at Pumbadita

and Sura.

Again it must be assumed, therefore, that Saadia
was cognizant of both Babylonian and Palestinian
traditions as he composed his siddur. In general, and
specifically with regard to his version of Birkat
HaMazon, his work is characterized by its uncomplicated
form and brevity. Saadia‘'s general methodology was to
present liturgical material which would be understandable
to everyone; as differentiated from the scholarly
orientation of his predecessor Rav Amram, Saadia wrote
primarily for the people. A key element in the
preparation of the prayers he arranced was Saadia's
own awareness that praying was still done by heart.

Even then, the inclusion of Biblical support texts was

yet being disputed on the basis that these passages would
be misquoted if one relied only on his memory. 12 This
however, was probably not Saadia's reason for excluding

all Biblical references from Birkat HaMazon. Elsewhere, 12
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he permits Biblical verses during the musaf service on
Pagsover, provided that these verses are recited
carefully and were previously committed to memory.

As we have suggested above, the omission of Biblical
references may well have been Saadia's polemic against

the Karaites' use of Scripture in their Grace.

The clearest indications of Palestinian influences
in Saadia's siddur are contained in the blessing Birkat
HaZan. They are reflected most clearly in the phrase
"covenant, Torah, life and sustenance"” and in the words

"ki hinbaltanu" rather than "she-hinhalta lanu" (see

Finkelstein's Palestinian rite).

D. Maimonides' rite: The version of Birkat HaMazon

ascribed to Maimonides is found, not in an early siddur,
but rather at the end of the book Ahavah in his Mishne
Torah. The chapter is "Seder Tefillot kol Hashana"

("the Order of the Prayers for the entire Year") and

is in fact a supplement to his preceding review of
liturgical halakha. Nevertheless, the authorship of
"Tefillot kol Hashana™ has been questioned 13 in that

no reference to this chapter is madec in the Mishne Torah;
nor does the chapter bégin with a preface by Maimonides.
On the other hand, Goldschmidt assumes that Maimonides
compiled the liturgy, yet believing the chapter was

not to serve as a nusah composed unto itself. Rather he
feels that Maimonides was merely transmitting that which

was the custom during the time he was in Fostat (Cairo).
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The extent to which Maimonides was influenced by
the competing rites practiced in Egypt is difficult to
ascertain, because the Cairo community was then
supporting the traditions of both the Palestinian and
Babylonian congregations which must have had some direct
influence on each other, Similar to Saadia's version
of Birkat HaMazon, the Mishne Torah also contains
elements of the Palestinian rite: bJ“:sﬂ ‘> rather
than _APﬂ)"’Q s jlan] p's -nL'J 20 rather than

U.h ow pc -sb. 6!} ))lu.m ANADE r_\'w pd Yet unlike the
Palestlnlan nusah, Maimonides omitted the word imanu
and included the variant baau?b r)wla Pt. We can agree
with Goldschmidt that Maimonides had not intended to
unravel the Palestinian from the Babylonian rite. But
at the same time he must have been aware of the average
man's confusion in the face of the varied nusahim for
Birkat HaMazon., We know, for example, that in his
“Seder Tefillot kol Hashana™, the blessings he included
were often not reproduced in their entirety. Rather,
Maimonides shortened several of his entries with the

word "etc..," 1k

the implication being that these
prayers enjoyed a basic familiarity among the people
and a general uniformity in their recitation. Yet,
because Maimonides presented a complete verion of
Birkat HaMazon, he may have been suggesting his own
preference (compromise?) among the many existing

alternatives. Maimonides' own nusah was never adopted
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at large, and became authoritative only for the Yemenite

community.

E. The Italian rite: According to A.I. Schechter,15
the Palestinian liturgy, far from being displaced by a
universal acceptance of the Babylonian rites, enjoyed
a modified existence among the Italian congregations.
Following the destruction of the Temple in 70 C.E.,
Rome emerged as a bulwark of Diaspora Jewry. Tannaim
continued to resettle in Italy during the Hadrianic
persecutions and several yeshivoth were established.
As the Italian Jewish community increased, the link
between Rome and Palestine also grew. Thus while the
Babylonian Talmud superceded the Palestinian in halakhic
authority, Jewish scholars in Italy continued to write
in the Palestinian tradition. Midrashim and piyyutim
became the vehicle through which the independence of
the Palestinian tradition was maintained. Indeed, the
liturgy remained the one area in which the Babylonian

Gaonim excercised little control.

-

The text presented here is taken from Luzzatto's
edition, 1865.16 It is characterized in Birkat HaZan
with the introductory formula "Blessed be the One who
satisfies the hungry; blessed be He and blessed be His
name" which was ruled unacceptable in the codes. 17 The
word imanu is included, and the inclusion of Biblical
verses is emphasized. (Note that the word ~/wlco
identifies |pop pP’fp > e,y p;? pnd ’)l) as a Biblical
passage /Ps. 136:25/ which is not so identified in
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other rites.) Birkat HaAretz begins with a rhymed
extension and includes both the Palestinian and
Babylonian references to "covenant” and "Torah". The
weekday Boneh Yerushalayim has also expanded well beyond
the earlier rites mentioned. This nusah also builds the
connection between satisfaction at the table and the
memory of the destruction of the Temple in the "distant
land”. As we have suggested, this reference may be a
reminder that the table has taken the place of the
altar in the Temple. In addition to the normal Shabbat

insertion !)B'Pna) bg'): Boneh Yerushalayim also includes

a special insertion beginning with the root n-h-m and
recalling both the "covenant” and the "kinzdom of the
House of David“; surprisingly, "Torah" is omitted.

The fourth blessing HaTov veHaMetiv contains a long list
of petitions beginning with the formula "the All-
Merciful™. As is the case with the more recent rites,
the Italian nusah concludes with several Psalms verses

reflecting the hope in a redeeming God.

F. Spanish rite: While we have noted that Amram
Gaon sent his order of the prayers to the Spanish
community in the ninth century, significant differences
exist nevertheless between Amram's siddur and the
current Sephardic ritual. It has been suggested 18 that
the earliest Spanish rite was based on the Palestinian
service and that Amram's order modified this ritual

only in part. 19 Corroborating evidence is the similarity
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between the Spanish rite and that of the Yemenite
community, the latter being independent of the Babylonian
ritual., We should be cautious in considering Gaster's
claim, however. With the absence of any recorded
Sephardic ritual prior to Amram's siddur, Gaster can

only hypothesize that the Palestinian order was the

basis for the later Spanish rite. The present text is
based rather on the Castillian rite dating to the
fourteenth century and represents the oldest ritual
recorded in Spain itself.

The clearest correspondence between the current
Sephardic nusah and the Palestinian rite is the opening
poetic variant in Birkat HaZan (see the Palestinian rite
published by Mann). Birkat HaAretz includes both the
Palestinian phrase "for the covenant, Torah, life and
food"™ as well as the Babylonian reference "for Thy
covenant which You sealed in our flesh, etc..."™ Note
that in this latter phrase, "life" and "food" are
repeated. Unlike the Italian ritual, the Spanish rite
employs the grammatical form of petition LHJ)}JJI .fﬁ}’
in Boneh Yerushalayim according to the Palestinian
decision of R. Hiya b. Abba who acceptcd this form on
Shabbat because "such is the formula of the blessing”.2°
The final blessing is characterized by the large number
of petitions, by the special blessing for the host and
his possessions, and by the recognition expressed

Biblically that God provides for His people through the
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gifts of spiritual nourishment as well as physical

sustenance.

G. Ashkenazic rite: Minhag Ashkenaz is the name

subsuming that current of Jewish liturgy preferred by

most congregations in Northern Europe, England and the

21

United States. Although popular opinion holds that

the Ashkenazic rite is the historical extension of the

Palestinian ritual and that the Sephardic rite is a
product of the early Babylonian liturgy, we know from
the preceding study that no such clear distinctions
can be drawn. Jewish liturgy is certainly no exception
to the dynamics of cultural exchange, and our textuzl
analysis of Birkat HaMazon has repeatedly pointed to

these cross-cultural influences.

In so far as the Ashkenazic rite can be traced to

the Mahzor Vitri, 22423 this nusah may be considered
24

indigenous to France and Southwestern Germany of the
eleventh century and perhaps earlier. Birkat HaZan of
the Ashkenazic rite herein reproduced is identical to
that of the Mahzor Vitri except for the latter's use of
both the word imanu and of the verse Ps. 145:16. To-
gether with the further omission of the phrase “"covenant,

Torah, life and sustenance" in Birkat HaAretz, we find

evidence of Babylonian influences on the Ashkenazic
order. Similar to other rites of a later development,
the Aghkenazic version concludes with a series eof Psalm
verses testifying to the Lord's providence and care for

those who trust in him.
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B. Seder Rav Amram
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Saadia's siddur

2 23 190 DVIWR ARY UMK 11 EYYa A wavR M ank mma
wnbnam v wnvk ™ PP oM b7 MR 7 ™ R 2 2Eaa Tona
T2 D2 uR 8% T P BYN O A3 RanT JaW aTEn PN
» om JURR S POWA Yy ™ R 2 T BYYY Taw N oo
TWR YN e 3 Ty Shen W3 ay PR Yy Wby umink
P WY ANR WR ITPM AT DA B ThaD. e e
P2 VY DR U 7 WA AXpn? Minh ™MT ol no Yy
AR IR DAPA Ton WhYK ™ ANk 3 JoR DY T MR 3
naTa XM OM DY Y52 WR uam N R uhR uRkMma ushy
AW P31 DEAM MM TOM I T2 uhE RIM uny N
Yoomve msp =bon nan A3 WT NS0 KT XIM
M2 LY TR PO a0 03 nange T oYy T Enn
VW2 J0n TO WY TP MK o w7 Yo2 uh v amn
WHY D WY R BBY Ay AW MY uY N uAyY nrms W
2R Yy R [wY X vaTea o ey oY



D.

