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Counting Blessings: The Role of Numbers

in

By:

Prayers

SHELDON EPSTEIN and YONAH WILAMOWSKY

Introduction

Shemos 38:21 starts its audit of the material contributed to the Mzsh-
kan:

T 208 TP TN TR 1200 12017 TTPE AN

These are the accounts of the tabernacle, the tabernacle of the tes-
timony, as they were rendered according to the commandment of
Moses...

The meaning of the word M7V in this sentence is discussed by
many of the classical Biblical commentators. M20IN “2yan 03Pt NY7
(Daas Zekenim MiBaalei HaTosfos, “DZ”) offers the following explana-
tion:

AR WA NIRYHA DO9PY 21W INMTYAY AYW1 0D wnk MIY nw 1T
TN MWW IRXA A M MITY PWHT RTW IR X wn onb
1D 1Y MA°N CWRI AR 2°7 307 KRR Y T odTInve
N2V W mANW 3 772PAR MM 170 Wi 101 70 N 1D Y

.27 AR TN 170 TTAI0) IRRY 71122 TIN2 170 7T

Alternatively, it was a testimony to Moshe. When they suspected
him of stealing Shekalinm from the Mishkan works, Moshe told them
I want the Mishkan to give testimony. And they recounted and
found it {the discrepancy} in the T {wvavin = hooks} for the
boards. They derived this from the verse “The Material they had
was sufficient” {Shemos 36:7}. Take the first letters and they total
15 vavin, that is 15 more. Immediately Moshe offered 15 praises to
Hashem and they are in Yishtabach, Shir U'Shvacha {morning set-
vices ptiotr to Barchu}, and correspond to the 15 Baruchs of Baruch
SheAmar {start of the morning Pesukei D’Zimra} and cotrespond to
the 15 vavin of Emes 17"Yatziv {prayer after Shema in morning set-
vices}.
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The general story line in DZ’s commentary can be found in
NI7IN WA, T OTIP0:

NIR5M Don NMAWR onh AW 1T 07 0N ORIWOW IR YTV Awn N
N2WR a2 1M RN PWRT TP T9R OnaY Pawn My 2 nnn 1pwni
VAW A981 723 DR 3TV O7TIPD 031 NWRIRY 0091 219 1271 127 9o Y
YW RITW QY 932 D°YAW 79107 DWW NPEY 9037 193 NRD 7 NIRG
YWY AR [OW 1OWRT TJIN2 T700 WYY 127 127 7O DY T awn
TR 2N PRI 1 RDY PTIAYY PN 1R WYY HpWw 2OVaw Iwnm NIk
RITY ONIX SN2V CIRW 17 29V ORI D 07T RN WOV MR 720
AR PV 770 VIV DR 77IPT TR T IR 7oK 90 By R12L NN
MR YWY 9987 DR 07 21p2 a2 22WA2 20N0 20TnYR P Py 1w

2RI 10°0N1 VW INRA DOTIMYY 0N WY DOV Jwnm

This paper explains DZ, highlights the significant differences be-
tween the presentation of DZ and Tanchuma, and discusses how some
schools of Rishonim used numerical associations to explain the com-
position and placement of prayers.

Tanchuma and Daas Zekenim: Three Issues

In Tanchuma’s version, Moshe is concerned about being accused of
pocketing material donated for the Mishkan and initiates an audit to
certify his integrity. In his attempt to document his actions, he has a
problem accounting for 1,775 silver Shekalim. Tanchuma informs us
that this happened because Moshe had forgotten that the silver was
used to make the 1M on the boards surrounding the outer courtyard
of the Mishkan that held up the mesh/net curtains that gave the
courtyard privacy.' The vavin were screwed into supporting beams of

