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CONGREGATION KNESETH ISRAEL/ THE WHITE SHUL
FROM ROYALTY TO REDEMPTION                                                                        R’ EYTAN FEINER

Parshas Vayechi  

“Yaakov Avinu lo meis.” While in the world of p’shat, the simple reading of the pesukim, our forefather Yaakov dies,
 is eulogized, embalmed, and is eventually buried
 in the Cave of the Patriarchs, the world of drash indicates otherwise.
 Based on homiletic deduction, R’ Yochanan in Ta’anis (5b)
 concludes that Yaakov never really died: just as his children will live on, so too will he through the end of time.
 How intriguing, then, that the very sedra that revolves around the death of the “bi’chir she’bi’avos” is entitled none other than “Vayechi” [Yaakov], “and Yaakov lived”…

Just when the era of the Avos- and thus Sefer Beraishis, the “Sefer HaAvos”
- reaches its close with the demise of Yaakov, our Mesora makes it clear that as long as his righteous sons, the “Shivtei kah,” would perpetuate Yaakov’s legacy through the days of the ultimate redemption, the B’nei Yisroel will essentially keep Yaakov, our father, alive forever. Yaakov Avinu lo meis.

But what would have been had his twelve sons, the collective B’nei Yisroel, not fused together under Yaakov’s leadership to continue his life’s work? Perhaps Yosef expressed that very worry when, just after disclosing his identity, he turned to his brothers with harsh rebuke regarding their concern for his father’s welfare. After all, with Yosef out of the picture thereby creating a void in the crucial Shivtei kah foundation,
 how could Yaakov ever really believe himself to be living onwards through time, to be regarded as “lo meis”… Knowing full well that Yaakov was still physically alive- just moments before Yehuda had informed him that such was the case
- Yosef opts to admonish with the choice question of, “ha’od avi chai?”: “By removing me from the family, have you, my brothers, robbed Yaakov of his true chiyus, his sense of perpetuity (he is, of course, my father too, and needs me for the all-inclusive yi’sod)— or is he still clinging to the hope that one day, indeed, Yaakov Avinu will ‘live’ on forever”…  

Yaakov and Yisroel

Additional corroboration to the gemara’s statement, we might suggest, can perhaps be deduced from the following insight of the Vilna Gaon.
 On the pasuk in Shemos (2:23) that pronounces the demise of “melech Mitzraim,” the Egyptian king, Rashi cites the medrash (Shemos Rabba, 1:34) that the king did not actually die; rather, he was afflicted with leprosy, that which is comparable to death (Nedarim 64b). But why, wonders the Gra, would Chazal stray from the pasuk’s literal meaning-- why can’t it simply imply that the king actually died?

The medrash (Koheles Rabba, 8:11)
 informs us, continues the Gra, that on fifty-two occasions the Tanach attributes kingship to Dovid, referring to him as “ha’melech Dovid” and the like. When he approached his final days, however, then all hints of malchus are dropped. As we read in this week’s haftora, “va’yikrivu yi’mei Dovid la’mus,” with no juxtaposition to “ha’melech,” for there is no sense of royalty and kingship at the time of one’s death. On the heels of such a medrash, we now understand why Chazal felt compelled in the case of the Egyptian Pharaoh to introduce the drash into the pasuk. If the Torah speaks of the death of “melech Mitzraim”- thus continuing to attribute kingship to the Egyptian monarch- then it cannot be that he actually died, but was hit instead with an ailment comparable to death.
                  

Piggybacking on the Gra’s insight, let us now grab a quick look at the choice terminology in the parsha’s second verse: “Va’yikrivu yi’mei Yisroel la’mus,” and the final days of Yisroel drew near. Knowing that Yaakov’s additional name of Yisroel signifies si’rara, a sense of sovereignty, then based on the Gra and the medrash he cited, the lofty name of Yisroel- implying dominion- seems a bit out of place.
 At the time of our third patriarch’s death, the Torah should opt instead for the name “Yaakov” which connotes a contrasting lowliness
- its very root referring to man’s humble heel- just as Dovid shed his exalted title when on the verge of passing away. 

But Yaakov, of course, was different. Yaakov Avinu, as Chazal revealed, never really died. And thus, indeed, even when it appears as if his final moments are drawing near, the Torah provides us with another hint that Yaakov is, and always will be, “Yisroel,” for he never really departed from this world.
 Just as we, his sons, the B’nei Yisroel, will live on forever.

The King Who Never Died

And yet, although this elusive perpetuity appears unique to Yaakov,
 something keeps us lingering on just a bit longer-- for in a certain sense, we also find regarding Dovid that he is alive and everlasting.
 In fact, the identical terminology uttered upon our daily awakening as we express immediate gratitude to HaKB”H- “modeh ani li’fa’necha Melech chai vi’kayam”-
 is borrowed in describing our once and future mortal king every time the moon renews itself and we sanctify it through our Kiddush Li’vana
 liturgy: “Dovid melech Yisroel chai vi’kayam” (Rama, OC”H #426:2, based on Rosh HaShana 25a).
 This declaration about Dovid is recited soon after Rosh Chodesh—how appropriate, then, that the gematria of the entire phrase even equals that of the words, “Rosh Chodesh”…
 And the gematria of “Ha’chodesh ha’zeh lachem” also equals that of “Mashiach ben Dovid”…

The daily rising of the sun, the monthly waxing and waning of the moon: a new beginning every day, a renewal of sorts every month. And both clearly engender references to a melech who is “chai vi’kayam.” Quite interesting…HaKB”H, of course, is THE living and eternal King. At the same time, though, Dovid seems to be more than just a faint echo of this celestial concept of everlasting kingship; he, too, is described by the very same words… What are we to make of all this?

Making the matter more difficult, of course, is that the medrash quoted above proves specifically from the case of Dovid that all sense of royalty is dropped as death approaches. If Dovid also never really died, then why did he lose his title of malchus when “his days drew near…”? Without the medrash’s statement, perhaps we could have suggested that while Dovid the person indeed passed away, Dovid as “Dovid ha’melech” is alive and with us forever. But the medrash seems to clearly preclude such an interpretation, leaving us— where exactly? 

Perhaps we need to get back to Yaakov, figure a few things out, and return a bit later to tackle our Dovid- related difficulties…         

The Fusion of Chesed and Din

Yaakov Avinu, write numerous holy works,
 embodied the middah of “tiferes,” the venerable trait of what we might loosely label as crowning glory and splendor. Let’s try to present this esoteric idea in- albeit undeserving- laconic form: His grandfather, Avraham, the paradigm of middas ha’chesed,
 labored a lifetime on perfecting and, ultimately promulgating, the trait of loving-kindness.
 And, ostensibly, it simply had to work out that way: Just as “o’lam chesed yi’baneh,” G-d had first built this world upon abounding loving-kindness, so too did the patriarch of the Jewish People have to follow suit.
 “Vi’halachta bid’rachav” mandates that Avraham emulate G-d’s earlier example.
 A summary of Avraham’s lifetime thus paints the warm picture of a loyal servant of G-d wholly engrossed in myriad acts of chesed, and dedicated, as well, on bringing the masses under the umbrella of His endless and embracing loving-kindness.  

Yitzchak, however, worked diligently to perfect very different traits, those of din and gevura, exacting judgment and a strength of spirit
— traits that seem to paint a very different picture.
 This time around, a patriarchal figure would be responsible for perfecting the somewhat opposing middah of the one his father had set out to embody. But just as G-d reacts- from our perception
- towards His world via the avenues of both chesed and din, so were His beloved disseminators of the ultimate truth, Avraham and Yitzchak, charged with refining these very same middos down in this same world. In essence, therefore, they deemed it crucial to emulate G-d, and highlight in the realm of the mundane the noble traits by which HaKB”H rules His universe.
 

Middas ha’chesed is the trait always associated with the more primary right side, while middas ha’din is seen linked with the left side.
 Two opposing traits, two disparate sides: two conflicting approaches to reaching and reacting towards others. 

And then Yaakov steps up to the stage. 

The laudable middah of tiferes is manifest only when ultimate harmony can ensue from the union of chesed and din. The ability to merge the vastly different middos of chesed and din, to ingrain within oneself the ability to master and properly control such a seemingly unmanageable fusion, is one of the characteristics of the trait known as tiferes. That was Yaakov Avinu.
 Hence, Yaakov is also associated with the trait of rachamim, mercy and compassion, for middas ha’rachamim is, to a certain degree, the introduction of a measure of chesed into the otherwise exacting realm of pure justice: “ham’takas ha’din.”
 

Before Yaakov could ever begin perfecting the trait of tiferes, though, it was obviously necessary for a predecessor to first perfect each of the respective traits that, eventually, together foment the crowning glory and splendor of a tiferes admixture.
 He absorbed middas ha’chesed in its perfected state from his saintly grandfather, was imbued with middas ha’din from his pious father, and successfully merged the two;
 the resulting mi’zug gave rise to a new sense of glory of the Creator.
 And gave rise to the uniqueness of Yaakov as an “ish tam” (Toldos, 25:27), complete in the sense that he was connected to, and ultimately unified, vastly different- and oft opposing- traits, bringing them to the desired equilibrium.
 

But he was not just an “ish tam.” He was also, as the pasuk continues, a “yo’sheiv o’halim.” He toiled endlessly and diligently over the study of Torah and assumed his rightful position as the “amud haTorah,” the pillar of Torah upholding the world.
 And the two are essentially interconnected. Engrossing himself in the intensive study of Torah is what enabled Yaakov to properly blend opposing attributes, to merge them all into one harmonious whole. Through being the paradigmatic “yo’sheiv o’halim,” Yaakov was to epitomize what it meant to become the “ish tam” as well. 

