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THE CONFLICT OF HALAKHAH AND PRAYER
Although the subject to which this paper is devoted is how the allencompassing halakhah, superior to the world of prayer, absorbs into
itself the realm of praycr, I preferred to use a title which implies some sort
of equality between them, in order to emphasize thc inherent conflict
between the two concepts. The essence of halakhah is legal systematization, presenting a complete pattern of life which orders the day-to-day and
even minute-to-minute conduct of the individuaL. It is in this sense that the
word halakhah has been understood to be dcrived from the root halakh,
"to go," because it defined thc path in which a Jew is to walk.' Indeed, it
has been suggested that a central theme in many halakhot is the idea of
circumscription and definition; the law creates order out of chaos and
keeps the Jew in the world of order and out of chaos.2
How different is the world of prayer! Prayer has been called by the
rabbis "the service of the heart." Prayer arises from the heart rather than

from the mind, from a heart full of emotion which knows no rational
restrictions. Jewish prayer has been described by a master of Jewish law,

Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik, as arising from a hcart which bcats "rapidly and with an irregular rhythm," a heart which is "wild, savage, and
primitive."3 How can the world of halakhah, the world of law and order,
attempt to rcgulate something which is by its very nature free and wild? It
seems that such an attempt would tend to change the essence of prayer
and transmute it into a "commandment of men, learned by rote" (Isaiah,
29: 13).

Nevcrtheless, halakhah by its own nature could not leave any aspect

of life unregulated--ærtainly not such an important and central one as
that of prayer. We shall discuss here a few aspects of the endeavour of
halakhah to grapple with what is still today a central problem of our
facing God in prayer: How can we have a regulated, organized prayer
which will, at the samc time, preserve the freedom of a personal relationship with our Crcator?4

The inherent conflict between the obligation to pray and thc need for
prayer to rise independently from the wcllsprings of the heart is reflected
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in a discussion which was formulated only in the medieval period,

although this discussion was, of coursc, based on an analysis of earlier

Talmudic texts. Is a Jew commanded by God to pray to Him? The rabbis
interpreted the general biblical injunction to worship God as referring to
the specific duty of praying to Him (Slfrel Devarlm, 41). Maimonides
(Rambam) took this statement at its face valuc as meaning that God

commanded man to pray to him although hc tacitly concedes that the
exact details of how and when to pray are not specified by the Torah
(Sefer haMitzvot, Positive Commandment 5; Cf Hi/khot Tefillah, 1:1).

Nahmanides (Ramban), in his critical rcmarks to this work, presented
formalistic objections to Maimonidcs by pointing to the numerous statements in the Talmud which assert that the obligation to pray is of rabbinic

origin. N ahmanides had no intention of denigrating the importancc of
prayer. Quite the contrary. He statcs elsewhere that God had no other
purpose in the creation of man but that man should praise his Creator.
This is, according to him, the significance of raising one's voice in prayer
and of gathering together in thc synagogue in order to publicize our praise
of God.5 Nevertheless, there is no biblical commandment to do this; all its
forms have been fixed by the rabbis. Nahmanides' objections to eounting

prayer among the biblical eommandments are technical and we feel that
he himself was not fully convinced by them. He indeed suggestcd that
Maimonides may have been correct in accepting the rabbinic statcment at
its face value but he suggested a new interpretation of that statement.
According to Nahmanides, it should rather be explained as requiring a
person who prays through his own volition, one who cannot help but call
out from his anguish and suffering, to direct his call to God in the belief
that He hears our prayers and helps us through prayer'" We may suspect

thercfore that there is really some other or additional reason which
underlies the rejection of the concept that God commands man to pray to
Him. One may perhaps explain that the philosophical background to this
is that prayer can not be demanded but can only come forth from the inner

recognition of the true believer? It may even be said that praycr is the
only true free-offering which man has to give God and the negation of its
freeness by a commandment to pray would deny its true value.8

