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CONGREGATION KNESETH ISRAEL/ THE WHITE SHUL
R’ AKIVA: A TALMID, A SON, FOR THE AGES                                                      R’ EYTAN FEINER

Parshas Re’eh
With the pensive mourning of the three-week “bein ha’mitzarim” still fresh in our minds, let us turn our attention this week to yet another type of mourning-- but one that, we shall soon see, is certainly connected. We begin by returning to the intriguing braissa discussed last week. Rather than rewinding back to catch but a momentary glance, we quote it again here in full:

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

Musing over the braissa once more, we must also wonder why it is that only until specifically R’ Akiva came along did we discover that talmidei chachamim could indeed be included in a pasuk instructing us to fear G-d.
 No one else was capable of introducing such a drasha except for R’ Akiva? 

Mourning the Loss of a Rebbe

The gemara in Sanhedrin (68a) recounts how R’ Akiva, upon hearing of the demise of his Rebbe, R’ Eliezer, struck himself continuously until blood began dripping to the floor. Tosfos there (and in Yevamos 13b) are naturally bothered how R’ Akiva could seemingly transgress an explicit prohibition enjoining us from cutting ourselves in mourning: “You shall not make a cut in your flesh for the dead…” (Kedoshim, 19:28). Their response? “Mi’shum Torah ka’avid”-- R’ Akiva was only cutting himself over the loss of Torah and not over the actual corpse.
 And why should that make any difference?

In his Shi’arim B’tefilla (p. 39), R’ Shimshon Pincus cites the following explanation in the name of the Mirrer Rosh Yeshiva, R’ Chaim Shmuelevitz.
 The reason for the prohibition to cut oneself in mourning is based on the introductory words found in the related pasuk in this week’s parsha (14:1). The pasuk begins: “Banim a’tem la’Hashem Elokeichem,” “you are ‘sons’ to Hashem, your G-d.” Therefore, the pasuk continues, “you shall not cut yourselves and you shall not make a bald spot between your eyes for a dead person.” If so, understands R’ Chaim, then only when the act of inflicting cuts runs antithetical to one’s being a ‘son’ of G-d is the prohibition at all applicable. If we harm and cut ourselves over a meis- thereby demonstrating that we could never again be the same person- then we have transgressed the issur. Our actions have shown that we have forgotten that we are still, and always will be, the beloved children of HaKB”H.
 Recognizing that we are privileged to have a unique relationship with HaKB”H- who loves us far more than any other being possibly can- should alone preclude any reason to injure ourselves even in the midst of intense pain and suffering.
 

Concerning, however, the loss of a Rebbe, our teacher and transmitter of Hashem’s Torah- the lifeblood that sustains us- then indeed we are comparable to dead for we have lost, to a large extent, the source of the bond that ties us to HaKB”H as well. The connection has been severed and it will never again be the same. In such a case, the issur of “Lo sisgodidu” simply does not apply.
 

How interesting, then, that it is specifically this pasuk of “banim a’tem la’Hashem Elokeichem” that Rashi (based on the Sifri) cited back in Va’eschanan (6:7) as the source from which we infer that talmidim are considered banim to the Rebbe who taught them.
 The very pasuk from this week’s parsha that sees us regarded as the banim of Hashem is the identical one serving to illustrate the extreme closeness of a Rebbe/talmid relationship. If someone experiences the loss of a beloved Rebbe, then indeed he has simultaneously undergone a severe blow to the framework that placed him in close proximity to HaKB”H as well. It is only this two-tiered sense of bereavement that allows the hapless talmid to, yes, even overlook the otherwise prohibited act of cutting oneself in mourning.               

And what pasuk did Rashi quote for us back in Va’eschanan to illustrate that a Rebbe is considered the father of the talmid he has taught?
 Elisha’s cry of “avi avi rechev Yisroel” (Melachim II, 2:12) served as that source as Eliyahu’s close disciple screamed out passionately while observing his beloved mentor/father ascend heavenward in a chariot of fire.
 Interestingly enough, the same R’ Akiva who understood the depth and halachik ramifications of “banim a’tem” etc.
- knowing when it is even muttar to express that break in the “son-like” di’veikus to HaKB”H by cutting oneself- is also the one who echoed Elisha’s cry as his own mentor/father departed this world: “Avi avi rechev Yisroel” is the very cry that escapes R’ Akiva’s lips as the soul of his beloved Rebbe, R’ Eliezer, was brought heavenward… (Sanhedrin 68a)                 

And perhaps this shared cry of Elisha and R’ Akiva was intended to be a cry directed simultaneously towards Hashem, as well-- we can’t help but notice that the gematria of “avi avi” (26) happens to equal that of sheim Havayah… a crying out to Hashem, the chariot carrying the Jewish People. It is, after all, our Rebbe that forges our close ties to Hashem. Upon the Rebbe’s departure, we shout out to Avinu she’ba’shamayim to assist us in renewing the bond.
  

