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CONGREGATION KNESETH ISRAEL/ THE WHITE SHUL
FEARING G-D, FEARING HIS SAGES                                                                     R’ EYTAN FEINER                                                           
Parshas Eikev
We begin this week with a fascinating braissa. Cited in Talmud Bavli no less than four times, this braissa never fails to captivate our attention and stir us to further scrutiny. It first appears in Pesachim (22b), and it is from there that we quote: 

Shimon HaAmsuni- some say Nechemia HaAmsuni- was doresh all the ‘esem’ (the appearances of the word ‘es’) in the Torah. Upon reaching ‘Es Hashem Elokecha tirah,’ he was poresh (he divorced himself from his work). His disciples inquired: ‘Rebbe- what will be with all the esem that you have been doresh?’ To which he replied: ‘Just as I have received reward for my drisha, so too will I be compensated for my prisha.’ Until R’ Akiva came and was doresh that ‘Es Hashem Elokecha tirah’ is coming to include [the fear of] talmidei chachamim.

We are thus informed that, in addition to fearing G-d, we must also fear Torah sages, those who embody the ideals and teachings of the Torah. Fearing them will be conducive to deepening our fear of heaven since the yisod and shoresh of morah ha’rav is morah shamayim.
 
Talmud Yerushalmi (Brachos 9:5), however, has a slightly different terminology. In place of “talmidei chachamim,” the Yerushalmi simply states “Toraso,” referring to Hashem’s Torah.
 Turning our attention quickly to the Ba’al HaTurim, we find that both nuscha’os are indeed hinted to in the pasuk. The pasuk, “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah,” appears first in parshas Va’eschanan (6:13) and is then reiterated in this week’s sedra, parshas Eikev (10:20). Regarding its initial appearance, the Ba’al HaTurim
 notes that the gematria, the Hebrew numerical equivalent, of the word “tirah” equals that of “talmidei chachamim”- in accordance with the Bavli’s terminology. The second time around, in parshas Eikev, the Ba’al HaTurim enlightens us once more, this time pointing out that “tirah” equals “Torah”- in accordance with the Yerushalmi’s terminology. In Makkos (23b), the gemara quotes the pasuk, “Torah tziva lanu Moshe…” (Devarim, 33:4), and explains that Moshe instructed us concerning 611 mitzvos- the gematria of Torah- while the remaining two were heard from HaKB”H. How appropriate then, that the fear of talmidei chachamim- those who, like Moshe, guide and instruct us in Torah- is hinted to in the word tirah, a word sharing the same numerical value as that of Torah.   

One Braissa, Two Sources

We have cast but a cursory glance at this oft-quoted braissa. Delving a bit more deeply, however, we are pushed to ponder: if indeed the pasuk of “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah” appears twice in the Torah, then from which pasuk are we inferring the fear of talmidei chachamim-- the one in parshas Va’eschanan or the one in parshas Eikev?

R’ Yehoshua Boaz (1518-1555), author of the Torah Ohr gloss printed in our Vilna Shas,
 provides the useful service of referencing sources for the pesukim quoted throughout the scope of Shas. Checking his references concerning the various mentions of the aforementioned braissa, we find something quite peculiar. In three of four of the cases (Kiddushin 57a, Bava Kamma 41b, Bechoros 6b), the Torah Ohr cites Va’eschanan (6:13) as the source for the verse that so troubled Shimon HaAmsuni. The gemara in Pesachim (22b) stands alone as the only instance in which R’ Boaz opts instead to reference the pasuk in Eikev (10:20), rather than the earlier one in Va’eschanan.
 Seemingly, this is strange in two respects: First, one would naturally assume that the pasuk’s initial appearance in Va’eschanan should always be the source provided—especially in Pesachim, the very first time in Shas that we read of such a narrative; second, the lack of parallelism in referencing origins is slightly disturbing. Why the discrepancy?

