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Below is a guide for teaching Rav Soloveitchik’s “Mizvat Keriyat Shema u-Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim,” the opening essay of Shi’urim le-Zekher Abba Mari.  The guide contains two suggested lessons for high school classes; the first is geared towards a traditional Gemara shi’ur, while the second is an innovative attempt to access philosophical ideas that originate in halakhah.  As such, Rav Soloveitchik’s lomdut is utilized as the culmination of in-depth study of a sugya in Massekhet Berakhot, in one case, and as a springboard for exploring his own philosophic writings, in the other.  Through these lessons, students can gain a firmer grasp on Keriyat Shema, its third paragraph, and their implications in the world of halakhah, hashkafah, and tefillah.

Naftali Balanson is currently a student at Yeshivat Har Etzion, where he is pursuing Semicha from the Israeli Chief Rabbinate.  He graduated with honors from Yeshiva College, and holds a M.A. in English Literature from Columbia University. 

A Guide to Rav Soloveitchik’s “Mizvat Keriyat Shema u-Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim”


Teaching Gemara to high school students poses a number of challenges for teachers and students alike.  Prominently, the question of how much emphasis to place on textual skills, as opposed to developing the ability to conceptually analyze the texts, confronts both parties.  While aiming for proficiency in reading Gemara, and to a certain extent Rishonim, is a necessary building block for all future study, this requires concentrated efforts of hard work and is often viewed as tedious and unfulfilling.  Conceptual study, on the other hand, can be a stimulating, welcome deviation from the routine struggles;
 moreover, the students are given access to the privileged methods of advanced yeshiva study.  Although neglecting textual skills in favor of lomdut may seem tempting, such a step is educationally irresponsible (as it hinders individual potential) and perhaps religiously irresponsible as well (if Talmud Torah is intended to involve at least a modicum of strenuousness).  In that case, is there any way to give our students a taste of the “big leagues” without compromising the more important, yet basic needs of our students?

This guide, then, is a modest attempt to address the issue of responsibly introducing conceptual analysis in the high school classroom.  The medium for this exploration will be the opening essay of Rav Soloveitchik’s Shi’urim le-Zekher Abba Mari, “Mizvat Keriyat Shema u-Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim.” This text provides some significant advantages for classroom settings of various levels.  First and foremost, the topic is a familiar one: the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema; it this regard, the chiddushim discussed in class will hopefully prove relevant for the students’ everyday lives.  Additionally, Rav Soloveitchik’s presentation is at once deeply profound and yet conceptually straightforward.  The idea, which we will discuss at greater length below, that the third paragraph is integral to Keriyat Shema, not isolated and distinct, can be easily grasped by high school students; the two major nafka minot, reciting the third paragraph at night and why this particular parashah, are entirely accessible, as well.  Finally, the Rav writes in a more modern style, with relatively simple Hebrew, while at the same time intertwining traditional lomdut phrases.  At least some students, if not more depending on their Hebrew language skills, will be able to grapple with the text on their own, gaining familiarity for important conceptual terms along the way.


Rav Soloveitchik’s essay provides a further benefit, related specifically to the conscious effort on the Rav’s part to introduce Midrash in his lomdut (albeit in a footnote).  The study of this sugya has the potential to quickly morph into a philosophical discussion of the exact relationship between Yezi’at Mizrayim and Kabbalat Ol Malkhut Shamayim.  Not only is the very transition from lomdut to hashkafah fascinating and important, inasmuch as it demonstrates the far-reaching impact of conceptual study, but here it affords the possibility of examining the interaction of two pillars of Judaism.

Lesson 1:

Students Access the Text on Their Own

Texts:

Mishnah Berakhot 12b, 13a

Gemara Berakhot 12b, “Parashat Zizit mipnei…”


Yerushalmi Berakhot 1:5, “Mipnei mah korin…ve-lo beit chaverekha”

Gemara Berakhot 14b, “Tanya R”Sh bar Yochi…mili ahranita”


Rambam Hilkhot Keriyat Shema 1:1-3

Shi’urim le-Zekher Abba Mari, “Mizvat Keriyat Shema u-Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim”


Purpose:


A central goal of this lesson is to expose the students to Rav Soloveitchik’s Torah in general and his lomdut on the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema in particular.  The students will be afforded the opportunity to read Rav Soloveitchik’s own writing, analyzing and applying the text “be-hevruta” and with the guidance of the teacher.