We also notice this unique nature of the talmid/Rebbe relationship concerning the one forced to flee to the city of refuge after having killed someone inadvertently. Based on the Torah’s usage of “vi’chai,” the gemara in Makkos (10a) discusses the various obligations incumbent upon the courts to ensure that the individual remains alive. One of the requirements is to send the person’s Rebbe to the ir miklat together with his talmid. Without his Rebbe there from whom he can learn and absorb the eternal and ‘living’ Torah
- who binds him to his Father in heaven- we cannot be certain that he will remain alive, for the absence of a Rebbe is truly comparable to death. 
The Ritva and other Rishonim
 point out that even if there would already be a yeshiva in the city of refuge, we would still send along the individual’s own Rebbe for one does not merit learning from just anyone. The Shu”t Maharit (vol. 2, OC”H, #50) adds the beautiful diyuk that the gemara’s choice wording is, “mi’galin ra’bo i’mo”—clearly emphasizing that we don’t send him with just any Rav or Rosh Yeshiva, but accompanied specifically by his own Rebbe, his personal link to HaKB”H and the Torah, the one from whom he has grown accustomed to learning.      

This is the difficult loss that R’ Akiva mourned at his Rebbe’s departure from this world. Cutting himself symbolically served to highlight that the absence of his Rebbe was tantamount to his own demise. But from whom did he glean the truth of this concept? From where did he learn that his drastic action was indeed justified? 

The Two Rabbi Akivas

Perhaps from none other than the very same R’ Eliezer he was now mourning. Tosfos in Kesuvos (17a) cites a braissa (Derech Eretz Zuta, chapter 8) telling the tale of R’ Akiva’s devotion in tending to a meis mitzvah, an unattended corpse. Upon relating his noble deed to his Rebbeim, R’ Eliezer and R’ Yehoshua, R’ Akiva receives only harsh rebuke in return: “For every step it is as if you spilled innocent blood,” they admonish, referring to the R’ Akiva he could have become had he stayed continuously by their side instead. And why is that so, Tosfos question, when the gemara instructs us to be mi’vatel Talmud Torah to tend to a dead person- and a fortiori when the meis is a meis mitzvah? 

In the name of R’ Yehuda from Korvill, the answer given is that R’ Akiva missed out on shimush talmidei chachamim, and being mi’shamesh, serving one’s Rebbe, is greater even than regular Torah learning (Brachos 7b).
 It was thus precisely R’ Eliezer (together with R’ Yehoshua) who had taught R’ Akiva earlier in life that losing out on serving one’s Rebbe is, in essence, an act of killing the greater person one could have become had he benefited immeasurably from serving the Rebbe instead. Now that R’ Eliezer was deceased, R’ Akiva surely felt that he could never reach the even greater R’ Akiva that he was potentially capable of becoming, having lost all future opportunities of being mi’shamesh his Rebbe. Along with the death of his Rebbe, a large part of him has died too, a part he firmly believed could never really be restored. 

Serving Torah Scholars

“Gi’dola shi’musha yoser mi’limuda” (Brachos 7b).
 Yes, indeed, R’ Yehuda from Korvill was justified in applying this declaration of Chazal to answer the question of Tosfos regarding the important lesson taught to R’ Akiva by his Rebbeim. After all, who happens to be the ba’al ha’memra? Who is the sage who first uttered this declaration quoted in Maseches Brachos and subsequently bandied about many a sefer? It is none other than R’ Shimon ben Yochai, one of the most renowned talmidim of R’ Akiva. 
R’ Shimon ben Yochai, a devoted disciple who witnessed daily the actions and beliefs of his saintly Rebbe, who learnt by one who must have stressed constantly the importance of shimush that he himself had absorbed from his own Rebbeim, is understandably someone who could make such a powerful statement. He must certainly have picked up this precious concept from R’ Akiva, the very same R’ Akiva who began appreciating its profundity in the wake of R’ Eliezer’s rebuke concerning the incident of the meis mitzvah.