A Key Change in Nusach

Perhaps the Torah Ohr noticed something different in the gemara in Pesachim in contrast to the other three cases. While there do exist some differences when the four braissos are placed alongside one another, most of them are of a minor, picayune nature. There is one variation, however, one notable difference in phraseology, which strikes us as somewhat more glaring. 

Shimon HaAmsuni departed from his extensive research upon encountering the pasuk of “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah.” Along came R’ Akiva.
 In all instances- except for the one in Pesachim- the gemara’s lashon is, “ad she’ba R’ Akiva vi’lemaid…,” “until R’ Akiva came and taught…” Turning the spotlight on the gemara in Pesachim, though, we notice a change in terms. There we find the lashon of, “ad she’ba R’ Akiva vi’darash,” “until R’ Akiva came and darshened.” Usually, when a tanna or an amora approaches a pasuk in Tanach and wishes to extrapolate, infer, or the like, the verb usage applied will be a conjugated form of “doresh,” one that subsequently results in our naming his outcome a “drasha.”
 Therefore, upon closer inspection, we not only take note of the different nusach in Pesachim, but also feel compelled to question the more unique nusach of “vi’lemaid” which appears in the other three instances. All the while, let us keep in mind that it is perhaps this disparity in nusach that triggered a corresponding discrepancy in the references provided by the Torah Ohr.

Two Different Contexts: Two Different Types of Fear

Yes, indeed, the same pasuk appears in two successive parshiyos. The very same—nay, there is yet a significant difference that must not be overlooked:

Va’eschanan (6:13): “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah vi’oso ta’avod u’vishmo ti’shavei’a.”  

Eikev (10:20): “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah oso ta’avod, u’vo sidbak u’vishmo ti’shavei’a.”

In parshas Eikev, the Torah inserts the additional words, “u’vo sidbak,” “and to Him you shall cleave,” a concept omitted in the earlier pasuk appearing in Va’eschanan. Why should one pasuk mention the notion of di’veikus while the other not?

Upon further scrutiny, we cannot help but notice that the two pesukim under our lens seem to be couched in two very different contexts. We turn our attention first to parshas Va’eschanan. The pasuk instructing us to fear G-d comes directly on the heels of a harsh warning not to forget HaKB”H after entering Eretz Yisroel, the land replete with an abundance of good. Immediately following the command to fear G-d, we are enjoined not to walk after other gods, “for Hashem your G-d is a jealous G-d in your midst and His anger will intensify upon you and He will destroy you from the face of the land.” Pretty severe indeed. If we fail to fear G-d appropriately, harsh punishment clearly awaits us. Apparently, then, the fear of G-d we are dealing with here can be classified as yir’as ha’onesh, fear of punishment.
 

Let us now fast-forward to parshas Eikev where we find a very different scene unfolding. This time, our pasuk instructing us to fear G-d arrives on the heels of pesukim expounding on the greatness of HaKB”H. First we are reminded that, “to Hashem belongs all the skies, the heavens, and the land with all its contents.” Very soon after we read, “for Hashem your G-d is the G-d of gods, and the Master of masters. He is the G-d who is the great one, the mighty one, and the awesome one…” Only when staged against such a backdrop are we again instructed to fear Hashem. And the ensuing pasuk? “He is your praise and He is your G-d who has performed for you these great and awesome things that your eyes beheld.” Obviously, then, the yir’ah at the center of the discussion here is of an entirely different nature than the one sketched back in Va’eschanan. 
Couched in a description of G-d’s omnipotence, the concept of fear delineated in parshas Eikev is one of yir’as ha’romimus,
 fear of the awesomeness of HaKB”H, an attainment far more laudable than the fear of punishment alone.
 In contradistinction, the fear of Va’eschanan was clearly yir’as ha’onesh, nestled in a setting of harsh retribution for forgetting and angering our benevolent G-d.

Espousing such an approach, we are almost prepared to readdress our questions and attempt a resolution. One additional ingredient, however, will be necessary. Let us head back to Pesachim for yet another look at the braissa.