Maimonides' rite

1187 A3%3 now

s Y¥I5m 1310 D0NT3 TIOR3 3103 11D BN AN T G 790 wake » ank ha

4aY prape 7 nx nme Moxs Y5% orem ki T atph uY somw i uY won
TN » Th AT Yon nk e N3 RT3 TER v oY o pao
qRBYGTM TN AT SISNT ST TTAN YUK Uman x ahnen wnbna o wabn
<33 o by uniaYe 1o Sy ouap an uare 5D TIND BRI Y
N97I31 AP A3 MORD TOU MK £272m T7 &0 ux Witk » oo i unynae
wak7om o b ysa by e aak a5 o ek mon prsa by pabm e ae
700 K30 OYIpM i wan S Tias pen prx Y Tvp o Y 1oy e by
727 KD a1pa oYy Ak ) wara aowpsh Anan Tes T a anho vhy
war xn opn o wabk 2 nx T3 qow oYY Ak Yonta M ¢ Ak T
ow Yaatws (o 2000m 2507 qunm TI05 AP 2P BTIIP WK IR e
GORTT VIRDDODARANDY jonT 30 s annTomn uYoL KT AI0Y 200 KUV BM
mary war o TENa Lo R onya iy aKen e ot Yy nanee
=1 »oaY won o b mer Yo kan ehpn »n'n opan s praatn nenn
o'y 3 30 3 »h i aw Y2 mom kY » o ey o oess oy Ty wtn

( ) vion



E,

The Italian rite

_ ]";?E:ai'i' Jia%a D
=53 P05 3 G W6 5 Siom onmd Siea v e pav TG oW

W " 30 e o o0 0P * Y b Shoam omind paom ;
3,0 DW b, 32 W * P noind oMo 52 303 \w1pn3 b 3 2og

35".‘;§1;) .“_.; {arom .;'a\o_l:‘.'_\‘?‘;f’f:_:} 335.?2"2" j‘_‘lg} 109 mom colo oo of

iz ShRY S e v s 1 S 3 e

s

P o Ao
1uwn
T rvon pown 2 190723 LHZHY 10K 03 o2mn a0 a3 18 2eco 3 oM
WO T3 e e 2 UMD Svin e o whawy v
1uwn ST e s whowy -

FRY N NI 0D DD D 3 v
3y3 3 DY N I SR 0 B0 N Ans P
A1 TOND DRI TON {13 1103 * YT 10y
"2 WP T Y oo oo oY 9 e o anb
woivaa 537 i pam Y niy Ssbam o39m 1t b s
R T, P D Mo * 83D W YT kR 93

93T g T N R {0 00
TR WP iz nbn T w2 3 g
5. Doy m o 0n 12390 RhEn Wi
ot 0 39 * I IO IR0 PN WOESY DoNY
7D Wb v uasyy G0 s o (oM A0

T 0 e eve core) TG V3D 12390 BV BYB

P2 P o oyt e S wws poony
3 TR NI DA LAY [92) B 9 WY
$y 3 e Yo mp Som o
* o230 o iR o oy ovna
TRD TR NI DN 07 B s s » o5 b
0ty Aona 9 77 vy e dh opsm upen b

DS 93D B GUR 20D upng nuwn

Ay iR el S e Sl A
s S ey
o T, D g et i v 'y v v om
P IV T A nEon 9N 7D v 1
W s Do v Ry SRy o Y mas
o3 i WEd o ub nid oo whavey 10T 2
PR Y 3535 UTRNDN  BRD 08 W] WOy
m ! v

- 106 -



- 40T -

| e AL
e S g g b eaatu S, ek sk

 —
&

(i 2ge e & Gk TR & g Bl Tl T st

@ Gk, (ddin € GUia eEa Sl Wil 5 {ua (e
aws  £ua gta iula 4
jasa ond Bua G TR
gwoeza duodidy 0
fomd - Cua D DA
&t 7l Eﬂﬁﬁnﬂwarﬁ Gty dméu &l
WS (Cutn bt o fiud Wiz mil el daw
Hofhoy imgih, oG WEL Got W Wiy Wi Aag W .
€Ly UL ICUa QI P 1
€ Mu e €1g Chautiu (SR Didau . abin Eube, (te
e, e qaa , iudgh W S Rk (wAdm (e A3l
Al dto Lanl wdza 7 dnde: il Ao fkad &0 dlin
Boa dlu e Ul Tl cue Endln & Sy ik G604 N
o (qod o Exdéy Zaite Ll :alnil O da il ol g i
Chui, e D B ue i tug Wue v 6l (dawu
G iodgdn & gl et ahdk ekl o chedt LRt
G i Sk ghity oindhe Ghddu:
e & g Exal Al Bt (20in 221 tw kit @lou
GERu (NG Ufitee (Rt emtao
waendiel el ced e (ndua o At st atiun
e 4ot mauie ot anll aliod (8 % a0 Al
Gl e S Letae taad €l B ekl caitu el
€84 Gl 1440 e : & tea dljl By odya (Caly
ChudL AT 0oy SAL QN oA A4 Du g
€ 109 iR Gl gl ,.Ezwz Gl Cekdue Lt
= Ml Kl



P N N WD G s L) jR g inia 108 -
2 DAY FTYE o 1 vy mam vhem bxn
Wy TN BN s oYy :En WION % R TR

WP B WD WY v w0 wa Hw
2 IR TSR TN N A W Iy o VAR
M WY e xn oy om of Yo Sx 535 awom
by i uhou s ubes N vy I nn b oo
Dvm AN AOM AT DTN, O 0 WY e

: e 3¢ e et S o Yooy aw Y o
x93 Y T pEman ) o why abee wn emn
[RMIT PR DWOUR NAOYA oM 103
panon s oYy mnb w3 wQnY [ < oni b nangh
PR B AR U [P0 AvEpp udhY
Ny W 1B Y7 e 530 uhw jann : ayen
TRy S W pn oy S owr e ¢ opm
1370 YIT PO RN ¢ NAWRIY NN 2w

23 200 W BY N BRI T3 OND (P
RN 1 D TN BRI VARY W0 1M 1 0PR
: Vo WO W A YD M) T 33 P IR
TI2Y 153 P13 9072 3590 TR T U3 Mg I R
T3 12 55 Y20 552 Sy prwe oy woik
17 NS 15T 1198 TN MY 923 T 1Y unw
nig LY NRDY 31 AF2 WIGR) iy W] KD ST
NPT Y5205 1273 IS G0 I 10 £ 2103 YN

3 8377 D707 W1 DR Do 021, [
s obwp W Tty ne I o7 L [T e

s et APinh M e n o oI e emems
et uneypbouen v oy ook T ey 7o o

sy ol resn i vy, pAnY K f e e

: PDBASY % PSR TR O WA (RN e

ne thyy s DU 1933 W W DR (R

o b e won mn 1590 apen b ohy
by o mizgvEms A raved ey new o7y B
- : 1o e 53 o —
genb er * 90T M 130
: 1p3n mp 83 Sy HR WK ¥ Ak TR
a1 ey 1D et 7 R SEn PvDD rODd PG
g miohop S T 80 e omd O nen Ty
$IRYP KXY



e db. .~e,q AN ﬁqﬁg o -..m.u.-“
4 Gl EAL La. lc,\r [ Adt Gty

o fyciny . CLiu é,tt (<X :. R l,C'.tt g @il u R

. é:’lh b f‘é“ fi e sm ke '-nﬁl nm GU"&"‘:- CJ,&Z"‘&. -4

lfm, e &l gl doih. lag Clv Shue ldua
O 1= ‘\"q..'t e '.dc, s . laq Leade n.:..L
v B ol btk s o &g LN g Cend:
s ekl Lagker. wied Sull Rell, re oLl contue
lag tgg w it Sa alaa gh. wiled Suadk. dvaw
cuacy wowa mawd ex! o LIQa i qus
N :

lag e st.t!-. Al lag Wyl dséne il elta
ailia. Wlan et @ela. lag Blih Allhd ecicn.

ddnr . Bl lylu. Gaa il g Aduiade gLl

rI.Lu Gl W Rt ag Actdd JRathe. S Gt outu

Su.tgg s

duatl. @Aa oo Ll gk st . ol
4ea-tlats Qiﬂ. el SLOGn e Dold. Evaw eyl
1 welte qeq. Aadin duk gqeq. lotdd gie wid
o dau gev. g lan Jee anl daw 4040 Rn &
nll dha ddedan. & q0da hu: lawy Dl daw
e (Suida gy geney. gal. gddu. el wlhaa.