And it makes perfect sense-- the Torah, after all, itself represents a fusion of both chesed and din: On the one hand, the gemara (Sotah 14a) informs us that, “the beginning of Torah is gemillus chasadim and the end of Torah is gemillus chasadim”—HaKB”H does kindness for Adam and Chava, and closes His Torah with the kindness of burying Moshe.
 The Torah, in fact, is even referred to as “Toras Chesed” (Mishlei, 31:26).
 And yet, all the while the Torah utilizes a legal methodology, and is replete with clearly defined boundaries demanding din and restriction in so many areas.
 There are multitudes of mitzvos discussed on its pages that center around middas ha’chesed, with numerous others revolving on the hinge of din.
 

Settling in the tents of laborious Torah study empowered Yaakov to closely follow the Torah’s example of the ideal chesed/din equilibrium. The “Yaakov ish tam” was also “yo’sheiv o’halim,” as he mastered the “Toras Hashem temima” (Tehillim, 19:8).
 No surprise, therefore, that the Torah is so often associated with the midah of Tiferes- “tiferes Torah.” And so is Yaakov Avinu…                    

The Koach Ha’mi’acheid

Yaakov Avinu is the third and final Av, the all-important connecting link in the patriarchal chain,
 who highlighted to the world a recognition that all middos, regardless of their disparity, actually emanate from the same single source. That source, of course, is HaKB”H, the origin of all attributes, the Echad, Yachid, U’Mi’yuchad from Whom everything emerged.
 And thus Yaakov, too, writes the Maharal,
 is referred to as an “echad”: he succeeded in being mi’acheid, in joining together, opposing middos by highlighting their single shared source, and also became the first Av who produced children who were all righteous—twelve tzaddikim, each one different, with his own unique talents, who united together by their father’s bedside as one people, one harmonious nation.
 In stark contrast, of course, to the Yitzchak/Yishmael and Yaakov/Eisav combinations that preceded them.
 

Perhaps we could also interject the following: HaKB”H is often referred to in the medrashic and mystical writings as “Alufo shel Olam,”
 the “Aleph” of the world (Medrash O’siyos D’R’ Akiva: “Aleph-- zeh HaKB”H”).
 He is the “Chief,” kaviyachol, the infinite ruler above and beyond all boundaries, from Whom everything emanated and to Whom all will eventually return.
 The letter aleph begins the aleph-beis, and Alufo shel Olam is, of course, the beginning of it all. In essence, therefore, the “Oneness” of HaKB”H is also intertwined with the sense of HaKB”H as the mi’acheid of all that He was to subsequently create-- through Him all is connected back to its originating source. If Yaakov embodied this G-d-like trait of being mi’acheid, of uniting opposing middos, of joining together the diverse characteristics of his many sons, then he, too, can be likened somewhat to the aleph-- as a “mei’ein” of the koach ha’mi’acheid of HaKB”H. 

“Ti’tein emes li’Yaakov” (Michah, 7:20). How fascinating it is to then read of Yaakov exemplifying the same trait regarded as G-d’s signet: “chosmo shel HaKB”H emes” (Shabbos 55a). And to quote from the “ye’hi ratzon” supplication accompanying the third hakafah recited on Simchas Torah: “…u’bi’zechus Toras emes u’bi’zechus Yaakov Avinu ha’chasum bi’tiferes middas ha’emes…” Yaakov began as the “ish tam yo’sheiv o’halim, but gradually became, as well, the paradigmatic ish emes.
 All that was missing was for Yaakov to emulate the koach ha’mi’acheid attribute of HaKB”H, as he labored to unify not only the middos of chesed and din,
 but all the different middos represented by the shivtei kah as well.
 He has tapped into the lofty bechina of “aleph,” thereby adding an “aleph” to his previous state of “tam” and now spelling “emes” (aleph+mem/suf), as he journeys successfully from an ish tam to the ish emes… 

Yaakov as the “ish emes” clearly embodied the middas ha’emes of HaKB”H. As the “ish tam yo’sheiv o’halim,” he also mastered the Toras emes (“’emes,’ zu Torah”- Brachos 5b), and thus likewise represents the pillar of Torah upholding the world.
 Yes, indeed, from but one of many perspectives- and to perhaps suggest the subtle allusion to Yaakov in the Zohar’s usage of the name “Yisroel “: “Kudsha B’rich Hu, O’raissa (the Torah), vi’Yisroel chad hu” (Zohar, Acharei Mos, 73a). The common thread of specifically emes unites them all…     

Turning back to the Maharal,
 Yaakov, he continues, is thus also alluded to in the very word “echad”:
 The aleph represents the lone individual Yaakov who then weds Leah and Rachel and begets through them ches, eight children, accompanied by the daled, the four children born to him via the maidservants of his primary wives. He is the figurative inner neshama around which the body’s twelve primary organs revolve. The organs correspond to the twelve sons who encircled him, and he subsequently united them all under the embrace of the Echad she’ba’olam.
  

How fitting, then, that when these twelve righteous children of Yaakov gather together at their father’s deathbed and declare their obedience to G-d to demonstrate that Yaakov succeeded in his life mission, what is it that they select for this all important declaration? The pasuk of “Shema Yisroel Hashem  Elokeinu, Hashem Echad” (Pesachim 56a).
 Yes, indeed, the very verse that reminds us constantly that whatever the middah or hanhaga displayed by HaKB”H in our world- whether chesed, din, or rachamim- they are all sprouting from the single source of the lone G-d Who is, always was, and forever will be, Hashem Echad. But where, from whom, did these Shivtei Kah know with utmost certainty that specifically this verse was the one that Yaakov wanted- nay, needed- to hear? 

Why, naturally from Yaakov himself, who not only dedicated an entire lifetime to bringing such awareness down to this world, but, even more so, was the very individual who gave us this unique gift of kri’as shema in the first place…

The Gift of Yaakov

It is here that we quote from my essay on Shavuos where Yaakov’s special gift is discussed in respect to Matan Torah:

In his commentary on Shir HaShirim (1:2),
 the Vilna Gaon builds on this chosson/kallah metaphor of Chazal. On the pasuk, “yi’shakei’ni me’nishikos pihu,” the Gra explains that Chazal understand the words to be referring to Matan Torah when HaKB”H expressed his abounding affection for His beloved nation.
 When He spoke the first two of the Eseres HaDibros,
 He instilled the Torah within the Jewish People, and removed from their midst the evil inclination.
 “Anochi” encompassed all the positive commandments
- which are rooted in ahava- while “Lo yehi’yeh licha…” encompassed all the negative ones, those rooted in yir’ah.
 These were the “neshikos”- peh el peh
- that HaKB”H, the “Chosson,” bestowed upon B’nei Yisroel, His kallah. Just as a neshika expresses the intimacy and affection, the deep attachment,
 that one feels toward another, so too did HaKB”H shower us with an expression of His love
 as He presented us with His treasured gift of the Torah-- while simultaneously removing the yetzer hara who tries so assiduously to divide us.
 The “hishtokikus,” the intense longing to connect with His beloved nation, manifested itself in these metaphorical neshikos.
  

But when do we reciprocate? When do we give these neshikos back to HaKB”H, kaviyachol, to express our emotional and spiritual feelings toward Him— to manifest the immense affection the kallah has for the chosson? When exactly can we highlight our recognition of the coveted relationship of exclusivity that we share with HaKB”H? 

Tosfos in Brachos (12b) cite the Yerushalmi (Brachos, 1:5) that all the Aseres HaDibros are alluded to in the course of our daily kri’as Shema.
 The first two dibros, in fact- as noted by several Rishonim and Acharonim
 - are alluded to in the very first pasuk of Shema.
 The words, “[Shema Yisroel} Hashem Elokeinu” correspond to “Anochi Hashem Elokecha,”
 while the concluding “Hashem Echad” corresponds to “Lo yehi’yeh licha elohim acheirim…”. Perhaps, then, we could suggest that we reciprocate to HaKB”H at least twice daily with our proud acknowledgment of having accepted the full onus of what the first two dibros mandated. (It is surely no coincidence, as well, that the pasuk of Shema Yisroel appears in parshas Va’eschanan, very soon after the repetition of the Aseres HaDibros.
) The very first pasuk of the Shema seems to play the part of our “neshika” back to HaKB”H. And no wonder, therefore, to find R’ Yehuda HaChassid write: “’Toras Hashem Bi’ficha’ - zu kri’as Shema.”
 Peh el peh indeed… 
In addition, one of the previous Belzer Rebbes noted the following: When B’nei Yisroel stood at Har Sinai, they replied “hein” to each mitzvas aseh and “lav” to each lo sa’asaeh. But what occurred when they heard the first two dibros of Anochi and Lo yehi’yeh licha uttered simultaneously; if “bi’dibbur echad ne’emru,” then what could they possibly respond upon hearing both an aseh and lo sa’aseh at once? Explains R’ Shalom from Belz, it must be that they answered a most befitting “Shema Yisroel Hashem Elokeinu Hashem Echad!”
 How very apropos as we have just seen that Shema Yisroel actually corresponds to, and acknowledges, the very first two dibros that we absorbed at Sinai from HaKB”H.

To delve a bit deeper, however, why should specifically kri’as Shema be that which represents our neshikos back to HaKB”H? Even if we are correct that Shema Yisroel assumes the role of our reciprocation for having received the first two dibros/neshikos directly from HaKB”H, where might we find it clearly associated with the concept of neshika?        