Moreover, students will confront key terms that they will encounter in the future: “gufah shel (mizvah X)” and “kiyum bifnei azmo,” for instance.


Finally, students will compare multiple approaches to the same question offered by the same person in order to more adequately comprehend the sugya.

Classroom Context:


While a class on “Mizvat Keriyat Shema u-Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim” can subsist on its own, with minimal background preparation, its impact would be greatly enriched in the context of a weeklong unit on the Gemarot that deal with Parashat Zizit.


In preparation for the concluding class on Rav Soloveitchik’s essay, there are a number of basic texts to review.  While they are ambitious in number and length, they are relatively conceptually simple. 


Inasmuch as these sources reflect upon the character of the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema, Berakhot 12b and Yerushalmi Berakhot 1:5 stand out. Berakhot 12b, “Parashat Zizit mipnei mah...” lays out five significant themes contained within the third paragraph: Zizit, Yezi’at Mizrayim, the Yoke of Mizvot, Heresy, and Sinful and Idolatrous Thoughts.  The third paragraph of Keriyat Shema is not univocal; it brings together multiple themes into a single, complex unit.  This Gemara also establishes the uniqueness of Parashat Vayomer in relation to other parshi’ot in the Torah: many other sections deal with Yezi’at Mizrayim and could theoretically accomplish Zekhira, but Parashat Vayomer displays Yezi’at Mizrayim in conjunction with other significant ideas.  Also, Rabbi Levi in the Yerushalmi presents a unifying vision of Keriyat Shema, including the third paragraph, which revolves around the Ten Commandments; each of the Ten corresponds to a phrase in Keriyat Shema, but as opposed to the first opinion in the Yerushalmi, the associations are made throughout all three paragraphs – not just the first two.  Here, as with the inclusion of “the Yoke of Mizvot,” the third paragraph is being integrated into the rest of Keriyat Shema.  (This second source may prove useful in Rav Soloveitchik’s approach, and might be re-introduced later on.  See Footnote #5 where the Rav suggests that the Rambam might rule in accordance with Rabbi Levi.)


In the penultimate session, the issue should be the Mishnah on 13a and the corresponding Gemara on 14b, regarding the order of parshi’ot of Keriyat Shema.  In the Mishnah, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korchah asserts that “Vayomer” is not practiced at night, and therefore comes last.  At the same time, Rabbi  Shimon bar Yochi (Berakhot 14b) offers another reason: the third paragraph only contains commandments to perform mizvot, not to study or teach.  We can easily distinguish between the two positions.  Whereas Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korchah recognizes the third paragraph as a distinct entity –an appendage to Keriyat Shema – separated from the first two paragraphs by its exclusion from the night-time recitation and hence from what is essentially Keriyat Shema, Rabbi Shimon bar Yochi considers the third paragraph along the same continuum of performance-studying-teaching that guides the arrangement of all three paragraphs; it appears to be a necessary component of Keriyat Shema.


It should be noted at this point that the Sha’agat Aryeh considers Parashat Vayomer to be a distinct, separate entity from the rest of Keriyat Shema.  Primarily, it is not obligatory on a Biblical level at night.  We can identify this position with a reading of the Mishnah that understands “Vayomer eino noheg ela ba-yom bilvad” as referring to (at least) the recitation of Keriyat Shema.  At night, one need not read the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema.  