1 Below are the relevant verses on the building of the outer wall of the
721 that surrounded the Mishkan and a picture that illustrates it.
TR WY TSI 0HR MID-23 NND--12WRT TSI DY wp) 1D Hnw
W DTRY DTN O IR T OTNT NED TIN TN
TIRYY TN TR Dphp TR 1oy neeb 121 8 92 ampYm omeen
D37 307 27 92 QIR QYIRYT ) AWnI DTWE QiR 0wy
oM P LTIRE OIS JTIDY OITTIRY RN Dwnn owhp o-nseb
n*::b: TN Y WRM T TN DWRT-TIm TR nxa'v Reyty
My Unm-nawn AN v -rw’vw DT WY DTy qn:’v
SRR TP TOR M wESY W -tw'vw =iy i) .nw'vw oTIRY OYop
DITPITNY AW OTTRY R0 M- v n::bwm 12378 n'v::n
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the courtyard and covered by the curtains that hung on them. Thus,
the vavin were not visible to the naked eye. Since Moshe did not re-
member that he used the silver for the vavin and he could not see the
vavin to remind him, he was at a loss as to what happened to the sil-
ver. It was then that Hashem helped him realize his oversight. Moshe
then promptly made a public announcement that the 1,775 pieces of
silver were used for the vavin. Thus, in Tanchuma’s version all of the
1,775 pieces of silver were initially unaccounted for and later found.

DZ’s presentation begins with concern about Moshe taking silver
Shekalim trom the Mishkan. No reason is given for this suspicion and
there is no indication as to how much silver Moshe was suspected of
having taken. At the end, however, DZ focuses exclusively on 15
missing vavin. It is obvious from the pesukim that the Mishkan had
more than 15 beams and more than 15 hooks. If so, why does DZ
stress 15 “extra” hooks? If no one realized that the silver was used
for the hooks, then the whereabouts of the entire 1,775 silver pieces
should have been questioned. If, on the other hand, they knew that
the silver was used for the hooks, why did they question 15 vavin?
And what then happened to allay their fears?

In support of his contention, that the suspicion was limited to
only 15 vavin, DZ cites:

S0 SR PipyS—m1oRSRI-525 01 AT RS T e

For the material they had was sufficient for all the work to make it,
and too much.

DY) DTN 9D O A2 DPYIR 2039 I8 TTny-5D r pDN
WD W DY DWHROD WD 20T THND TED RmT 7R
521 roan- ‘7::1 JnTay '7:: felvioty -'7: '7:‘7 LY YT DTN O
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This citation has no counterpart in Tanchuma.” With respect to the
7 itself, DZ says:

170 123 PN 170 BV MO WK AR O°7 A0 3R 70 v
Ny

I.e., the missing 15 hooks are indicated in the numerical equivalency
of the first letters in 07 N7 7R, Since these three words are at
the start of the pasuk, it is not clear if DZ means to take the numeri-
cal value of the first letters of only these words, or of the first letter in
all the words in the pasuk. 1If DZ means to take the first letters of only
the first 3 words, then they are 77 and total 15. This would be a 127
for 15 but says nothing about vavin. DZ’s statement that the first let-
ters add up to N 10 is then only partially satisfied. Also, the end
clarification N "1 M3 seems to relate to the last word in the
pasuk, IMM. How does the 15 at the beginning of the verse connect
to the MM at the end of the verse? If, however, DZ means to take
the first letters of every word in this pasuk, they are W2727M with a
cumulative numerical value of 87 (i.e. 6+5+4+30+5+30+1+06). This
does not equal the numerical value of 15 »av’s (Y’s) which is 90 (6*15),
but it does equal the spelling of the two words 1N 0 (Le.
50+10+6+6+6+9=87).