Oh, but there is yet more. Catching a glimpse of the gemara in Brachos, we find that R’ Shimon ben Yochai’s actual mekor, the source for his statement, is from the shimush performed by the prophet Elisha for his Rebbe, Eliyahu HaNavi.
 Hence, the origin for the importance of shimush talmidei chachamim is the talmid/Rebbe relationship witnessed in the example of Elisha and Eliyahu. As we have already seen, when the time came for Eliyahu to ascend heavenward in the fiery chariot, Elisha burst forward with the resounding cry, “avi avi rechev Yisroel,” feeling the imminent loss of someone who represented a father to him and so much more. And how interesting it is to quickly return to the story of R’ Eliezer’s death where we remember witnessing R’ Akiva, the Rebbe of R’ Shimon ben Yochai, reciting the very same pasuk upon hearing of his own Rebbe’s departure…

And when R’ Akiva himself dies? For this we turn to the Medrash Shochar Tov on Mishlei (#9)
 which records that someone specific was sent to carry his soul heavenward, someone who stood as a primary example of a Rebbe transmitting to his talmid the importance of shimush talmidei chachamim. That someone was none other than Eliyahu HaNavi. Quite interesting indeed: The cry uttered by Elisha for Eliyahu is the very same one R’ Akiva borrows in mourning for his own Rebbe’s departure. R’ Akiva’s own talmid, in turn, who spent years witnessing his Rebbe’s appreciation for serving talmidei chachamim properly, is the one to then deduce from the dedicated service Elisha performed for Eliyahu that, “gi’dola shi’musha yoser mi’limuda.” And, finally, the circle is complete as Eliyahu himself returns to serve the sage who so fully modeled the lessons that he had imbued within his own talmid, Elisha, as R’ Akiva’s holy soul is caringly carried to the heavens above.
    

This is all the same R’ Akiva who, in his younger years, detested the talmid chacham to the point that he wished even to “bite one like a donkey” (Pesachim 49b). The times have certainly changed as R’ Akiva himself is the one who ultimately darshens that “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah” is coming to include the fear of talmidei chachamim. Specifically R’ Akiva who absorbed the lesson taught to him by R’ Eliezer and lived it to the fullest degree, is the one who can most appreciate the role that the talmid chacham plays in the lives of his talmidim, and is therefore unafraid to include him in the pasuk.
 

Failing to Follow in their Rebbe’s Footsteps

Unfortunately, though, R’ Akiva’s twenty-four thousand talmidim met a tragic and untimely demise because they did not accord proper respect to one another (Yevamos 62b). Such severe retribution for the failure to accord honor to their colleagues?! After appreciating exactly who their Rebbe was and what he worked so diligently on trying to impart to his students, however, their harsh punishment is more readily understood. 
They learnt from, and observed daily, the very one who highlighted the awe and reverence due talmidei chachamim, the one person bold enough to group them together with HaKB”H, and yet they failed to ingrain within themselves their Rebbe’s ideals.
 It comes as no surprise, then, that it is also specifically this same R’ Akiva who trumpets the famous call, “’Vi’ahavta li’rei’acha kamocha’- zeh klal gadol baTorah” (Sifra, Kedoshim).
 Only R’ Akiva was capable of what appears to be a common-sense moral teaching? Perhaps others could have declared the same— but specifically R’ Akiva knew its ramifications all too well…            

R’ Akiva and Yaakov Avinu

In Likutei HaShas of the Arizal,
 we find R’ Chaim Vital quoting his Rebbe that R’ Akiva was a gilgul of Yaakov Avinu, the identical letters comprising their names serving as a subtle reminder (and they both wed wives named Rachel…).
 If the underlying motif of gilgul neshamos is one of being misakein, of fully correcting, a leftover deficiency from a previous reincarnate,
 then what could possibly be said regarding the seeming perfection of a Yaakov Avinu?