The approach of the Sha’agat Aryeh will serve as a contrast to the position of the Rambam who explicitly requires the recitation of all three paragraphs during the day and the night.  Conceptually, too, the Sha’agat Aryeh stands opposed to the approach of Rav Soloveitchik and his grandfather, Reb Chaim.  As to the Mishnah on 13a, either Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korchah agrees with the Rabbis in the Mishnah 12b that there is no obligation to remember Yezi’at Mizrayim at night and we rule like Ben Zoma (See Rambam’s Commentary to the Mishnah on 13a), or “Vayomer eino noheg ela ba-yom bilvad” means that which is contained within “Vayomer” (i.e. zizit) is only practiced during the day.


Also, in the penultimate class, the Rambam should be introduced.  In Hilkhot Keriyat Shema 1:2-3, the Rambam explicitly states that Parashat Vayomer is part of the daily recitation of Keriyat Shema, both during the day and night.  This session might end – in anticipation of Rav Soloveitchik’s contribution – by explaining how the Rambam does not list daily Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim in his Sefer Ha-mizvot.  Yet, its obligatory nature is precisely the Rambam’s basis for reciting Parashat Vayomer every night, as seen in Hilkhot Keriyat Shema 1:3!  If Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim is a positive commandment, as the Rambam states in Hilkhot Keriyat Shema, why is it not counted as such in his Sefer Ha-mizvot?

The Final Session:


Ideally, this lesson is designed for a double period of Gemara, one which regularly is divided into “seder” and shi’ur time.  If not, it can be split over two classes, or reading can be assigned in place of seder.  One way or another, whether be-chevruta during seder or as homework, the students should be assigned Section Aleph of “Mizvat Keriyat Shema u-Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim.” (Footnotes may be ignored, although the beginning of note #4 is highly recommended.)


The following are some questions to help guide the studying:

1) The first answer is based upon a famous Mishnah; we recite it at the Pesach Seder.  Does it teach us anything about Keriyat Shema?

The first answer is a reflection upon mizvat Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim and its (possibly) temporal nature. Mizvat Keriyat Shema is not a factor.
2) What type of solution is the first one? Technical? Fundamental?

We can identify the first answer as ‘technical.’  It solves the problem without addressing the essential nature of the mizvah. We are told that Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim is a mizvah, just not the type of mizvah that can be included in Sefer Ha-mizvot.

3) Is the second one more fundamental to the question of how we understand Keriyat Shema?  If so, how?

The second answer is more fundamental.  As opposed to seeing Keriyat Shema as fragmented, with the various parshi’ot accomplishing different goals, Keriyat Shema is conceptualized as one unit, an integrated whole.

4) The Rav suggests that a certain relationship exists between Yezi’at Mizrayim and Kabbalat Ol Malkhut Shamayim.  What is this relationship?  Does it make sense?

For Rav Soloveitchik, Yezi’at Mizrayim and Kabbalat Ol Malkhut Shamayim are intrinsically connected to one another, as demonstrated by their unification in Keriyat Shema.  Yezi’at Mizrayim fulfills a kiyum of Kabbalat Ol Malkhut Shamayim, and the latter must include the former. 

The teacher may also want to remark about the mesoret ha-limmud inherent in the Rav’s presentation: “Shamati mi-pi Abba Mari be-shem Rabbenu Ha-gadol.”  For some students, this may be a totally different way of thinking about learning Torah, especially on a high level – from father to son – not merely teacher to student.


Also, in assigning the reading, the teacher should recall the problem that was introduced regarding the Rambam’s position on Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim: In Hilkhot Keriyat Shema, Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim is obligatory and the basis for reciting the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema at night, yet Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim is not enumerated as a positive commandment in Sefer Ha-mizvot.


Shi’ur time will be devoted to reviewing and explicating Rav Soloveitchik’s contribution to the sugya.  The primary focus of the class should be on the second answer, as reflected in its primacy in the essay itself.  The first answer is far more technical and sheds little light on the nature of the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema (the subject of the unit in the first place).


