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chapter 4

On the Recitation of “Amen” between Ge’ulah and
Tefillah of the Shaḥarit Service

Robert A. Harris

Encomium1

I am both honored and delighted to dedicate this teshuvah to my Rav and
mentor, Rabbi Joel Roth, וישרפולארשיבכר,יבא,יבא ! The great 13th-century com-
mentator, Ralbag (R. Levi b. Gershon, or Gersonides) glossed this verse (2Kgs
2:12) as follows: באארקיברהןכ,םיאיבנהינבומכ,םינבםיארקנםידימלתהשומכהנה

דימלתהלכשדילומהאוהיכ , “Just as disciples are considered as children, as in the
expression ‘children of the prophets,’ so too is a rabbi called father, because he
gives birth to the student’swisdom.” Fromtheday ImetRabbiRothand through
to the very day of this writing, he has been a father to me, and whatever wis-
dom there may be in this teshuvah reflects but a small portion of what he has
helped me to develop. I am forever grateful.

Sheilah

The practice is widespread that during the Shaḥarit service that the shali’aḥ
tzibbur becomes silent during the berakhah “ga’al yisrael,” just before the begin-
ning of the Shaḥarit Amidah. This is presumably for the purpose of avoiding a
break between the blessing and the beginning of the Amidah.2 However, this
custom appears contrary to the whole purpose of having a shali’aḥ tzibbur in

1 This teshuvah was approved by the Rabbinical Assembly’s Committee on Jewish Law and
Standards on October 31, 2001. For the original publication, and acknowledgments for the
help I received in writing the responsum, see https://www.rabbinicalassembly.org/sites/defa
ult/files/assets/public/halakhah/teshuvot/20012004/oh_66_7_2003‑1.pdf.

2 Thus R. Isaac Klein, A Guide to Jewish Religious Practice (New York: Jewish Theological Sem-
inary, 1979), 20: “It has become customary for the reader to say the concluding words of the
benediction quietly lest the congregation have to respond with Amen and thereby interrupt
the sequence of prayer.”
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first place, i.e., to enable one who does not know the prayer to fulfill his/her
obligation by responding “amen” to the blessing of the shali’aḥ tzibbur.

Shall the one leading services fall silent for the blessing just before the Ami-
dah, in accordancewith this custom?Or should she/he say the blessing audibly
so that thosewhohear theblessing (including thosewhodonot know thebless-
ing or have not yet recited it) can respond “amen” to the blessing?

Teshuvah

On the surface, the question would appear to be quite easily answered. R. Yosef
Karo (Shulḥan Arukh, OḤ 66:7) addresses the issue succinctly, and decides the
question in the negative:

.קספהיוהדםושמלארשילאגרחאןמארמואוניא

One should not say “amen” after (the blessing) “who redeemed Israel,”
because it constitutes an interruption.

Thus, the principle of “joining ge’ulahwith tefillah” ( הליפתלהלואגןיכמוס ) is con-
sidered by R. Karo to be so absolute that even the mere recitation of the word
“amen” would be enough to violate it. Presumably, the custom of falling silent
justbefore theblessing is to avoid tempting the congregation to respond “amen,”
even though R. Karo does not state this explicitly here.3 Although R. Moshe
Isserles provides a gloss that diverges somewhat from R. Karo, his ruling does
not seem to have affected the prevalent custom:

ללפתהםאלבא.ןמארובצחילשהרחאתונעלןיגהונןכו,ןמאןינועדםירמואשיו:הגה

.ןמאןינועןיא,דבל

3 See previous footnote, and also Max Arzt, Justice and Mercy: Commentary on the Liturgy of
the New Year and the Day of Atonement (New York: Holt, Rinehart andWinston, 1963), 80–81:
“This blessing … is recited by the reader in an undertone, to obviate the necessity of the con-
gregations’s responding ‘Amen.’ ” Likewise, see Daniel Sperber, Minhagei Yisrael [in Hebrew]
(Jerusalem:MossadHaravKook, 1989), 4:26–28. Sperber reasons asKlein andArzt do, i.e., that
the shali’aḥ tzibur lowers his voice so that no one will respond “amen.” However, he found no
source accounting for that part of the custom! See esp. p. 26, n. 9, and p. 28 ( ,םנמא,םיבותכב(

םירבדהתאיתאצמםרט,רומאכ . The custom of the shali’aḥ tzibbur falling silent before the
blessing ga’al yisrael is related to the practice of not reciting “amen” after the blessing. Below,
we will analyze the Bet Yosef to OḤ 66, which cites the Zohar in connection with this latter
issue.
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on the recitation of “amen” between ge’ulah and tefillah 113

Gloss: There are those who say that we do respond “amen,” and so is it
the custom to answer “amen” after the shali’aḥ tzibbur. But one who has
prayed alone should not respond “amen.”4

R. Karo repeats his ruling in a subsequent section of the Shulḥan Arukh (111:1):

םושבאלו,לארשילאגרחאןמאבוליפאםהיניבקיספיאלוהלפתלהלואגךומסלךירצ
.חתפתיתפש׳המץוחקוספ

One must join ge’ulah to tefillah and not interrupt (with any words)
between them, neither with (the response of) “amen” after (the blessing)
ga’al yisrael nor with (the recitation of) any verse other than “O Adonai,
open my lips …” (Ps 51:17).5

Likewise, as he had done earlier, Isserles demurs from R. Karo’s ruling:

.ןיגהונןכו,לארשילאגלעןמאתונעלרתומשםירמואשיו:הגה

Gloss: And there are thosewho say that it is permissible to respond “amen”
for (the blessing ga’al yisrael), and such is the custom.

In both instances (66:7 and 111:1), Isserles relied upon the ruling of the Arba’ah
Turim for his position.Wewill have occasion to review the ruling of this source
below.

The prevalent custom, i.e., of not responding “amen” after the blessing of
the shali’aḥ tzibbur, is indeed reflected in the Mishnah Berurah (OḤ 66:7, para-
graph 32):

.ץ״שהרחאןיבוומצערחאןיב:ןמארמואוניא

One should not say “amen”: i.e., whether in response to one’s own (bless-
ing) or in response to the (blessing of) the shali’aḥ tzibbur.

4 I.e., to his own blessing. The Mishnah Berurah (n. 34) observes that some believe that even a
lone worshipper would respond “amen” at this point to his/her own blessing, since it marks
the conclusion of the segment of the service entitled “the Shema and Its Blessings” ( אוהשןויכ

עמשתאירקלשתוכרברדסלשםויס ).
5 See b. Ber. 4b for the explanation of why the recitation of this verse and, likewise, the recital of

the hashkivenu prayer in the evening service, are not considered to be interruptions between
the blessing ga’al yisrael and the beginning of the Amidah.
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Likewise, the Arukh Hashulhan (66:14–16) essentially agrees with the posi-
tion that the obligation to juxtapose ge’ulah with tefillah includes the prohibi-
tion against reciting “amen” at that point in the service. While he admits that
there are differences of opinion on the subject ( ,לארשילאגלשןמאתיינעןינעבו

…תקולחמשי ), and as well reviews many opinions on the various occasions in
which answering “amen” is either permitted or required, he nonetheless rules
in this instance that—whatever logic or correctness there may be in reciting
“amen”—one should maintain the opinion of R. Karo in not so reciting ( לכמ

ןכוניאוניגהנמםוקמ ).

Background of R. Karo’s Ruling

The reason for R. Karo’s ruling that the response of “amen” is prohibited at this
point in the service is ostensibly based on the principle of הליפתלהלואגןיכמוס ,
the necessity to “juxtapose the blessing ga’al yisrael with the beginning of the
Amidah.”6 The principle is articulated in the followingTalmudic text (y. Ber. 2d,
6a):7

ףכת;הטיחשהכימסלףכת:ןהתופיכתשלש:הימרירבאבא׳רםשבאריעז׳ררמ]א[ד

.…הליפתהלואגלףכת;הכרבםידיתליטנל

For R. Zeira said in the name of Abba barYirmiya: Three things should fol-
low one immediately upon the other: immediately after the laying-on of
hands, the sacrifice should be slaughtered; immediately after thewashing
of hands, the blessing for food should be recited;8 immediately after (the
blessing) ga’al yisrael, the prayer (i.e., the Amidah) should be recited ….9

6 For a review of the ancient rabbinic texts, and particularly the dissonance between the Baby-
lonian and the PalestinianTalmuds, see Israel Ta-Shma, “Semichat Geulah Litefillah,” inHate-
fillah haashkenazit hakedumah (Jerusalem: TheMagnes Press, The HebrewUniversity, 2003),
101–109. Ta Shma does not address our question with respect to the recitation of “amen” in
between the end of the “Shema and its blessings” and the beginning of the Amidah, since the
question did not come up in antiquity. I am grateful tomy colleague, Dr. Jonathan S.Milgram,
for referring me to this article.