Even if we assume that N ahmanides is correct in stating that God
does not demand of us that we pray to Him, there is clearly a rabbinical
injunction to pray. Although the original injunction required only two
prayers a day-the evening prayer being considered voluntary-today we
accept three prayers a day as being obligatory. The halakhic obligation to

pray three times a day shows the aspiration of halakhah to creatc an
ordered regimen. Such a regimen tends to stiflc extra-curricular activities
even when their goals coincide with those of the regime. Is this true also
of halakhah and prayer? Is one limited to the prayers prescribed by
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halakhah or is there still some clement of a free- offering? Can one offer a
new prayer of his own when he feels a need to communicate with God?
For a propcr understanding of the qucstion of new and additional
prayers it should be pointed out that thc only prayer in which one could be
considcred by halakhah as facing God is the one which is known today as
Shmone Esreh (eightecn benedictions). This prayer is also known as the
Am/dah-derived from the Hebrew word meaning "to stand"-because
it is thc only prayer of the individual in which he is required to stand. It is
this prayer which is meant by the rabbis when they speak of tefillah
(prayer) because it is praycr par excellence. Thereforc, early discussions

of the possibility of praying to God in addition to the required prayers
were limited to this prayer. It is in this sense that Rav Saadyah Gaon says
"whoever wishes to add a voluntary prayer may pray the eighteen benedictions as many times as he wants, since there is no other prayer but it."9

Rav Saadyah's statement is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yokhanan who uttered the wish that "would a person might pray the
whole day long."

10 Rabbi Yokhanan's wish, as it appears in the Palesti-

nian Talmud and in the Midrash, was to bc taken literally. He really meant
that a person might pray as often as he wished. However, the true

intcrpretation of Rabbi Yokhanan's wish was made difficult by the necessity of reconciling it with two statements of Samucl which come after that
of Rabbi Yokhanan in the Babylonian Talmud (Berakhot, 21a). In his first

statemcnt, Samuel declared that if a person who remembcred in the
middle of his prayer that he had already prayed, he should stop praying
even if he were in the middle of one of the bencdictions. Samuel's second
statement was that a person who had already prayed by himself and now
found a quorum praying could join them in prayer-but only if he could
introduce some novelty into his prayer. In an opinion attributed to Rav Hai
Gaon, the statements were reconciled by limiting the force of Rabbi
Yokhanan's statement. The author of this opinion ruled that even Rabbi
Yokhanan did not permit onc to offer additional prayer unless one could
introduce some novelty." A less forced reconciliation of these statements
is given by Rabbi Isaac Alfasi. He explains that the two sages are talking
about separate cases: Rav Yokhanan permits voluntary prayer when it is
clearly voluntary; Samuel talks of the case in which one meant to pray an
obligatory prayer but its nature was changed because he remembered in
the middle of it that he had already prayed his obligatory prayer. In this
casc, Rabbi Yokhanan would agrec that one should stop in the middle.
The rationale for this, as given by Alfasi, is based on the idca that prayer
is a substitute for sacrifice. Just as obligatory sacrifices cannot be offered
voluntarily, so too obligatory prayers. On the other hand, just as there is
room for voluntary sacrificcs, there is room for voluntary prayer.1z
Although Alfasi' s explanation seems clear cnough, Rabbi Joseph
Karo claimed that Alfasi really agrees with Rav Hal's limitation that an
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individual may offer a voluntary prayer only if there is an element of
novelty.1 The effect of this limitation on voluntary prayer is so great that
a commentator was brought to remark that even the evening prayer would

be forbidden-since it was originally a voluntary prayer-if there were
not a specific referencc to it in the Bible. Nevertheless, in spite of this
restriction, freedom of prayer seems assured-at least in the case in which

the individual wishes to add something new or introduce some novelty to
his prayer.