Finally, DZ says that upon his exoneration, Moshe uttered: 15
words of praise in TN, 15 baruchs of Baruch SheAmar, and 15 vay
words of Emes 7"Yatziv. None of this is in Tanchuma, and some of it
is factually incorrect. Yishtabach and Ewmes 17’Yatziv have the proper-
ties DZ attributes to them, but MKW 7172 does not have 15 2’s.
Both the Ashkenaz and Sefard versions have only 13 baruchs.” More-

2 Not, as far as we know, is there any version with a different number.
3 Ashkenaz Version:
TR 7773 DUNRTD TR TZ NT 7773 O9WR T WY 773
37 Sy amn ez WD Dr omn 777 .o M 7970 ST
SEm TR 7777 130 D221 T 0 7777 RS 2w 0w oY 7773
"D3 5hmn RO 287 S8 nbw-r 7om 1:*-r'7x TR 73 MY 773
1 -['7‘71: -[-r::: T U TR TR w‘v: XD n:wr: any
Bw-m mw - "ISJ wxsm n:wr: 1'7:: i:m'vw-r 0 -m-r* 1:*-r'7x 1::'7r:
Sq)piotvghl '7'7-m 750 71 EN 7773
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over the Acharonim explain that the choice of 13 baruch’s for Baruch
SheAmar is by design.* It is thus unlikely that the 15 with respect to
Baruch SheAmar is based on a possible variant text of this prayer.” We

Sefard Version:
DY R NI ST MW TID KT P2 ODWT I WY T3
T2 P37 Y O TN PN SY onn N3 wRD3 T D
Mz Dwsm ITe D Eb 01 TR T P2 N 2w v o
any me3 '7'7'[?3': {Finmhl= '7&': n'vw-r 7om 1:*'['7& PR T2 oY
wIoR T -[5'71: STV T YR IR vTen wha wem nawn
1::'7r: TG DM O TMEN AN -['71::1 DD MY
TRN N2 bm-r WY Y TR WD mawn Ton onbwn n Tm 1:*1'7&
Sallgioivigll '751?: Ton 1
*  See for example Aruch HaShulchan, Orach Chaim 51:2
T AT AT 99N 972 WA MTn A™ A0 T1N2 2mvD A™ 13 v
T PI0DY ATIND MY 1T UM MW P A WY IATT OPI092T awn
T 7207 AR AR OPWY T TN AMD0RT DR awam wRY 723
M2 2omys A" PN 27301 A 7T 2O DY PO
Nusach Ashkenaz has D277 1210 W N before Baruch SheAmar and
V117 after. Nusach Sefard has both before Baruch SheAmar. Yet both ver-
sions have 13 baruchs. This seems to speak against the Aruch HaShul-
chan’s second reason.
5 E.g. Rambam’s Baruch SheAmar (in 7975077 770) is considerably different:
;M0 R ITLNIOATT SPI0D Y199 PONAAY ANWRT 1972 5
T2 ;07PM M TN LTV MIR TN LRI N2 ,00W0 M MY 71N2
T2, R 9K PAYD N2 N0 Y ann N2 L, PORA DY ann
L, XY 210 XY LMW KDY 91 KD ,1IDY PRY T1N2 1KY 210 10w 07wn
WTOR T AR TN .0%3% 2P, 7V o1 DR 102 . TMIW PR XYY 0°10 Xwn R
;1972 PTON D NWHA WIDA TWR LMY 092 DnnT YR 00w T
AW 771,011 WA WK 0 7900 ,ITwR 7Y oW 12 TT 1w
,IRDMY WA DM N LT LT MO 11090 W PO, 797911 TIRD]
.MINAwIN2 5910 790 L 0K TN anw Ty 7Y
However, this version has only 12 baruch’s. Note that Rambam’s nusach
does not include all of the prayers we have in Pesukei D’Zimra. For ex-
ample:
,07 922 2°2°N 7901 MPAT RNPY MY ,20NWRIT 200 02U 2%:7 998N
nIPY Qv AT 1291 .3908 M0 7Y (R LR ©00n) CTITY L, annTn im
SR N2 RO ,MRI 2199 71972 20000 11PN DINRDY ,atIeh QP10
P RPY LAY 1P DY 7121 70 XY L. AN RO L IINRY 17972
Inw
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also note that while DZ’s reference to the 15 words of praise in Yish-
tabach and the 15 vav’s of emes is not mentioned here in Tanchuma, it is
cited in other early works. For example, based on the 15 different
types of donated material listed in:°

nPom T WA F931 277 DOND MPR WK SR ONT 3710 M
B DWW DY) DTN oo NP 71O B 30 nwDio TN
Bty e N rloty mm‘vw SRS TS oD 1xr:‘7 Y oY