All that comes to mind when searching for something in the life of Yaakov requiring perhaps a slight tikkun is the twenty-two year period in which he missed out on being mi’shamesh and honoring his father and Rebbe, Yitzchak Avinu.
 How fascinating, then, that we find regarding R’ Akiva (Chagiga 12a- see also Beraishis Rabba)) that he was mi’shamesh one of his Rebbeim, Nachum Ish Gamzu
 for a period of exactly twenty-two years
-- perhaps to be misakein Yaakov’s twenty-two missing years of serving his father and teacher...
 

Furthermore, the Gra
 informs us that one can locate the area wherein lies his reincarnated soul’s deficiency by recognizing the sin he finds himself succumbing to most often. The only “sin” we read of concerning R’ Akiva- and one which he repeated quite often it seems- was his attitude and treatment of talmidei chachamim before his interest in learning was ever sparked. Quite fascinating, then, that- according to our theory- the only area that required any sort of tikkun was precisely the one involving treatment of talmidei chachamim. They rightfully deserve our utmost respect, an awe and admiration inspiring us to be mi’shamesh them at every possible opportunity. Yaakov missed out on years of shimush, but that void was ultimately filled by an individual who for years despised the very presence of talmidei chachamim, and then grew to become the very one to teach the world- through both word and example- of their truly lofty madreiga.      
Rewinding back for a moment to the Medrash Shochar Tov on Mishlei cited above, perhaps yet another symbolism now emerges as we read of specifically Eliyahu HaNavi carrying R’ Akiva’s body heavenward. The Arizal has informed us that R’ Akiva was a gilgul of Yaakov Avinu. Pinchas/Eliyahu, writes the Arizal (Sefer HaGilgulim, chapter 67—see also the Rama MiPhano’s Gilgulei Neshamos, #155),
 was a gilgul of Yitzchak Avinu, the gematria of Yitzchak equaling that of Pinchas (208) serving as subtle corroboration. Yaakov, we have just observed, was missing twenty-two years of being mi’shamesh his father Yitzchak, a small deficiency that his reincarnate, R’ Akiva, would fill years later. Upon R’ Akiva’s demise, with the tikkun of Yaakov fully in place, how beautiful indeed that Pinchas/Eliyahu, the gilgul of Yitzchak, arrived on the scene to bring R’ Akiva, the gilgul of his beloved son Yaakov, up to the heavens. Yaakov’s twenty-two year absence away from Yitzchak has been fully rectified—the time has come for Yitzchak to bring him back home…            
And what about a tikkun for R’ Akiva’s first forty years that passed by without learning?
 Sefer Ohr HaGanuz (Machon HaRamchal, chapter 3), cites a letter written by R’ Yekusiel Gordon, a close disciple of R’ Moshe Chaim Luzzato, stating that his Rebbe was a gilgul (“nitzotz”) of R’ Akiva.
 Yes, indeed, it appears that the Ramchal came to be mashlim and misakein those first forty years of R’ Akiva’s life- the Ramchal, in fact, died in his fortieth year…and he and R’ Akiva just happen to be buried right next to one another in the holy city of Ti’veria…
  

Above and Beyond This World

And now for the finishing touch. Beginning with parshas Vayeishev, Rabbeinu Bechaye
 mentions numerous times that the a’sarah ha’rugei malchus, the ten righteous martyrs, corresponded to- were, in essence, gilgulim of- the ten people involved in the selling of Yosef, and suffered on their behalf in order to fully expiate for their sin. However, questions Rabbeinu Bechaye, there were only nine brothers that partook in the sale, for Binyamin was not yet born and Reuven was busy attending to Yaakov on that fateful day. Who, then, was the tenth person held liable alongside the others for the sale of Yosef? 

While attempting to resolve this difficulty, Rabbeinu Bechaye (Veyeishev, 37:33) suggests the possibility of Yosef or Reuven being somewhat culpable, but also alludes to an alternate resolution. Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer
 records that the shivatim appealed to HaKB”H (kaviyachol) to join them in forming a beis din of ten
 to issue a cheirem, a ban, forbidding the disclosure of the true details of the event to Yaakov.
 In a certain sense, therefore, HaKB”H played the role of “number ten,” and consequently removed Yaakov’s ruach hakodesh from him.
 Espousing such an approach, we must certainly wonder which of the ten martyrs could then theoretically correspond to HaKB”H. With regard to whom could it possibly be said that his death was orchestrated to atone for G-d’s involvement in the ban? 