The different ways that "something new" or "novelty" were interpreted reflect the various attitudes to spontaneous prayer. Rav Sherira
Gaon, who was asked what "nOvelty" was required by Samuel, explained
that Samuel's permission to pray a second time in order to pray with the
community extended even to Mussaf of Shabbat. In that case, Rav Sherira
replied, it would be considered sufficient novelty to say "may it be Thy
will, 0 Lord our God, that You wil hear the prayer that I prayed before
You and that You wil restore us to our land and plant us in our border and

we will offer to You our obligatory sacrifices."'4 We do not know
whether Rav Sherira demanded a novelty in a true spontaneous prayer, but
it is clear that even if he did, this demand was no stumbling block in its
path. A man could offer the standard prayer freely-as long as he showed
in some way that his prayer was a free-offering. Entirely different was the
attitude of Maimonides who stated that each of the intermediate blessings
of the Amidah must be formulated anew while retaining the general intent
prescribed by the rabbis.15 Only the first blessings of praise and the last
blessings of thanksgiving may, and must, be retained intact. According to
Maimonides, a man could pray freely to God only by creating what was

virtually a new composition. This limited drastically the circle of those
who could pray spontaneously.

A much more liberal explanation was given by Rabbeinu Asher,
although his intention was actually to limit the opportunities for voluntary
prayer. Maimonides' explanation of "something new" was no limitation
for, according to Rabbeinu Asher, anybody was capable of composing a
new prayer.!6 Rabbeinu Asher therefore explained that the intention of the

Talmud was to limit voluntary prayer to anyone who had a new, unforeseen, motivation for prayer. If, for instanee, somebody in his family had
become sick after he had last prayed, he eould now pray voluntarily in
order to add a prayer for the health of the siek man. "Something new"
meant, in the opinion of Rabbeinu Asher, not a new composition but a
new motivation for prayer. Someone who did not remember whether he
had prayed or not could pray without adding anything new at allY The
very fact that he was not sure that he had fulfilled his obligation was
eonsidered a suffciently new motivation.

In spite of the liberality of Rabbeinu Asher's opinion, he himself was
the source for limiting the possibilities of voluntary prayer. A question
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was addressed to him about the propriety of R. Masliah's eustom of
praying twice in the afternoon, once at high noon and a seeond time
towards the evening. In his responsum, Rabbeinu Asher says that nobody
should offer a voluntary prayer unless he was very sure of himself that he
would be able to pray intently from the beginning until the very end. If he
could not do so, he would be included among those of whom it is said
"What need have I of
your sacrifices, says the Lord" (Isaiah 1:11)'" This

warning has been so effective that voluntary prayer has virtually been
eradicated. Indeed, although this warning was issued to a person who
wished to offer a eompletely voluntary prayer, it was but a short and
natural step to apply it in other cases. The Shulhan Arukh permitted one to
pray in the ease that he did not remember whether he had fulfilled his

obligation in aecordance with the above-mentioned opinion of Rabbeinu
Asher. However, the danger that this might really be a voluntary prayerin the event that the person had really prayed but had forgotten it~aused

Rabbi Avraham Danziger to declare that in our times one is aetually
forbidden to pray even in sueh a ease'9 Others felt that he had gone too
far; one should pray in that circumstance.20 Nevertheless, the general

consensus is that the road to voluntary prayer has been closed, de facto if
not de jure. Rabbi Yehiel Epstein remarked that he had never seen anyone
offer a voluntary prayer. 2'

A more fertile field for innovation lay in the realm of new prayers for
various occasions. Since these are not included in the halakhic eategory of

prayer, there is no limitation on thcir introduction. They caught on
because the one who used them in his prayers felt that they helped him in
his expression of communion with God and in the outpouring of his heart.
Sueh prayers have been composed throughout the generations. Many of
the early ones, composed before the end of the Talmudic era, have been
incorporated into the prayer book. Some of them have become part of the
regular daily service (such as blessings recited before the prayer proper),
while others appear as prayers for special oceasions (such as the prayer
recited when going out on a
journey). These prayers show the hallmark of
their origin by their use of standard forms of prayer, such as blessings, in a
manner that does not conform to the rules drawn by the rabbis.22 The fact