Chalddn logw esidida. cdalle awy aja. of
tab s & Redn &é_.ﬁ. ofda. it gy o,

Ll auug ccxn)

gl wawe. i Ao, wuk dog dada ane

A o Chg Gla
_ L.L\(I g e vont tud (e R nﬁz'-\
m&! aat tl, (craur awoed Rea) AVE4T Gl . vy
C btk (cmaw e Sfedin) ANGdn Gdg:

|7 G raL Lol g Wb, N taoied Agan . Wau vand

e31d ystusdg

-60'[-.

[N



g o o b < b e s +mne
T TR AR minn s M e mob
W N3C3
nown P o MED < oivon bk ¢ vydnm

cqupbn O S o 3 inm oAy S
P A% WD M) c i P Awnd 13 muy ci3 mae)
aps 2 U TR [ noma LN cuAnup oi'p
po w smioma Sva xn
7o g PEON ow N s
PR *ERGAT, TR TR ¢ Amk T
+uzhn < Sy wh b Ton woby » e
P TP+ Sy BAT VI - ubwia i U

a0 N oY oivban ¢ Sb‘p 3wem aten 3o  Seen
0051 a0 + by a2 b 3w aem - uh g aon

- 33trby sy - o om - wh ubo wm’

hh:m‘wwmzm
TR DBFa many s e
o WP B nAR M
" YD R M e

B AYD B WERY K o
"WON3 o) Wy cNRR M TR UENR) N [P

we3 % nmy

v3 ooy Bt an

VT Pphm anm nr Mot s pm
WITTRY T K o

we Sop mmo oin Sy ek i o
P wrnb neosip Vb an prm
b mp B BRI N T
MR fn ©h R M TR

B S8 a8 a4 e

™ @8 @4 wa @

- 110 -



- 111 -

1oy +SinEm Y3 w0 T TSR TR M P
+ba +bap 533 3pyn prye oo wpiay Y
mmmwm TRy A+ ANk T 2
oty N why e K e
xom w3 vba tnome i et s T
_ ey 137 nibw Ko s o
-:u‘;vmm:’m‘l'?w nﬁvu&wmm'@
(DDA

2 v vy uhag np obwn g T MR TR
5 +wax o Sy bl o <oy w5

gt upn Koy O bxb w3y
‘mém e bem mpmonea by ng T e T
P BYyp oA ) 15 i b  AAgi < e edni

pow ipn oxgaobpbobp oSy
N3 e cmem nio® U U W wan P
*1070 niy (G e saean dotyn i -
*Q) 3 o 1ay W iy TP nenh Ton nivin
-y ) Dt B3 v W+ Sy vien X5 N
Cmoembe pin overby copbvpan Y cam pw
T OTOY o rwabh o uhaw - ineRb.
e o angrp - nwb-nm oY non e

oy P R oEe D orn W o b

AR L= o0 b= Ty = - = Pl g B i

o vIPn 3 ol beny T n o b

w e3P vin o oy man oyt
" sion obyh

C—



- 112 -

G. Ashkenazic rite

Woien savinge grace alone, begin liere: »
ok -~---;~:';:-. VTR "E:‘.""““.'Z."‘\._“"."‘.'.“.
-?:_*;* ml gy biar Sy ey atumie ymiygio kg '.:‘::: '“3
L eRY e 7‘.'1,;:1 '1:‘.:'::: :'nar'. p‘“ - -.:;';
".'.:3;; =3 y') iire Ry g i ey '.:.; o5
252 :‘m‘. 5 ::-;-=;° -‘. T2 1T s
‘:'—l—‘:: —h-\-. \-h -‘“.k: ‘\‘:\.:\H;- “‘-t\ “‘!

b e

-l .l\.\ -'Oi

P D Dby Sy wg wE e

‘.‘_ .-- .. ... - — -—— -—
" . .:‘\\‘ 2y --u B h 1:.7 .-" fll;:nq’ '-‘: I l.“

-—-nhlq q'u‘ -\--\to qq-\n L et Bl b el o ¥ 'u-u .D

TRl =" i, BT BTER S
- -
iR 7),2 15 “'“..J Vol 2l '?“'1 ':.'.'.“'.;:':‘.2 ."“.‘.‘.“':.,J

! ;*::;.7“11.,.- ST SR i SN NI
=592 DD TRD BN DITER NN N

4y} i e

v =pial ,'7 DD LTI B Y 920 5w
:-m o9 -*m Y3 9 02 Sow -1_ MrieyS
=55 ‘v‘l‘g‘.‘a\ Dy R ny'*'m ,37'“\1 .:'.n:za
‘7;’. a -Ia: qn? » ‘| -I&:; q"' ‘ -“""H |’ n‘.\nl
3?‘-739 O PR

':*Ty.‘:}:‘;*:;"."“:. ML) wns e

oo gD MDD S v T3 130 1S O
RN RN INSTRNY TR 01D el AN

;AT -ﬂ:ﬁm LRI WRTWIPNTY BN
IR R u*nv:z:*v:::: .-.-,,m WERS NPT n
e | =i A o5 T PRSPy PR b givie
n,/':'.;:f.j g oo giird=ipelae Ny i
m DR D290 2 ::;z W7 :g/ n?;,qt,q

o



- 113 -
On Sabbaity add TS50

P ap l“!-! i— cu- |-'~\“ --\n B, - .I:..i-f-& L1 ‘G“‘H"‘ —“
e v

Dav™ Sew! '| It
wTIU? ?':;? S Ry ==yl < Smam

- LU —-“--\ -.vn -n.u“-\ —— W -.--‘
.I;‘.n_ll. C\ B , -n.an T - -3 JE deol gt o Ilt.n/

LTIR YNNI uRTUR :‘.*; :.-.m AT T Ny
N TN ‘2 *a-! T VR BT N Y "¥ F"‘" fed
DETET ON DTS Ovp

-’ :I.D:: l-n:\: ::.—-— 1\9 :\-0901-“ 1
i '.
SANTRITIROT MR TN =,m

1N 3\.: Y '“Q 13‘\‘;‘\ TN 36

't
LR TR 78T "N:. AR BT 1..,:'“'0
7-.~.") iy a0 1y ﬁ‘:‘:;‘;"l ‘\'ﬂ“" T ““.‘1 :‘13?‘
3D NI :"::‘: ..\ :':n N an ::1"?;3::;?
SOOI B 152030 NI AN N 00 NI

R g sl g 12 ﬁtj"‘,':‘-"u" i'n“}.‘-"i .'i"??] :‘;‘;‘ﬁ'ﬁ?‘l
'7;‘5 "'*"“““ o D"Qi"a'“ '“D'?'“ |...§ﬁ: Nelis
JSIRTEON 2iS a1

:-I:-._: -;':uj!? utq-.. -1“5 \\" 1 .1 h I'-';"'I'

s Vg .. - .
AN .: an) WG 1900

133 TRNIEIT OV WO MG N -1

. ""‘;D"‘“" "',J““'“‘ '3"’ 132 TIN 2SS .'"3"33

2R NI LT S0 BRI N 1T

¢ o e

SUFTND DD WO R NS N 1wy



- 114 -

—“. e s et T R | — v, - LT AN ] . —-— -
,‘y_:llllli .._,g.li.r .;\H.-?-Ii:‘.. W |.-|1.1I|

DA ST NI YT R SN MY

-.-‘q- - l.h-q-n.nq - - . .— —\-;
i—':l 'It-liJ.r t--‘-_-:?qu- \ '_ .\\

WD Co D TR NI T T S e
T T DT W O8N ) T T SR

!h-‘\q-q-.n 0-"- L_I%1] q..q!- LR T 1L B _JTX1] --t L]
ludd \—'"‘* 'qq\_. .?i\_—hﬂ.‘ —_ -i\

DTN BN DR 0P '1::';\""'* -,\w
1379 LN TR 1P 92 929 522 3pim P

SN WD) - "‘;:' T'l""...:.\ S

Qe *n:-‘;:f FUmit Wi tal i)tk i el o)
PR TOND MRS TND RN «"*1“;:?
D BTN ...}; v '?..'."..;' EERE)
oot *-'p D NSY I oD U N Ipng
-.-.;-‘.,71 FPIT M TN WP A N T
;2% D3y o uhma Nn mr-,. o
TPER TRRD NI RS WO LTI N T o

.r!;'l:;,l " '5*I'¥ nlNLbn.k Ill‘.‘.a 3"13 =7 voond

CET O O DD 1 N o
l:"" -n“--:n (7,'-,‘:; St pam ™ P n') 'p‘- i) . r\

f'l;;'y :E?“"-“ '21:"'1‘71 i Mo =] i"l;:'}'
-- qnt 1&0;5-0 ——\uqn, - AN e quﬁuqv\-q E\_qno
r? ( o w lu NN = -

:\ igiat YK e
WH TSR TETS EMD N D YY)
ol °7 Semp T vn oty rerd 3 v O
EN T TR R '7""7 S2Y TR TRE NS0

TR 3 --m V= ey
:OMSTTRSD N DI A TN T D W

:E.s.r--: -::;:-:- N -;-!;n c:: ’m- e - -y q




~ys

SUMMATION

In the preceding pages, we have conducted a
critical survey of Birkat HaMazon as a liturgical text.
The present study examined the thesis that Birkat
HaMazon was a product of a developmental process: the
first stage might have been called a "prehistory” in
which the separate themes embodied in the present
Grace were independent unto themselves. Each of these
themes was probably expressed through informal "petitions"”
or "supplications” before God and took a variety of
forms in the spontaneous prayers of the people. We have
thus remained cautious about dating first prayers
resembling, for example, the. ideas central to Birkat
HaZan. We may suggest that the roots of such a prayer
were born sometime during the Biblical period with the
first fruit offerings and related harvest rituals.