Revisiting R’ Akiva

Commenting on the braissa, the Maharsha
 explains the reluctance of Shimon HaAmsuni to deduce R’ Akiva’s conclusion of including Torah sages in the command to fear G-d. The Maharsha points out that the tanna was obviously not bothered at all with including talmidei chachamim in the earlier command to love G-d;
 he was only reluctant when it came to including them in an instruction to fear G-d.
 After all, if reward and punishment are solely G-d’s domain and even Torah sages cannot exercise control in these areas, then it is simply unfeasible that they be coupled together with G-d when discussing the issue of fear.
 What, then, is R’ Akiva’s line of reasoning as we find him willing to include talmidei chachamim even in a context of fearing G-d? 

We have discovered that there are essentially two types of “fearing G-d” that are demonstrated by the two different contexts within parshiyos Va’eschanan and Eikev respectively. Va’eschanan deals with yir’as ha’onesh, while Eikev focuses on the loftier level of yir’as ha’romimus.
 In all the gemaras except for the one in Pesachim, we find even R’ Akiva a bit reluctant to present a full-fledged drasha. He does not come to be “doresh” the inclusion of talmidei chachamim- thereby applying the common usage when one fully incorporates a ribbui into a pasuk- but comes instead merely to teach- “vi’lemaid”- that Torah sages could also be included in the command to fear G-d. 
R’ Akiva recognizes the difference between the pasuk in Va’eschanan and the one in Eikev. Since Va’eschanan deals with fear of punishment, there must be exhibited reluctance on R’ Akiva’s part to include even Torah sages- based on the Maharsha’s insight- though, in the end, he opts to include them as well.
 Since he only came to “teach”- abstaining from the usual “doresh”- the Torah Ohr thereby inferred that the pasuk on hand must be the one from parshas Va’eschanan discussing yir’as ha’onesh, and therefore references for us chapter six of Devarim—and not chapter ten in parshas Eikev.
 

In the gemara in Pesachim, however, we find the usual “doresh.” The Torah Ohr picks up on the discrepancy and references for us the pasuk in Eikev, the one that focuses on yir’as ha’romimus. Once the subject of awe and reverence of G-d props up onto the discussion table, R’ Akiva is more than ready to include the Torah sages.
 The issue now is not one of reward and punishment, but of being in complete awe of the greatness of G-d, a greatness personified to a certain degree in those who have labored continuously over G-d’s Torah. We therefore witness a full-fledged drasha, a drasha only made possible while discussing the yir’ah of a parshas Eikev, and not the yir’ah of a parshas Va’eschanan. 

And now the additional “u’vo sidbak” specifically in Eikev makes complete sense. The gemara in Kesuvos (111b- see also Rashi 11:22, based on Sifri) wonders how it is at all possible to cleave to a fiery G-d, a query that compels the gemara to conclude that di’veikus with HaKB”H can only be achieved through being attached to His talmidei chachamim.
 Although the gemara there is discussing the command to be davuk appearing in parshas Nitzavim,
 the Rishonim
 apply the gemara’s outcome to the “u’vo sidbak” of parshas Eikev as well. 
If the Torah thus wishes to propound the idea of cleaving to G-d’s talmidei chachamim as the means by which we could be davuk to Him, then it only really makes sense to insert that instruction in a context of yir’as ha’romimus. After all, we have gleaned from the above that it is extremely difficult to group Torah sages together with G-d in a context of yir’as ha’onesh. Only in an ambiance of awe and reverence of G-d can we begin to accept the validity of including G-d’s Torah sages in a command to fear Him. Hence, the additional instruction to cleave to His talmidei chachamim only finds its rightful place in parshas Eikev, while understandably absent in the earlier parshas Va’eschanan.