that these have been included in the prayer-book has not served as a
precedent to introduce others. The fear that reciting an unsanctioned

blessings may involve one in the sin of taking God's name in vain has
created a consensus that one can not introduce new blessings which have
not been mentioned already in the Talmud23 There have even been
attempts to expunge from the prayer-book some of the morning blessings
which are not mentioned in the Talmud24 This fear has created a vicious
cycle which has lessened the significance of some of the blessings which
are mentioned in the Talmud. Due to this fear, copyists of the Talmud
omitted the first part of the blessing which contained the name of God and
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copied only the final part. They assumed that everyone knew that the
blessings were to be recited with the name of God so that there was no
reason that they should copy his name unnecessarily25 Later generations,
trying to adapt their rituals to the Talmud, found these shortened blessings
in their text and assumed that they were really to be recited without
mentioning the name of God.
The reluctanee to mention the name of God when there is any doubt

of its halakhic necessity had aroused much controversy about the application of existing blessings to ncw situations. A well known case is that of
the sheheheyanu on Yom haAtzmaut, Israel's Independence Day. With all
its differences, there is a similarity in this question to that of whether one
should recite hagomel after an airplane trip, as this also is not specified in
the Talmud as one of the rcasons to recite this blessing26 I would like to
bring a further example of this, if I may be permitted a personal reminiscence. When I returned from my participation in an artillery unit in the
Litani operation in Lebanon, 1 recited hagomel in the synagogue. A heated

discussion arose whether this situation is to be included among those
which required this blessing. This discussion was eonducted in the same
terms as the discussion of the application of hagomel to an airplane

journey. The different welt-anschaungen which may have been involved
found no expression in the open level of discussion.27
Prayers composed in post-Talmudic times, by such luminaries as Rav
Saadyah Gaon and N ahmanides, have avoided these problems by not
using halakhic forms. The use of non-halakhic forms has evcn sanctioned
the return to the praycr-book of an item that had been rejected earlier.
Rabbi Shlomo Luria rccited Asseret haDibrot daily in spite of the injunction in the Talmud against this (BT Berakhot 12a). He explained that thc
Talmudic injunction refers only to their incorporation into a prayer2" As
long as one does not resort to halakhic forms of praycr, one may recite

whatever one wishes. Many post-halakhic prayers have been composed in
non-halakhic forms. The tradition of sueh compositions has extended into
modern times with special attention given to those who are not able to get
the full benefit from the regnlar obligatory prayers. Many prayers were
created in the circles of Hasidim who were encouraged to pour out their
heart to God.29 Numerous prayers were created for women, in Yiddish, to
30 These prayers have received partial
be recited at every phase of life.
legitimization which typifics the dialectics of rejection and acceptance of
new prayers. Rabbi Avraham Gombiner ruled that women who say such a
prayer have fulfilled at least the biblical commandment to pray3! A more
far reaching decision is found in the response of Rabbi Yitzhak Yaakov

Weiss. In reference to the rule that a person may not eat on Shabbat
morning after prayer until he has made kiddush, Rabbi Weiss ruled that
even such a prayer is considered as prayer32
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Most modern prayers that have found acceptance in traditional communities follow non-halakhic forms. We may count as examples of those
forms both prayers of the community (such as thc prayer for the State of
Israel), and prayers of the individual (such as the prayer of a paratroop
before his jump). Opposition to such prayers may bear the guise of
halakhic or quasi-halakhic criticism to new prayer as such but its source is
generally antagonism to the things that are behind the new prayerwhether it is antipathy to the goal that is prayed for or even the composers
of the prayers. Rabbi Duschinsky, a late chief rabbi of the ultra-orthodox
community in Jerusalem, presents an interesting example of this. In one of