Only an individual who was mi’chadeish to the world that a devout and sagacious Torah scholar is, in fact, included in the same pasuk discussing the fear of G-d, could ever be one to understandably assume the role of atoning for HaKB”H’s involvement in the ban. That person was, of course, none other than R’ Akiva, the righteous sage who, the mekubalim inform us, was designated to play this significant role.
 This should come as no surprise, of course, if we remember the gemara in Megilla (18a) that discusses HaKB”H actually calling Yaakov Avinu a “god.”
 Did we not see above that R’ Akiva was indeed a gilgul of the “god-like” Yaakov Avinu…

 “Es Hashem Elokecha tirah.” Along came R’ Akiva and opened up a gate that stirred us on a path to probe the profound nature of his personality. And it all started with this pasuk, a short command informing us- among other things- that talmidei chachamim must always be viewed with a G-d-like reverence, ultimately fostering devoted shimush on our part-- the crucial step needed for our own success at becoming ever more like the illustrious R’ Akiva. Let us make ourselves banim/talmidim to the teachings of our renowned “father of Torah shebi’al peh,” as we keep in mind always that the Oral Torah, especially, demands constant shimush to facilitate its transfer from one generation to the next…
               

� See the Chasam Sofer (Chiddushim on Pesachim 22b) we quoted last week, and see also Rabbeinu Bechaye, Eikev, 10:20. In addition, see the Izhbitzer’s Mei HaShiloach, vol. 1, likutei haShas (Pesachim 22b), p. 245. 





� See Tosfos to Yevamos (13b) for an additional answer, and see R’ Eysan Yadi’s Imros Tehoros, p. 16.  





� See also R’ A. Bergman’s Shimusha shel Torah, p. 120, quoting R’ N. Z. Ziv, son of the Alter MiKelm.


 


� See the insight appearing in Koveitz Ma’amarim, vol. 1, p. 76.  





� See also Ibn Ezra and Sforno. 





� In addition, see Sichos Mussar, parshas Behar, ma’amar 19, where R’ Chaim expounds on the theme of shimush talmidei chachamim. 





� See especially the comments of R’ Hutner in his Pachad Yitzchak on Purim, ma’amar 18. See also the brief remarks appearing in his Sefer HaZikaron, reshimos inyanim shonim (#13), pp. 386-387.  





� The obvious difficulty, of course, is why Rashi felt the need to cite two separate sources to prove what could seemingly be inferred from one pasuk alone; i.e., if a talmid is considered like his Rebbe’s son, doesn’t that automatically make the Rebbe regarded like his father (and vice-versa)? See the introduction to the sefer, Asicha Bi’chukecha on the seventh perek of Bava Kamma.     


 


� See R’ Moshe Feinstein’s Drash Moshe on the pasuk in Va’eschanan (6:7) regarding Elisha’s choice of “avi” rather than referring to Eliyahu as his “rav.” Yet another explanation in R’ Moshe’s name is cited by R’ Moshe Einstadter in his work, The Yearning Soul (endnotes to chapter 8, #3- p. 127). See R’ Einstadter’s own approach discussed in chapter 8.  


� See, in particular, the dialogue between R’ Akiva and Tornus Rufus recorded in Bava Basra (10a) in which R’ Akiva invokes this very pasuk of “Banim atem,” etc. (and see the Maharsha there). Interesting is that R’ Akiva’s own disciples (R’ Meir/R’ Yehuda) dispute that which their Rebbe seemed to have clearly espoused— see Kiddushin 36a (and see Poras Yosef on Bava Basra, ibid.). 


.        


� R’ Shmuel Brazil added that the double lashon of “avi avi” alone might allude to the fact that R’ Akiva was subtly addressing both his Rebbe and HaKB”H.     


� See the terminology of the Rambam in Hilchos Ro’tzei’ach, 7:1, and that of the Sefer HaChinuch in mitzvah #410.


 


� See the Nimukei Yosef and R’ Yehonasan Mi’Lonil.