The Role of the Two Pesukim in the Rambam 

Perhaps we are now equipped to address an obvious difficulty in the works of the Rambam. In his Sefer HaMitzvos (mitzvas aseh #4), the Rambam- quoting as his source the pasuk of “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah”- describes the command as one of yir’as ha’onesh. He does not mention the idea of the higher form of yir’as ha’romimus at all.
 However, as we shift our attention to the Rambam’s Yad HaChazaka (Hilchos Yesodei HaTorah (2:1-2)), we find the Rambam outlining in detail the instruction to be in awe and reverence of G-d, basing himself on the very same pasuk of “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah.” Yir’as ha’romimus is described while yir’as ha’onesh is noticeably missing. What exactly is going on in the mind of the Rambam?
 

The difficulty appears to fade, however, if we recall our previous analysis of the pesukim. There are two identical pesukim of “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah,” one appearing in a context of yir’as ha’onesh, the other couched in a setting of yir’as ha’romimus. The bare minimum of the mitzvah is thus fear of divine punishment, but there exists yet a higher form, a fear of G-d’s awesomeness- that which should ideally be pursued- derived from the background of the pasuk’s second appearance. Describing in his Sefer HaMitzvos the minimum required in order to fulfill the mitzvah of fearing G-d, the Rambam need only refer to the pasuk in Va’eschanan mandating yir’as ha’onesh. However, in the Yad HaChazaka- his work painstakingly detailing the laws and outlooks that ought to govern our daily lives- the Rambam is concerned with the loftier and ideal level of yir’as ha’romimus, mandating that we pursue the implications inferred from the context of the latter pasuk in parshas Eikev as well.
 

Emunah and Yediah

We witness a similar approach regarding the mitzvah of emunah. The very first mitzvah outlined in the Rambam’s Sefer HaMitzvos is that of believing in Hashem.
 There the Rambam refers only to believing, never once mentioning the idea of attempting to “know” G-d, the ultimate level and true fulfillment of this cardinal mitzvah.
 The Rambam seems focused merely on the delineation of the basic and minimum fulfillment of the mitzvah.
 
However, turning quickly to the opening line of his Hilchos Yesodei HaTorah, we find the Rambam emphatically calling on us “leida,” to know, that there is a first Being, with no mention at all of belief. And glancing at his choice wording in Hilchos Melachim, 12:5, we see that the Rambam, in fact, both starts and finishes his magnum opus with this crucial idea. In his Minyan HaMitzvos- appearing right before the outset of the Yad- there, too, we find the first mitzvah described specifically as “leida.”
 We must strive to reach the higher level of knowing G-d,
 a level predicated on the lower form of requisite emunah necessary to fulfill the basic mitzvah.
 But this optimal level the Rambam feels need only be pointed out in his Yad HaChazaka, his work detailing the myriad instructions to live by, knowingly deleting it in his Sefer HaMitzvos.
 

The Ramchal, too- clearly echoing the Rambam- opens his work, Derech Hashem, with the juxtaposition of emunah to yedi’ah: “…tza’rich she’ya’amin vi’yeida…”
 We must begin with emunah but must then continue on a quest for its greatest manifestation, that of knowing G-d. I believe we witnessed this concept played out in Mitzraim as well. At the first signs of overt wonders, the Jews in Mitzraim reached a level of “va’ya’amein ha’am” (Shemos, 4:31)-- emunah yes, but still not yedi’ah. Only on the heels of viewing, experiencing, and living through the makkos- and thereby becoming significantly closer to HaKB”H- could they attain the loftier level of “ve’datem (and you shall know) ki ani Hashem Elokeichem…” (Va’eira, 6:7). ashem,  

There is emunah and there is emunah shi’leima. But believing in G-d, no matter how strong and passionate one’s belief, is still not enough. We must always strive to reach the higher level of truly “knowing” G-d, a level that will carry us through into a new realm, an entirely new sphere of existence—into a time when we will merit the ultimate revelation of G-d’s glory with the arrival of Mashiach. Yes, indeed, a time when we will be able to, yet again, point towards G-d and proudly proclaim to all the nations of the world: “Zeh Kei’li…,” “this is my G-d,” the G-d we will be zocheh to truly come to “know” and whose proximity to us we will experience once more…
HAVE A MOST WONDERFUL AND ENJOYABLE SHABBOS!