But our investigation gained firmer footing as these
fluid prayer-expressions began to appear in the rabbinie
literature. Under the legislative discussions of the
Tannaim and the Amoraim, these prayers began to assume

a "required"” if only elementary rubric. During this
time, the benedictions were defined and their minimal
requirements established. During this period too, the
four major themes of the Grace developed their
associations with each other, and Birkat HaMazon emerged
as a definite liturgical unit. Even then the text was

not fixed. Rather the Amoraim were responsible for
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deciding what the framework of the Grace would be:

there was still ample room for the addition of minor
thematic material, and spontaneity was yet a built-in
dimension of the fourth blessing. We noted the element
of variation well into the Gaonic period as the versions
of Amram Gaon, Saadia Gaon and later Maimonides were
reviewed. As the codes appeared, further restrictions
and limitations were recorded. And while the major
local rites maintained their distinctive characteristics,
each one was eventually frozen in its form, aided by
the increased availability of "type-set"™ mahzorim...

In any study which at first attempts to be com-
prehensive, ultimately the remarks written for the
"conclusion” must also register those areas which
‘remain yet to be examined. So too, in writing the
preaen? thesis, the author recognizes that an exhaustive
study would necessarily have had to include a discussion
including elements such as the following: the rabbinic
decisions regarding the amount of food for which the
Grace must be recited and the implications of these
discussions; the "short form™ of the blessings already
known to the Tannaim; the concept of erring while
reciting Birkat HaMazon and the importance of "fulfilling
one's obligation”, whether for oneself or for another.
With specific regard to the "textual deveiﬁpuent' of
the Grace, the present study has, in effect, proposed

a further area for research: that is, the Gaonic
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responsa material to increase our understanding of

the development of the blessing immediately beyond the
Amoraic period. And in conjunction, a deeper and more
critical study of those phrases not required halakhically
but which appear in many extant rites mus* be undertaken.

For example:

1) in Birkat HaAretz, Plw ')".)'plv 5 lpak3be B
pIDAT Hlow l)a'nl p">8n,

2) in Boneh Yerushalayim, ) |,'fa'p,t. % l)u-:.?) b kyl
p):;o,pﬁ Y Lpl pv) 2ea A)AN PYA

Furthermore, the variant texts which imply the
appelative "the All-Merciful" is generally disregarded
by all commentators. Since this division of HaTov
veHaMetiv seems to be a later development than the
other sections of the Grace, its content and form may
provide us with further insights into the expansion of
the text and its liturgical moment among the people.

A final word: In most American Reform-Jewish
homes, Birkat HaMazon is no longer part of a daily meal
ritual. While at one time this blessing was the family's
expression of Thanksgiving to a God who has sustained
us with the hope of salvation as well as with the
nourishment of food, the concept of a Grace-after-
meals has all but vanished from contemporary religious
consciousness. To some degree, the language barrier
accounts for the diminished role of the blessing. Jews

who neither read nor understand Hebrew are ill-equipped
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to incorporate Birkat HaMazon as an element in their
daily lives. But while the blessing is readily
available in translation, the English copy, which is
repetitious, static, and without inspiration, provides
a weak alternative. Rather, Jews have abdicated an
"English" thanksgiving-acknowledgement to the Christian
sector where a "Grace" (albeit before meals) remains

spontaneous and meaningful, at least on occasion.

To be sure, there have been attempts - notably
at summer camps and in a few Reform congregations - to
reintroduce Birkat HaMazon as a part of a total program
of "reidentification with our heritage”. And while the
blessing may now be heard again at larger community
dinners (an image of the early havurah-type meals?),
it has failed to work as family liturgy again at home,
despite its appearance in the UPB. Unlike the hallah,
the Shabbat candles and the spice-box which have been

readopted as viable symbols, Birkat HaMazon remains,

at best, a forgotten prayer of historical interest.

And perhaps this blessing spoke to those of earlier
generations in a way it does not speak to uzs. If this
is an accurate picture of Reform minhag, fﬁen we must
first rescue - not the prayer text - but the theological
propositions and religious yearnings which Birkat
HaMazon was created to express. For if we who gather
around a table remain unmoved by the idea or a Creator

providing nourishment; are not sensitive to our historic
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roots in the land; do not cherish the hope in a world
moving from slavery to redemption - then Birkat HaMazon
can have no meaning. But if these concepts return
relevant to the home as they are yet heard in the
synagogue, then a blessing-after-meals within a

Jewish framework should once more reaffirm its place

in the family's religious experience.
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NOTES TO INTRODUCTION

er.48b; cf. Tosephta Ber.7:1, Jer. Ber.7:1 (11a).

Mishne Torah, Hilkhot Berakot, 1:1; Sefer HaMitzvoth,
70:19; Sefer Mitzvoth Hasadol, positive commandment #27.

Ber.2la, top. The discussion concerns the Ba'al Keri
and his obligation vis-avis the Sh'ma, Birkat HaMazon
and the Amidah; cf. Ber.15a, 16a, and 17b-18a for
further legislation of a principle involving both the
Sh'ma and the Grace.

cf. Ber.2a.

Mekhilta: Bo, section 16.
Ber.48b.

Sefer HaHinukh, commandment 430.

Ibid. The same opinion is held by Maimonides in his
Mishne Torah, op. cit., 5:1.

Finkelstein, L.,"The Birkat HaMazon} JQR, 19, 1928-1929.
Finkelstein, L., "The Amida", JQR, 16, 1925,
Finkelstein, 1928-1929, pg. 243, 247, 253, 259.

This insert is a possible reference to Neh. 9:36 or
Jer,2:7 as well as Dt.8:10.

Heinemann, J., Prayer in the Period of the Tanna'im
and the Amora'im, Magnum Press, Jerusalem, 1966.

Ibid., p. II.

Heiler, F,, Prayer, Oxford Univ. Press, London, 1932,
P. 39 (translation from German by Samuel McComb).

Dt.1215‘?l KII16310-16.
Ez.43:13-27.
Macc.I.4:U44FF,

cf. Josephus, The Jewish War, 5:5 and 6

cf. Ber.26b.

cf. J.E.,, vol. 1, p.U467 for a discussion of the altar
replaced by the following: the man of desirable
virtues, study, charity, widows, orphans, virgins

and the pious wife.
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22, Menahot 97a; cf. Ber.55a.
23! MP_E 3310

24, Ovadiah b. Avraham Bartinoro ( -1500?): commentary
to M. Avot, 3:1.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I

Ber. 48b

J, Ber. 7:1 (11a)
Tosephta Ber. 7:1

Tos. Ber. 46a; ad hehan.
Mishne Torah:.  Berakhot 2:1

:+ Orah Hayyim, 187

E |

Ber. 48b. This passage occurs in a discussion listing
the derived proofs that one make a blessing before
eating as well as after the meal. It is noteworthy
that immediately following M.Ber. 7:1-2, the Gemara
opens with a discussion of The Biblical basis for
Zimmun to be said when three eat together (Ber.54a)

in which Dt. 8:10 is not mentioned at all. Rav

Assi also selects Ps. 34:4, while R. Abbahu argues
from Dt. 32:3. Both were second generation Amoraim.

M. Ber. Ch. 7; M. Meg. 4:3

Heinemann, J, "Birkath HaZimmun and Havurah Meals,"
i.s' 13 (1"“)' Igaz. p! 2;-250

cf. Burrows, M. (Ed.), The Dead Sea Scrolls of St.
Mark's Monastery, vol II, Manual of Discipline,
Amer. Schools of Oriental Res., New Haven, 1951,
plate 6, line 4-6,

Ber. 46a

cf. J. Ber. 7:lla

Ber. 48b

Ber. 46a, bottom; cf. Pes. 104b

Rashi (Ber. 46b, top) clarifies that it is a
blessing joined immediately to one preceding it
which requires a closing "Blessed”, but not an
opening "Blessed".