7 See the parallel text in b. Ber. 42a.
8 There is a controversy between the Bavli and the Yerushalmi whether this statement refers to

the washing of the hands before a meal, to be followed by themotzi blessing; or if it refers to
themayyimaḥaronim at the endof ameal, to be followedby theblessings after food. See Louis
Ginzberg, A Commentary on the Palestinian Talmud [in Hebrew] (New York: Ktav Publishing
House, 1971), 1:71–72.

9 The continuation of this text describes many of the benefits accruing to those following the
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on the recitation of “amen” between ge’ulah and tefillah 115

Juxtaposing the blessing ga’al yisrael with the beginning of the Amidah
is also praised in the Babylonian Talmud (b. Ber. 9b). Just as we saw in the
Yerushalmi, so, too, in the Bavli the suggestion is followed by aggadic-type com-
ments promising rewards to those who follow the ruling:

ירמוגויהןיקיתו:יכהימנאינת.המחהץנהםעהתואןירמוגויהןיקיתו:ןנחוייבררמאד

יברדיעה…םויבללפתמאצמנוהליפתלהלואגךומסישידכ,המחהץנהםעהתוא

קוזנוניאהליפתלהלואגךמוסהלכ:םילשוריבדאשידקאלהקםושמםיקילאןביסוי

ברבדאמלשבליאשםתהלתלייעיכ:אלועלאעלאיברהילרמא…ולוכםויהלכ

הלואגךמסאדחאנמיז;תוצמבחמשואוהלודגםדאד,הרובחהלכדמעמביחאאנורב

.אמויהילוכהימופמאכוחקיספאלוהליפתל

For R. Yoḥanan said: the clever ones10 used to finish it [the recital of the
Shema] with sunrise. It was (also) taught thus as a Tannaitic teaching:
the elders used to finish it [the recital of the Shema] with sunrise, in
order to join the ge’ulah with the tefillah, and say the tefillah in the day-
time … R. Yosi b. Eliakim testified in the name of the holy community of
Jerusalem: if one joins the ge’ulah to the tefillah, he will not meet with
anymishap for the whole of the day… R. Ela said to Ulla:When you go up
there [to Eretz Israel], give my greeting to my brother R. Berona … once
he succeeded in joining ge’ulah to tefillah, and a smile did not leave his
lips for the whole day.11

TheYerushalmi foundBiblical precedent for theprinciple, in that the final verse
of Psalm 19 ( ילאגוירוצ׳הךינפליבלןויגהויפירמאןוצרלויהי ), which it considered to

rule, e.g., םויהותואבגרטקמןטשהןיאהליפתלהלואגףכותאוהשימלכו , “and everyonewho
juxtaposes ge’ulah to tefillah—the Satan may not indict him that day.” Louis Ginzberg
explains that Jews in rabbinic antiquity were expected to “pray” five times a day, if one
counts the two readings of the Shema and the three recitations of the Amidah. The
Yerushalmi is thus proposing in this passage that the total number of required prayers be
limited to three, by joining the Amidah in the morning and the evening to the prescribed
Shema of that time of day. See Ginzberg, Commentary, 1:72–75; see also p. lxxii.

10 See David Golinkin, “The Meaning of the Terms ‘Vatikin,’ ‘Vatik’ and ‘Talmid Vatik’ in Ben
Sira and Rabbinic Literature” [in Hebrew], Sidra 13 (1997): 47–60.

11 See the analogous text in b. Ber. 4b: “For R. Yoḥanan says: who inherits the world to come?
The one who follows the ge’ulah immediately with the evening tefillah … Mar b. Rabina
raised an objection. In the evening, two blessings precede and two blessings follow, the
Shema. Now, if you say he has to join ge’ulah with tefillah, behold he does not do so, for
he has to say hashkivenu in between! Then I reply: since the rabbis ordained the blessing,
hashkivenu, it is as if it were a long ge’ulah.”
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signify the blessing ga’al yisrael, was “immediately” followed by the beginning
(not counting the superscription) of Psalm 20 ( הרצםויב׳הךנעי ), which signified
the beginning of the Amidah.12 However, none of the foregoing aggadic texts
in any way indicates that the principle of joining ge’ulah to tefillah explicitly
prohibits the recitation of “amen,” or indicates that its recitation constitutes a
kind of prohibited interruption.13

Halakhic Sources in Disagreement with R. Yosef Karo

Earlier, we noted that R. Moshe Isserles, in his glosses on the Shulḥan Arukh,
had disagreed with R. Karo’s ruling. Relying on the Tur, Isserles had decided
that the response of “amen” after the blessing ga’al yisrael did not constitute a
prohibited interruption. Here is the relevant text of the Tur (OḤ 66):

ןויכ—ויתוכרברחאדיחיוליפא—ןמארמואו,לארשילאג׳ההתאךורב:םתוחו…
.תוכרברדסלשםויסאוהש

… and he completes (the blessing emet ve-yatziv, following the Shema,
with the words): “Praised are you, O Adonai, Who has redeemed Israel,”

12 y. Berakhot 2d [6a]: הרצםויב׳הךנעי?הירתבביתכהמ—יפירמאןוצרלויהי .
13 R. David Golinkin directs my attention to the additional objections to reciting “amen”

raised in R. Gedaliah Felder’s Sefer Yesodei Yeshurun (Toronto, 1954), 284. The most seri-
ous of these is R. Felder’s claim that the Seder Rav Amram prohibits the recitation of
“amen” after ga’al yisrael ( ,קספהםושמלארשילאגרחאןמאןינועןיאשןואגםרמעברבתכ

הלפתלהלואגךומסלךירצשו ).Were this to be true, it would be amost serious impediment
to the contention of this teshuvah. However, I cannot locate a text within the Seder Rav
Amram that addresses our specific issue. Indeed, in its presentation of the liturgy at the
transition between the Shema and Its Blessings and the Amidah, the Seder Rav Amram
essentially reaffirms the general rule of not making an interruption between ge’ulah and
tefillah that we have already reviewed. See Daniel S. Goldschmidt (ed.), Seder Rav Amram
Gaon [Hebrew] (Jerusalem:MossadHarav Kook, 1971), 20: ׳ההתאךורב.דעוםלועלךלמי׳ה

ךומסישידכ,ביציותמארחאםירבדםירמואןיאו…ךולמי׳הלערבדףיסוהלןיאו…לארשילאג
הלפתלהלואג . The Seder invokes hereTosefta Berakhot 3:6 ( ,ביציותמארחאםירבדרמואןיא

…הלפתרחאםירבדרמואלבא ). Professor Lieberman has, of course, already explained
this passage as referring to the prohibition of reciting piyyutim at this point in the service
( הלואגךמוסוניאשינפמ,ביציותמאירחאהרשעהנומשתלפתינפלןיסוליקרמולוטייפלןיא

הלפתל ); it does not address the question of whether the recitation of “amen” is permit-
ted or prohibited. See Saul Lieberman, Tosefta Ki-Fshutah: A Comprehensive Commentary
on the Tosefta: Order Zera’im, Part I [Hebrew] (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of
America, 1955), 31.
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on the recitation of “amen” between ge’ulah and tefillah 117

and says “amen”—i.e., even an individual after (having recited) his bless-
ings—since this is the conclusion of the order of the Blessings (surround-
ing the Shema).

In a second passage, after reviewing many of the blessings (recounted in the
two Talmudim) accruing to one who joins ge’ulah to tefillah, the Tur enlarges
upon its earlier ruling (OḤ 111):

תוכרבםויסרחאאוהשןויכותונעלהווצמו,קספהיוהאללארשילאגרחאןמאלבא…

.…עמשתאירקלש

… But the (recitation of) “amen” after ga’al yisrael does not constitute
an interruption, and it is a commandment to respond with it, since it
follows the conclusion of the blessings surrounding the Reading of the
Shema.

These two rulings of the Tur themselves have earlier medieval precedents.
Let us begin by examining the ruling of the Rif, R. Yitzḥak Alfasi on b. Ber.
33b.14

תוצמלכמתחאלכלעךרבמהו…הביתהינפלרבועהועמשלעסרופה:ינת…

הזירה:ינתדאנתתיא.רובהזירההנעםאו.ןמאומצערחאהנעיאל,הרותבתורומאה

רמאדןאמו;הכרבוהכרבלכלעהנועב,רובהזירהרמאדןאמ:אדסחבררמא.םכח

.ףוסבהנועב,םכחהזירה

A baraitha teaches: the one who leads (the congregation in reciting) the
Shema, and the one who passes before the ark (to lead the congregation
in the Amidah) … and the one who says a blessing with regard to any of
the commandments mentioned in the Torah, should not respond “amen”
after himself (i.e., after his own blessing). And if he did respond, he is a
boor. There is a Tanna who teaches: he is a wise man. Said Rav Ḥisda: the
one who said “he is a boor” (said so) with regard to one who responded
(“amen”) to any individual blessing; the one who said “he is a wise man”
(said so) with regard to one who responded (“amen”) to the end of (an
entire section of the liturgy).