� See Rabbeinu Yonah on Pirkei Avos, 4:12, and see his terminology in Sha’arei Teshuva, sha’ar 3, #155. See also Rashi on Shmuel I, 2:11 (and Yerushalmi Eruvin, 5:1). Take note, as well, of the opening remarks of the Ramban to his Drasha L’Chasuna, Kisvei Ramban, vol. 1, p. 133, and see the terminology of the Meiri in his commentary on Pesachim 22b. See the remez pointed out by the Ba’al HaTurim, beginning of parshas Nitzavim (29:9). See also the Maharal’s Nesivos Olam (nesiv haTorah, chapter 9), the Chida’s Mar’is HaAyin on Pesachim (22b), R’ Y. F. Perlow’s commentary on R’ Saadia Gaon’s Sefer HaMitzvos, mitzvah #1, p. 32, and R’ Yosef Engel’s Beis HaOtzar, ma’areches aleph-suf, klal 217. See also the comments of the Aruch Li’ner on Makkos 24a (“Avi avi…”). In addition, see Ya’aros Devash, vol. 2, drush 8 (“talmidei chachamim heim ke’sei Hashem…”), and see R’ Hutner’s interesting insight appearing in his Sefer HaZikaron, reshimos inyanim shonim, #9 (p. 385). See also R’ Y. C. Sofer’s Da’ruftikei Di’Oraissa, vol. 1, siman 26 (#1, 2). Lastly, see Degel Machaneh Ephraim, likutim on parshas Ti’tzaveh.  





� See the introduction to R’ Y. C. Sofer’s Da’ruftikei Di’Oraissa, vol. 1, p. 4, where the author notes that the Yerushalmi is merely describing the talmid chacham who has toiled so much in Torah that he becomes one and the same as G-d’s Torah- a “walking Sefer Torah,” so to speak.





� See also the Rokeach.


� The same author also penned the Mesoras HaShas, Ein Mishpat Ner Mitzvah, and Shiltei HaGeborim (on the Rif).





� See also R’ Yaakov Kaminetzky’s Emes L’Yaakov, chiddushim on Maseches Chagiga (18a).  





� See R’ Weiss’s Migadim Chadashim on Shabbos (64b), addressing why the term, “ad she’ba,” “until he came,” is used specifically in conjunction with R’ Akiva.





� See, for example, the lashon of the mishna cited in Brachos (12b): “…ad she’darsha Ben Zoma…”  





� In commenting on the pasuk in Va’eschanan, Rabbeinu Bechaye also addresses the question.  





� See Ramban (6:13) whose words clearly indicate that the subject here is indeed one of yir’as ha’onesh. We glean the same from the comments of the Gra as well— see Peninim MiShulchan HaGra on the pasuk.      


 


� The aforementioned series of pesukim commenced with the opening pasuk of the fifth aliyah: “Vi’atah Yisroel…ki im li’yir’ah es Hashem Elokecha…”(10:12). In his introduction to the Mesillas Yesharim, the Ramchal writes explicitly that the yir’ah being discussed is that of yir’as ha’romimus, an idea fleshed out quite clearly in the ensuing pesukim. (In chapter 24, the Ramchal then expounds on this higher level of yir’as ha’romimus.)    





� See Yalkut Avanim (likutim from the Gra- R’ M. Rosen’s edition), p. 156.





� Chiddushei Aggados on Pesachim 22b (see also his comments on Kiddushin 57a); the Chasam Sofer expresses a similar idea in his chiddushim on Pesachim. (For alternate approaches, see R’ Aharon Felder’s Shi’eilas Aharon, siman 8 (p. 31), and see R’ M. D. Genack’s comments in Koveitz Beis Yitzchak, #41 (5769), p. 395.) See also Toras HaChida on parshas Va’eschanan (p. 56, #88), quoting from P’nei Dovid.  