his responsa he reports that he was asked by "a great rabbi" about the
advisability of instituting a new prayer. The historical background of this
question is obscured in the responsum but from its date (1942) one may
assume that it was a prayer for the British forces to be victorious over
RommeL. Rabbi Duschinsky replied that the Men of the Great Assembly

who composed our prayers were able to give them an inncr content of
which we are not fully aware. The outer aspects of the prayer composed
by the "great rabbi" are beyond criticism but Rabbi Duschinsky is unable
to judge whether they have an inner content. He concludes, therefore that
we should be satisfied rather with the traditional prayer "May he who
gives salvation to kings. . . ."33 Nevertheless, in 1948, Rabbi Duschinsky

wrote in praise of some rabbis who instituted an order of prayer for
Jerusalem in that year34 An interesting parallel can be drawn from
another pole of the world which is diametrically opposed both physically
and spiritually. Louis Ginzberg of the Jewish Theological Seminary wrote

to Morris Silverman, compiler of an American prayer-book "I am not
particularly fond of making prayers-they ought to flow from the hearts
of inspired poets."35 Nevertheless Ginzberg himself composed a prayer
for divine aid during the Second World War.36
Innovations in prayer have been of limited success. Most of those
that have been accepted in public prayer are meant more as an expression
of communal feelings and mutual goals than an expression of communion
with God and appeal to Him. The realm of communication with God is
left to the standard forms of prayer which have been used throughout the
generations. Although these prayers are meant to be a road leading to

God, their obligatory nature makes them seem rather as closed gates
which prevent the traveller from starting on his journey. As the desire of
modern man to travel on the road to God has seemed to lessen, these gates
seem to havc grown in height. It is to the nature of these gates and the
attempt to overcome them that we shall now turn our attention.

As long as there is no obligation to pray there is no question about
the intentions of the one who does pray. A person who prays because he
feels an inner need to do so prays with all his heart and all his soul,
whether his praycr is one of supplication in a time of trouble or one of
23
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thanks to God for His lovingkindness. However, once there is a halakhic
obligation to pray and he prays not because of his own emotional stimulation but in order to fulfill a requirement imposed upon him by others, then
the question of kavanah becomes one of paramount importance. Kavanah
is a diffcult word to translate. Wc shall discnss two aspects of this concept
which we shall call "intention" and "attention."37
Kavanah derives from the Hebrew" direction" and its aspect which
we called "intention" is partly one of direction. How does one feel the
presence of God so that he can direct his prayers to Him? This problem
arises when the average person is obligated to pray at specific times.

Everybody feels the presence of God in times of trouble. A popular
aphorism has it that there are no atheists in the trenches. An interesting

Talmudic parallel to this idea is the statement that a thief, when in danger

due to his ilegal activity, calls out to God (BT Berakhot, 63b). On the
other hand, the truly God-intoxicated person feels the presence of God
constantly. This is perhaps the real meaning of David's statement "Evening and morning and noon 1 pray and sigh" (Psalms 55:18). He does not
mean that he sighs but three times a day but rather that he sighs con-

stantly38 Halakhah accepts, at least de jure, that a man who is constantly
involved in divine activity-like R. Simeon Bar Yohai-need not pray at
all (BT Shabbat lla) for, as Rabbi Soloveitchik has expressed it, studying
the word of God also represents a communion with the divine39 However, the ordinary person involved in his daily activities may only rarely,
perhaps never, feel the presence of God. Halakhah felt that it must call this

man to God by requiring him to pray at specifie intervals. Indeed, a
Tannaitic statement interprets the words of David as insisting on distinctly

separate times of prayer in emulation of Daniel who prayed but three
timcs a day (Tosefta Berakhot 3:6. ed. S. Lieberman p. 12).40 The

diffculty inherent in tearing oneself away from one's daily business in
order to face God was recognized by Rav Huna who stressed the special
importance of the afternoon prayer (BT Berakhot 6b). The Tur explained
that the reason for placing such great stress on the importance of this
prayer is because it comes when a man is absorbed in his affairs.41 We