14 Its source is t. Meg. 3:27 and y. Ber. 5:4 [9c]; see also b. Ber. 45b. I am grateful to R. Joel Roth
for calling these sources to my attention.
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The students of Rabbenu Yonah extrapolate ad. loc. from this ruling of the
Rif that the recitation of “amen” after ga’al yisrael does not in fact constitute an
interruption:

ומעתאךרבמהלעיגישכהלפתהםויסרחאןמאםדאהרמאישךירצשםידמלונאצמנו

,הקספההזבןיאו,םויסאוהשלארשילאגרחאןמארמולךירצןכו.ןמאםולשבלארשי
.ורמואלךירצשןויכ

It follows from this that we learn amanmust say “amen” after the conclu-
sion of the Amidah, when he reaches to the One who blesses His people
Israel with peace—amen. And so must he say “amen” after (the blessing)
ga’al yisrael, which is also an ending—and this does not constitute an
interruption, since he must say it.

The Shiltei Hagibborim (on the same passage in the Rif here) rule similarly:

.ןמאתונעלשי,…׳אהכרבקרהניאוליפאןינעהףוסאיהשהכרבלכדובתכםינואגה
רחאוח״יםויסרחאןוגכ,תוכרבםויסאיהשהכרברחאאקודדובתכי״שרוהנויוניברו

.…לארשילאג

The Ge’onimwrote that every blessing that marks the end of a (liturgical)
section, even though it only is one blessing, one must respond “amen.”
And Rabbenu Yonah and Rashi15 wrote that (this is the rule) specifically
after a blessing that is the end of (a series of) blessings, as in the case of
the end of the Amidah and after ga’al yisrael….

Thus, from all of these sources one could reasonably conclude that the halak-
hah should be decided in favor of those who would permit or even require the
recitation of “amen” after the blessing ga’al yisrael, since that blessing consti-
tutes the conclusion of a major liturgical unit.

It would seem that Rambam, R. Moses Maimonides, would also rule in this
fashion (Hilkhot Berakhot 1:16):

הנוברחאןוגכ,חבושמהזירהתונורחאתוכרבףוסאיהשהכרברחאהנועהו…

ףוסבןכו.תיברעלשעמשתאירקלשהנורחאהכרברחאוןוזמהתכרבבםילשורי

.ומצערחאןמאהבהנועתונורחאתוכרבףוסאיהשהכרבלכ

15 We will examine Rashi’s position, below.
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on the recitation of “amen” between ge’ulah and tefillah 119

… And the one who responds (“amen”) after a blessing that is the end
of last blessings, such a one is praiseworthy, as in the case of (respond-
ing “amen” to) “Who builds Jerusalem” in the Birkat Hamazon, and after
the last blessing of the evening Reading of the Shema. And so it is with
regard to the end of every blessing that is itself the end of last blessings,
he responds “amen” after himself.

It must be admitted that Rambam explicitly mentions the individual reciting
“amen” after his own blessing, regarding the final blessing before the evening
Amidah; this is becausehedoesn’t allow it for a single blessing, and in themorn-
ing service there is only one blessing after the Shema. Nonetheless, one can
surely infer the position of Rambam that the community responds “amen” after
the blessings of the Shaḥarit Shema, since he rules at Hilkhot Tefillah 8:5:

.הרשעבאלאןמאוירחאןינועוםיעמושלכהועמשתכרבךרבמדחאהיהיאלןכו

And so one should not recite a blessing of the Shema, with everyone
responding “amen” after the recitation, except when a minyan is present.

Likewise, Rambam’s ruling seems clear at Hilkhot Tefillah 9:1, which gives the
prescriptions for the leader of community prayer and includes the following
provision:

.הכרבוהכרבלכרחאןמאםינועםהו,םרלוקבעמשלעסרופוליחתמו

He begins to lead the Shema (section of the liturgy) aloud, and they (the
congregants) respond “amen” to each blessing.16

A crucial source for some of the medieval discussions on the subject is found
in the Talmud (b. Ber. 45b):

16 The continuation of the Mishneh Torah here reads in our editions: תורקלוךרבלעדויהו
לארשילאגךרבמשדעארוקומע , “and the one who knows how to bless and read with

him (the leader) reads until he recites the blessing ga’al yisrael.” R. Karo notes that some
manuscripts he has examined include theword “amen” at the end of the sentence. R. Karo
rejects that reading as a scribal error, and declines to draw any halakhic implications from
it. See Kesef Mishneh ad. loc., and on Hilkhot Berakhot 1:16; see also Bet Yosef on the Tur;
OḤ 66. See also Moses Hyamson, ed., Mishneh Torah, by Maimonides, Edited According to
the Bodeleian (Oxford) Codex… [inHebrew] (Jerusalem, 1965), ad. loc.; there, the text like-
wise reads without the word “amen.”
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אל.הנוגמהזירה:ךדיאאינתו.חבושמהזירה,ויתוכרברחאןמאהנועה:אדחינת

.תוכרבראשבאה,םילשוריהנובבאה:אישק

One baraitha taught: the one who responds “amen” after his own bless-
ings—such a one is praiseworthy. Another baraitha taught: such a one is
disgraceful. This (contradiction) is not a problem: one (is teaching) about
(the blessing in Birkat Hamazon) “Who builds Jerusalem,” and the other
one (is teaching) about all other blessings.17

Thus, according to this source it would appear that this baraitha regards one
who answers “amen” after his own blessing, in every case other than the bless-
ing “Who builds Jerusalem” in Birkat Hamazon, as a boor. However, this text
does not refer to one who responds “amen” after another’s berakhah.

In his commentary on thisTalmudic passage, theRosh, RabbenuAsher, rules
similarly to the Rif and his interpreters; like them, he regards the recitation of
“amen” at the conclusion of a major unit of liturgy as an obligation (on b. Ber.
7, par. 10):

אל.הנוגמהזירהךדיאינתו,חבושמהזירהויתוכרברחאןמאהנועהאדחינת

אלאםילשוריהנובטקנאקודואלד…םילשוריהנובבאהותוכרבראשבאה—אישק

יאדואלא…םילשוריהנובאקודרמימלאכילד,םילשוריהנובןיעכהכרבםויסלכ

,ללהדךוללהיןכו;הרמזדיקוספףוסלהכרבםויסיוהד,חבתשיןיעכתוכרבםויסלכ
אוהךירצדןויכ,קספההזבןיאו,לארשילאגרחאןמאןכו;הרשעהנומשדתוכרבףוסו

.ורמואל

One baraitha taught: one who answers “amen” after his own blessings—
such a one is praiseworthy; another baraitha taught that this is disgrace-
ful. It is not a difficulty—one rules with regard to all blessings, while the
other speaks specifically about “Who builds Jerusalem”… [That baraitha]
did not rule specifically about “Who builds Jerusalem,” but rather about
every concluding blessing along the lines of “Who builds Jerusalem,” for
one should not say that [the ruling] was specifically with regard to “Who
builds Jerusalem”…But certainly [one should respond “amen” after] every
concludingblessing like yishtabakh, since itmarks the endof pesukei dez-
imrah; likewise with regard to the blessing yehalelukha (since it marks

17 With regard to the expression אהו…אה , it should be noted that the expression is some-
what ambiguous; thus in this instance, it is not entirely clear which practice is “praisewor-
thy” and which “disgraceful.”
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the end of) Hallel; and so [it should be at] the end of the blessings of the
Shemoneh Esrai. And so it should be after the blessing ga’al yisrael. This
[recitation of “amen”] does not constitute an interruption, since onemust
say it.

Thus, Rabbenu Asher comes down squarely on the side of those who would
obligate worshippers to respond “amen” after the blessing ga’al yisrael.18

With similar reasoning, Rashi rules in favor of reciting “amen” after ga’al yis-
rael (on b. Ber. 45b, s.v. “ םילשוריהנובבאה ”):

עמשתאירקדתוכרבףוסבןכו.חבושמהזירה,תוכרבהףוסאיהש:םילשוריהנובבאה

…תיברעותירחש

This is in regard to “Who builds Jerusalem”: (This is so) since it is at the
end of the (section of statutory) blessings; thus it is praiseworthy (to say
“amen”). It is also true at the end of the blessings of the Reading of the
Shema, both in the morning and in the evening service.