� See also Koveitz Mirafsin Igri (#4, Sefer Shemos, p. 35) regarding Beshalach, 14:31. Based on the remarks of the Ohr HaChaim on the pasuk (and self-evident from the context), perhaps the questioner’s difficulty fades if we assume that Shimon HaAmsuni felt willing to equate that clear reference to yir’as ha’romimus with ahavas Hashem. Concerning “es Hashem Elokecha tira,” however- as seen from the Maharsha- perhaps the very fact that the identical terminology is used in both appearances of the pasuk prevented Shimon HaAmsuni from drawing a distinction between the two pesukim, even though they might indeed be couched in different contexts. In addition, see Peninim MiShulchan HaGra on Va’eschanan, 6:5, where we witness the Gra discussing ahava in the context of “es Hashem Elokecha tira.”           





� See also P’nei Yehoshua on Kiddushin 57a; Chiddushei Maharam Schick, ibid. (quoting from the Maharam Schick’s comments on Avos 4:3, and his son-in-law’s comments addressing the same topic); Maharal in Nesivos Olam (nesiv haTorah, chapter 9); and Torah Temimah, Va’eschanan, 6:13. In addition, see R’ Yehonasan Eibshitz’s Tiferes Yehonasan, Eikev, 10:20, and the remarks presented by the Chida in his P’nei Dovid. 





� The Tosfos HaRosh on Pesachim (Machon Ofek) also makes note of the above reasoning, preceding the Maharsha and Chasam Sofer, both unaware of the k’sav yad discovered only relatively recently. See also the Meiri’s comments, indicative of a contrary opinion.


 


� The gemara in Temura (4a) is clearly referencing the pasuk in Va’eschanan (the word “vi’oso” only appears there)- and such is noted by the Torah Ohr as well- and cites it as the source for the az’hara not to utter G-d’s name in vain. (See also the Chida’s He’Elam Davar, #46, and the accompanying Chakor Davar commentary.) Based on the above distinction, it seems most reasonable that indeed the choice pasuk would be the one appearing in the context of yir’as ha’onesh. After all, it is primarily the fear of punishment that restrains us from saying G-d’s name in vain.    





� To possibly understand R’ Akiva’s maskana, see the approach of the Chasam Sofer (ibid.), and see next week’s essay for part II of this piece. See also the sefer Kanfei Yonah, parshas Va’eschanan, pp. 106-108, for the author’s analysis of the difference of opinion regarding how exactly to understand the role of the word “es.”    


 


� See also Bava Metzia (62a) where we again find regarding R’ Akiva- this time in a dispute with Ben Pitura- the usage of the atypical expression of “vi’lemaid.” Notice how, even after R’ Akiva presents his limud from the pasuk, Ben Pitura still remains steadfast by his own opinion. R’ Akiva’s inference from the pasuk was apparently not deemed as conclusive as a regular “drasha” might have been, and thus it comes as no surprise to find Ben Pitura- who, himself, is arguing only in s’vara- still clinging to his own opinion. In our case, it certainly seems that Shimon/Nechemia HaAmsuni agrees to the drasha of R’ Akiva in the end, especially according to the girsa appearing in Yerushalmi Brachos (9:5). See, however, Ohr HaYashar’s comments on the gemara in Pesachim. Take note, as well, of the gemara in Rosh HaShana (17b) where we again encounter, “ad she’ba R’ Akiva vi’lemaid.”      





� See also R’ Moshe HaKohen’s Kehillas Moshe, p. 57.





� The attachment should be in every respect: body, money, and intellect- see Maharsha there and R’ Greenes’s Karen P’nei Moshe vol. 2, p. 263.





� See Meshech Chochma in Eikev, 10:20. (Also take note of how he understands the command of being davuk to HaKB”H.)





� See Ramban here, Rambam in Hilchos Dei’os (6:2), and Sefer HaChinuch #434. 