) TEND n*x'm 128

Rabbenn Bechaya (Shemos 25:7) lists a number of different pesukin and
prayers’ that highlight 15 in some way. Included in the list are Yishta-
bach and Emes 17°Y atziv. Baruch SheAmar, however, is not there. If in-
deed Baruch SheAmar had 15 baruch’s, we assume that it too would be
listed. What then does Daas Zekenim mean?

The Missing 15 Shekalim

The Torah specifies the amount of silver in the vavin in the Mishkan
as follows:

T DI Y2U HP8) D3 DNR TIRT CTRD A7) M2 ninw
boys opwn mrumn nbibib wo3 1 W'IP'I bpwa-bpy owath
r]'vx niNR-TYS mSpm) MY oy (23R 2R ‘7:: =t '7:‘7--w-rp-r
P8 PSS 9P 33 N TN 1D ORI MiND WM BEoR nyow
m. -rx'v 923 1237 INRD DTN NN DTS IS DN BTR3NS

T0 XY L2007 DY L,AANYY PO1AW IR O 932 MAPY RIIW Mmpn WO
MY PNPY LD WA IDIRT DY PNPY Mpn W e DY 137an
AT 007 00 mwn

i.e., he makes no mention of W MMM or 1M1 and  he suggests the
inclusion of other pieces in Pesukei D’Zimra. 1t is thus possible that
there were 12 paragraphs of praise in Rambam’s contemporary Pesuke:
D’Zimra (see also his version of Pesukei D Zimra at the end of 727X 19D).
This might explain his 12 baruch’s in Baruch SheAmar according to Aruch
HaShulchan’s second reason, but not his first.

¢ The exact number of items listed in these pesukim is a matter of debate.
Rashi (Shemos 2:2), for example, says that there are only 13 items.

7 See 2w AN, Shemos 25, footnote 36 for a lengthy discussion on this
subject.
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MEN) OUTRY? O TPy DWW TERm DINDT D2 A58T-n
OnR PY ORI

If the vavin were made from the donated 1,775 pieces of silver, it
is reasonable to assume that the vavin were identical, with the same
amount of silver in each. Since the prime divisors of 1,775 are 5, 5
and 71 (i.e. 1775=5%5*71), assuming that all of the vavin had an inte-
ger amount of Shekalim weight in silver, the following are the only
possible choices for the amount of silver in each »ar and the number
of vavin that could be made:

# of Vavin Made Amount of Silver Shekalin in each IVav

1 1775

5 355

25 71
71 25
355 5
1775 1

Which of these scenarios is most likely? They certainly could not
make less than the required number of hooks. Similarly it is unrea-
sonable to assume they would make vavin from only a small portion
of the 1,775 silver Shekalim. The question then is: How many vavin
were actually needed to hold the surrounding curtains? As noted
above, in Shemos 27:9-19, the outer courtyard of the Mishkan was an
enclosed curtained area with dimensions of 100x50 azzos that had one
20 amah opening for entry in the middle of the 50 amos of its eastern
side. The curtains, made out of a net-like mesh (@°¥%p), were hung by
hooks on the 2’7y of which there were 20 on the northern and
southern sides, 10 on the western side, and 3 each on either side of
the opening on the eastern side. To insure privacy in the courtyard
from people passing by on the outside, there was a 20-amah tapestry
(Ton- pasuk 16) hung on 4 amudim that were recessed somewhat from
the actual 20 amah opening, see diagram:
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Note the 70n was an ornate tapestry of material considerably
heavier (non see-through) than that of the kelazm. Note also that
while several pesukim specifically mention that the kelaim are con-
nected to the amudim,’ it never says how the masach was connected.