In fact, R. Yosef Karo himself cites Rashi’s position, in his commentary (Kesef
Mishneh) on Hilkhot Berakhot 1:16:

.תיברעותירחשדלארשילאגרחאוליפאו,ןמאהנועתוכרבלכםויסרחאשי״שרבתכו
.ורמואלךירצשןויכ,הלפתלהלואגןיבהקספהיוהאלו

Rashi wrote that after the end of all of the berakhot one responds “amen,”
even after (the blessing) ga’al yisrael of the morning and the evening ser-
vice. And this does not constitute an interruption between ge’ulah and
tefillah, since one must say it.

R.Mordecai Jaffe, author of the Levush and a younger contemporary of R. Karo,
provides a useful contrast to R. Karo’s approach. He, too, recognizes that the

18 In this context, we may also refer to a liturgical variant that adds at least historical, if
not necessarily halakhically-relevant, weight to our argument. It is found in a manuscript
of the prayer ביציותמא , and is cited in Ismar Elbogen, Jewish Liturgy: A Comprehensive
History, trans. Raymond Scheindlin (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society; New York:
Jewish Theological Seminary, 1993), 21. The conclusion of the citation of the alternative
version reads: ןמאולאוגולארשירוצי״אב , “Praised are you, Adonai, Rock of Israel and its
redeemer. Amen.” It would seem that the practice indicated by this variant would have
included the recitation of “amen” following the blessing (whether by the congregation
alone or also by an individual worshipper is unimportant for our purposes).
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halakhah as decided by the Rishonim would be to say “amen” after ga’al yis-
rael (OḤ 66:7): םויסאיהשןויכ,ומצעתכרברחאדיחיוליפאןמאתונעלולהיהןידהןמו

עמשתאירקלשתוכרברדסלש , “it is reasonable to think that one should respond
‘amen’—even an individual after his own blessing, since it is the end of section
of blessings surrounding the Reading of the Shema.” Likewise, he understands
that there are people who do not wish to say it on account of the לודגדוס ,
or “deep (kabbalistic) secret” represented by the principle of “joining ge’ula
and tefillah.”19 However, in spite of his understanding of the kabbalistic ram-
ifications, he rules in both paragraphs that the recitation of “amen” does not
constitute an interruption, and should be recited in communal prayer after
ga’al yisrael ( ,לארשילאגרחאוליפאןזחהתכרברחאןמאתונעלבייחרובצהםעלבא

הלפתלהלואגןיבקספהיוהאלו ).
So far we have seen that, while all authorities presumably uphold the rab-

binic principle of הליפתלהלואגםיכמוס , many Rishonim specify that the re-
sponse of “amen” to the blessing ga’al yisrael before the Shaḥarit Amidah does
not constitute an interruption. Among these Rishonim,wemay note, are Rashi,
and R. Yitzhak Alfasi,20 Rabbenu Asher, and Rambam. These last named pose-
qim are of particular importance, we may add, since they are ostensibly the
halakhic determinants followed by R. Yosef Karo in the Bet Yosef, and conse-
quently, in the Shulḥan Arukh. We also cited the Arba’ah Turim in support of
this position, andwemay add R.Mordecai Jaffe, even thoughwe recognize that
he is not considered as authoritative a decisor as R. Yosef Karo.

Kabbalah as the Source of R. Yosef Karo’s Ruling

Why, then, would R. Karomove in the direction of the law he enacted, prohibit-
ing the recitation of “amen,” in the face of this considerable rabbinic opinion to
the contrary? Let us examine the Bet Yosef on OḤ (66), and review the evidence
it offers. After reviewing the positions of many of the authorities cited above,21
R. Karo writes:

19 R. Mordecai Jaffe, Sefer Levush Malkhut (reprint of Prague ed., 1623). See his presentation
of the halakha at OḤ 111:1, where he slightly expands on his understanding of the “secret.”

20 In determining Alfasi’s view, let us recall, we relied on the understanding of the Shiltei
Hagibborim and the students of Rabbenu Yonah.

21 RabbenuAsher, Rashi, and the students of RabbenuYonah. R. Karo also refers to Rambam,
Hilkhot Berakhot 1:18, in which it is stated: המדקשהנורחאההכרברחאאלאןמאןינועןיאו

תרחאהכרבהתוא , “… one only recites ‘amen’ after a final blessing that was preceded by
another blessing.” According to R. Karo, then, Rambam would not allow the recitation
of “amen” after ga’al yisrael since the liturgical section beginning emet ve-yatziv contains
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יבשחדםושמאמעטאלא…לארשילאגרחאןמאתונעלאלשםלועהוגהנוישכעו

רמולאלשוגהנרהוזהיפלעשא״נףיעסביתבתכרבכו.הלפתלהלואגןיבקספההיל

.…לארשילאגרחאןמא

But now the whole world is accustomed not to respond “amen” after ga’al
yisrael…22 Rather the reason is that they consider it to be an interruption
between ge’ulah and tefillah. And I have already written in Section 5123
that it is according to the Zohar that they became accustomed not to say
“amen” after ga’al yisrael….24

It is on the basis of this one source that the question turns, according to R. Karo:
the Zohar, in his mind, overrules all of the other halakhic opinions and prece-
dents.

However, R. Karo appears to misrepresent the Zohar in his affirmation that
the custom of not responding “amen” after ga’al yisrael can be traced to that
source: no text corresponding specifically to R. Karo’s ruling has been found
in the Zohar.25 While the possibility always exists, of course, that he was refer-
ring to some version of a Zohar text that is no longer extant, it is also possible
that R. Karo’s reference to “the Zohar” was for public consumption only, as that
work was already an authoritative text within the Jewish community. Indeed,

only one blessing; thus, “amen” would only be allowed in the case of a liturgical section
containing at least two successive berakhot. See also R. Karo in the Bet Yosef to OḤ 51.

22 This clause (“now the whole world is accustomed …”) remains an enigma at this point
in my research. Since I have not found antecedent to R. Karo a source prohibiting the
recitation of “amen” after the blessing ga’al yisrael, it appears to me rather that R. Karo is
essentially an innovator in this regard. A thorough perusal of siddurim, sifrei minhagim,
aḥaronim, and responsa would be required to determine which communities at the time
of the writing of the Bet Yosef recited “amen,” and which did not.

23 In truth, in the long note he writes in the Bet Yosef to OḤ 51, R. Karo doesn’t explain this
reference to the Zohar at any greater length thanhe does in 66.Hewrites, simply: רחאלבא

רהוזהיפלעןמאתונעלאלשוגהנלארשילאג , “but after ga’al yisrael they were accustomed
not to respond ‘amen,’ according to the Zohar.” See also the judgment of MosheHallamish,
Kabbalah in Liturgy, Halakhah and Customs [in Hebrew] (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University
Press, 2000), 165: רהוזהירבדלקיודמןויצףסויתיבבםוקמםושןיאןכש …

24 Note ad. loc. that the commentaries Darkhei Moshe (of R. Moshe Isserles) and Derishah
both rule against R. Karo, and affirm the recitation of “amen” after ga’al yisrael.

25 In another case, with regard to the degree to which women may participate in funerals
R. David Golinkin has demonstrated that R. Karo exceeded the clear ruling of the Zohar,
upon which Karo’s own more stringent ruling is ostensibly based. See R. David Golinkin,
“The Participation of Women in Funerals” in The Rabbinical Assembly of Israel: Va’ad
Halakhah Responsa 5747 (Jerusalem, 1987), 2:31–40; especially 35, n. 13, where Golinkin
discusses the issue of the relative weight of Talmud and Zohar in halakhic decisions.
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as we shall see, it seems that the tradition to which he was referring originated
notwithin the Zohar itself but in his ownmystical experience. Nevertheless, let
us consider what the Zohar does teach regarding the principle of הלואגןיכמוס

הליפתל , i.e., the “juxtaposition of the blessing ga’al yisrael with the beginning
of the Amidah.” It should come as no surprise that the Zohar places a high
value on maintaining this rule. The Zohar, of course, is following in the foot-
steps of the Talmudic tradition we examined above. However, it invests that
ancient rabbinic instruction with mystical insight. In several passages,26 the
Zohar holds that when the Shema and its blessings are recited, followed by
the Amidahwithout interruption, the worshippers enact themoment of union
between female Shekhinah and male Tiferet (via Yesod)—and it is understood
that nothing must interrupt that yihud, or “union.” However, the Zohar men-
tions nothing with regard to the recitation of the word “amen,” let alone stating
that it constitutes an interruption.