The Neshika of Shema Yisroel 

Let’s consider the following: Throughout Sefer Beraishis, it is specifically Yaakov Avinu who appears to possess the koach ha’neshika (excluding, of course, the questionable- and evil-intended- neshikos of the nefarious Lavan and Eisav. It seems as if they, too, realized that the true koach ha’neshika was solely in Yaakov’s possession, and they wished to kiss him in order to attach themselves to his unique koach. Yaakov, naturally, did his utmost to prevent them from making such contact- see Kallah Rabbasi, chapter 3.) The very first neshika mentioned in the Torah appears as Yaakov displays his affection (see Radak, Toldos, 27:26) requested by his father as Yitzchak prepares to bestow the firstborn blessings upon him. The very same Yaakov then later meets up with Rachel for the first time, and once again we encounter the manifestation of his koach ha’neshika (Vayeitzei, 29:11).
 As he nears his demise, he will express that koach yet again as he bestows his own blessing upon Yosef’s two sons (Vayechi, 48:10).

This unique koach interestingly appeared first when he received the blessings destined for his father’s true bechor. Rachel was destined to be his chosen wife and her son, Yosef, ultimately his true bechor. The special blessings would thus eventually make their way specifically to the two sons of Yosef, Menashe and Ephraim’s own respective tribes serving to manifest Yosef’s selection as Yaakov’s true firstborn. But what about a neshika to Yosef himself? Yitzchak he kisses, then Yosef’s mother, and finally Yosef’s two sons. Why skip over a most deserving and uniquely beloved Yosef ha’tzaddik?                

At the powerful moment when Yaakov finally met up with his cherished son after a twenty-two year hiatus (Vayigash, 46:29), Rashi cites the Chazal (Medrash Aggadah) that Yaakov did not give Yosef a neshika because he was in the midst of reciting kri’as Shema. The Maharal (Gur Aryeh) explains that Yaakov wanted to channel all his abundant emotions swelling within him to his love for HaKB”H.
 He yearned to give his greatest moment of unbridled love and exhilaration directly over to G-d.
 

And what have we thus just witnessed at this special encounter? That Yaakov, right when he wanted nothing more but to express his indescribable feelings of affection towards his beloved son, instead directs his unparalleled koach ha’neshika in the form of a potent Shema Yisroel to HaKB”H! No wonder that the Sfas Emes (Vayechi) quotes often the medrash that it is Yaakov Avinu who gave the Jewish people the gift of Shema.
 He certainly showed us what its essence is all about.
 And thus, at the time of his death, what do his sons invoke but a resounding “Shema Yisroel” (Pesachim 56a) to demonstrate that they are indeed all righteous,
 having fully absorbed the teachings of their father’s precious gift.
   

Shema Yisroel, the very words alluding to the first two dibros/neshikos of HaKB”H, seems to be our means of reciprocating our appreciation of the exclusive covenantal relationship with Hashem established atop Har Sinai. The Arizal notes that the holy R’ Akiva was a gilgul of Yaakov Avinu, their names comprised of the identical letters serving as a subtle reminder.
 How fascinating, then, that it was R’ Akiva who demonstrated to us all what it means to live one’s life with the constant desire to sacrifice all for HaKB”H (Brachos 61b).
 And how appropriate, therefore, that his sacred soul departed the world just as the powerful neshikos of the words of Shema Yisroel escaped his lips…

Deserving souls depart from this world through misas neshika,
 as HaKB”H descends to give the tzaddik a neshika, kaviyachol, while gently drawing out the very soul that He had earlier blown in at birth. The neshama that entered man’s body through HaKB”H’s “neshima” (“Va’yipach bi’apav…”), is now drawn out by HaKB”H through the breath of a neshika. To prepare oneself for such a neshika, is it any surprise that we must first give HaKB”H a neshika that will then warrant reciprocation— and thus the recital just before death of what else but Shema Yisroel…      

And Now Back To Vayechi…

It was- could only be- Yaakov Avinu who would pass down to his sons and their scions this vital cry and creed of the Jewish People throughout history. Based on the Maharal, only the individual regarded as an “echad” (down here in this world) endowed with the koach ha’mi’acheid, could give over to future generations the full recognition and appreciation of what Achdus HaBorei and Yi’chudo
 are essentially all about.  

But was his gift of “Shema Yisroel” complete? Yaakov embodied its words, the full scope of its message. And then he handed it over to his righteous sons. But the dialogue was not yet over…

Upon hearing his sons profess their wholehearted acceptance of Yichud Hashem as it was transmitted to them throughout his lifetime, Yaakov then responds with “Baruch Sheim ki’vod mal’chuso li’olam va’ed.” On a simple level, it appears as a declaration that, “Blessed (HaKB”H is the source of all the world’s blessing (continuing abundance)
) is the Name of His glorious kingdom forever and ever.” Without even beginning to plumb the depths of its mystical intricacies,
 let us suffice by citing the Maharal
 that Yaakov’s response represented “malchus Shamayim bi’shi’leimus.”
 As R’ Hutner explains in his Pachad Yitzchak,
 complete acceptance of malchus Shamayim cannot be achieved with praise of Achdus Hashem alone; it must also be coupled with “ne’sinas godel,” proudly declaring the greatness and magnitude of such pure and indisputable Achdus HaBorei in the world.
 And that is only attained with the inseparable accompaniment of the blessing of “baruch Sheim ki’vod malchuso…” as we add an emphatic stamp of sovereignty to His bechina of oneness.
 

Yes, Achduso Yis’barach is axiomatic and, with the help of Yaakov Avinu, it has become something that we can carry with us always. But a heightened awareness of the honor and glory of our Creator’s kingship is necessary if we are to ever taste the true greatness of His uncontested status as THE Echad, Yachid, U’Meyuchad. The juxtaposition of Baruch Sheim to Shema Yisroel is so significant that we even find the Rambam (Hilchos Kri’as Shema, 1:4)
 paraphrasing from the medrashic account
 when citing the source for our custom when beginning the Shema-- an extreme aberration for the Rambam who almost never quotes from the world of drash in his Yad HaChazakah. On this occasion, however, it is crucial that we realize that a “Shema Yisroel…” unaccompanied by “Baruch Sheim…” is never fully complete.
 Yaakov demonstrated on his deathbed that the ne’sinas godel of Baruch Sheim is part and parcel of what Shema Yisroel really demands from us.
           

 And now for a fascinating remez. In his Bi’na’yahu on Chumash (beg. of Vayechi), R’ Yosef Chaim (author of Ben Ish Chai) cites a Tikkunei Zohar that the two adjoining proclamations of “Shema Yisroel…” and “Baruch Sheim…” amount to a total of forty-nine letters. The pasuk of Shema, continues R’ Yosef Chaim, is referred to as “yi’chud ha’tiferes,” while the ensuing Baruch Sheim represents “yi’chud ha’malchus.” These two refrains are recited thrice daily, twice in Shacharis (karbanos, after barchu), and once in Ma’ariv. Forty-nine letters said three times a day yields a total of one hundred and forty-seven, the very same number of years that Yaakov Avinu lived…

Allow me to flesh out the remez just a bit. Yaakov brought us a gift of Shema Yisroel and followed it with yet another one of Baruch Sheim… He demonstrated what the middah of tiferes was essentially all about: everything emanates from one single source, Hashem Who is Echad U’Meyuchad, and thus all middos- no matter how different they appear- can be traced back to the overall oneness of HaKB”H. Hence, Yaakov is the Av representative of the mizug of the disparate middos manifested in the world via Avraham and Yitzchak— and thus he brings to the world a new portrait of glory and splendor of HaKB”H’s uniqueness. “Baruch Sheim…” completes the crowning glory of tiferes as it expresses a “ne’sinas godel,” a heightened sense of G-d’s absolute sovereignty over the entire world: “ki’vod malchuso…”

Those were the treasured gifts of Yaakov, our father, gifts that represented the crux of what his life was all about. And thus R’ Yosef Chaim’s remez is oh so beautiful as the letters- each individual, painstaking effort on the part of Yaakov- of these two essential declarations yield the sum of Yaakov’s one hundred and forty-seven year lifetime. But only when recited thrice daily, only when compounded- three times forms a “chazaka”…
- and ingrained into our psyche, into our very heart and soul.

For Now But A Whisper… 

That was Yaakov Avinu. Indeed he tried his utmost to bring down into the world the full glory of HaKB”H’s undisputed kingship. He spent a lifetime dedicated to manifesting ki’vod malchuso, and we finally get an actualized taste of its expression- but only at the very end of his life- as he lay on his deathbed; that is the first time we encounter “Baruch Sheim…” But while his gift of Shema Yisroel made its way into “Toras Moshe”- into the written and openly revealed Torah- his gift of “Baruch Sheim” remained solely in the realm of the Oral Torah, in the aggadic literature, never meriting actualization on the written pages of the Torah.

It simply couldn’t be any other way. Yes, indeed, Yaakov, the “be’chir she’biAvos,”
 the “kadosh,” the “nivdal,” the “e’loka bi’tachtonim”
— he alone could truly taste the kingship of G-d Above, of the One and Only E’loka of everything existing in both the upper and lower worlds. Endowed with the koach ha’mi’acheid and himself associated with the notion of “echad,” he was able to relate to and appreciate the magnitude of ki’vod malchuso as well.
 And yet, he couldn’t bring it down to the o’lam ha’asiya, to the tangible form of the written word for all to properly scrutinize, for all to absorb its very real and profound message. It simply would not make it into Torah Shebik’sav.