Based on these pesukim, assuming that each amud had one vav
(Rashi), the southern, northern, western and the partial eastern sec-
tions/sides required 20+20+10+34+3=56 vavin. Looking at the differ-
ent possible number of vavin previously listed, the only one that is
greater than or equal to 56 and does not exceed it by an intuitively
prohibitively high amount is 71 vavin with 25 silver pieces in each. If
we deduct the 56 used in the construction from the 71 available vavin,
we are left with enough silver to make an additional 15 “unused”
vavin. It was these 15 that we suggest drew the suspicion about
Moshe. While Moshe initially was aware of the 56 wavin worth of
Shekalim (anlike Tanchuma), this accounted for only 25*56= 1,400
Shekalim. He was still short 375 Shekalin? whose location in the Mish-

8 This connection is stated in 27:10, 11 regarding the southern and
northern sides. Nothing, however, is made about the western side or
end sections of the eastern side. Shemos 27:17, in recapping the court-
yard, again mentions vavin. Rashi comments:
27Yn9Y AR AR 411791 PIOXD ROR DWW CITRY PWM PN WD ROW 00

LIRD 791 R2 9% NWR1 S1TRY DRI PN DRI KD
We suggest that it was initially omitted from mention on the shorter
sides because part of the eastern side, i.e. the masach section, was of dif-
ferent construction. Regardless, Rashi says that vavin were used on the
western and eastern sides.
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kan structure he could not identify. DZ says that upon reflection he
realized that there indeed was an additional 15 vavin (i.e. 15%25=375)
worth of Shekalim that had not been used. This then was the meaning
of

S0 SR PiyS—ToRSRE-525 01 AT RS T e

i.e. there was only one donated item earmarked for a specific
purpose for which there was material left over, i.e. the Shekalinm for
the 15 additional »avin, and this is indicated by the numerical equiva-
lency of the first letters of the pasuk and 711 0.

Talmudic Variation of Daas Zekenim’s Story

A third variation of the challenge to Moshe’s integrity appears in
1 MM22:

TIWY NARY 7122 DARY NRD XXM IOK 03 MR HVRY T - . 7 MM02
NINIY N WP 9pWwa Ypwi n¥nn Nk vpa (M maw)’ 2°n5T7
31 NPXY 7037 793 DR 7Y (A2 MINW) 2°N07 1120 NIRD KXW DR 037
S0 A% TN MNAWA 9P WK IR 777 00PN 7°7 213 221 Awn

IR RD QYW Nnn axnn

The accusation here is made not to Moshe in his lifetime but to
R. Yochanan ben Zakkai (RYbZ) by a Roman General. The accusa-
tion is based on the Torah assertion that each of the 603,550 males'

9 The relevant pesukin are Shemos 38:25-29:
bRy DpIw) MM NIND PIYI RPRY 12D D8R TIET TP MoD 11D
WTpT Spun
128 O 1RRn-op DRk D5%-wIRn bpys Spyn nsm nb;'v:'a »p3 1D
n*wr:m DiNg wHm oeby nwbww oy ming-ww Aopm) MY nwm:
DD NDTBT IR DR TR IR DR NPRD A9DT 33 nRn o T
-m'v 22D A230 P oy
TEX) OTRYS O TRy OWSY) mEnm DT pIeh S9Nt no
DR PYIT DTN
10 The 603,550 man count given in 38:26 is not based on a census taken at
this point in time but is a number offered by the Torah itself. The 1st
Census was not taken until the beginning of Bawidbar about half a year
later. Thus, this total number of people may not have been known to
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over 20 donated 2 Shekel to the building of the Mishkan. 1f everyone
tulfilled their obligation there would have been a total of 301,775 sil-
ver Shekalin, which at 1,500 Shekalin per Kikar is 200 Kikar and 1,775
Shekalim. But the Torah reports that there was only 100 Kzkar and
1,775 Shekalim. This is a discrepancy of almost 50% of the donations.
In this version of the story it is not a question of where the extra sil-
ver went but a problem that the account of the amount collected is
mathematically wrong and that 150,000 silver Shekalin were missing.