While various Aḥaronim mention customs predicated on R. Karo’s ruling,
none can find a supporting source antedating the Shulḥan Arukh; we will con-
sider thismaterial below, in the conclusion to this teshuvah. The Kaf Haḥayyim
of R. YaakovḤaim Sofer27 provides the key for finally explaining how it came to
be that R. Karo considered the recitation of “amen” to constitute a prohibited
interruption between ge’ulah and tefillah. R. Sofer suggests that the basis for
R. Karo’s decision is not, in fact, the Zohar itself. He refers his readers instead
to the Sha’ar Hakavvanot, the Lurianic Kabbalistic work of R. Ḥaim Vital, and
as well to the Maggid Mesharim; this latter work describes the visitations and
instructions of R. Karo’s own maggid, or heavenly messenger. In this case, the
maggid, representing the personified voice of the Mishnah, is reported to have
instructed R. Karo28 specifically not to respond “amen” after the blessing ga’al
yisrael.

Let us examine these passages. R. Sofer directs us to the end of the Lurianic
expounding of the Reading of the Shema.29 The relevant passage reads as fol-
lows:

הלפתךמוסהלכל״צ׳יהו׳וכהלפתלהלואגךמוסהלכורמאשל״זרירבדונבויהזבו

תוכלמהאיהשהלפתהתארבחלותולעלוךומסלךירצשתמאהאוהןכשהלואגל

תראהןידירומונאהליחתבהנהש׳זנהםעןבויםנמא.דוסיהאוהש׳לואגהםעהלעמל

26 E.g., Zohar 1:32b; 1:205b; 1:228b; 2:238b.
27 Kaf Haḥayyim (Jerusalem, 1964), comment on OḤ 66:7.
28 … תונעלאלשרהזילףסויתיבלדיגמההווצש .
29 “Kabbalistic Yeshiva,” Sha’ar Hakavvanot (Jerusalem, 1997), 246. It should be noted that

this type of literature encompasses much coded language, meant to be understood only
by the initiate.
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תוכימסשממוהזו׳ירבב׳דמועההלפתארקנה׳למהלאהטמלהלואגארקנהדוסיה

הראהותוכימסונניאזאו׳צאבהלואגהםע׳לעמל׳לפתההלועכ״חאוהלפתלהלואג

.…דבלתוכימסאלותוימצעהלואגקרדבלב

And in this way the words of our Sages, may their memory be a bless-
ing, be understood when they said “all who juxtapose ge’ulah to tefillah,
etc.”30 And they should have said, “all who juxtapose tefillah to ge’ulah,”
since that is the truth,31 that one must juxtapose and to cause to ascend
and to join the tefillah—which is themalkhut, upwardswith the ge’ulah—
which is the yesod.32 Consequently, it will be understood with that which
wasmentioned, that at the outset we cause to descend the illumination33
of the yesod, that is called ge’ulah, downwards into the malkhut, that is
called tefillah, standing in the beriah.34 And this constitutes the actual
“juxtaposition” of ge’ulah to tefillah. And after this the tefillah ascends
upwards with the ge’ulah in the atzilut. And thus it is not “juxtaposition”
and illumination alone; rather, it is (the) ge’ulah of atzmiyut35 and not
mere “juxtaposition.”36

30 I.e., that all who juxtapose ge’ulah to tefillahwill be blessed; the reference is to the Talmu-
dic passages cited above.

31 In other words, that is what the worshipper actually does—juxtaposes tefillah to ge’ulah,
and not the other way around as the oft-cited principle expresses it.

32 These two, malkhut and yesod, are mystical terms denoting, respectively, the female and
male parts of the Godhead (or, in the case of yesod, at least this represents the conduit
through which Divine male unites with Divine female).

33 I have translated the term הראה as “illumination.” R. Jeremy Kalmanofsky (private email
communication, June 22, 2000) alerts me to the possibility of “significant wordplay” in
the text at this point: the term הרעה means “penetration,” and that in fact reflects the
kabbalistically-contemplated “act” taking place betweenmalkhut and yesod.

34 From R. Jeremy Kalmanofsky I have learned that “Atzilut, Beriah, Yetzirah, and Asiyah are
the four ‘worlds,’ or ontologically-unfolding dimensions of creation, each one more phys-
ical and less divine than the one before. There are ten sefirot in each, so the Lurianists
always speak of, for example, ‘Yesod d’Asiyah, i.e., the ‘Yesod level of the Asiyah realm.’Atzi-
lut is the realm of the Godhead and the sefirot as they are. The lower realms are derivative.
So Shekhinah/Malkhut ‘standing in the beriah’ would mean that she (her ‘legs,’ her ‘train,’
or something approximating that) stand at the border of theworld of divine unity and the
world of extra-divine/angelic/demi-goddiversity” (private email communication, June 22,
2000). I ammost grateful to R. Kalmanofsky for his learned insight.

35 Or “redemption of the essences.” By this phrase ( תוימצעהלואג ), I think hemeans an actual
“folding over” or “superimposition” of the male and female sefirot into one independent
and unified whole. In other words, in the Lurianic sense the term תוכימס , that we have
been translating all along as “juxtaposition,” really indicates not a linear closeness but a
four-dimensional, theurgic event. I am thinking along the lines of the “parallel universe”
concept in science fiction (!), but I do not think I am too far off the mark.

36 The text I have presented and translate here, describing the assimilation of malkhut into
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The implications of this passage are clear: if the Lurianic position is indeed
that there ideally should be not only a “juxtaposing” of ge’ulah to tefillah, but
rather a (sacramental) act by the worshipper that causes an actual “superim-
position” of that part of the Godhead represented by ge’ulah into or onto that
part of the Godhead represented by tefillah, then any interruption—even of
momentary silence!—of that event by the worshipper is fraught with danger
and sin, and hence, should be avoided. While the passage does not explicitly
teach this with specific regard to the recitation of “amen,” it seems reason-
able to conclude that with such a momentous theurgic event in process, the
author would consider even this type of otherwise-sanctioned interruption to
be forbidden.Moreover, sources such as this help us to understand themystical
milieu in which to consider the following, more significant, text.

The passage in the Maggid Mesharim actually provides the immediate
source of R. Karo’s ruling. It is remarkable in its own right, and deserves to be
cited in its entirety:

םיקרפ׳מומכיתירקותוינשמבתורקליגהנמכיתמכשהוילסכלי״חתבשםוילרוא

יתייהותורקליתרזחוץראהלעחרזשמשהשדעיתנשיויתרזחוהלודגהלילהדועו

הזךותבוקספהילבארוקיתייהדימתוםעפבםעפכדקפהלמיתחכשנילוארעטצמ

ךיתחכשךיתבזעךיתשטניכתבשחשי״פעאשתחתלאוץורעתלאץמאוקזחילרמאנ

ינממךתבשחמתדרפהוינתבזעינתשטנוינתחכשיכןעיתושעליוארהיהןכןידהןמ

ינאוותבושתיכרדדרוישה״בקהינפלללפתמהתאהנהוךווגירחאתכלשהיתואו

ןכלהשועהתארשארבדהןוכנאלהנהוךירחאירבדךלשתוךלתוזךרדבךכירדמ

יתדובעויתאריויתרותברהרהתדימתו.ךליתרבדרשאלככךבישאינאוילאבוש

הלואגןיבקיספהלשמאתישעשהמךיניעבבוטהועגר׳יפאךתבשחמקיספתאלו

ומקהזרובעבו.הגוזןמהתואתדרפהוךדילעי״כלופתשתמרגהעשהתואביכהלפתל
האלהוןאכמןכלךילעםחרישה״בקהינפלונללפתהיתולייחוינאשאלולךילעיגרטקמ

תונעלהוצמרמאשבקעי׳רדובכמץוחוןמאתיינעב׳יפאוללכקיספתלאדואמרהזה

הוצמאלוודיבאיההריבעהברדאםירבדלשןקמועלדריאללארשילאגרחאןמא

הארתהרהמךלויתנקתהנהתרבדרשאאוההשיאהתודואלעו.ללכקיספהלןיאןכלו

דוסהךמערבדאוךילאאבאתאזהתעברחמו.ךבהי׳הלעךלשהןכלהמתתותואלפ

׳וכויתוינשמבויתרותבויבקבדתאלםאירבדךרקיההארתהתעוהכוראברתויאוהה

ךבכשברמאתאדאמכשממךבכשבךילערומשתךבכשבוךתואהחנתתכלהתהב

yesod, reflects amajor kabbalistic theme. See ElliotWolfson, “CrossingGender Boundaries
in Kabbalistic Ritual and Myth,” in his Circle in the Square: Studies in the Use of Gender
in Kabbalistic Symbolism (Albany: SUNY Press, 1995), 79–121. Wolfson’s work endeavors to
demonstrate that Kabbalah seeks Shekhinah’s reintegration from independent female to
the newly androgynous phallus. I am grateful to R. Jeremy Kalmanofsky for directing me
to this source.
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תאדכוךתיןירטנילידןימלוע׳זאתיינתמדארוהרהוגמםיאנתאדכאהדךמוקבו