As a solution to the specific contradiction in the Rambam’s position, the first answer is straightforward.  In the famous Mishnah on 12b, the Rabbis and Ben Zoma argue as to the scope of Mizvat Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim.  According to the Rabbis, there is no obligation at night, but the obligation will remain intact in Yemot Ha-mashi’ah; Ben Zoma asserts that there is an obligation to remember Yezi’at Mizrayim at night, and presumably maintains the dissolving of the obligation in Yemot Ha-mashi’ah.  Since the Rambam rules according to Ben Zoma, we may exclude Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim based on the Rambam’s own criteria for inclusion in minyan ha-mizvot. That is to say, in Shoresh 3 of the Introduction to Sefer Ha-mizvot, the Rambam excludes mizvot that are not performed eternally (“le-dorot”) from his list of 613. As such, I have labeled this answer “technical.”  It does not address anything about the inherent nature of Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim that would affect its status.


The technical nature of the first answer becomes even more apparent in light of the thrust of the second answer.  Rav Soloveitchik argues that Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim is part and parcel of Kabbalat Ol Malkhut Shamayim, and therefore the third paragraph is an integral ingredient in Keriyat Shema. 


Ensuring basic comprehension of the selection from “Mizvat Keriyat Shema u-Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim” may consume the majority of the class time.  In the second answer, the Rav argues that Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim is a necessary component of Kabbalat Ol Malkhut Shamayim and is ideally fulfilled through the recitation of Keriyat Shema.  In section 1 of his essay, Rav Soloveitchik develops this idea in three areas:

1) According to the Gemara in Rosh Ha-shana, the phrase “Ani Hashem Elokeihem” embodies the acceptance of God’s dominion.  Therefore, when the verse in the third paragraph surrounds Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim with said phrase – “Ani Hashem Elokeihem” – the link between the two is apparent.

2) The Rambam (Hilkhot Keriyat Shema 1:1-3) states that the recitation of Parashat Vayomer is Biblical in origin, yet it does not contain the hallmark of “Keriyat Shema,” namely “be-shovkekha uv-kumekha.”  What is the Biblical source for inclusion in Keriyat Shema?  Once we have established that Keriyat Shema should be fulfilled through the recitation of passages that include Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim, we understand why the third paragraph is a fundamental component of Keriyat Shema, even though it lacks “Keriyat Shema language.”

3) The Rambam and Rashi (in their respective commentaries to the Mishnah on 12b), both identify Parashat Vayomer as the vehicle for the Biblical obligation of Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim at night.  However, we may inquire, why specifically this passage?  Why not any other passage in the Torah that discusses Yezi’at Mizrayim?  Why is a mere mention insufficient?  We can explain the position of Rambam and Rashi as follows: since Mizvat Zekhirat Mizrayim is part of the fulfillment of Keriyat Shema, a distinct performance with a brief mention does not suffice; Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim must assume the form of Keriyat Shema, the recitation of paragraphs from the Torah. 

Still, the following questions may help sharpen and deepen the understanding of the Rav’s chiddush:

1) How did we understand Keriyat Shema before seeing Rav Soloveitchik’s reading of the Rambam?

We may have understood Keriyat Shema as multi-purpose, with different paragraphs accomplishing different liturgical goals.  While the first two paragraphs may underscore our commitment to God’s dominion and His mitzvot, the last paragraph focuses on our attention on Yezi’at Mizrayim, as is required twice daily.

2) How has that changed after studying the Rav’s contribution?

Keriyat Shema is an organic whole, with each part contributing to a new, broader conception of what it means to accept God’s dominion.  Remembering His role in Yezi’at Mizrayim is no less important than affirming His mitzvot and their centrality in our lives.
For further thought and discussion, the group may want to consider why Yezi’at Mizrayim should be so intimately connected to Kabbalat Ol Malkhut Shamayim. This last inquiry suggests the need for Lesson 2, for further development of Rav Soloveitchik’s idea in the spirit of Footnote #4, for the emergence of the philosophical implications of his analysis of the sugya.  Yet, even without a formal class on the issue, students may produce profound associations between these two foundational events, as manifested in the function of the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema.  