� See the Maharal’s explanation in his Derech Chaim on Avos (6:7, p. 297); the Maharsha (Brachos, ibid.) and the Maharitz Chiyus (quoting the Gra); Mishnas R’ Aharon (vol. 1, p. 252); R’ Reuven Grozovsky’s Sichos R’ Reuven (hespedim, p. 188); and R’ Mattisyahu Solomon’s Matnas Chaim: Kinyanim, pp. 100-101. In addition, see the comments of the Ohr Sameach, Hilchos Talmud Torah, 1:2 (and see Mishnas Ya’aveitz, O”CH/Moadim, discussing the same Rashi on Succah 25a). See, however, the ha’aros and ensuing explanation in R’ Hoberman’s Zi’ev Yitraf on Shavuos, chapter 42. For an alternative explanation to Rashi in Succah, see Mishmeres Chaim, vol. 1, Hilchos Talmud Torah, #2. See also Pachad Yitzchak on Shavuos (ma’amar 8, chapter 4) for R’ Hutner’s understanding of why shimush differs from limud regarding the din of “o’seik bi’mitzvah patur min ha’mitzvah” discussed there in Succah.          





� For a mystical understanding of this concept, see Asifas Divrei Chachamim/Divrei Chaim, p. 69, citing the B’nei Yissaschar. See also the B’nei Yissaschar’s Maggid Ta’aluma on Brachos 7b, quoting R’ M. M. from Rimonov. (See also the Izhbitzer’s Mei HaShiloach, vol. 1, Beraishis, p. 17.)    





� The gemara cites Melachim II, 3:11, as its source, and see Targum Yonasan there. The Mar’eh Kohen refers us to Tanna D’vei Eliyahu Rabba, chapter 5, where we find the memra deduced instead from an earlier pasuk regarding the same Elisha/Eliyahu relationship- Melachim I, 19:21.  





� See also Tosfos in Yevamos 61a (“mi’maga”), quoting part of the medrash, and Tosfos in Bava Metzia 114b (towards the end of “ma’hu”—see Gilyon HaShas). 





� Perhaps we can introduce yet another interesting remez revealed by this medrash. The Seder HaDoros (“R’ Akiva”-#11) cites the Eimek HaMelech and the Chesed L’Avraham (see also the Rama MiPhano’s Gilgulei Neshamos (“Kazbi”)) that R’ Akiva was a gilgul of Zimri, the nassi from the tribe of Shimon who was killed by Pinchas after contributing to the death of 24,000 Jews. R’ Akiva subsequently taught 24,000 talmidim who were supposed to serve as a tikkun for those who had sinned generations before. See also Sefer HaGilgulim (chapter 67) that the gematria of “Akiva ben Yosef” (with the osiyos) equals that of “Zimri ben Salu.” There are other associations as well. (Let us not forget that, although we might regard Zimri as having openly disgraced G-d’s name, he did, in fact, possess many ma’alos— see R’ M. Wolfson’s Emunas I’techa, beginning of parshas Pinchas, where he addresses this issue.) See also Megaleh Amukos who traces R’ Akiva back even further— to the father and origin of Zimri’s tribe, Shimon himself, who killed 24,000 in the city of Shechem to avenge Dinah’s abduction. Pinchas, many opinions in Chazal claim (see the sources cited in the footnotes towards the end of my essay on parshas Toldos), was Eliyahu HaNavi, becoming transformed- according to Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer (chapter 47)- directly as a result of his zealous killing of Kazbi and Zimri. 





It all now seems quite fascinating: R’ Akiva, some opinions believe, was a reincarnate of Zimri. Zimri was killed by Pinchas, the one who then became Eliyahu as a direct result of his act of kana’us. After being misakein the deficiencies of Zimri, the now completed soul of R’ Akiva/Zimri is carried heavenward by none other than Eliyahu, the Pinchas turned Eliyahu who had earlier acted aggressively against it. Only now that same Pinchas comes to give testimony to this corrected and purified soul by according it the greatest honor of personally bringing it to the realm where it will then take on eternal life…(Perhaps this is somewhat similar to the Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer (chapter 29) regarding the same Eliyahu who, after being mikaneh against the Jews regarding bris milah, is then told by HaKB”H that he must therefore be present at every subsequent bris performed as witness to the “tikkun.”)             





� This naturally works best with the opinions of Rashi (Pesachim 22b- the simple reading of the mishna quoted from Avos) and Tosfos (Bava Kamma 41b) that the ribui is really only for one’s own Rebbe (or a “Rav muflag bi’doro”). However, see Rashi, Avos 4:12, the Meiri (Pesachim, ibid.), and other sources cited in R’ Aharon Felder’s Shi’eilas Aharon, beginning of siman 8. In addition, see Taz, Y”D, 231:1, and see R’ Yitzchak Arieli’s Einayim Li’Mishpat, Kiddushin 57a. See also the remez of the Ba’al HaTurim, beginning of Nitzavim, 29:9. 