ןשחרמישוחרוךמופבאללממאיהאיהאתיינתמדארוהרהב׳תמיאנתאדוגמץקימ

.ךתוופש

On the Eve of the Sabbath, the 18th of Kislev,37 I arose early as is my cus-
tom to recite mishnayot, and I recited approximately forty chapters.38
And while the night was yet long, I returned and slept until the sun was
already shining on the earth. And I returned and recited, and I was disap-
pointed that perhaps I had been forgotten from receivingmy usual visita-
tion. And I would always read39 without interruption. And in themidst of
this, it was said tome: “be strong and of good courage; do not be terrified or
dismayed (Josh 1:9), for even though you thought that I had abandoned
you, left you, forgotten you, it would have been appropriate for that to
have been done! For indeed you have forgotten me and abandoned me;
you have left me and have caused the separation of your thoughts from
me! It is me whom you have cast away behind your back! And take heed:
you pray before the Holy One, Blessed be God to cause to descend40 the
ways of returning to God.41 And I am guiding you on this path, (whereas)
you cast and send forthmywords behind you! And take heed: it is not cor-
rect, that thing that you are doing! Therefore, return tome and Iwill cause
you to return, according to all that which I had spoken to you. And always
meditate in my Torah and my Awe and my Worship, and do not inter-
rupt your thoughts, even for a moment. Was it proper in your eyes what
you did last night,42 to interrupt between ge’ulah and tefillah?! Indeed,
in that very moment you caused “the Congregation of Israel”43 to fall by
your hand, and you separated it fromhermate. And on account of thismy
detractors arose against you (andwould have been victorious) were it not
that I and my forces prayed before the Holy One, Blessed be God to have
compassion upon you. Therefore, from now on be extremely careful: do
not interrupt at all, even with the recitation of “amen.” And seek forgive-
ness on behalf of R. Yaakov, who said it is a mitzvah to respond “amen”

37 I do not know the year of the vision that R. Karo relates.
38 The implication is that R. Karo recited the Mishnah chapters by heart and at great speed,

in order to induce the mystical visitation of hismaggid.
39 I.e. he would read the Shema and its blessings, alongwith praying the Amidah; this under-

standing is made clear further in the narrative.
40 Understanding דירוי for דרוי .
41 I.e., the ways for R. Karo to repent of his error and restore his closeness to God.
42 Or, “yesterday.”
43 This term, i.e. לארשיתסנכ , is another mystical term denotingmalkhut or shekhinah.
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after ga’al yisrael.44 He did not descend to the (true) depths of the mat-
ters. The opposite is the case: it is a sin at his hand, and not a mitzvah!
And therefore, one must not interrupt at all. And as regards that man of
whom you spoke, take heed: I have corrected him for you; quickly youwill
see wonders and be astonished. Therefore, Cast your burden on the LORD
and He will sustain you (Ps 55:23). And tomorrow at this time I will come
to you and I will speak with you that secret additionally, at great length,
and youwill see if mywords come (true?) to you or if you do not adhere to
me and to my Torah and to my mishnayot, etc. Upon your walking it will
guide you, andupon your lying down itwill guard you. At your actual lying
down, as (theTorah) says: at your lying downand your rising up (Deut 6:7).
For when you doze45 in your meditation in the Mishnah, its seven worlds
will protect you; and when you awaken from your dozing in the medita-
tion in the Mishnah, it is that which will fill your mouth and cause your
lips to flutter.”46

At last we understand the basis for R. Karo’s pesaq: his own private instru-
ment of mystical vision instructed him of the dire consequences, regarding
that which occurs within the Godhead, of reciting “amen” between ge’ulah and
tefillah.47 In his important study of R. Yosef Karo and the Maggid Mesharim,
R.J. Zvi Werblowsky points to the remarkable similarity between this passage
and the apocryphal teshuvot ascribed to R. Yosef Gikatila, and in fact he con-
siders this work to be the source of the Maggid in this instance.48

The question still remains as to why, in the Bet Yosef, R. Karo referred to the
Zohar as the source underlying his ruling. It may be that R. Karo understood
that the Zohar was already recognized in his own day as an authority that may
have halakhic resonance, as his own private visions did not. If he were to pre-

44 Thus, the text alludes in passing to a difference of opinion among the Safed kabbalists
about whether or not to recite “amen” at this point in the service.

45 Perhaps, “enter your mystical trance.”
46 Maggid Mesharim 45:64. Although when I wrote the original teshuvah, I consulted a

printed volume, the text I cite and translate here is available at: https://www.sefaria
.org/Maggid_Meisharim.45?lang=bi. The image of awaking from sleep (and immediately
speaking) is presented as a type of life-affirming resurrection; see, e.g., b. Sanh. 90b.

47 While it is surely not the purpose of this teshuvah to delve into the question of the role
of “the prophetic spirit” in post-biblical Judaism, interested readers may wish to consult
Benjamin Sommer, “Did Prophecy Cease? Evaluating a Reevaluation,” Journal of Biblical
Literature 115, no. 1 (1996): 31–47 (see especially the excellent bibliographic footnotes).

48 R.J.Werblowsky, JosephKaro: LawyerandMystic (Philadelphia: JewishPublication Society,
1977), 180–181. This judgment is reaffirmed by Hallamish, Kabbalah, 165: רוקמשקפסןיא

הליטק׳גףסוי׳רלםיסחוימהת״ושבאוהםירבדה .
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vent those dire consequences, of which the Maggid warned him, from occur-
ring, he would need to invoke the authority of the Zohar. It must be recognized
that although this is a somewhatmercenary view of R. Karo’s decision-making,
it is nonetheless a plausible explanation. It is also possible, and more charita-
ble, to imagine that once the Maggid had given him the instruction regarding
the recitation of “amen,” R. Karo understood that interpretation to actually
inhere in the text of the Zohar.49 The fact that he acquired this knowledge
through the intervention of his Maggid did not mean in his mind that it was
an independent revelation, but rather that the vision-acquired report, received
within the context of his own mystically-informed consciousness, became for
R. Karo the one and only possible meaning of the Zohar. It was therefore not
disingenuous for R. Karo to attribute to the Zohar that which was, in reality, his
own contribution.

Thus, the Shulḥan Arukh rules that even responding “amen” between the
Shaḥarit blessing ga’al yisrael and the beginning of the Amidah constitutes
a hefseq (a proscribed “interruption”), and therefore the congregation should
omit that response. Subsequent poseqim—and, indeed, almost universal prac-
tice—echo this ruling.

Several possible conclusions emerge from our discussion of the sources
considered thus far; any one of these may legitimately serve as the basis for
halakhic observance:

1) Since in considering this liturgical question, no ethical dilemma presents
itself, congregations may surely choose to maintain the mystically-based cus-
tom of falling silent at the transition from the Shema and Its Blessings to
the Amidah.50 Even though this determination would assuredly contradict the
sources and the discussion presented in this responsum (as well as the senti-
ments of its author!), it must nonetheless be recognized that no actual “harm”
befalls any person followingwhat has by this time become the traditional prac-
tice. Therefore, despite the precedents R. Yosef Karo overturns in arriving at his
pesaq, it may serve as the basis for continued practice.

However, in this case, an important caveat must be noted: I do not think
I have to emphasize the danger to any legal system when important legal

49 A similar view is suggested by Hallamish, Kabbalah, 165: לשלמסאלארהוזהןיאשוא
תילבקהקירוטוא . Still another possibility is that the very idea of a “Zohar text” is an

anachronism, even as late as R. Karo’s own day and age; see Eitan P. Fishbane, The Art
of Mystical Narrative: A Poetics of the Zohar (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 38–
50, and the many bibliographic references Fishbane cites there.

50 This is unlike the situation encountered, for example, by R. DavidGolinkin in the teshuvah
relating to women’s participation in funeral practices, considered above.
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decisors can claim that legal decisionsmay be rendered on the basis of explicit
Divine instructions—especially when those instructions so directly contradict
the inherited legal tradition! Despite the tremendous prestige and halakhic
authority of R. Yosef Karo, considering him to be in effect his own halakhic
validator is itself a dangerous jurisprudential precedent. Whatever liturgical
beauty and/or comfort may be adduced in favor of retaining the liturgical cus-
tom based on his ruling should not be construed as providing the basis for
additional halakhic decisions in cases where there would be any deleterious
ethical implications or possibility of human exploitation.