Lesson 2: Philosophy and Halakhah

Texts: 


Mishnah Berakhot 12b, 13a


Gemara Berakhot 14b, “Tanya R”Sh bar Yochi…mili ahranita”


Rambam Hilkhot Keriyat Shema 1:1-3


Shemot 20:2, Ibn Ezra “She’elani R’ Yehuda Ha-levi…”


Mekhilta Yitro “Lo yeheyeh lekha”

“Kol Dodi Dofek,” pp. 80-96 (in Theological and Halakhic Reflections on the Holocaust)

Purpose:


The Rav’s conceptualization of Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim in the context of Keriyat Shema functions as a springboard for a philosophical inquiry into the relationship between Yezi’at Mizrayim and Kabbalat Ha-Torah.  The students will compare a medieval approach to this issue with Rav Soloveitchik’s discussion in Kol Dodi Dofek.  Additionally, students may gain insight into the meta-question of the interaction between halakhah and hashkafah.

Classroom contexts:


Here are four potential contexts for Lesson 2. 

1. At the conclusion of Lesson 1, after the students have read Rav Soloveitchik’s halakhic analysis of the sugya, they can now turn to Rav Soloveitchik’s philosophical writings for further development of the themes of the previous shi’urim.

2. Instead of the more rigorous dissection of the sugya seen in Lesson 1, Gemara students may devote less time to the Gemara/halakhic component, limiting themselves to the basic sources.  What is typically a Gemara shi’ur will switch gears and focus more on hashkahah for one period.

3. In a Jewish philosophy class, students will explore Rav Soloveitchik’s approach to two formative events of Jewish national existence and the connections that exist between them.  Furthermore, they will be exposed to one of the important essays of 20th century Jewish thought. 

4. In the context of a Tefillah class, Lesson 2 may be useful as part of a larger unit on Keriyat Shema.

Suggested Lesson Plan:


The selection from “Kol Dodi Dofek” should be assigned as homework reading on a prior night.


The class should be introduced with the opening verse of the Ten Commandments: “Anochi Hashem Elokekha asher hozeitikha me-Eretz Mizrayim mi-beit avadim.”  Already we see a connection between receiving the Torah and the Exodus from Egypt.  Another source, the Mekhilta Yitro “Lo yeheyeh lekha,” beings this relationship into sharper focus.  Just as the Jews accepted God’s authority (malkhut) in Egypt, they now accept God’s commandments at Mount Sinai.


Students may be familiar with other places where we see this connection (i.e. Pesach to Shavuot).  Have students read the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema and identify how this idea emerges in the text.  For instance, there is the juxtaposition of the penultimate verse and the last one – the former asserting that the reason for Mizvat Zizit is remembering and performing all the mizvot, the latter recognizing God’s having taken the Jewish people out of Egypt; alternatively, as the paragraph ends, “Asher hozeiti etchem me-Eretz Mizrayim lihyot lakhem le-lokim,” perhaps indicating that Matan Torah was the purpose of Yezi’at Mizrayim.


As a foil for Rav Soloveitchik’s ideas, about 10 minutes should be spent on Ibn Ezra’s approach to the question of why Kabbalat Ha-Torah is linked to Yezi’at Mizrayim.  Students should see the relevant portions of Ibn Ezra inside, but the class can forgo the entirety of his commentary due to time constraints (“She’elani R’ Yehuda Ha-levi…ba-olam ha-emtza’i.” “ Ve-hinei yaskpik…reshit ve-aharit.”  “Ve-hinei ba’avur ha-ot…linhol ha-olam ha-ba.”). 


Ibn Ezra argues that Yezi’at Mizrayim demonstrates God’s ability to override the natural course of the world, whereas Creation merely relates to the Laws of Nature that are not obviously under His dominion.  (Ibn Ezra couches this in his philosophical milieu of astrology – mazalot – but the idea can be easily translated for modern sensibilities.)  And since God has manipulated nature on behalf of the Jewish people, by taking them out of Egypt, they must heed his commandments.  In other words, since He redeemed us from slavery, we are now His slaves. In a sense, we owe God.