J. Ber., 1:5 (3a): harae nevarekh

Ibid.

M. Ber. 7:1 and following discussion, Ber. 45 a,b.



5183 =

19. Pne Moshe of Rabbi Margolioth, 18th cent. Although
this observation is quite late, it is the only
traditional statement that I found suggesting a
developmental aspect in the use of a benedication
for this blessing.

20, Tur, op. cit.

21. Finkelstein, L."The Birkat HaMazon,"JQR, 19, 1929,

22- J. Berc 911 (12d).

23. Both Rav (Abba Areca) and (Mar) Shmuel were first
generation Babylonian Amoraim who studied under
Judah haNasi in Palestine,

24, Midrash Psalms 16:8.
25. c¢f. Pne Moshe to J. Ber. 9:1. "The one who opens

with_the Tetragrammaton": this means /the one who
says/, "Blessed art Thou, 0O Lord".

26. Shibbole Haleket: 188,

27. Abudurham's statement is quoted in Heinemann, J.,
Prayer in the Period of the Tannaim and the Amoraim,
Magnum Press, Jerusalem, 1966 (Heb.), p. 52.

28, Heinemann, J., ibid.
290 M. Ber. u:f-l»
30. Rav established his academy at Sura in 219 C.E.

31. Ber. 40b. According to Abaye, Rav's statement is
understood in the light of Dt. 26:13: "T have not
transgressed..., “i.e. I have not transgressed by
omitting the benedication; and "...neither have I
forgotten...," i.e. neither have I forgotten to
mention Thy Name thereby; cf. Ber. 12a.

32. M. Ber. 9:5
33. M. Tamid 7:2: cf. M. Sota 7:6
3%, M. Sanh. 10:1 Abba Saul was a fourth gzeneration Tanna.

—_—

35. Tosephta Ber. 7:26; e¢f. J. Ber. 9:1

36, In Pne Moshe to J. Ber. 9:1, "Y-H" and "EL" are
explained thus: "The one who opens the blessing with
'Y-H' ...": this means "/The one who opens the
blessing with,/ 'Blessed art Thou, O Lord' ...";
"+sowith *EL' ,.." means "...with, ‘our God' ..."

- and he doesn't say "0 Lord",




38.

39.
4o,

b,

u2,
43,
Ly,

1}5.

Lé.
L7,
48,

49,
50,

51.

52,
53

54,
55
56.
57
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Finkelstein, L."The Development of the Amidah,”"
JQR. 16| 1921| p. 1-""‘“. See EBP. p. 6.

ibid., p. 8
M. Pes. 10:6

——

Finkelstein, L., "The Birkat ha-Mazon,"JQR, 19, 1928-
1929, p. 211-262., Se esp. p. 227.

Weiss, J.G.,"0On the Formula Melekh Ha-'Olam as Anti-
Gnostic Protest,“JJS, 10(3-4), 1959, pz. 167-171.

cf. Ps. 10:16.
E_f_l Koho 3:11: Ben Sira 16??.

Heinemann, J.,"The Formula Melekh Ha-'Olam,,"JJS,
11(3-4), 1960, p. 177-179,

Roth, C.,"Melekh Ha-'0Olam and Zealot Influences.,"JJS,
11(3-4), 1960, p. 173-175.

Ber, 12a,

Wiesenberg, E.,"The Liturgical Term Melekh Ha-'Olam,"
JJS’ 15(1"2). 1961"' pc 1"56.

Wiesenberg, E.,"Gleanings of the Liturgical Term
Melekh Ha-'Olam,"JJS, 17(1-2), 1966, p. 47-73.

Wiesenberg, E., 1964, p. 2.

Ber. 12a; Rabbi Yohanan was a first generation
Palestinian Amora.

Ber, 40b. Rabbi Yohanan's proof (omitted in some
MSS) is based on Dt. 26:13, where "...neither have
I forgotten..,." requires the mention of both the
Divine Name and the Divine Kingdom.

cf. Mishnza Brura to Shulhan Aruh, Orazh Hayyim: 214:6,

Munich manuscript, Ber. 40b. Quoted in Wiesenberg,
E., 1964, P. 29,

Rosh to Ber. 40b: quoted in Wiesenberg, E., ibid.
Rashba to Ber. L4Ob; quoted in Wiesenberg, E., op. cit.

Shitta Mekubetzet; quoted in Wiesenberg, E., op. cit.

Paris Manuscript Ber. 40b; quoted in Wiesenberg, E.,
ibid. Here the reading is Malkhah de-‘almah (King
of the world)!




58.

59+

60,

61,
62,

63,

64,
65.

66.

67.

5 1065

Rav also rules for a reference to the "Divine Name"

in every blessing (kol berakhah). 1Is it to be reasoned
by analogy, then, that he too includes the "joined"
blessings? It is interesting that in all blessings

of the Amidah save "Tsemah David", the Tetrazrammaton
does appear. And of course 1t appears in all closing
benedictions of the Amidah.

Tosephta Ber. 1:10, that 2 "joined blessing is governed
by the opening benediction belonging to the blessing
preceding it.

Wiesenberg (1964, p. 19ff) admits that there are
exceptions, cf. blessings #19, 10, 12, 14 and 15 of
weekday Amidah; he explains that these prayers were
able to remain without a reference to "kingship"
because Yohanan's ruling hadn't the status of "Received
Law".

Tosephta Ber. 2:1.

Tos, Ber, 40b: " ‘amar,

Heinemann, J., "Once Again Melekh Ha-'Olam", JJS,
15(3-4), 1964, p. 151.

Tos. Ber. 40b: ‘'amar,
Keinemann finds support in Midrash Psalms 16:8:
R. Ze'era and R, Judah taught: =a blessing without
mention of kingship is no blessing, as it is said,
"I will extol Thee, 0 Cod, my King (Ps.145:1)."
R. Berechiah commented: what you say applies only
to blessings such as those over fruit or for
commandments. In general worship, however, if one
mentions the Lord's name, he is exempt.
Yet Wiesenberg dates this text to be at least as late
as 4th century. Rabbi Tanhum (340 C.E,) could have
supported Rav's requirement for "kingship" "... in
the same sense of the current statutory melekh ha-'olam
ves" See Wiesenberg, 1966, p. 354,

M.Tem. 3:1-2, 5: "“The young and the substitute for a
Thank-offering, their young and their young's youns
/may be offered/ zd sof ha-‘olam.” M. Eduyoth 1:4:
"For lo, avoth ha-‘olam did not persist in their
opinion.” In Heinemann's reply, 1964, he maintained
that the word 'olam with its definite article "he"
appeared in rabbinic literature only with the meaning
"the world"”, and not in the sense of "forever" as
suggested by Wiesenberg.

cf. Koh 3.11.




68,
69.

70.

71.
72.
73,

74,

75.
76.

??.

78.

79.
80,
B1.

82.

83.
8k,
85.
86.
87.
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Ber. 40b.

The major conclusion drawn by the Talmud is that Birkat
HaMazon, or at least Birkat HaZan can be recited in any
language, even if the wording is not exactly as the
rabbis had ordained it,

cf. Rosh 2:3 to Berakhot; also Na'adne Yom Tov 1:5
to Rosh, loc. cit.

cf. Ber. 35a, top and Ber. 39b, top.

Tur, op. cit.: 187.

Rashba compendium to Ber. 40b (39b): vehah; cf. also
Shulhan Aruh, Orah Hayyim: 187,

M. Ber. 1:4,

Rashba, op. cit,

Tur, op. cit.s cf. also comment by Bayit Hadash: "The
intent /in Ber. 40b/ is that he fulfils his obligation
sven if he doesn't sign with 'Blessed'. But Rashba
/says/ he doesn't fulfil unless he lengthens it..."

Shulhan Argﬁ. op. cit.: "There are those who say one
needs to sign with 'Blessed be the All-Merciful who
gives food to all'..."

Magen Avraham to Shulhan Aruh, loc. cit. Commentary by
Abraham Zumbiner, 17th century.

Ei- PS.BI:l?.
Finkelstein, L., op. cit., p. 243-246,

Mekhilta: section Shira, div. 4; cf. Yalkut Shimoni,
ZFEE?U -

This is true of the Karaite and Italian rites, and the
Mahzor Vitri.

Tur, op. cit.

Bet Yosef to Tur, ibid.

Pinkelstein, L., op. cit., p. 243.
Mahzor Vitri, p. 52.

The words "with us™ are also forbidden in Sefer Mordecai,
quoted by Bet Yosef to Tur, op. ecit. Similarly, in
Magen Avraham to Shulban Arub, Orah Hayyim: 187,




< 32% =

88. Shibbole Haleket HaShelem: 157. Contains 13th
century compilation of ritual by Zedekiah b. Abraham
Anaw of Italy.

89. The notable exceptions are the Yemenite rites which
show a direct dependence on NMaimonides' siddur: cf.
Finkelstein, op. cit., p. 243.

90. Mazen Avraham to Shulban Aruk, op. cit,.

Also see Baer's commentary in Avodath Yisrael, p. 155.