2) In contradistinction to the preceding, Magen Avraham relates a stringent
position, practiced by “particularly careful worshippers” (OḤ 66:7):

הרישבןיתמהלשישעמשמט״סבוןמאתונעלידכלארשירוצבםיניתממםיקדקדמהו

.השדח

And particularly careful worshippers pause at Tzur Yisrael in order to
respond “amen,” and in paragraph nine51 it is made explicit that one
should pause at Shirah Ḥadashah.

It should be emphasized that the first suggestion reported by this important
Aḥaron is to wait specifically in order to be able to respond “amen” to the bless-
ing of the shali’aḥ tzibbur!

3) Another solution, that averts any disruption in the liturgy whatsoever,
is to encourage the congregation to recite the blessing ga’al yisrael aloud and
together with the shali’aḥ tzibbur. This is the suggestion personally advocated
by the Magen Avraham (also on OḤ 66:7, immediately following his report
about the םיקדקדמ ):

.ןמאתונעלביוחמוניאזאוץ״שהםעםייסלןיוכללכויהצריםאדילהארנו

And it seems to me that if the worshipper wishes, he may plan to finish
together with the shali’aḥ tzibbur, and then he is not obligated to respond
“amen.”

Likewise, when R. Solomon Ganzfried, author of the Kitzur Shulḥan Arukh,
articulates the need to juxtapose ge’ulah and tefillah, he apparently is aware
that the recitation of “amen” does not exactly violate that need. He recom-
mends the proposal of the Magen Avraham:

51 I.e., OḤ 66:9.
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ךירצשינפמ,וכרבוהשודקושידקלוליפא,הרשעהנומשללארשילאגןיבקיספיאל

רובצחילשהםעלארשילאגתכרברומגלםצמצישבוטו.הלפתלהלואגךימסהל

לעןמאהנעיםאקפסשי,רובצחילשהךכרחאו,הלחתאוהרומגיםאיכ,הושב

תונעלךירצןיאיאדו,הכרבהתארמוגןכםגאוהשכלבא,אלוארובצחילשהתכרבב

.ומצעתכרבלעןמאםינועןיאד,ןמא

One should make no interruption between ga’al yisrael and the Amidah,
even for kaddish and kedushah and barkhu,52 since one must juxtapose
ge’ulah and tefillah. It is best to arrange it to conclude the blessing ga’al
yisrael together with the shali’aḥ tzibbur, simultaneously. For if he should
finish it first, and afterwards the shali’aḥ tzibbur, it is unclear whether he
should respond “amen” to the blessing of the shali’aḥ tzibbur or not. But
if the worshipper finishes together with the shali’aḥ tzibbur, it is certain
that there is no obligation to respond “amen,” since one is not obligated
to respond “amen” after one’s own blessing.53

4) However, the avowed purpose of this teshuvah is to suggest a return to
the understanding of the Talmudic tradition by the Rishonim and several
later authorities. Itmaintains that theblessing ga’al yisrael shouldbe recited
aloud by the shali’aḥ tzibbur, and that congregations should be instructed to
respond “amen” in the manner usual with all other blessings.

The response to R. Karo’s ruling in the Bet Yosef advocated in this teshuvah
is to ask—whether or not he is correct in his citation of the Zohar—to what
extent is it halakhically-tenable to rely on a mystical work like the Zohar to
override the rulings of the significant Rishonim who preceded him? And how
much the more so ought this question be raised if in fact the halakhic decision
is rooted not in a source sanctioned by tradition but in the private meditative
experience of an individual, however great his authority?! In the face of such
strong precedent among a wide representation of Rishonim, it is reasonable
to at least suggest that R. Karo was not justified in rejecting their positions in
favor of one that was more sympathetic to his ownmystical inclinations. Thus,
a congregation that would prefer to encourage worshippers to respond “amen”
to the shali’aḥ tzibbur today should feel free to revert to the position held by
this majority of authoritative Rishonim.

52 Note that in listing things for which one must make no interruption, Ganzfried does not
include the recitation of “amen” between ga’al yisrael and the beginning of the Amidah.

53 Solomon Ganzfried, Code of Jewish Law (Kitzur Shulḥan Arukh) [in Hebrew] (New York:
Hebrew Publishing Company, 1927), 1:56. I have modified Goldin’s translation. See also
the opinion of R. Shneur Zalman, below.
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It is my firm opinion that mystically-inclined sources such as the ones
reviewed in this teshuvah should not be considered in the halakhic process
(when these depart from the tradition of the Talmud, the Rishonim, and the
early Codes). Froman historical point of view, they only serve to strengthen the
position taken in this teshuvah: R. Karo’s pesaq is an anomaly, without prece-
dent or parallel in the halakhic process; we shall urge its rejection as the basis
for liturgical practice.

As R. Karo himself makes clear in the Bet Yosef, his ruling is based on an idea
that he attributes to the Zohar. In fact, all three of the major poseqim on whom
he generally relies (i.e., R. Yitzhak Alfasi, Rambam, and Rabbenu Asher) rule
that the response of “amen” does not constitute ahefseq; thus, as is the casewith
any berakhah, one should respond by saying “amen.” In addition, such authori-
ties as Rashi, R. Yaakov ben Asher (the author of the Arba’ah Turim), R. Moshe
Isserles, and others, all rule that the recitation of “amen” does not constitute an
interruption between ge’ulah and tefillah.

Although they were cited above, let us repeat both texts containing Isserles’
rejection of R. Karo’s ruling (on OḤ 66:7 and 111:1):

ללפתהםאלבא.ןמארובצחילשהרחאתונעלןיגהונןכו,ןמאןינועדםירמואשיו:הגה

.ןמאןינועןיא,דבל

Gloss: There are those who say that they may respond “amen,” and so is it
the custom to answer “amen” after the shali’aḥ tzibbur. But one who has
prayed alone should not respond “amen.”54

.ןיגהונןכו,לארשילאגלעןמאתונעלרתומשםירמואשיו:הגה

Gloss: And there are thosewho say that it is permissible to respond “amen”
for the blessing ga’al yisrael, and such is the custom.

Since Isserles remains the principal late authority (at least for Ashkenazic
Jewry), his opinion, bolstered by the Tur and the Rishonim cited above, may
be considered authoritative by those wishing to revert to the liturgical practice
of reciting “amen” after the ga’al yisrael blessing.55

54 I.e., to his own blessing. TheMishnah Berurah (n. 34) observes that some believe that even
a lone worshipper would respond “amen” at this point to his/her own blessing, since it
marks the conclusion of the segment of the service entitled “the Shema and Its Blessings.”

55 One should also not ignore the several Aḥaronim supporting our position, cited in the
body of this teshuvah. For example, see also the opinion of R. Barukh Halevi Epstein:

םרלוקבוזהכרברמול״ץ״שהךירצאליממוארמגהתעדכוזהכרברחאןמאתונעלןיכירצ
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Moreover, additional support for our ruling may be adduced through refer-
ence tomany Aḥaronim. Evenwere one to be of the opinion that kabbalah and
other forms of Jewish mysticism are sources that ought to inform our liturgi-
cal practice, and so be inclined to reject the tenor of this teshuvah, one should
consider that many mystically-inclined halakhic decisors nevertheless reject
R. Karo’s opinion on this specific issue, and rule that “amen” must be recited
after the ga’al yisrael blessing. Even though it is the contention of this teshuvah
that sources of Jewish mysticism such as the Zohar should not be considered
as the basis of pesaq (when such a source flies in the face of overwhelming evi-
dence to the contrary in texts far more authoritative in the halakhic decision-
making process, such as the Talmud, the Rishonim, and the Codes), it would
still be worthwhile to examine Jewish legal sources that often rely on mystical
literature. As we shall see, this further study will only serve to make the prob-
lematic nature of R. Karo’s pesaq even greater.