Some questions to guide discussion of Ibn Ezra’s position:

1. What are the drawbacks and limitations of his commentary?

In addition to promoting a medieval mode of philosophy, which some students may find strange or off-putting, a central premise of the Ibn Ezra is that “everyone saw it (Yezi’at Mizrayim).”  While this may or may not be effective in terms of peshat of the verse, it is difficult to draw a meaningful philosophy for this day-and-age from the assumption that everyone can agree to the facts of Yezi’at Mizrayim.  We know that to be hardly the case.

2. Does it relate to us, in our time?

Some may resist the idea that we are obligated in mitzvot because we owe God for something He did for our ancestors, not for us.  (This is clearly related to the more general problem of Kabbalat Ha-Torah at Sinai versus personal affirmation of that obligation.  In no way does this disqualify the eternal covenant at Sinai, but there are those who may struggle with this issue.)  Even if one is not “bothered” by the indirect benefit that Yezi’at Mizrayim bestows upon each and every one of us, the historical gap must be bridged, somehow.  I think Rav Soloveitchik may help us think in that direction. 

3. How does the concept of “avdut” or “eved Hashem” emerge from this approach?

Even though Yezi’at Mizrayim represents freedom from slavery, the Jewish people found themselves at Har Sinai – enslaved to God – as a direct result.  Perhaps an equation is being made between human and divine slavery.  Are the negative connotations the same?  Is the compulsion the same? 

Now the class should turn to Rav Soloveitchik’s essay, “Kol Dodi Dofek.”

Students should be asked to outline the salient features and basic themes of the assigned reading.  Essentially, reading comprehension questions are the name of the game:

1. What are the two covenants?  Their features?

Fate

· Unique


· A Jew no matter what. No assimilation possible

· Peoplehood: haverim kol Yisrael, arevut, hesed
· God imposes on man, against his will

· Shared suffering

Destiny

· Man imitates God

· Holiness: goy kadosh
· Free will, free choice

· Movement, direction

2. How is the Covenant of Fate related to Yezi’at Mizrayim?

In Egypt, the Jews were bound by their separateness and uniqueness; all Jews were slaves; all Jew were, perforce, Jews.  God chose the Jewish people in the depths of their suffering, and takes them out of slavery by Himself (Ani ve-lo malakh).  It is done against their will and without their agency.  Indeed, the Covenant of Fate is largely an experience of slavery. 

3. How is the Covenant of Destiny related to Kabbalat Ha-Torah?

The Jewish people accept the Torah (Na’aseh ve-nishma).  And the Torah is presented as an opportunity for man to elevate and transform himself.  Through the encounter at Sinai, the Jewish nation gains direction and purpose.

4. What are the consequences of the Covenant of Fate?

A) Shared circumstances: All Jews are bound together as one group, without distinction, sharing the same fate.

B) Shared suffering: “The suffering of one part of the people affects the people as a whole.”  In distress of an individual Jew is felt by other Jew, and, concomitantly, subsumed within the pain of the rest of the Jewish people.

C) Shared responsibility: One Jew may perform a mizvah on behalf of another Jew, even though the first has already fulfilled his obligation (i.e. Kiddush).  At the same time, the desecration of God’s name by one Jew reflects negatively on the entire Jewish people.

D) Shared activity: In one word, chesed.

5. What are the expectations of the Covenant of Destiny?

Man is expected to imitate God, to be creative, to choose a higher form of existence. Through self-transformation and -transcendence, man encounters God and becomes bound to Him.

After laying out the “peshat” of the text, and the students understand the basic dichotomy and distinction involved, the beginning of the section entitled “Conversion Through Circumcision and Immersion” (pg. 94) should be read aloud in the group.  The last lines on pg. 94 are especially crucial.  These sentences assert a fundamental connection between the two covenants, between the experience of Yezi’at Mizrayim and the experience of Matan Torah.  Both are needed; both are intertwined in our national consciousness; both find expression in Keriyat Shema.