91- c_fo IS.S]:I“-

92, Baer, op. cit.

93. Sefer Abudarham: section on Birkat HaMazon, p. 101D,
top. Reference is to the 40 years' wandering in the
wilderness.

94, cf. Mann's discussion of the genizah fragments for Birkat
HzZimmun in which "for the food" is ommitted in the
Babylonian rites but included in the Palestinian: in
Jzcob Mann, "Geniza Frazments of the Palestinian Order
of Service", HUCA, Vol. 2, 1925.

95, Kolbo, 23b. A collection of rites and ceremonies
extracted from Orhoth Hayyim of Aaron b, Jacob b.
David haKohen by Shemariah b. Simhah (?), 15th cent.

96. Bet Yosef to Tur, op. cit.

97, The Order of the Prayers for the Whole Year: Section
Birkat HaMazon, in Mishne Torah.

98. cf. Finkelstein, op. cit. Includes also the version by
Abudurham, 14th cent.

99, NS5 Dropsie College (Halper 192); reproduced in
Finkelstein, ibid. See also page 246, where the verse
is shown in the Persian and Romanian rites, two Italian
versions, the Amsterdam Haggadah and in the Mahzor Vitri.

100, cf. Altmann, A., Saadia Gaon, in Three Jewish Philosophers,
Temple, New York, 1969, P. 14,




2,

30

u.

5.
6.

13.
1k,

15,

18.

19,
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I1

Ber. 48b; e¢f. Tur, Orah Hayyim: 187; Mishne Torah,
Hilkhot Brakhot, 2:1.

Ber.48b; J.Ber.7:1(11a); Tosephta Ber.7:1.

Ber.49z, top:; c¢f. p. 1 and ft, 38 and 39 for 2 discussion
of R. Abba as Rav.

Mishne Torah, op. cit., 2:3.

Tur, op. cit., 187,

But cf. Magen Abraham to Shulhan Aruh, Orah Hayyim:
187 for a repetition of the position taken in the Tur.

M.Ber.4:2, Nehunia b. Hakana was 2 Tanna of the 1st.
and 2nd. centuries.

Ber.28b.

M.Ber.9:4,

Ber.60a; cf. prayer on leaving a bath-house, ibid,
M.Meg. 4+9.

M. Yoma7:1,

M.Ber, 5:2,

cf. Tur, op. cit., end.

Hertz, J., The Authorized Daily Prayer Book, Shapiro,
Vallentine & Co., London, 1963, p. 154-155,

Rashi to Ber.49a, top.

cf., however, the “thanksgivinz" of the Falestinian rite
discovered in the zenizah fragments published by S.
Schechter: reproduced in Petuchowski, J., Contributions
to the Scientific Study of Jewish Liturgy, KTAV, New
York, 1970, p. 376. Departing considerably from the
Babylonian version, the Palestinian rite may in fact

be closer to the "thanksgiving" of the Temple ritual.

cf. Finkelstein, L., "The Birkat ha-Mazon", JQR, 19,
1928-1929, p. 247-248,

Lacuna to Rashi text supplied in lasoret HaShas: "we
thank Thee"; but note no-de-kha rather than the
expected nodeh lecha.
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20, Tur, op, eit.

21, cf. 'Or Zarua Zhitomir, 1862, section 199: Ber.uga:
commentary by Isaac b. Moshe; Tos. Pes. 104b
Finkelstein, op. cit., p. 249, Nusah Ez Paxxlm

22. German Tosaphist, 1215-1293. One of his pupils was
Asher b. Yehiel (ROSH).

23. This verse appears in this manner in the Thanksgiving
blessing of the Amidah.

24, Tur, op. eit.

25, Bayit Hadash to Tur, op. cit.

26. Ber. U4Bb. R. Eliezar was a second zefferation Tanna, and
the brother-in-law of Gamliel IT.

27, Mishne Torah, op. cit., 2:3.

28, Tur, op. cit.

29, Shulhan Arub, op. cit.

30. cf. Weill, J. in the Levi Volume (R.E.J., 82, p. 129-
131) (in French); reported in Finkelstein, op._cit.,
p. 230, note 39,

31, Bayit Hadash to Tur, op. cit.: ve-im,

32, cf. Shibbole Haleket HaShalem: 157.

33. Finkelstein, op. cit., p. 230, ft. 29,
3%, J. Ber. 9:1(3d).

35. ibid.; Joshua b, Levi was a first generation Palestinian
Amora; R. Simon was of the followlnﬁ generation.

36, The implication in citing these two verses together is
that Torah cannot be separated from thiz land,

37. Ber. 48b, bottom, k. Jose was a 4th generation Palestinian
Tanna (Jose b, Halafta?); Nahum the Elder was a 3rd
century Palestinian Amora (Nahum b. Simai?).

38. Both quotations have been ascribed to Rav; cf. Masoret
HzShas:7 to Ber.4Qa; also, "...in the name of our Master
(Rav)" in Cohen, A., The Babylonian Talmud, Tractate
Berakot, p. 313, ft. 4. This seems unlikely in view of
the conflictinz passage ascribed to Rav: see above,
Section C: discussion between R, Zera and Rav Hisda.




39.

40,

b1,

L2,

43,

Lb,

43,

u6l

Lg,
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Ber.4Bb-4%a. R. Elai b. Eliezar was a Babylonian
Amora of the second century. R. Abba was a Palestinian
&mora (born in Babylonian) of the 3rd. and 4th centuries.

This position is upheld in the Jerusalem Talmud 1:9(3d):
confirmed with proof texts by Rashi to Ber.48b: "Torah
was received by Israel in three places: on Mt. Gerizim
(Dt.27:11ff); in the hills of Moab, and in the Sinai in
the tent of meeting (Dt.28:69)"; cf. Sota 37a. The
covenant of circumcision is mentioned 13 times in

Gen. 17: cf, M.Ned.3:11; position supported by
Mzimonides in Mishne Torah, op. cit., 2:3 and Hilkhot
Milah 3:9.

Ber.49a, R. Zera was a second generation Amora who
emigzrated from Babylonia to Palestine where he was
ordained. Rav Hisda and Rav Sheshet were Babylonian
Amoraim of the same generation,

Rav Hananel was a Babylonian Amora of the Third century
and 2 disciple of Rav's.

Rashba to Ber.48b. 43z, R, Abraham b, David (1125-
11@95.

Tur, op., cit.

cf. Isserles' comment to bhulhan Arub, op. cit. The
exception for women and slaves is still acknowledged
by allowing their ommission of "covenant"” and "Torah"
from Birkat HaAretz.

The distinetion is more apparent in the Hebrew, since
both "your covenant" and "Your Torah" can eazh be
expressed by a single word using a suffix, (e.g.
be-ri-the-kha). "Covenant" and "Torah" would thus

not be rendered precisely as they appear in the Gemara.

Shulharn rn_Arub, op. cit; of. also Karo's earlier commentary
to the 'ur in which he agrees with the Tosaphists in
favor of the suffixed noun form.

Heinemann, J., Prayer in the Period of the Tannz'im
and the Amora'im, Magnum Press, Jerusalem, 1966, p. 31.
Heinemann recognizes that the prepos;tlon "for..."
('al) followed by 2 direct object is rarely preceded
by "Blessed art Thou, 0 Lord". And while he draws
attention to the similarity of this pattern with the
syntax in Dt. 8:10 (...for the good land which He has
given you,) the Biblical verse contains only one
direct object.

Ber.49a; cf. Pes. 102b, Sota B8a, and Betza 172,




50,

51.
52,
534
sk,
55.
56.
57.

58,

59,
60.

61,

o KO =
Levi b. Sissi: & Palestinian Amora of the first
generation,

Ber.49a, top.

Tur, op. cit.

r.46a, bottom.

Tos. Pes. 104b: hutz.

Tur, op. cit.

cf, Bayit Hadash to Tur, op. cit.: "...and it seems
that we ought to have preceded /Birkat HaZan/ with
Birkat HaAretz - in that the food comes from the land -
and afterwards to_bless the food itself... Therefore
the explanation /is given/ that because Moses
established /Birkat HaZan/ for Israel when the manna
fell, therefore 1t 1s the first..."; see also Tos.
ggg.QQaz lomar and Tos,Pes. 104b: hutz,

Karl, Zvi, Mehakrim beToldot haTefilla, Tel Aviv, 1950,
p. 140, The weakness in this proposition as in much

of Karl's writing is his failure to define an hypothesis
as such or to document his position with a2ppropriate
historical data.

T&.Ber'l:u.

cf. M.Ber.9:1-3.

cf, Lahzor Romania, Mahzor Turin, and lahzor Avignon as
reported in Finkelstein, op. cit., Pp. 2&0
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ITI

1. Ber. 48b; cf. Mishne Torah, Berakhot 2:1, Tur, Orah
Ea!-mS 188.

2. Ber. 48b; Mishne Torah, op. cit.

3, Ber, 4Bb; cf. J.Ber.7:1(11a), Tosephta Ber.7:1, Mishne
Torah, op. cit.