According to one account in the medrash (Beraishis Rabba, 98:3- see Chiddushei HaRadal), Yaakov himself only whispered this monumental refrain.
 The gemara in Pesachim relates that, although Yaakov did actually utter aloud the Baruch Sheim proclamation, since Moshe Rabbeinu did not say it, Chazal decreed that we may only recite it quietly-- in but a whisper. Even if Moshe did say it- as appears in the account recorded in Devarim Rabba (2:35)- he was not instructed by HaKB”H to include it in the written Torah.
 Yaakov thus gave us the gift of Shema Yisroel but his second gift of Baruch Sheim never really made its way fully into our hands. We taste but a smidgen come Yom Kippur time when we leave the material world and become angel-like-- only then are we permitted to recite it out loud.
 But why was Yaakov unable to impart it to the fullest degree?

The Manifestation of Malchusa Di’Ar’ah: The Davidic Dynasty

Because he needed Dovid Ha’melech. For us to really appreciate Yaakov’s personal recognition of the profundity of ki’vod malchuso Yisbarach, we need to first witness and ingrain within ourselves what a sense of true sovereignty is essentially all about. And that long-awaited taste of kingship down here in our world was not to be until Dovid arose, and with HaKB”H’s blessing behind him, ascended his rightful place at the helm of the Jewish People. Although Sha’ul Ha’melech preceded him, it was Dovid who would commence a dynasty that would carry us through to the end of time. Only an encounter with a kingship that resonated echoes of eternity could provide us a glimpse into the infinite sovereignty of the Melech Malchei Ha’Melachim.
 Perhaps the very name “Sha’ul” alludes to the idea that our first king’s malchus was essentially, sha’ul, because it somewhat “borrowed” its ephemeral sovereignty from the Davidic dynasty that really brought perpetual malchus into this world.
   

“HaAvos hein hein ha’merkava,” the medrash (Beriashis Rabba, 47:6) relates, our patriarchs served as the figurative “chariot” of HaKB”H.
 In his Pachad Yitzchak,
 R’ Hutner explains that a king’s chariot is his means of disseminating his kingship status far beyond the limited confines of his palace. Without a chariot and its accompanying entourage, the wandering king sheds the grandeur he enjoys while at home- just as the nomad’s previous renown gradually diminishes the farther he journeys from home. But if he decides to travel in august fashion- majestic chariot, grand horses and all- then his kingship can now be transported to so many more places, beheld in awe by multitudes more. 

Avraham, Yitzchak, and Yaakov brought the lofty standards of gemillus chasadim, avodah, and Torah, respectively, down to our world. Together they represent three of the “wheels” (legs) on G-d’s chariot: It was the Avos who disseminated the fundamentals- the three “pillars” upon which the world stands (Pirkei Avos, 1:2)- to the masses, as they labored to fill the entire world with G-d’s glory. They tried to spread the splendor of G-d’s sovereignty far beyond their four cubits and, while they succeeded to a large extent, the chariot of the King of all kings still needed a fourth wheel in order to move properly. 

The missing wheel was the concept of perennial malchus down in our world- malchusa di’ar’ah- and the void was not to be filled until Dovid Ha’melech arrived on the scene. With Dovid’s royal appearance, the chariot of G-d was set to go in its full glory as the “regel rivi’i” of the merkava, writes the Zohar,
 was now firmly in place. And that is why, the Zohar continues elsewhere,
 the kingship of Dovid had to commence specifically in the city of Chevron- in proximity to the Cave of the Patriarchs- because Dovid was to first join himself to the ideals laid down by the Avos. Only after attaching himself to the grand chariot they had already begun preparing, was the stage set for the long awaited journey of spreading the absolute malchus of the Ribbono shel Olam to all four corners of the world.
 No wonder, then, that HaKB”H is “mi’ya’cheid” His name—“Elokei Avraham…”—upon only four individuals throughout our history:  the three Avos and Dovid Ha’melech (“Elokei Dovid”—Melachim I, 1:36).
 It would be specifically Dovid who was destined to finish where the Avos had earlier left off, bringing to the world a greater appreciation of HaKB”H’s kingship and absolute sovereignty.     

With malchus leading the way, an even greater recognition of the lofty Torah, avodah, and gemillus chasadim that the Avos had earlier embodied was now attainable as well. The cognizance of malchusa di’ar’ah enables a better and fuller appreciation of malchusa di’raki’a, and now all noble traits can be seen as manifestations of the Melech Malchei Ha’Melachim from Whom they all emanate.

Continuing Where Adam HaRishon Left Off…

Adam HaRishon was created with free will and placed in this world to recognize and accept the malchus of the Adon HaOlam. The beginning, therefore, of malchus shamayim was on creation’s sixth day when man appeared on the scene; hence, we open Friday’s shir shel yom with the words, “Hashem malach gei’us la’veish…”
 When Rosh HaShana rolls around and we commemorate “ha’yom ha’ras o’lam,” the birthday of Adam HaRishon, we are instructed to recite pesukim of malchiyos aplenty, to centralize our focus on highlighting HaKB”H as the lone, omnipotent King reigning over us. Malchusa di’raki’a is the paramount theme of the day-- and understandably so.

Adam sadly failed to surmount the sole obstacle placed in his path in order to bring the world to a state of completion. Death descended upon the world in the wake of Adam’s tragic foible, and his once eternal life was now reduced to one thousand years.
 With limited time on his hands to repent his error, we are initially shocked to read the words of Chazal
  that Adam requested to give seventy years of his life to a future child that was not destined to live a day. That child, of course, was Dovid HaMelech, originally given to the fate of a miscarried fetus. 

How could Adam do such a thing? If G-d presented him with a thousand-year life, then surely those years were needed to somehow fulfill his own personal taphkid. To then give them away— and to an individual who would only arrive on the scene many years later? And if he deemed it so important, why only seventy years—but a mere snippet of Adam’s lifespan?

Clearly he sensed that his full tikkun could only be achieved via the assistance of what only a Dovid could provide: Dovid Ha’melech would ultimately be the one to bring the lofty concept of malchusa di’raki’a back down to the world. Though intended to be Adam’s mission originally, he sadly erred to the degree that the world would now have to wait close to three thousand more years before tasting what Malchuso Yisbarach is all about. The Avos, of course, would begin the gradual process of tikkun, doing their utmost to rectify the damage wrought on the heels of Adam’s sin. But the fourth wheel of G-d’s chariot carrying His sovereignty the world over- and thus the completion to the work of the Avos- would only appear when Dovid began his eternal dynasty.

The King of “Sevens”

For such a task, Dovid needed only seventy years. The number seven, writes the Maharal,
 represents the idea of completion, satisfaction (shiv’a=s’vi’a, both words comprised of identical letters) in the mundane world, in the realm of tevah, and seven in the tens thus represents a complete life. As Dovid himself would later attest: “The days of our years among them are seventy years…” (Tehillim, 90:10). The mishna in Pirkei Avos (5:21) notes that the milestone attained at the age of seventy is “sei’va,” a word closely resembling that of “s’vi’a,” and thus connoting “fullness of years.” R’ Ovadia MiBartenuro even cites the example of Dovid who lived seventy years and about whom we read in Divrei HaYamim (I, 29:28): “Va’yamas bi’seiva tova, si’va yamim…”
 In but one complete lifespan, Dovid would bring to the world a mu’sag of true malchus. 

Perhaps we might further add that to succeed, however, he would need to marry Bas-sheva, a woman whose name seems to tell us nothing whatsoever of her essence. But that’s irrelevant. Because her true essence was precisely that-- to be a “bas-sheva,” a “daughter” to “seven,” a woman “born” to “seven” and its connotation regarding what a sense of completion is all about. Dovid Ha’melech would ‘complete’ Adam HaRishon, would take over where Adam left off, but for such a task this “ben-sheva,” the seventh son of his father, Yishai, would need “Bas-sheva” by his side. And Bas-sheva was, remarkably enough, Dovid Ha’melech’s seventh wife…
 

Only together could they produce Shlomo, could they bring a concept of shi’leimus to the world: The letters comprising Shlomo’s name even spell the word “ha’sha’leim” (the complete one)… And Shlomo himself would also have seven different names (see Shir HaShirim Rabba, 1:1). Quite fascinating indeed…

But there is still yet more. The Beis HaMikdash, the palace of the King of all kings, would highlight G-d’s sovereignty to people the world over. Shlomo would eventually build the grand edifice, but it would really always be credited to his father- “Mizmor shir chanukas ha’bayis li’Dovid”
- the melech who longed for nothing more than to erect a worthy home for the Shechina,
 to manifest the full glory and splendor of G-d’s Malchus down here in this world.
 It was Dovid who earlier imbued the place with kedusha, while his son, Shlomo, would merely complete the physical structure.
 Its sacred doors would thus only open to welcome the holy aron when Shlomo would invoke the merit of his father (Shabbos 30a, Moed Katan 9a).
 How fascinating then, to turn to the gemara in Sanhedrin (107a) and find that Bas-sheva was destined to wed Dovid from the six days of creation. Already way back then? Certainly. Just before the emergence of Adam HaRishon was the stage already set in place for Dovid and Bas-sheva to unite and produce Shlomo (ha’sha’leim) who would build the King’s palace and bring a profound degree of shi’leimus to the world. 