The classroom discussion that follows mostly depends on the context of the lesson.  In a Gemara or Tefillah class, we would return to our primary texts – the Mishnah, Gemara, and the third paragraph of Keriyat Shema – to determine whether and how Rav Soloveitchik’s paradigm fits with the earlier sources.

In a Jewish philosophy class, on the other hand, there are other avenues to pursue. For instance, Rav Soloveitchik asserts that the Covenant of Fate dictates that we are always Jews, that we will always be Jews; is that belied by the vast assimilation that we have seen in the past sixty years?  What contemporary examples of belonging to the Community of Fate can be identified, both positive and negative?  How does the knowledge that “Kol Dodi Dofek” was written as a response to the Holocaust and the State of Israel impact the previous question?  Do the students, in their lives, experience being compelled by God?  What about worshipping out of free will?  Do these categories speak to them at all? 

Finally, in a Gemara or Tefillah class, inquiries into the methodology employed within the lesson, a “meta-” questioning of sorts, may lead to a deeper appreciation of the interaction of halakhah and philosophy that Rav Soloveitchik describes in Halakhic Mind and elsewhere.  In the lesson, we have moved from Biblical to Talmudic to modern texts; we have seen both the halakhic and philosophic implications of liturgy.  Do Rav Soloveitchik’s philosophical ideas flow from the sources?  Is his outlook a product of halakhic analysis?  Is the opposite the case; his halakhic approach in Shiurim le-Zekher Abba Mari is being dictated by philosophic considerations?  Perhaps no conclusive causal relationship can be identified, but the existence of interplay between the two is overt.  Regardless of the particular conclusions drawn by the students, hopefully they will begin to sense the breadth and depth of potential Torah that accompanies each line of the Gemara, each halakhah.  And, if nothing else, they can approach Keriyat Shema with more insight into the implications of its daily recitation.

The following rabbinic sources were used in preparing these lessons:


Shemot 20:2

Berakhot 12b, 13a, 14b


Yerushalmi Berakhot 1:5


Mekhilta Yitro “Lo yeheyeh lekha”


Ibn Ezra, Commentary to Sefer Shemot 20:2 (long version)


Perush Ha-mishnayot la-Rambam, Berakhot 1:9


Sefer Ha-mizvot la-Rambam, Shoresh 3

Yad Ha-hazakah, Hilkhot Keriyat Shema 1:1-3

Additionally, three works by Rav Soloveitchik were consulted:

Soloveitchik, Rabbi Josef B. The Halakhic Mind. New York: The Free Press, 1986. 

Soloveitchik, Rabbi Dr. Joseph B. “Kol Dodi Dofek: It is the Voice of My Beloved that Knocketh.” Theological and Halakhic Reflections on the Holocaust. Ed. by Bernard H. Rosenberg and Fred Heuman. Hoboken, NJ: Ktav Publishing House Inc., 1992. 51-117.

Soloveitchik, Rabbi Yosef Dov Ha-Levi. “Mizvat Keriyat Shema u-Zekhirat Yezi’at Mizrayim.” Shiurim le-Zekher Abba Mari z”l. Jerusalem: Mossad HaRav Kook, 2002. 13-31.
� This is not to suggest that conceptual “learning” is somehow easier than simply reading a Gemara.  Rather, in its most basic forms and within the context of breaking one’s teeth on a foreign text, the world of ideas and abstractions can assume a utopian air.


� To be sure, only studying the entirety of Rav Soloveitchik’s essay would truly capture the sweeping grandeur of his lomdut on this topic.  Still, this lesson is an attempt to provide the students with a modest, digestible amount of material, so they can manage largely on their own.  Any more material, and the bulk of the learning would be mediated directly through the teacher.  But, if advanced students can handle more of the Rav’s writing without compromising the quality of their studies, the more the better. 


� For the Gemara class willing to devote an additional session to the unit on Parashat Vayomer – willing to do Lesson 1 and 2 in some form or another – this moment will nicely synthesize the halakhic and philosophic sides of the picture.  Furthermore, the appreciation for the interaction between the two will resonate strongly. 