=
o

er. 48b; cf, Rosh 7:22 to Ber. 4Bb.

%, Rashba 12a to Ber., U4Bb.

6. Sefer HaHinuch, commandment #430.

7. Rosh 7:22 to Ber. 48b,

8. Palestinian version from the Zeniza; reproduced in
Finkelstein, L., "The Birkat Ha-Mazon", JQR, 19,
1928-1929, pg. 211-262, See parallels in Seder
Saadia Gaon and Maimonides' rite, p. 254,

9. cf, Finkelstein, ibid: ESeder Rav Amram,

10, Tur, op. cit,

11, Finkelstein, op. cit.

12. Finkelstein, L., The Amidah, JQR, 16, 1925, p. 159.

13. c¢f. Heinemann, J., Prayer in the Period of the Tannaim
and Amoraim, Magnes Press, Jerusalem, 1966, pz, 4B8-50
for examples of prayers for Jerusalem without the phrase
"0 Lord, our God": prayer for Jerusalem (Amidah) in
the Ashkenazi ritual, in Seder Rav Amram, and in
Maimonides*® version; the blessinz of the Essence of
Three in Seder Rav Saadig Gaon; and the Haftara
blessing in the Ashkenzzi ritual and in Seder Rav
Sazdia Gaon.

14, For other Psalms revealinz Jeruszlem in the consciousness
of the people, cf., Ps., 122 z2nd Ps. 137.

15. cf. Lam.1:17,

16, Note especially Hos.3:5, Is.2:2-5, and the parallel in
Micah 4:1-5.

17. Heinemann, op. cit,, Ch, II.

18, ibid., pg. 4B8-51.




19.
20,

210

22.

23.

30,

360
36.

Ber.48b, passim.

Mahzor Romania (Venice 1526) folio page 115a, reproduced
in Finkelstein, op. cit., p. 257.

noted in Jelis, J.. Minbage Eretz Yisrael, Jerusalem,
1968, p. B2, sec. 8 (Hebrew

Ber,.49a, top; cf. J.Ber.1:9(3d) and Shulbzan Aruh,
187:4,

Rashli to Ber,48b.

Mishne Torah, 'Ahavah, Hilkhot Berakhot, 2:4; also
quoted in Bet. Yosef to Tur, 187:L,

Rashi to Hos, 3:5.

Yalkut Shimoni: Samuel, 106,

cf. Rashi to Hos. 3:5 and the parallel in Midrash Shmuel.

Tur, op. cit.; ef. Shulban Aruh, op. cit.

Rashba to Ber.WBa: ve-ai-dae.
ibid.

Wiesenberg, E., "The Liturzical Term lMelekh HEa-'Olam",
JJsS, 15(1 2). 1964, p. 30, note 121,

Heinemann, op. c¢it., p. 40, note 29,
Ben Sira 36:17-19; in Finkelstein, op. cit., p. 220,
J.Ber, 4:3(Ba); reproduced in Heinemann, op. cit., p. 49.

The exceptlon is the Italian grouping, Finkelstein,
op. cit., p. 225,

J. Shabbat 15:3(15b).

The element of Shabbat observance became critical,
because reference to the Shabbat itself had already
become established in the Grace. JIn a discussion between
Rabena and R. Nahman b. Isaac concernlng the recitation
of kiddush, Rabena recalls, "...on the Sabbath evenings
and on the nights of z festival there is kiddush over

the cup and a reference /To the Shabbat of festival/

in the Grace.




3E.
38a.

39.
Lo,

b1,
L2,
43.
Lo,
L5,
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Commentary tc this passaze is found in 'Or Zarua.
lawe of a feast: 1929, "One should not establish
prayers and arrange supplications and say them on
Shabbat as he does on weekdays; but the formula of
the blessing which the sages /already/ established
and fixed for everyday prayer are also permissible
on Shabbat..." Commentary compiled by Isaac b.
Moses, c. 1260.

Ber.,48b,

This is the earliest rabbinic reference to a special
blessinzg devoted to the Shabbat within the text of
Boneh Yerushalayim. The practice became accepted
halakha, cf. Mishne Torzh, op. cit., and Tur and
Shulhan Aruh, op. cit. The opening text “of this
insert "Be pleased and give us rest" can be traced
back to a passaze in Lev. Rabbah: 34 which discusses
the root h-l-tz in Ps., 140:2. (See also J. Shabbat
in the name of Eliezer b. Jacob: noted in Abudurham,
Prague, 1784, p. 102,)

It has been suggested (J. Petuchowski, personal
communication, 1975) that the Shabbat insert in Boneh
Yerushalayim was at an earlier period an independent
blessing for Jerusalem which could have served as the
third blessing in the Grace. Ve find support for this
proposition in that the insert is sealed with a2 closing
benediction of its own (see Italian and Palestinian
rites); the blessing also incorporates the root n-h-m
in the closinz benediction. On the other hand, it
should be noted that the "kingdom of the House of
David" does not occur in any of the extant Shabbat
inserts. This omission would indicate that "Be
pleased and give us rest", if it served as an
independent blessing within Birkat HaMazon, did so
only as late as R, Abba's ruling calling for the
inclusion of the Davidic kingdom.

Ber.49%z.

cf. Rashi to Ber.49a, He explains that this formula
zllows for the idea inherent in the opening to be
contained in the concluding benediction,

Mishne Torzh, op. cit., 2:1.

Tos. Ber.48b: mathil.
cf. Rashi to Ber., ibid.

Tur, op. cit.

Isaac B, Jacob Alfasi (1013-1103): wrote the Halakhot,
the earliest major code.




59.

60.
61.
62,

63.

Shulban Arubh, op. eci

Ber,49z,
Rashi to Ber.49a,

Mishne Torah, op. cit., 2:4.

Rosh 7:22 to Ber.lW9z.
efs J.Ber.4:3(8a).

Tur, op. cit.

Isserles to Shulban Aruh:188.

'Orhot Hayim, Birkat HalMazon; commentary by Aaron Ha-
Cohen of Lunel Steinberg and Son, Jerusalem, 1954-55,

p. 71.

¢f. Shulhan Aruh, op. cit. for an additional variation
preserved in the codes: "...,who consoles Zion in the
building of Jerusalem".

HEinemann, Opl Cit-| pgl 50-51-

Finkelstein, op. cit.

Ber.63a; cf. Buchler, A., Types of Jewish-Palestinian
Piety, London, 1922, p. 22Lff for possible occurrences
of Amen even within the Temple Service: reported in
Heinemann, op. cit., p. 80, note 14, The general
requirement to answer Amen is alsc noted in Sifre

to Dt. 32:3, and is used as a liturgical affirmation
in ICh. 16:136.

cf. J.Ber,, ch., 8, end (12¢), and Ber.47a. For a
more complete summary of Amen in rabbinic literature
see The Talmudic Encyclopedia, Vol. 2, p. 46-50,
Jerusalem, 1949,

Ber. 530b.
Ber.45b, bottom; ef. Sucecah 38b.

ibid: cf. lieg 23Db.




67.

68.
69-

- 136 =

i.e., so they would not omit the fourth blessing:

Rashi to Ber.45b; cf. Shulhan Aruh, op. cit.

Mishne Torah, op. cit., 2:1; cf. Tur, op., cit.
Finkelstein, op. cit., pg. 254 and 256, MNote that
he correctly omits Amen from his own reconstructed

text.




10.
11.
12,
13.
14,

15,
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

iishne Torah, Berakhot, 2:5; Tur, Orah Hayim: 189,

M.Ber.9:2; cf. Pes. 50a.

Ber.59b; cf. Ta'anit 6b.

ibid, Rabba declared, "God of thanksgivings"™; Rav
Pappa said, "Abundant thanksgivings and God of
thanksgivinss".

Rav Pappa, a disciple of Rabba, presided over his
school in Nares for the nineteen years from 354-375.

Ber. 59b.

cf. Mishne Torah, op. cit., 10:5.

Ber.l4éb,
It

as been assumed that this prayer was offered as
part of the Grace after meals in the house of
mourning: c¢f. Cohen, A., The Babylonicn Talmud,
Tractate Berakot, 46b. We would argue that while
this passacze is included in a general discussion of
HaTov veHaMetiv as part of Birkat HaMazon, there is
no reierence to the Grace in this specific incident,
It would zppear that the passage is included here
only beczuse of the associated nature of the dis-
cussion, but is rather a2 record of an alternate
use of the formula; cf. Jemara's response to R.
Akiba, Ber.46b; also Ber.59b, bottom: “come and
hear: if a father dies..."

Ber.48b; Tosephta Ber.7: 1 and J. Ber,7:1(11a).

Ber,U4€b,
I‘TcBEr.E".an
Ber.48b,

Betar: scene of final defeat of Bar Kokhba rebellion,
(132-135).