know only too well how rushed the afternoon prayer can be-when it is
not completely forgotten-because so many things arc on a person's mind
during the day. In this case the rabbis were faced with a problem of their
own creation. How could they create the intention of facing God, a
turning of the mind towards Heaven, in one who is totally absorbed in
mundane activities and feels no such obligation on his own?
The guides and solntions offered by halakhah to the problem of
intention emphasize the basic dichotomy between formal law and the
essence of religion. While religion is essentially a matter of the heart and
mind, law would seem to be capable of regulating only actions and deeds.
This is certainly true of secular law, which can impose no sanctions on
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anything which is not objectively provable in a court of law. However,

this is not equally true of religious law which can appeal to a man's
conscience for sanctions42 Secular law is satisfied if a man pays his taxes
on time, even if he does so unwillingly, and does not demand that he do so
with the idea that he is supporting social projects whose purpose is to help

the under-privileged and deprived43 Religious law considers the heart
and mind as part of its realm and demands their compliance. While the

earliest discnssion of the importance of intent in fulfillment of commandments is to be found only in the Baby Ionian Talmud, this discussion is
based on hints in Tannaitic literature. It has been suggested that one of the
fundamental differences between the House of Shammai and the House of
Hillel, the background to many of their disagreements, may have been the
question of the significance of intent44 Therefore, it is not surprising that
Jewish law legislated for the mind in specifying that one who prays must
have intent of heart (Tosefta Berakhot 3:5, p. 12). Rabbi Mana went so far
as to say that even if the reading of Shma does not need intent, prayer (the

Amidah, the Eighteen Benedictions) does need intent45 Rabbi Eliezcr
went even further in his statement that a man who feels himself unable to
pray with kavanah should rather not pray46
However, halakhah recognized the difficulties in legislating for the
mind and decreed, with some reservations, that prayer was valid even
without kavanah. The main efforts of the halakhah towards creating
proper kavanah were directed to legislating acts of preparation before
prayer. These were to have the effect of arousing the individual to an
awareness that he is about to stand in aweful devotion before the Master
of the world. This was in accordance with a principle that was formulated
much later by the author of Sefer haHinukh that actions have the power to
create a state of mind. The relation between actions and intentions is most
clear! y expressed in the decision of the Shulhan Arukh that though one is

required to face the direetion of the Holy of Holies in prayer, if he is
unable to figure out the correct direction, he is then to direct his heart to
his Father who is in heaven (Orah Hayyim 94).47 The last attitude is, of

eourse, not an inferior one but is rather the desired one48 which can best
be reached by external methods because these are better able to arouse the
proper awareness than a direct call to be aware. It is with this in mind that
we may understand the prescription of the Tur that one who prays must
seek a proper place for prayer, that he must dress properly and see that his
own body is properly clean and that he must prepare his mind for
prayer.49 The final preparation of the body culminates in the requirement
to stand in the posture thought appropriate for a servant who stands before
his master (Orah Hayyim 95). Nothing should be held in one's hands that
might interfere with the prayer and the ShulhanArukh grudgingly permitted holding aprayer book (Orah Hayyim 96, 2).50 Although the require-

ments of the Shulhan Arukh are mostly limited to externals, leaving thc
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attainment of the inner awareness to the capabilty of the individual,
Rabbi Hayim of Brisk went so far as to say that if the individual was not at
least aware of standing in the presence of God throughout his prayer, he

has not fulfilled the minimal requirement of prayerS! which was meant to
be an inner religious experience.
The seeond problem involved in the obligation to pray is that aspect
of kavanah which we have called "attention," knowing what one is
saying. The researches of J. Heinemann and others have shown that even
where prayer was eonsidered obligatory, this obligation did not include
strict forms for the prayers. In an intermediary stage, only general rubrics
were prescribed such as the idea that one of the requests in prayer must be
for the rebuilding of Jerusalem while the actual wording of the request
was left to the discretion of the individuaL. Eventually, the wording of the

prayers became definitive and even the number of words in each prayer

took on significance. This caused the individual worshipper to have
difficulty in feeling a particular relationship to words which had been
chosen by others-even when he agreed with the sentiments.