In defense of Moshe, RYbZ says that the sanctuary Kikar was
worth twice a regular Kikar, while a Sheke/ was the same in both sys-
tems.

D190 WP W 7Im 70 MDAV 2P 7O 7ARI 7203 1927 Awn 10 R
XY (77 MAw) a3 TR DOV XD AW P ROR T RN L0
ROR 21007 IR X1 DTINYY 20N WY 2OVIAVY SWHAM MIRD YA a9Ra
KT ROR 7779 920 730 7WY DARI 93 TR XD XDOR QXY U102

S 2190 WP YW 3an »"'w 011792 KOR 21037 1NN

The Gemara’s first attempted proof that the value of a Sheke/
doubled is from the Torah’s mentioning that in addition to the 100
Kikar there were 1,775 Shekalim. 1f the Sanctuary Kikar was worth
1,500 Shekalim, the Torah should have referred to the excess not as
1,775 Shekalim but rather as 1 Kikar (.e. 1,500 Shekalin) and 225
Shekalim. However, if the Sanctuary Kikaris worth 3,000 Shekalin, the
Torah had to mention the entire excess in Shekalim since there were
not enough Shekalin to form another Kikar.

The Gemara rejects this solution because:
71222 22w XP K? 07D 21232 20WnR V990 XN

In our analysis of the Chumash we showed that it was possible to
make 71 equal-sized silver vavim each with 25 shekel weight, and that
DZ mentions that 56 were used. Note that the Gemara’s attempted
proof of the double value of the Sanctuary Kikar begins with

AR NRY (M2 MINW) 722 778 25232 IR 7Y TN ROPR 2D RN
ROR 257 NI KT DOTMYY DN WY DVAWY Awam MIRD Yaw)
Relpiehipi!

the public and might have explained why no one at the time prior to
the Census would have challenged Moshe.
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The Gemara highlights that the amount of silver totaled 71 711 (1
Manah equals 25 Shekalim, 25%71=1,775). This reference to a unit of
currency called 711 seems superfluous, since Tosfos points out that
this unit of coin did not exist in the mzdbar. Why did the Gemara not
go directly to the pasuk that mentioned 1,775 Shekalins and make its
point about the size of a Kikar® We suggest it is because the Gemara
is also telling us that there were 71 vavim worth of silver, each con-
taining one 11172 of silver.

In summary, the Gemara mentions Moshe’s problem and seeks
to prove his innocence from the pasuk that discussed the vavin, and as
in Tanchuma, pasuk 38:28 is used in Moshe’s defense. DZ’s version of
the story differs from both of these in that pasuk 38:28 is the source
of the accusation. Nevertheless, DZ clearly borrowed liberally from
both the Gemara’s and Tanchuma’s versions in developing a third ver-
sion.

™1 1 and Baruch SheAmar

The number of baruchs in Baruch SheAmar is not the primary question
which concerns the poskim about this prayer. Although this zefillab is
not mentioned in the Talmud it is included in the 9" century Siddur of
Rav Amram Gaon and mentioned by 7" in m>72 ndon. The
questions that concerns the poskim is, how can we say a beracha that is
not mentioned in the Gemara. Thus, when the 7217 writes:

OTINRD HANWN FIATT P00 DT MKW T2 DMK K IRI AR
Pri Chadash immediately asks:

%2 PR TMONT ONAN DNOIY MRA AN N MRY N2 DTN
P79 NIDT2 23 TANY WK DY AN MWTIn MO PR IR
11.3"%Y 11 0% 77 X9 12

The Tur’s answer to this question seems to be contained in his in-
troduction to sizan 51:

2N2Y TANN AR W RIT D I NP1 1IIRD TIX 1D MR 2
DTIDWR 10N KIT 191,10 OND WK 201 .maen 19 1% v MY o2

11 For a discussion of this issue see Tug, siman 46 se’if katan 7.
12 37ipD AR ESR5n rRivp 00 OND UKD 8T o T
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552 997 713 av PR KT 2N 92 P93 RNPKT KT Q1WA 1T 7972 73PN
DTNRY NARY 2199 7 71972 WAR ... YP1092 MRp 03 J1p0m) .aY
2N XM

i.e., Baruch SheAmar has a 197 in the Gemara and in Shir HaShirim
as well and is thus not considered post-talmudic. The “sign” from
Shir HaShirim is related to the fact that Baruch SheAmar in both Ash-
kenaz and Sefard versions has 87 words' (albeit not exactly the same
words) and represents 19 QN WX, i.e., we start Pesukes D Zimra with
a prayer of 87 words."* Tur’s highlighting of the eighty-seven words in
Baruch SheAmar, supports our conjecture in an earlier section that DZ
is also referring to the eighty-seven words of Baruch SheAmar which
correspond to the numerical equivalency of the first letters of Shenos
36:7. It seems too great a coincidence that the number 87 randomly
appears here 3 times"” without it being the focus of the analysis.
Thus, when DZ references Baruch SheAmar, it is not to 15 baruchs in
the prayer (which there are not) but to the 87 words of Baruch SheA-
mar which also equal PNM 1"0. Although our text of Daas Zekenim
reads:

“His head is as the finest gold, his locks are curled, and black as a ra-
ven.”

13 Note, as mentioned above, Rambam’s version of Baruch SheAmar is
much longer, 103 words.

4 Tur’s comment justifying Baruch She’amar is much “milder” than that of
others. For example, Mishna Bernra (M”B) writes:
“This praise was fixed by the Men of the Great Assembly by a shard
which fell from the heavens which they discovered to have this prayer
written on it. And it has 87 words and its “siman’ is ‘rosho ketem pag i.e.,
the head of the prayer is a blessing of 87 words. Therefore, one should
not detract from or add to the 87 words.”
M”B lists “Acharonins” (he does not identify whom) as his source of this
statement. The comment about the shard falling from heaven is also in
V77 N2 which attributes it to Tur in the name of Heichalos. However,
as we have seen this is not an accurate description of Twur, who refer-
ences Heichalos but makes no mention of a shard from heaven nor any-
thing about Awshe Kenneses HaGedolah. Taz mentions the shard and the
Men of the Great Assembly but gives 2p¥* N¥?10 as his source.

15 The numerical value of 1M 1, the numerical count of the 1st letters in
Shemos 36:7 and the number of words in Baruch SheAmar.
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TIM2 178 JTRISY MW W 720w Y 772APaR Mnaw 170 gwn 101 7
.29 NRAN2 191 17712 3T7AI2Y RANW 71922

and stresses the 15 baruchs, we suggest that the text is faulty and
should read:

L20X7 DR PPN 170 7710 MARW 71922 19 YR 17N

In this is the case, the two "PN 10" mean different things: the
first refers to the gematria of these 2 words, and the second, to the
literal enunciation of 15 wav’s. Furthermore, we suggest that the rea-
son the word 1N in this sentence was incorrectly changed to baruch
was because the editor was not aware of the significance of 87 and
counted far more than 15 vav’s in Baruch SheAmar. The fact that there
are also not 15 baruchs was presumably understood to be based on a
different text of Baruch SheAmar. As a final piece of evidence, if in-
deed the word here is baruch then the order of presentation in DZ
should be Baruch SheAmar, Yishtabach and Emes (the order in which
they appear in Shacharis). Putting Yishtabach first and placing Baruch
SheAmar near 17Yatziv indicates that they both have something in
common, namely "1 1"0.