Presumably, the bodies were not allowed burial for a
+ime under the edict of Hadrian; in general, edicts
established during Hadrian's rule were reversed under
the new regime of Antoninus-Pius (138-161). Burial

of the slain was permitted in the year 138 or 139:
of, JoB.y ¥ol., 1, P+ 657,
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16, cf. the parallel passages in the name of R, Huna in
J.Ber.?7:1(11a), J.Ta'anit 5:4(69z) and B. Ta'anit
3ia,

17« cf, Tur, op. cit,

i8. Finkelstein, L., "The Birkat Ha-Mazon", JQR,

9. 1928-1929, p. 221,

19, Weiss,__ ., Dor:145, esp. note 2; reported in
Flnkelsteln. 1b1d.

20, ef. J.E., vol, 11, p. 645,

21. Halevy,__ ., in Dorot Ha-Rishonim, I, e, p. 74ff;
reported in Finkelstein, op. cit.

22, cf. Buchler, A., "Toldot Birkat HaTov veHalMetiv"
in Cha jes Memorlal Volume, Wien, 1933, p. 137- 16?.
(Hebrew section).

23, Finkelstein, op. cit., p. 217,

23a, Didache: see article in J.E., vol. 4, pz. 585-587,
2L, HN.Ber.9:2,

25 gf. JE., vol. 6, p: 13K,

26, Buchler, op. cit.

27, ecf. J.E., vol, 6, p. 649; M. Eduyot 2:4

28. Ber.46b, top.

29. Rav Nahman, speaking in the fourth century, knew of
the conflicting traditions regarding the origin of
the fourth blessing in Birkat HaMazon. He assumed
that if HaTov veHaMetlv had been ordained by the
Torah, the blessing could not hzve been eliminated
from the Grace, even in a house of mourning. However,
we need not assume that R, Akiba and the rabbis were
discussing the formula only as pert=inins to the
Grace. Rather we suggest that HaTov veHalMetiv was one
of several formulas with which one greeted a2 mourner:
cf. above, notes 6 and 7: also Ber. 60a and 60b.

30, cf, Evel Rabbati, 14:end; in Buchler, op. cit., p. 143,

31. Ber.4b6z-b,

32. Tosephta Ber.1:9.




SAalke s

33, c¢f, Tur, op., cit., 189: +that the blessing was
originally & "short" blessing which read only
"Elessed be He, the Good znd the one who does
good",.: alsc Rosh 7:22 to Berakhot.

34, Tosephta, op. eit.

35. Rashba to Ber.49a; cf, Heinemann, op. cit., p. 102,
note 6, for other examples of HaTov veHzMetiv with
only & concluding benediction.

36. Ber.k9a.
37, Ber.4%a, bottom.

38, cf. Ber.12a and Ber.40b,

39, cf., Rosh 7:22 to Ber.49a: ...in that they established
that the kingdom of the House of David be mentioned
in Boneh Yerushalavim, it seemed fitting to mention
the kinzdom of heaven /in it/ also. However, they
didn't want to mention the heavenly kingdom alongside
the earthly kingdom; therefore they ordained the
mentioning of the heavenly kingdom in HaTov veHaMetiv.

Lo, Approximate dates for the rabbis mentioned in this
passage are as follows: R, Yochanan, 199-279; Rabba
b. Bar lianna, 257-320: R. Zera, 279-320; Rav Pappa,
320-375.

41, [HMishne Torah, op. cit.,, 2:7.

42, Tos. Ber.46b: velaTovi cf. Rashba op. cit, and_Tur:189.

43, Shulhan Arub, Oral Hayyim:189.

4L, The additionzl elements of "benevolence" and "goodness"
are first mentioned by the Rosh 7:22 to Ber.49z, and
are established as halakha in the Tur, op. cit. They
also appear in 2ll versions reported by Finkelstein
(1929), and were undoubtedly an integral part of the
fourth blessing before the period of the Medieval
commentaries. There was no clear zzreement across
the various rites, however, with regard to the en-
umeration of these elements. Compare the following
variations of "the three references to 'goodness' "
in representative rites:

A. Blessed art Thou 0 Lord our God, King of the

universe, ...the Cocod (1) and the One who does
good (2) who, each and every day does good (3)
among us; ...he will reward us with grace,

lovinzkindness, relief, mercy, and all good (47).




Ls,

L6,

47,
48,
L9,
50.

= iy =

(While this final phrase "all good" occurs
in all rites, it is generally not considered
among the three references to "goodness"
required in the blessing.)
Palestinian geniza
Seder Hambam
Seder Rav Sazdia
Seder Rav Amram

B. Blessed zrt Thou 0 Lord our God, King of the
universe, ...the good and the one who does
good, who each and every day He does good, (1)
He has done good, (2) and He will do good (3)...

This is Sirkes' enumeration; he reasons with
the Tosaphists that the three references to
"zoodness" were required after Betar: thus
the three additional words. This text of the
fourth blessing is representative of most of
the other versions reproduced by Finkelstein
(ef. pg. 259-262),

An alternate enumerztion is suggested by Sirkes,
quoted in the name of Solomon b, Yehiel Luria.

The last three are counted as a unit by eliminating
all but one praonoun for God:

C, Blessed art Thou 0 Lord our God, King of the
universe ...the Zood (1) and the One who
does good, (2) who each and every day, He has
done good, does good and will do good (3)...

Tur, op. cit; cf. Shulhan Aruh, 189. Note that the
Persian rite ignores this prohibition, including
"the living King®™ in its daily Birkat HaMazon: in
Finkelstein, op. cit., p. 262,

cf. Ber. 46a: "Rav Joseph said: know that HaTov
veHalMetiv is not from the Torzah, beczuse laborers
may omit it."

Ber, U6z,

Tur, op. cit.

Ber.16b= cf. M;.Bernulu.

Ber.16b. The Cemara lists here personal concluding
supplications of ten other rabbis, including those
of Rabbi, R. Yohanan, and Rav Sheshet.




NOTES TO CHAPTER V

i, Schechter, S., "Genizah Specimens ", JQR, vol. 10,
1904, 654-659.

o5 cf. Paul Kahle, The Cairo Geniza, Oxford, 1959,
P 3-13: reported in Millgram, A., Jewish
Worship, 1971, p. 340.

Fe lamm, J., "Ceniza Fragments of the Palestinian Order
of Service", HUCA, vol, 2, 1925, pg. 269-338 and esp.
p. 336.

L, Finkelstein, L,. “The Birkat Ha-Mazon", JQR, vol. 19,

1928-1929, pg. 243 ff,

B Ps.,147:2 which is found in the Shabbat insert herein
reproduced is placed directly in Boneh Yerushalayim
proper of the Pesah liturgy shown in Fragment 719,
published by Mann, op. cit.

6. The arguments are discussed in Zoldschmidt, D., Seder
Rav_Amram Jaon, Mossad Harav Kook (publishers),
Jerusalem, 1971, p. 73 ef, also p, 10 for specific
questions of authorship relating to the section on
"laws of the meal",.

7. ibid., pg. 45-46.

3 efs Che I11, note 36,

g. The discussion is found in Davidson, I., Assaf, 3.,
and Joel, I. (editors), Siddur Rav Saadia Gaon,
Mekitze Nirdamim (publishers), Jerusalem, 1941,
bE. 22-23.

10. Ginzberg, L, Zeonica, vol., 1, p. 166,
311, Ginzberz, L., "Saadia's Siddur", JQR, vol. 33, 1%942-
1943, p. 316.

12, cf, Davidson, op, cit., pg. 152-153.

135 cf. Goldschmidt, E.D., "Maimonides' Rite of Frayer
According to an Oxford Manuseript" (Hebrew),
Studies of the Research Institute for Hebrew Poetry
in Jerusalem VII, Jerusalem, 1958,

14, cf. lMishne Torah, Ahavah, Seder Tefillot kol HaShanah
for blessings including the following: the last
blessing after Pesuke Hazemiroth, and after the morning
and evening Sh'ma; the 1st, 2nd, 18th and 19th blessing
of the Amida; the Kaddish; the middle blessing of the
Shabbat Amida, ete.




15.

16,

17.

18,

19.

20,

210

™
N

i
)

Schechter, A4,I., Studies in Jewish Liturgy,
Philadelphia, 1930, p.3.

Luzzatto, D,.S. (editor), Mahzor Minhaz Italiani,
Leghorn, 1956,

cf. Ch.1, section F: "Blessed be the One who
satisfies the hungry, ete..."

Gaster, M., The Book of Prayer and Order of Service
according to the custom of the Spanish and Portugese
Jews, vol. 1, Henry Frowde, London, 1901, pz. xiv-xv.

This position is to be contrasted with that held by
Heinemann; reproduced in Petuchowski, J., Cuide to
the Prayerbook, Cincinnati, 1968, p. 10,

Note the alternate grammatical form in the following
blessing, HaTov veHaletiv, of this same nusalh.

Hertz, J., The Authorized Daily Prayer Book, Shapiro
Vallentine and Co., London, 1959, p. xxii.

Mahzor Vitri was compiled by Simhaz b. Samuel in the
11th century.

cf, Idelsohn, A., Jewish Liturgy, Schocken, lNew York,
1967, p. 61.

Note that Finkelstein includes the Ashkenazic Prayer
Book in the English - Northern French - Cerman group.
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