52 The

poskim considered this the main problem of prayer and interpreted the
statement of the baraita "He who prays should direct his heart to heaven"

(BT Berakhot 31a) as meaning that one should pay attention to the

meaning of the words which he utters (Tur Orah Hayyim 98). Here thcy

revealed the true dialectic tension between the halakhic call to prayer and
the recognition that real prayer can arise only from an inner inspiration.

The inability to demand proper intention of the heart is recognized in the
concession that although a person is initially required to pay attention to
the meanings of all the sections of prayer he may pray even if he feels
himself unable to eoncentrate on all of the sections,- provided he is able to
at least concentrate on the meanings of the first sections of Avot. The strict

interpretation of this law implies that if he did not apply even the
minimum of eoncentration he must recite his prayers once again. This is
stated flatly by the Maimonides (Hi/khot Tefillah 10: 1) and is accepted by
the Tur. The Tur goes even farther in emphasizing that even if one had
kavanah in all the rest of the prayer but omitted the kavanah in Avot, one
53 However, the Tur cancelled the practical
must repeat the whole prayer.
importance of his novella by stating that in our times we do not repeat a
prayer that has been recited without kavanah because the repetition will
have no more kavanah than the first recitation.54 Here we see the theoreti-

cal stress on the importance of kavanah combined with the pragmatical

recognition of the nigh impossibility of imposing it from without. The
practical aspects inherent in halakhah left halakhah no choice but to insist
on the outer forms even when it could not insure their inner content. 55
This has, in turn, enabled a late European rabbi, Rabbi Zvi Frommer, to
claim that kavanah is no more an essential part of prayer than ya' ale

veyavo.56 "Forgetting" kavanah is as insignificant as forgetting any other
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section of the prayer. However, this has rightly been rejected by others

who recognize the fact that though kavanah cannot be forced, it is
nevertheless the heart of prayer.57

Some people may pcrceive halakhah as a system which emphasizes

external forms to the detriment of true religious feeling which-they
claim-can arise only spontaneously. However, it seems obvious that
without the demands of halakhah that onc keep at least to the outer forms,

there would rarely be prayer of any type. Thus, even outer forms have
some significance. The most intentless legal forms of worship are a higher
form of religious awareness than no worship at alL. 58 But, we argue that

this is not the purpose of the ha1akhah. Halakhic regulations about prayer,

while regulating the external, do so in order to create that internal
awakening and awareness which are the hallmarks of kavanah. Halakhah
is not only "a sacred signpost which lights the way to spiritual aseent."59

It is also the call to man to follow that road. It is incumbent on the
traveller to get the most out of his journey.
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knowledge, in any of Rabbeinu Asher's extant writings. Does his animadversion show the quality
of his society or does is it anticipate his own explanation of "something new"? Rabbi Joseph
Karo, in his notes to the Tur, pointed out that many simple people would be at a loss to compose
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32. Minhat Yitzkak, iv, 28:3. An abstract of this response appears in E. Elinson, Halsha vehaMilzvot
(Jerusalem, 1974), p. 37.
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38. For further examples of this, see A. M. \1oneyman, "Merismus in Biblical Literature," Journal
of Biblical Literature, LXXI (1952), 11-18.
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Originally it intended to lessen the demand for kavanah but according to the Tur's explanation it
created a total demand for kavanah, albeit limited to Avot.
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57. R. Ovadyah Yosef, Yabia Omer, Vol. 3, 10:4.
58. Cj: Aaron Lichtenstein, "R. Joseph Soloveitchik," in Great Jewish Thinkers of the Twentieth

Century, ed. Simon Noveck (1963), p. 294.
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