R.MordecaiMosheHakohenKarfman, in his commentary ( ןהכהארמ ) on the
ShulḥanArukhof R.Yitzḥak Luria, calls attention to the fact that “many kabbal-
ists” cite the Zohar as the source for not responding “amen” to the blessing ga’al
yisrael. However, he, too, cannot find any explicit source which would account
for the practice. He writes:

רהוזבהזונאצמאלונאו,ןמאתונעלאלשרהוזהםשבואיבהםילבוקמהתמאבהנהו

דמועמהלפתובשוימהלפתרשאתומוקמהמכמעמשמבםאיכ,שוריפבםוקמםושב

םהיניבןמאןינועןיאםשהמ:ודמליאדובןאכמו.שארלשהלפתודילשהלפתלהמדמ

ןויכאתכיראהלפתכאוהש,חתפתיתפשינדאלןמאןיבהמו…תונעלןיאןאכםג

ינאו…ןמאתונעלשפנלעבלכלשישהארנןכלע…ןנברונקיתימנןמא,ןנברונקיתש
,ימצעתכרברחאןמאתוכרבימויסלכבתונעל,ל״זש״ארהורוטהירבדכימצעבגהונ
.ימצעתכרברחאלארשילאגרחאןמאתונעלדחיץ״שהםעתונעלינאןווכמו

In truth, the kabbalists cite in the name of the Zohar not to respond
“amen;” however we have not found this [rule] anywhere in the Zohar
explicitly, but only by inference in several places, in which prayer [recited
while] sitting and prayer [recited while] standing are compared with

תוכרבהלכבכןמאתונעלךירצאליממ,תוכרבהלככ , “We must respond ‘amen’ after this
berakhah (i.e., ga’al yisrael) in accordance with the opinion of the Gemara; and in any
event the shaliah tzibburmust recite thisberakhah aloud like the rest of theprayers. And in
any event one must respond ‘amen’—as with all berakhot.” Sefer Barukh She’amar: Perush
‘al Tefillot Hashanah (Tel Aviv: AmOlam, 1968), 112–113. This sourcewas cited by R. Ḥayyim
HermanKieval in “The Case of the Lost Amen: Victim of an Erroneous Custom,” Journal of
SynagogueMusic 19, no. 1 (July, 1989): 72–76. I am grateful to R. David Golinkin for alerting
me to this article.
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hand tefillin and head tefillin. And it was from this [comparison] that
probably enabled them to learn [the rule]: just as in that case [of tefillin]
one does not recite “amen” [if he has heard the blessing] between the two
[hand and head tefillin], so too here [with regard to prayers] one does
not respond “amen” … [between the Shema and its blessings, and the
Amidah]. And what difference is there between [reciting] “amen” [after
the blessing ga’al yisrael, before the Amidah] and O Lord, open my lips
[which likewise is recited between ga’al yisrael and the beginning of the
Amidah], which is considered as though it were part of a long [Amidah]
prayer. [Were you to say that the recitation of] O Lord, open my lips is
permitted since its recitation was ordained by the Rabbis, [the recitation
of] “amen” was also ordained by the Rabbis … Therefore it seems that
everyone should respond “amen”…And Imyself practice according to the
rulings of the Tur and the Rosh, may their memories be for a blessing, to
respond “amen” at all the endings of blessings [i.e., major units of liturgy]
after my individual blessing. And I intend to respond together with the
shali’aḥ tzibbur, to respond “amen” after [the blessing] ga’al yisrael, fol-
lowing my own blessing.56

Thus here we have a case of a mystically-inclined commentator who cannot
find the source for R. Karo’s ruling, and who testifies that he himself follows
the Rishonim and early Codes.

Similarly, R. Yitzḥak Safrin of Komarna, an important figure in nineteenth-
century Hassidic Kabbalah, also rules specifically that one must say “amen”
even after one’s own blessing—and how much the more so, after that of the
shali’aḥ tzibbur:

ףאןמאתונעלבייחשרקיעהש,ןמאבםאיכרבדםושבהלפתלהלואגןיבקיספיאל

תוכרברחאתונעללוכישןכשלכמו,הלפתהרקיעמאוהןכםא.ומצעתכרברחא

.םירחא

One should not make an interruption between ge’ulah and tefillah with
anyword, except for “amen,” for the essential point is that one is obligated
to respond “amen” even after one’s own blessing. Therefore, it (the recita-
tion of “amen”) is of the essence of the prayer, and howmuch themore so
may one respond (“amen”) after the blessings of others.57

56 MordecaiMosheHa-Kohen Karfman, ShulḥanArukh of RabbenuYizhak Luria (Jerusalem,
1984), 55.

57 R. Yitzḥak EizekYehudahYeḥiel Safrin, SiddurHeikhalHaberakhah (Jerusalem, 1990), 207.
I am grateful to R. Jeremy Kalmanofsky for directing me to this source.
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Thus, R. Yitzḥak is an additional figure who, despite the mystical tradition
espoused by R. Karo, disregards R. Karo’s pesaq.

In addition, the Shulḥan Arukh HaRav of R. Shneur Zalman rules likewise
that the response of “amen” does not constitute an interruption; although he
records the opinion of not saying “amen,” he favors the position that encour-
ages the recitation ( ןיגהונןכו ):

אל,לארשילאגרחאןמאןינועןיאשםירמואשיןכלו…הלפתלהלואגךומסלךירצ

,קספההבושחהניאןמאתיינעשםירמואשיו.ץ״שהרחאאלו…ומצעתכרברחא
הלפתלהלואגןיבןמאתונעל,ולאתונידמבןיגהונןכו.המויסוהכרבהךרוצאוהשןויכ

תעדלתאצלהצורשימו…ומצעתכרברחאאללבא,וזהכרבץ״שהםייסמשרחא

,וניגהנמיפלץ״שהרחאןמאתונעלבייוחמוניאזאו,ץ״שהםעםייסלןיוכללכוילכה
ןמאתונעלידכלארשירוצבןיתמהלםיקדקדמשיו…ומצעתכרברחאןמאןינועןיאש

.…ץ״שהרחא

One must juxtapose [the blessing] ga’al yisrael with [the beginning of]
the Amidah … Therefore, there are those who say that one may not
respond “amen” after [the blessing] ga’al yisrael, neither after one’s own
blessing … nor after that of the shali’aḥ tzibbur. And there are those who
say that the response of “amen” is not considered an interruption, since
it is said for the purpose of the blessing and its conclusion. And so do we
conduct ourselves in these lands, to respond “amen” between [the bless-
ing] ga’al yisrael and [the beginning of] the Amidah, after the shali’aḥ
tzibbur concludes this blessing, but [we do not do so] after one’s own
blessing. One who wishes to fulfill both opinions may intend to conclude
together with the shali’aḥ tzibbur, and then he is not obligated to respond
“amen” according to our custom, since one does not respond “amen” after
one’s own blessing…And there are thosewho practice exactly to pause at
O Rock of Israel specifically to respond “amen” after [the blessing of] the
shali’aḥ tzibbur.58

Thus, this important Hassidic halakhic work seems at one with the important
RishonimandCodes that form thebasis for the decision renderedby this teshu-
vah.

58 Shneur Zalman, Shulḥan Arukh, OḤ 66:9 (Brooklyn: Otzar Haḥasidim, 1978), 59.
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Conclusion

This responsum affirms that one should not decide questions of halakhah
on the basis of the Zohar or mystical traditions when these contradict the
Talmudic tradition.59 Even as we continue to be informed and enriched by
the literary treasures of classic Jewish mysticism, especially in homiletical
and theologically-educative contexts, the general approach exemplified by this
teshuvah should characterize the halakhic inclinations of our decisors and
decision-making institutions.

Nevertheless, in considering the question of whether or not a worshipper
should respond “amen” following the blessing ga’al yisrael, this teshuvah con-
cedes that it is permissible to maintain one of several minhagim:
1) One may decide to continue to support the decision of R. Yosef Karo,

maintaining themystically-based customof falling silent at the transition
from the Shema and Its Blessings to the Amidah.

2) One may adopt the position of the Magen Avraham, and choose to com-
plete one’s blessing together with the shali’aḥ tzibbur without saying
“amen,” and thereby avoid any conflict.

3) One may adopt the practice of the םיקדקדמ , and make a special effort—
even to the extent of delaying the completion of one’s own blessing—to
respond “amen” to the blessing of the shali’aḥ tzibbur.

4) However, whether or not one accepts the stringency of the םיקדקדמ , this
teshuvah maintains that the shali’aḥ tzibbur ought to recite the blessing
ga’al yisrael out loud and that worshippers should respond by reciting
“amen.”

59 The question of the relationship between Kabbalah and Halakhah is of course a very old
and a very complex one, and I do not wish tomake light of the subject. It may well be that
the Committee on Jewish Law and Standards will wish to explore this topic in some for-
mal venue in the future. For now, interested readers may consult Jacob Katz, Halakhah
and Kabbalah: Studies in the History of Jewish Religion, Its Various Faces and Social Rel-
evance [in Hebrew] (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, Hebrew University, 1984); and see also
Katz’s “Halakhah and Kabbalah as Competing Disciplines of Study,” in Jewish Spiritual-
ity: From the Sixteenth-Century Revival to the Present, ed. Arthur Green (World Spirituality:
An Encyclopedic History of the Religious Quest 14; NewYork: Crossroad, 1987), 34–63. The
comprehensive book byMosheHallamish,Kabbalah in Liturgy,HalakhahandCustoms [in
Hebrew], cited above, would also be a resource in this endeavor. Hallamish devotes and
entire chapter (161–179) to the influence of Jewish mysticism on the halakhah of R. Karo,
and treats our specific question on 164ff.
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