It would only be in the Beis HaMikdash- whose cornerstone was laid, and holiness imbued, by Dovid ha’melech- where “Baruch sheim ki’vod malchuso…” would be recited after hearing every blessing…
   

As his malchusa di’ar’ah and its eventual taste of shi’leimus got set to commence, Dovid would have to first head to Chevron-lashon chibbur,
 connecting to, and the osiyos ha’fuchos of “churban”-
 as Chevron represented the antithesis of destruction and separation.
 It was there that he connected to, united with, the Avos and began his kingship, ruling for— you guessed it, seven years…

Any coincidence, therefore, that Dovid ha’melech is our seventh guest who visits our succah annually as the last in the line of ushpizin- corresponding, naturally, to the seventh day of Succos. After all, he is the king of “sevens”- and appropriately so- for “malchus” is the seventh middah of Hashem,
 the seventh of the lower seven sefiros, the metaphysical emanations manifest in the world.   

And the correlations continue: He passes from this world on none other than Shavuos,
 the festival that follows- and is named for- the seven week period following Pesach. And the day he departed was also Shabbos, the seventh day of the week, and the day corresponding to the seventh middah of malchus — “Shabbos Malkisa.”
 The day of Shabbos itself- the “melech” of the entire week- writes the Ben Yehoyada (Moed Katan 16b), corresponds to Dovid. Hence, in all of Shas where better to discuss the details of his demise but in Maseches Shabbos (30a-b), the one dealing with the laws of the seventh day of the week…  

And finally, we turn to the gematria of Dovid’s name—how appropriate indeed: Fourteen, the notion of seven doubled over… (And he received his seventy years specifically from Adam: “Adam” is comprised of an “aleph” juxtaposed to the word “dam”; when broken down, the “aleph,” composed of two yuds and a vav, yields twenty-six, while “dam” equals forty-four—together producing seventy…)     

“Sheva ba’yom hi’lal’ticha,” Dovid declared, “seven times a day I have praised you” (Tehillim, 119:164).
 Should we have expected anything less?...      

…And Carrying Us Through to the Days of Mashiach

The Arizal points out that “Adam” is rashei teivos, an acronym for, Adam, Dovid, and Mashiach. Dovid Ha’melech is thus viewed as the mi’mutzeh, the man in the middle who would continue where Adam HaRishon left off, while at the same time help carry us through the final stages of tikkun-- up to the days of Mashiach and the final redemption.
 With a mere seventy years in tow, Dovid would be mashlim the Adam HaRishon who generously gave him the precious gift of life. Fascinating, as well, is the Zohar (vol. 2, 33a) that when Dovid reached the age of thirteen, he proclaimed: “Hashem said to me, ‘You are my son, I have begotten you this day’” (Tehillim, 2:7). Adam HaRishon was the “ye’tzir ka’pav,” the handiwork of G-d Himself, kaviyachol, and we find the same idea- when Dovid reached the age of da’as- that, he, too, as the hashlama to Adam, was likewise therefore “begotten” by G-d. Any surprise, therefore, to find that the mispar katan gematria of “ha’Adam,” the original man, is 14—the very same gematria, of course, as Dovid’s name…    

Approaching from yet another angle, Adam HaRishon was the first “ru’ach mimalila,” speaking spirit, the very first midaber. If seventy years of his life were subsequently transferred to the future Dovid, then certainly Dovid would be charged with picking up where Adam left off, with bringing the koach ha’dibbur to a large degree of completion. Who spent his life absorbed in music, in song, in lyrics that encompass the full spectrum of human emotions? Who succeeded in expressing verbally, and passionately, the scope of our faculties and the vicissitudes of our history—and dedicating all ensuing feelings and heartfelt prayers to HaKB”H?
 It was only a Dovid Ha’melech who could claim such a power on his emotions and who could pen a monumental work called Sefer Tehillim where the divine resonates in every line.
 Inundated with the gamut of emotions and possessing an insatiable longing to express them verbally, it was Dovid who literally became one with his dibbur to HaKB”H and proudly proclaimed, “va’ani tefilla” (Tehillim, 109:4). 

The Avos, naturally, began that tikkun, the gradual progression to polishing and perfecting the koach ha’dibbur implanted within man. As the gemara (Brachos 26b) relates, Avraham gave us the gift of Shacharis, Yitzchak the gift of Minchah, and Yaakov that of Ma’ariv. Three special prayers scattered throughout the day by which we connect to our Creator specifically via the medium of our power of speech. Koach ha’dibbur at its finest hours.

But who is it that brought tefilla full circle, who gave us the gift of Tikkun Chatzos, the midnight prayer, and continued with his songs and praises of G-d until the early hours of the morning (Brachos 3b), the time for Vasikin, the earliest Shacharis? It was Dovid Ha’melech who would complete the daily cycle of prayer, who would finish where Yaakov left off and carry us through back to the Shacharis of Avraham. As only the famed author of Sefer Tehillim can. Dovid succeeded in bringing the original midaber to his completion, in manifesting to the world the unmatched beauty of the koach ha’dibbur, and leaving us no doubt as to the obvious choice to receive the final years of Adam HaRishon’s life.
    

Let us conclude this section with two subtle remazim: The second letter in Avraham’s name (“beis”) reminds us of his connection to the boker as he established the first tefilla of the day; the second letter in Yitzchak’s name (“tzaddi”) refers to the second tefilla recited in the tza’ha’rayim; and the same goes for Yaakov and the association of the letter “ayin” to the third tefilla of arvis.
 Along comes Dovid who brings the tefillos full circle as he awakens in the middle of the night to daven even before sunrise—and thus the second letter in his name, following the above pattern, alludes, perhaps, to tefillas vasikin. In addition, if we begin with Adam HaRishon and continue through the Avos, the first letters of their respective names yield a gematria of 22 (1+1+10+10). Only with the arrival of Dovid, though, can Adam HaRishon reach his full tikkun and G-d’s glory be manifest in the world—and thus we reach a gematria of Sheim Havayah only upon adding the value of his name’s first letter as 22+4 produces the sum of 26…                         

Adam, Yaakov, and Dovid     

ALMOST DONE. TO BE CONTINUED… STAY TUNED.

� In truth, the Torah never explicitly mentions the term “missa”— see Tosfos in Ta’anis 5b.


  	


� Note, however, that the gemara in Ta’anis (5b) chooses to highlight specifically the embalming and eulogizing of Yaakov to demonstrate his demise-- not his burial. See the explanation in Ya’aros Divash, vol. 2, drush 7.


    


� See R’ Hutner’s fundamental piece in Pachad Yitzchak on Pesach, ma’amar 52, on the coexistence of p’shat vi’drash. (An English adaptation appears in the journal, Jewish Thought, 5754 (vol. 3, #2).) See also Ohr Gedalyahu, beginning of parshas Vayishlach.


  


� See also Beraishis Rabba, 96:4.





� See also Even Shi’leima, chapter 1 (#12, footnote 10), quoting from the Gra’s commentary on Safra Ditzni’yusa. (See also Bi’urei HaGra on the Tikkunei Zohar, tikkun 21, regarding the eternal nature of the tefillos that Yaakov was mi’sakein.) In addition, see R’ Y. I. Chaver’s Ohr Torah commentary on the Ma’alos HaTorah, #38 (p. 82). See also R’ Yaakov Emden’s Ye’tziv Pisgam (eulogy for his father, the Chacham Tzvi), in which he explains the gemara in Ta’anis. See also Drushim ViAggados Chasam Sofer (mik’sav yad), parshas Vayechi, pp. 43-44, and his son, R’ Shimon Sofer’s Michtav Sofer, parshas Vayeishev, p. 57. See also Pachad Yitzchak on Succos, ma’amar 19 (#5). See also R’ Gedalya Schorr’s eulogy for R’ Aharon Kotler, Ohr Gedalyahu on the Moadim, p. 179 (based on the Avnei Nezer), and Ohr Gedalyahu, parshas Emor, p. 67. In addition, see R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Resisei Laila (#28) and Kometz HaMincha, #26 (p. 33). See also Bilvavi Mishkan Evneh (on chumash), parshas Vayechi, pp. 147-148, and see Peninim (Lubavitch), p. 43. Lastly, see R’ M. Glazerson’s What’s in a Name, p. 64.     


 


� See the Ramban’s introduction to Sefer Shemos. (Sefer Beraishis is labeled “Sefer HaAvos” and Sefer Shemos as “Sefer HaBanim”.)   





� See especially the Maharal’s Gur Aryeh on 49:33. See also his Derech HaChaim, 5:4.





� See the elaboration on the unique Yaakov/Yosef connection in my essay on parshas Vayeishev, “The Guardian of Continuity.”


 


� See especially the well-known piece of the Beis HaLevi concerning that episode.





� See Peninim MiShulchan HaGra, Shemos, p. 85, citing HaK’sav Viha’Kabbalah and the Malbim in the name of the Gra, and see the accompanying footnote. See also R’ Moshe HaKohen’s Kehillas Moshe, p. 28.  


 


� See also Beraishis Rabba, 96:3.





� Although the gemara (Nedarim 64b, Avodah Zara 5a (note the different order in the listing)) makes mention of three other afflictions that are also likened to death, we know that Pharaoh was neither poor nor blind, and had at least one child, thus leaving no alternative but leprosy.


  


� See, however, the interpretation appearing in R’ Yisroel Issar’s Menucha U’Kedusha, pesichas ha’sefer, pp. 41-42.


 


� See Chiddushei Aggados of the Maharsha on Brachos 13a.


 


� I subsequently saw that I was preceded in this thought—see Talilei Oros quoting the Rebbe, Rav Heschel.