� Left with a choice of citing either the gematria remez to talmidei chachamim or another remez to something quite different, the Ba’al HaTurim- in line with our theory- might surely have mentioned the former in the more appropriate Eikev. However, the remez to the Yerushalmi’s “Toraso” is also clearly more befitting the subject of yir’as ho’romimus, leaving the Ba’al HaTurim to understandably cite first the Bavli’s remez to “talmidei chachamim” before that of the Yerushalmi; the Bavli is generally quoted before the Yerushalmi, and in this case it should preferably be so for the braissa appears far more often in the Bavli than it does in the Yerushalmi. 





� See also the Sefer HaChinuch’s description (mitzvah # 432), and the Minchas Chinuch’s comments.


 


� See also Alei Shor, vol. 1, pp. 96-97, and Pachad Yitzchak on Yom Kippur, ma’amar 18 (regarding different types of yir’as ha’onesh).  





� See also the Kinas Sofrim commentary on Sefer HaMitzvos, and a novel approach suggested in R’ Yaakov Kaminetzky’s Emes L’Yaakov, Eikev (10:20). See also R’ Kaminetzky’s Emes L’Yaakov on Pirkei Avos (4:12), and his remarks on Pesachim (22b).   


 


� See Pachad Yitzchak on Pesach, ma’amar 42 (#2) regarding the dispute between the Rambam and the Bi’Hag.





� For an interesting relevant remark of R’ Levi Yitzchak from Berditchev, see Chiyucha Shel Torah, beginning of parshas Beraishis.





� Obviously, though, there are numerous madreigos within emunah- see R’ Y. M. Shechter’s Leket Amarim, vol. 1, pp. 115-116.   





� See also Rabbeinu Bechaye’s Kad HaKemach, “atzeres” (Kisvei Rabbeinu Bechaye, pp. 291-292).


 


� Regarding the usage of specifically “da’as,” see R’ Dovid Tebel’s Drashos Nachalas Dovid, drush 3.  





� In his Beis Yechezkel-Gilyonei HaRambam, R Yechezkel Sarna seems to understand that the mitzvah is, in fact, one of “yedi’as Hashem.” See also the terminology appearing in Yeshayahu, 43:10: “li’ma’an teid’u vi’sa’aminu…” 





� In R’ Chaim Heller’s notes on the Rambam’s Sefer HaMitzvos, I subsequently found that he quotes commentaries on the Rambam (Ma’aseh Rokeach, Radbaz) who also learn the Rambam in a similar fashion to the explanation we presented. See, however, the additional ha’aros presented by R’ Heller, and see R’ Menachem Karkovsky’s Avodas HaMelech on the Rambam. For yet another (and quite different) interpretation to understanding the differing levels of emunah and yedi’ah, see R’ Shach’s Avi Ezri on the Rambam (Hilchos Teshuva, 5:5- and see the introduction to the sefer’s fifth edition), quoting the Brisker Rav in the name of Rav Chaim. Rav Chaim himself seems to have learnt the idea from his father- see the Beis HaLevi’s remarks at the end of parshas Bo (new edition, pp. 135-136). (See also Worship of the Heart: Essays on Jewish Prayer, p. 116, where the Beis HaLevi’s great-grandson, R’ J. B. Soloveitchik, also raises the issue.) In addition, see Ishei HaYovel, a collection of ma’amarim from R’ Yeshaya Steinberger, p. 194. See also R’ S. Pincus’s Nefesh Shimshon: Igros U’ma’amarim, p. 69, and R’ A. Tauber’s Pirkei Machshava on Elul/Tishrei, pp. 52-54. Lastly, see also the Torah journal, Kol HaTorah, Nissan 5768 (#65), pp. 293-294, discussing the yedi’as Hashem/ ahavas Hashem interrelationship through the eyes of the Rambam.    





� In his commentary on Yisro, 20:2, the Ramban also juxtaposes emunah and yedi’ah, but mentions them in the reverse order (as in Yeshayahu, 43:10). See also the parallel terminology of the Sefer HaChinuch, mitzvah 25, and see his choice wording in his introduction to the Sefer HaChinuch (“HaTorah ha’zos…”).