Some Final Thoughts

In the previous section we addressed the issue of how MRW 7172, a
post-Talmudic work, could have been composed and inserted into
the morning prayers. We suggested that it was perhaps this problem
that Txr was addressing when he emphasized how special this beracha
is and how its 87 words have a numerical equivalency in Torah She-
Bichsav, thus overriding its apparent post-Talmudic origins.

The idea of using numerical equivalencies to explain the meaning
and sequence of berachos appears quite frequently in Tur. For example,
in Orach Chaim sinman 113, Tur discusses the individual berachos that
compose Shemoneh Esrai based on a numerical count of the words in
the prayer and their association to pesukin in Torah SheBichsav. At the
end of the siman, Tur attributes this approach to the Chasidei Ashke-
naz,'’ a circle of Jewish mystics in Germany and northern France in

16 The origin of the various groups can be traced to Rav Yehudah
HaChasid, who was born in Germany in 1150. Rav Yehudah was a
Tosafist and learned under his father Rav Shmuel HaChasid, who
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the second half of the 12" and the 13" centuries. This approach, of
course, had its opponents. Bais Yosef, Orach Chaim 113, for example,
offers the following comment from Avudraham:

77 719721 771972 D02 Whw M2ONT 1AY 2PWIAR W1 ONTIAR TIT 70 and
191 71971277 MI2°N PPIRD TMN PRIWW 13718 71972 93 DY 20D IRAM
RZAN K7 2 WA R 707 ®Y PPRW 971 2"1RI 719 P10 A1WR12 PIR Nwy
W M2°N 197012 W KOX 712702 172°N AR 1IVA 1770 2MIMIRY 22wa 2pn
5V 171701 7471 210 X2 IRWYW 1D XX 2012 19K 7317 P07 7R PYI

120125 029107

The question then becomes: Is Txr’s comment in szzan 51 con-

cerning Baruch SheAmar another example of the approach of Chasidei
Ashkenaz, or is it something that even the opponents of the Chasidei
Ashkenaz approach would accept? The fact that Tur mentions the 87
equivalency some 60 simanim betore he mentions Chasidei Ashkenaz
may indicate that it is an independent approach.'” Similarly, we may
question whether DZ, one of the Tosafist schools, was also employ-
ing the story of Moshe to explain the recitation of Baruch SheAmar in
a Chasidei Ashkenaz—type approach. &R

17

taught him Kabbalah. Their philosophy is explained in their prominent
Chasidei Ashkenaz works such as Sefer Chassidim and An’im Zemirot. Rav
Yehudah’s student was Rav Eliezer Rokeach (mechaber of Sefer
HaRokeach), and the Rokeach’s student was Ramban. After Rav
Yehudah died in 1217 almost all the Chasidei Ashkenaz moved out of
the Germanic lands.
It is interesting that the pasuk used as a “source” for 87 words is from
Shir HaSbirim rather than the following pasuk trom Tehilin:
7D MLy JUNAS mwn 21 NiST2 ATEN-D T:ND
“For you meet him with choicest blessings; you set a crown of
tine gold on his head.”
The sentiment expressed here is very similar to that of Shir HaShirim,
and has the added benefit of saying the word 71372 and being in Tebillim,
from which the bulk of Pesukei D Zimra is derived.
The reference to 19 from a pasuk in Shir Hashirim rather than a “better”
reference from Tehillim would seem to indicate the Kabbalistic nature
of the argument, since Shir Hashirim is considered a profoundly mystical
work. It is interesting that Txr’s comment about everyone making sure
that their version of Baruch SheAmar has exactly 87 words addresses
Avudraham’s concern.