� I subsequently saw that R’ Tzaddok HaKohen also addresses this idea of Yaakov and Dovid as the two individuals who never really died—see his Pri Tzaddik, parshas Balak, #13 (vol. 4, pp. 175-176). In truth, see also Sotah 13b (and the Zohar, vol. 1, 37b) regarding Moshe Rabbeinu- according to one opinion- but that gemara must be understood in a very different light, especially since “missa” is mentioned outright in conjunction with Moshe. See, for example, the Rama MiPhano’s Asarah Ma’amaros, ma’amar chikur din, 2:13 (p. 117). (See, however, the fascinating remez in Peninim MiShulchan HaGra, V’zos HaBracha, 34:5, and see R’ Avraham (ben R’ Chaim) Falaji’s Avraham Anochi, p. 192a, quoting R’ Mordechai Tzuriano. See also R’ S. Z. Auerbach’s comments appearing in Halichos Shlomo on the Moadim, vol. 2, chapter 12, end of footnote #34 (p. 245).) See also the understanding of the Meshech Chochma in his comments on V’zos HaBracha (ibid.).    





� See also Chiddushei U’Biurei HaGra on Brachos 57b. Parenthetically, see the brief remark of R’ Hutner in his Pachad Yitzchak on Rosh HaShana, ma’amar 8 (#11). See also the understanding of R’ Y. M. Charlap in his Mei Marom, vol. 13 (Tefilla), p. 217.





� Seder HaYom—and see the comments of the Yisod Yosef (Rebbe of the Kav HaYashar), end of chapter 1 (and the beg. of chapter 70).  





� It is interesting to note that this title of “Kiddush Li’vana” appears neither in Shas nor the Rambam (and other Rishonim). The mi’chabeir, as well, labels it “Birkas HaLi’vana,” but the Rama does utilize our common title of “Kiddush.” See R’ Y. Lewy’s Minhag Yisroel Torah (vol. 3, p. 41), quoting Shu”t Maharshag (vol. 3, #5) who was asked this question by his son. 


       


� See the Bi’ur HaLacha there quoting the Pri Chadash. 





� The gematria is cited by the Anaf Yosef commentary in Otzar HaTefillos (vol. 2, p. 852), quoting the Maharsha. (“Chodesh” is spelled throughout the Torah as chaser vav.) Regarding the connection of Dovid and the moon/Rosh Chodesh, see also the Maharsha’s Chiddushei Aggados on Sanhedrin 38a (and see Tiferes Yosef, parshas Bo, p. 82); the Gra’s Aderes Eliyahu on Devarim (1:10); Likutei HaGra on Mishlei (1:1); and the sefer, Likutei HaGra, p. 119. See also Yisod Yosef (Rebbe of the Kav HaYashar), beginning of chapter 78; Ben Yehoyada on Megilla 14b (regarding malchus and the moon); Tiferes Shlomo, parshas Vayechi; Sheim MiShmuel on Rosh Chodesh Nissan 5670 (in parshas Tazria, p. 208); Ohr Gedalyahu on the Moadim, Rosh Chodesh Nissan, pp. 121-122; and his son’s HaLekach Vi’haLivuv, parshas Tazria-Metzora, 5762, p. 199. (See also the Chasam Sofer’s Toras Moshe, haftora to parshas Beha’aloscha.) In addition, see R’ Shimshon Pincus’s Shabbos Malkisa, section 1, chapter 1, p. 13. See also the Be’er He’tev, OC”H, #551:25, quoting the Arizal. 


  


� See Chaim shel Torah (parshas Bo, p. 313), quoting the Imrei Chaim.


� See Zohar, parshas Ki Sisa, 44b: “…vi’ha’tiferes Yaakov.” See also Kuntrus K’lalei Haschalas HaChochma printed at the back of Sha’arei Ramchal (R’ C. Friedlander edition), chapter 7 (#3), and see the nusach of the “ye’hi ratzon” supplication accompanying the third hakafah of Simchas Torah.  





� “Ti’tein emes li’Yaakov, chesed li’Avraham” (Micha, 7:20). See also the Zohar, vol. 2, 36a; vol. 3, 302a. 





� See R’ Yisroel Issar’s Menucha U’Kedusha, section 2, #2 (pp. 252-253). See also R’ Mordechai Miller’s Yom Tov Shiurim, Pesach, pp. 18-20.





� See Pachad Yitzchak on Succos, ma’amar 1, and my earlier essay on parshas Vayeira, “Torahquest”- Part II. See also R’ Ehud Rakovsky’s Da’as Tefilla, p. 83.


 


� See Pachad Yitzchak on Pesach, ma’amar 56 (and on Shavuos, ma’amar 15, chapter 2).





� “Who is the [true] gibbor? The one capable of conquering, subduing, his evil inclination…”- Avos, 4:1.  





� See the Zohar, Lech Lecha, 72a (and 87b), and see the Gra’s Aderes Eliyahu, Toldos, 26:21. See also Michtav Me’Eliyahu, vol. 2, pp. 162, 204, and see vol. 3, p. 79. In addition, see his disciple’s Sifsei Chaim on the Moadim, vol. 3, pp. 268-269.





� See Nefesh HaChaim, 2:2.





� While the world was brought into existence through the middah of chesed, it was the middah of din- rooted in the word, “dai,” enough (Gra on Rus, 1:1)- that gave the world its subsequent shape and form. The medrash (Yalkut Shimoni, Lech Lecha, #81; Chagiga 12a) relates that the substance of the world initially began stretching unrestrained until HaKB”H said, “dai,” thus demonstrating that the initial chessed had to be accompanied, tempered, by an aspect of din. Likewise, the chesed of Avraham needed to be immediately followed by the din of Yitzchak.       





� See Yedid Nefesh, vol. 1, section 2, chapters 6 and 7. See also the Kuntrus K’lalei Haschalas HaChochma printed at the back of Sha’arei Ramchal (R’ C. Friedlander edition), chapter 1, #16 (and chapter 2, #7). See especially the remarks of the Maharsha, Chiddushei Aggados on Kesuvos 5a (“Gedolim”), and see his Chiddushei Aggados on Brachos 4b (“Michoel”). See also R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Kometz HaMincha, #79 (p. 75).





� See Kisvei Kabbalah Li’ba’al HaTosfos Yom Tov, ma’amar ha’shishi, p. 59. See especially Michtav Me’Eliyahu, vol. 2, p. 164, and see the Noam Elimelech on Beshalach, 13:19. See also Asufas Ma’arachos, Pesach, pp. 95-96.


  


� See Meshech Chochma on Vayishlach, 35:1. See also Sheim MiShmuel, parshas Shoftim, 5671 (p. 115); Me’or Va’Shemesh, parshas Vayeitzei, 28:20 (p. 78); and Me’or Einayim, parshas Ha’azinu, p. 224. In addition, see the Sefer Zikaron of R’ Hutner, Reshimos Inyanim Shonim, #3: “Rachmanus- ikra he b’li’hachni’a es midas ha’din.”     





� See Sifsei Chaim on the Moadim, vol. 3, p. 269.





� See Tiferes HaChanochi (bi’ur on the Zohar by the Radzhiner Rebbe), end of parshas Lech Lecha (p. 20), and on parshas Vayeitzei (p. 33). See also R’ Dovid Tebel’s Drashos Nachalas Dovid, drush 1, and see R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, parshas Vayechi, #3 (p. 219). See also R’ Y. Y. Shapira’s Emes L’Yaakov (Koshnitz), p. 25.   


  


� See also Pachad Yitzchak on Succos, ma’amar 22 (#2), and see Ma’amarei Pachad Yitzchak on Succos, ma’amar 6 and ma’amar 9 (#7).





� See also R’ Shimon Sofer’s Michtav Sofer, parshas Toldos, pp. 50-51. (Regarding this praise of being an “ish tam,” see also Chasam Sofer al HaTorah, and see Tiferes Bachurim, p. 41, based on the Zohar in parshas Shlach.)  





� See the Maharal’s Derech Chaim and R’ Chaim Volozhiner’s Ruach Chaim on Avos, 1:2. See also Bi’urei HaGra on Brachos 8a (and the commentary of R’ Avraham ben haGra). 





� In the Medrash Tanchuma (Buber), parshas Vayeira, #4, we find that, “the Torah: its beginning is chesed, its end is chesed, and its middle is chesed…”


   


� See also R’ A. Y. Retek’s Divrei Ha’Igeres commentary on the Igeres HaRamban, likutim, p. 194.


 


� The side of chesed, however, seems to emerge with the upper hand. After all, the Torah itself is called “Toras Chesed”- as noted above- and is also associated with G-d’s “right hand” (Brachos 62a), the side of chesed (see footnote #25 above)…   


  


� See especially the Chiddushei HaGra Imrei Noam on Brachos 33b, discussing the opposing traits manifested by the vastly different mitzvos of kibbud av v’eim and shi’luach ha’kein. See also R’ Aharon Lopiansky’s Time Pieces, p. 237. In addition, see the terminology of Rabbeinu Bechaye in his Kad HaKemach, “succah” (Kisvei Rabbeinu Bechaye, p. 274).  





� See also Rabbeinu Bechaye’s brief comment in his Kad HaKemach, “succah” (Kisvei Rabbeinu Bechaye, p. 281.)


  


� See the Maharal’s Gur Aryeh on 49:33, and his Tiferes Yisroel, chapter 50.





� See also R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, vol. 5, Succos (#22, p. 249).


  


� See Gur Aryeh on parshas Vayeitzei (28:11), Chiddushei Aggados on Chullin 91b, and Netzach Yisroel, chapter 44.    





� See Sifra on parshas Bechukosai, 2:8, and Shemos Rabba, 1:1. See also the related remarks in the Chida’s Ahavas Dovid, drush 3 (based on the Sefer Chareidim). In addition, see Drash Moshe, Vi’idos Vi’asifos, drush 6, p. 409.  





� See also Beraishis Rabba, 98:2.


 


� See, for example, Beraishis Rabba, 20:2.





� The letter itself is comprised by joining two yudden to a vav in between, thus yielding a gematria of 26, the same as that of G-d’s name—see the B’nei Yissaschar’s Regel Yishara, ma’areches aleph, #246-247. 


   


� “This is what is sometimes referred to as the Oneness of life…Everything is One Divine Cell, which is the main building block of this physical world we live in”-- Sydney Banks, The Enlightened Gardener, p. 100.     





� See, as well, Makkos 24a (and the comments there of the Aruch Li’Ner).





� See also the brief comment of the Meshech Chochma, parshas Chayei Sarah, 24:14.





� See also R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Tzidkas Hatzaddik, #248.





� See Maharal, Derech Chaim on Avos, 1:2.





� Nesivos Olam, nesiv ha’avodah, chapter 7. See also the Shlah ha’kadosh who notes the same in his Tzohn Yosef-- cited in MiMa’amakim, parshas Vayechi, p. 255.





� See also the remez of the Ba’al HaTurim on Va’eschanan, 6:3— it is specifically Yaakov who corresponds to “Hashem echad.”





� From yet another perspective, Yaakov embodied all the neshamos of all the Jewish People through time, thus being mi’acheid everyone on a mystical plane as well—see Sefer HaTanya, Iggeres Ha’kodesh, #7.  





� See also Beraishis Rabba, 98:3, Devarim Rabba, 2:35, and Sifri on Devarim, 6:4. See also Targum Yonasan ben Uziel on Va’eschanan, 6:4, and see the noticeably divergent account appearing in Targum Yerushalmi on Vayechi, 49:1. See also the interesting question discussed by R’ Yaakov Kaminetzky in his Emes LiYa’akov, Vayechi, 49:1(and see 50:24 as well), and by R’ M. Genack in his Gan Shoshanim, vol. 2, siman 3.    





� See also Peninim MiShulchan HaGra, Shir HaShirim, p. 272, and see Yalkut Avanim (likutim from the Gra- R’ M. Rosen’s edition), pp. 32-33.





� See Shir HaShirim Rabba, 1:2, and see the many fascinating remazim of the Rokeach in his commentary on 1:2.





� Makkos 24a— but see the remarks there of the Aruch Li’ner (based on the Ramban), and the Yi’feh Einayim.


 


� See also the commentary of R’ Elisha Galiko (student of R’ Yosef Karo) on the pasuk, and see R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s remarks in his Pri Tzaddik, Shavuos, #18 (vol. 4, p. 51). 





� See R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, Pesach, #47 (vol. 3, p. 81).





� See Tikkunei Zohar, tikkun 22. See also the comments of the Ramban on Yisro, 20:8, and the Gra’s Aderes Eliyahu on V’zos HaBracha (ofen sheini), 33:5. See also the Chiddushei Chasam Sofer, Bava Kamma 9b (and see Shu”t Chasam Sofer, vol. 8, Koveitz Teshuvos, #60 (“kasav sham…”). (See also R’ Elchonon’s Koveitz Ha’aros on Yevamos, siman 36, #2.) In explanation of the Ramban, see also Meshech Chochma, V’zos HaBracha (34:12), and Pachad Yitzchak on Pesach, ma’amar 54, #2 (and on Shabbos, ma’amar 2 (#2), and on Succos, ma’amar 21 (#6)). See also the sources cited in Chavel’s footnotes in the Mossad HaRav Kook edition of the Ramban. (See also the brief comments appearing in the journal, Kol HaTorah, Nissan 5767 (vol. #63, insights on Maseches Yevamos (7a), pp. 20-21.)) In addition, see the comments of the Maharsha, Chiddushei Aggados on Makkos 24a. See also Ma’ayan HaChochma, Tehillim 111, and see the comments of the Kedushas Levi, Aggados, Sidduro shel Shabbos. See also Sefer HaTanya, chapter 4.     





� Parenthetically, see the comments of the Maharsha in Chiddushei Aggados on Brachos 8b (“e’lah”). See also R’ M. Einstadter’s Yesodos, parshas Vayishlach, pp. 129-130.    





� See the Maharal’s Gur Aryeh, parshas Vayeitzei, 29:13. See also R’ Yosef Zundel MiSalant: Toldos U’kesavim, p. 265, quoting R’ Chaim Volozhiner’s comments on Shir HaShirim.





� See the commentary of R’ Moshe Dovid Vali (talmid chaver of the Ramchal) on the opening pasuk of Shir HaShirim, and see R’ D. P. Weinstock’s (author of Kol Dovid) Shira L’Dovid commentary on 1:2. 





� In the wake of such neshikos, we were once again without blemish on the lofty level of Adam HaRishon before the first sin. Just as the chosson and kallah of all subsequent chasunos are forgiven for all their sins…(Yerushalmi Bikkurim, 3:3—see above, footnote 57)


   


� These two Hebrew words, hishtokikus and neshikos, share a similar shoresh and are thus closely related—see R’ Eldad Neker’s Atzmosai Tomarna, p. 237.





� Where exactly they are all hinted to, is explained by Tosfos Rabbeinu Yehuda [Mei’Sirlion], the Meiri (Beis HaBechira, ibid., p. 29) Avudraham (see R’ Y. Yaakovson’s Nesiv Binah, vol. 1, p. 240), and the Gra— see Peninim MiShulchan HaGra (and HaMe’or HaGadol), parshas Va’eschanan. See also the Gra on Mishlei, 14:5. The Chida (Moreh Bi’Etzbah, siman 2, #23) also delineates the associations. See, as well, the Anaph Yosef commentary in the Otzar HeTefillos (on kri’as Shema). In addition, see R’ D. Sperber’s Minhagei Yisroel, vol. 8, chapter 11 (pp. 149-150).     


  


� See previous footnote.





� See also the Ramban and Rashbam on the pasuk in Va’eschanan, 6:4.





� See also R’ A. S. HaLevi Ish Horovitz’s Naharei Aish, ma’amar 6, p. 31 (“Vi’henai yadanu…”), and ma’amar 10, p. 49, and see Pachad Yitzchak on Pesach, ma’amar 32.





� See also the comment of the Ba’al HaTurim on parshas Mishpatim, 24:3—precisely in the context of Matan Torah.





� See Sefer Gematrios L’R’ Yehuda HaChassid, pp. 464, 468.





� The insight appears in a collection of divrei Torah on Zemiros Shabbos; regarding “u’faschu vi’anu Hashem Echad” (“Yom Shabbason”), the Likutei Maharich is cited who quotes the above explanation in the name of the Rash MiBelz.


    


� See also the Mechilta, parshas Mishpatim (#20); Yalkut Shimoni, #357. The pasuk of Shema Yisroel highlights our unique relationship with HaKB”H who was miyacheid His name upon us.  


 


� See R’ M. D. Vali’s Ohr Olam commentary on the pasuk. See also the interesting related remark in Naftali S’vah Ratzon/Ayalah Shi’lucha. See also R’ Shlomo Arieli’s Rapiduni B’Tapuchim, Vayeitze, p. 74, connecting the neshika and bechiya. In addition, see the interesting insight of R’ Y. M. Charlap in his Mei Marom, vol. 5, p. 87.





� See also R’ Avraham Yafin’s HaMussar Vi’Hada’as, vol. 1, p. 232. In addition, see Ohr Gedalyahu on parshas Vayeira (p. 64), regarding Avraham giving his love for Yitzchak over to HaKB”H during the test of the Akeida. (See also R’ Dr. Salomon Breuer’s Chochma U’Mussar, parshas Vayechi, pp. 125-126.)


  


� See also the terminology appearing in Kallah Rabbasi, chapter 3. In addition, see the comments of R’ Dovid Cohen in his Maseis Kapai, vol. 3, pp. 26-27. 





� See Devarim Rabba, 2:35. (See, however, ibid. 2:36 and 2:31 (and the commentaries of the Rashash and Maharzu on the latter).) See also Beraishis Rabba, 98:3, and see R Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, parshas Vayechi, p. 229.


  


� For more on the deeper connections of Yaakov (and Dovid HaMelech…) to Kri’as Shema, see my essay on parshas Vayechi, “From Royalty to Redemption.”


 


� And Yaakov responds with the pasuk of “Baruch Sheim…” Together these two pesukim contain twelve words corresponding to the fully righteous twelve sons of Yaakov, and a total of forty-nine letters, corresponding to the forty-nine letters contained in the respective names of his sons, the shivtei kah. (See Likutei Moharan, 36 (#3).)    





� See also Living Inspired (Tatz), p. 203.


 


� See Likutei HaShas on Brachos 61b- see also Sefer HaLikutim of the Arizal (Vayechi, 49:24), Sha’ar HaGilgulim, chapter 41, and the commentary Meir Ayin on the Rama MiPhano’s Gilgulei Nishamos (“Kazbi”) quoting Kavanos HaAri. See also R’ Dovid Tebel from Lisa’s Nefesh Dovid, end of parshas Vayishlach. See also the fascinating remez of the Rizhiner Rebbe (R’ Yisroel from Rizhin) recorded in Doleh U’Mashkeh (tinyana), parshas Vayishlach, p. 32.





� See also the remarks of the Shlah HaKadosh, parshas Vayeishev (p. 297b, Amsterdam edition).





� To quote but a line I subsequently came across in R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, parshas Vayechi, p. 227- discussing R’ Akiva’s death: “Rak mi’tzad she’he’gea az li’tachlis shi’leimus ha’ahavah vi’achduso, yisbarach shemo, yatz’a nishmaso bi’echad bi’neshika…”    





� Brachos 8a— and see the understanding of Rabbeinu Bechaye in his introduction to parshas Emor.   


� See the Ramchal’s Derech Hashem, 4:4 (#1), and his Da’as Tevunos, #34.


 


� Shu”t HaRashba, vol. 1 (#423), and his Chiddushei Aggados on Brachos 7a. See also Nefesh HaChaim, 2:2 (and 2:4).


 


� For but a start in that direction, see the sefer, Yi’mei Shimona (on Chanukah), p. 189, quoting the Sheivet Me’Yehuda. (See also the Gra’s Aderes Eliyahu on Ha’azinu, 32:3, with the accompanying Bi’er Yitzchak commentary.)  





� Nesivos Olam, nesiv ha’avodah, chapter 7. See also the Ramchal’s Derech Hashem, 4:4 (#7).


 


� Coming from a different perspective, see the Ramchal’s K’lach Pischei Chochma, pe’sach 73, discussing how shi’leimus demands the recognition of full-fledged malchus joining with the [Yaakov’s] bechina of tiferes.


 


� Yom HaKippurim, ma’amar 5, chapter 2.





� “…Havu godel L’Elokeinu”- by recounting His greatness in tefilla with the recitation of Baruch Sheim ki’vod mal’chuso- Gra, Aderes Eliyahu on Ha’azinu, 32:3.  





� See also Peninim MiShulchan HaGra, parshas Va’eschanan, 6:4-9 (p. 200), regarding the correlation of “Baruch Sheim…” and “Lo Sisa…”. In addition, see the remarks of R’ Dovid Cohen (from Chevron) in his Z’man Simchaseinu, ma’amar 14, pp. 110-111. See also R’ M. Einstadter’s Yesodos, pp. 192-193; 197-198.   


 


� See also the comments of R’ Shach in his Avi Ezri on the Rambam.


 


� The Rambam’s terminology appears to highlight that he drew on various accounts of the story— see R’ Soloveitchik’s Worship of the Heart: Essays on Jewish Prayer, pp. 110-111.


    


� See, however, the insight of R’ Reuven Margoliyos in his Nefesh Chayah on OC”H, siman 60 (#4). 





� See Peninim MiShulchan Gavoah, parshas Vayechi, 49:1, citing R’ I. Z. Meltzer. For a fascinating remez that also illustrates the unique interrelationship of Baruch Sheim to Shema Yisroel, see R’ Y. I. Chaver’s Ohr Torah commentary on the sefer, Ma’alos HaTorah (#97), quoting from the Gra’s insights on Tikkunei Zohar. 





� See also the remez discussed by R’ A. Schorr in his HaLekach VihaLevuv, 5762, parshas Ki Sisa, p. 154. 





� See the remarks of the Bach in OC”H, siman 61 (“ha’omer”).





� I subsequently found several fascinating remazim regarding the deeper associations of Shema Yisroel to Torah Shebik’sav and Baruch Sheim to Torah Shebi’al Peh—see R’ D. P. Weinstock’s (author of Kol Dovid) Shira L’Dovid commentary on Shir HaShirim, 1:2.





� See Beraishis Rabba, 76:1, and see the Zohar, vol. 1, 180a and 207a.  





� See Megilla 18a and the Maharal’s Gur Aryeh on Vayishlach, 33:20.


 


� See also R’ A. Schorr’s HaLekach VihaLevuv, Lel Shabbos Kodesh, vol. 2, parshas Vayechi.





� Take note of the medrash’s emphasis on the “si’fa’sayim”— as we’ve seen above, this is the Yaakov who, after all, possessed the koach ha’neshika, contained in the lips…


   


� See Yi’fe Einayim on Pesachim 56a.





� See again the Ramchal’s Derech Hashem, 4:4 (end of #7).


  


� See also R’ Dovid Cohen’s related remarks in his Ma’aseh Avos Siman LiBanim, vol. 3, p. 59. In addition, see R’ Meir Reiss’s Tznif Milucha, siman 7, #1.





� I subsequently found that R’ Moshe Dovid Vali (talmid chaver of the Ramchal) makes the same association of Shaul’s name to the notion of hash’a’la, that his malchus was essentially a borrowed one—see his commentary on the last pasuk in Megillas Rus, 4:22.





� See the Ramban’s comments on parshas Lech Lecha, 17:22.





� Pachad Yitzchak on Pesach, ma’amar 81 (#2). See also the comments of the Sheim MiShmuel on parshas Shoftim (5671, p. 115), regarding the ability given only to the melech to expand the borders and holiness of Eretz Yisroel.


      


� Zohar, vol. 2, 107a. The reference to Dovid as the “regel rivi’i” is seen often in Kisvei HaAri and the Shlah ha’kadosh as well. See also the Gra’s commentary on Chavakuk, 2:8.    





� Vol. 1, 99a.





� Perhaps we might also add that Dovid is likened to the “bri’ach ha’tichon,” the middle bar that encircled the outer wall of the Mishkan, holding all the walls firmly together—see the Ba’al HaTurim on parshas Terumah, 26:15 (based on Succah 52b). In his insights on the Ba’al HaTurim, R’ Reinitz (Feldheim edition) adds that the length of the middle bar was seventy amos, perhaps alluding to the seventy years of Dovid. Quoting the Masores HaBris, he then adds a fascinating gematria further connecting the two. It appears that Dovid’s task was to bring together all the various kochos manifested by the Avos (and others), to fuse them into a single concept of gi’lui kivod Malchuso, just as the bri’ach ha’tichon held together the walls of “G-d’s palace,” the dwelling place of the Shechina, while it traveled in the desert.        





� See the comments of the Meshech Chochma on the haftora of parshas Chayei Sarah (R’ Kuperman’s edition, p. 121—and see the first footnote).





� See Ohr Gedalyahu on the Moadim, pp. 1-2.





� He would now only be given a lifetime equal to one “day” in HaKB”H’s calculations—see Chiddushei Maharil Diskin (Mik’sav yad) on Beraishis, 5:2.


  


� Zohar, vol. 1, 91b; see also Yalkut Shimoni, Beraishis, #41, and Bamidbar Rabba, 14:12.





� Ohr Chadash (on Esther, 1:10), Gevuros Hashem (chapter 40), Nesivos Olam (vol. 1, nesiv ha’avodah, beg. of chapter 7), and numerous other places. See also R’ Shimshon Pincus’s B’reichos B’cheshbon, pp. 28-29.





� See also the Maharal’s Derech Chaim on the mishna, and see the Maharsha’s Chiddushei Aggados on Moed Katan 28a (“shiv’im”). See, however, the distinction drawn by the Shu”t Chikrei Lev, Y”D, section 3, #7.





� See the Chida’s He’Elam Davar, #17 (and the accompanying insight of the Chakor Davar commentary).


    


� See the insightful essay of R’ Reuven Margoliyos in his HaMikra VihaMesorah, ma’amar 5.


 


� Precisely because of his unparalleled longing to build the beis Hashem is it thus credited to him (Mechilta, parshas Beshalach)—see R’ Reuven Grozovsky’s comment on the Mechilta in his Ma’amarei R’ Reuven, Beshalach, p. 36. See also Shu”t Shev Yaakov, cheilek 2, #13 (cited in Pischei Teshuva, CH”M, 185:3).


 


� See Targum Onkelos, parshas Beshalach, 15:2.





� See R’ Soloveitchik’s Derashot HaRav, p. 175.





� See especially the Ben Yehoyada’s comments on Moed Katan 9a.





� Ta’anis 16b; see also Rashi on Ha’azinu, 32:3 (and see Koveitz Iyun HaParsha, 5766, gilyon 15-16, p. 43).





� I subsequently saw that the Zohar in parshas Shlach also notes the connection. See also Rabbeinu Bechaye and the Alshich, beginning of parshas Chayei Sarah. See also Asufas Ma’arachos, Pesach, p. 15.


   


� See also R’ Aharon Lopiansky’s Time Pieces, p. 226.





� See also the Sheim MiShmuel, beginning of parshas Chayei Sarah.





� See R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, parshas Beha’aloscha, #11 (vol. 4, 92).


  


� See Yerushalmi Beitzah, 2:4; Yerushalmi Chagiga, 2:3 (and Tosfos in Chagiga 17a (“Af”)). The Bechor Shor, R’ Tzaddok HaKohen, Binyan Ariel, and others, conclude that Dovid must have also been born on Shavuos, based on the gemara (Rosh HaShana 11a) that Hashem ‘fills’ exactly the years of the righteous.


  


� See R’ Shimshon Pincus’s Shabbos Malkisa, section 1, chapter 2, pp. 19-20.





� See especially the remarks of the Ba’al HaTurim on parshas Beraishis, 1:1.


 


� See also R’ Dovid Cohen’s comments in his Birchas Ya’aveitz, vol. 1, p. 177 (Pesach) and p. 302 (Shavuos).





� See especially R’ Yaakov M. Lesin’s remarks in his HaMe’or She’biTorah (on Aggados Chazal), vol. 1, pp. 90-91.


 


� As R’ Mendel Kaplan often declared: “Tehillim—it’s a wonder a human being actually wrote them!” (Reb Mendel and his Wisdom, p. 203) 


 


� See especially R’ Y. I. Chaver’s Posei’ach Yad introduction to his commentary on the Haggadah shel Pesach, p. 33.





� See R’ Asher Weiss’s Minchas Asher, Sichos (parshas Vayeira), p. 45.


 