� See also Sefer HaMikneh, Kiddushin 57a.





� See also R’ Shmuel Auerbach’s Ohel Rachel on the Moadim, pp. 51-52.





� Brachos 61b- see also Sefer HaLikutim of the Arizal (Vayechi, 49:24), Sha’ar HaGilgulim, chapter 41, and the commentary Meir Ayin on the Rama MiPhano’s Gilgulei Nishamos (“Kazbi”) quoting Kavanos HaAri. See also R’ Dovid Tebel from Lisa’s Nefesh Dovid, end of parshas Vayishlach.  





� See also the fascinating remez of the Rizhiner Rebbe (R’ Yisroel from Rizhin) recorded in Doleh U’Mashkeh (tinyana), parshas Vayishlach, p. 32. (See also the Chida’a Pesach Einayim on Brachos 61b.)


 


� See the Ramchal’s Ma’amar HaChochma, Inyan HaGilgul. See also Kisvei Kabbalah Li’ba’al HaTosfos Yom Tov, ma’amar 33, pp. 154-155, and see Peleh Yo’eitz, “gilgul.”





� See the different nuscha’os in Seder Olam Rabba, chapter 2. Regarding these twenty-two years away from Yitzchak, see also the Maharsha’s comments on Megilla (16b), and see R’ Refoel Shmuelevitz’s remarks printed in Siach Pikudecha (Yeshivas Mir publication), ma’amar 3.  





� The Rebbe introduced us to “gam zu l’tovah,” and his devoted talmid followed suit with the similar “kol mah di’avid Rachmana li’tov avid…” (Brachos 60b).  





� See also R’ Reuven Margoliyos’ Mechkarim Bi’darkei HaTalmud, ma’amar 2.


 


� I subsequently came across the Ma’aseh Rokeach (Belz), parshas Beraishis (#2), who brings this exact thought in the name of “sifrei ha’mekubalim.” 





� Commentary on Sefer Yonah, 4:3.  





� See also the Chida’s Divash L’fe, ma’areches “peh,” #4, #12, and #24. In addition, see the brief remarks of the Lev Simcha from Ger, end of parshas Pinchas (p. 261).





� See Avos d’R’ Nasan, chapter 6.


 


� See also Rechev Yisroel (Machon HaRamchal), p. 332. The Ramchal himself seems to have hinted in his writings that he believed himself to have nitzotzos of R’ Akiva’s neshama. Parenthetically, we also find mention of the earlier “Rebbe,” R’ Yehuda HaNassi, having been a gilgul of Yaakov Avinu/ R’ Akiva— see Megaleh Amukos, parshas Toldos (p. 73), who adds that the rashei teivos of “Nassi” stand for nishmaso shel Yaakov Avinu. (See also parshas Tazria (p. 354): nitzutzo shel…, and see R’ Yosef HaKohen’s Galgal HaChaim, p. 138.) I subsequently found that the Si’dei Chemed (ma’areches ha’reish, klal 42) also cites the rashei teivos (“nitzutz shel…”) while referencing two other seforim. See also R’ M. Wolfson’s Emunas I’techa, parshas Vayechi, p. 169. In addition, see R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, parshas Vayechi, #2 (p. 218), and see the related remez appearing in Li’machar A’tir, parshas Vayechi, 47:28. (It has also been said that the Ramak, R’ Moshe Cardevoro, was a nitzutz of nishmas R’ Akiva, and the Ohr HaChaim HaKadosh subsequently possessed that same nitzutz— see O’ros Ohr HaChaim HaKadosh (Avidan), p. 33.)        





� See R’ A. Frishman’s Kum His’ha’leich B’Aretz, pp. 205-206.





� See also Zohar Chadash, end of Eichah.





� Chapter 38. See also Zohar, Vayeishev, 183b, and Medrash Tanchuma, ibid., #2. (See also Pri Tzaddik on Sefer Devarim, remarks on Tu B’Av (p. 66).) The Imrei Baruch ha’ga’os on the Shu”t Chacham Tzvi (#93) brings a proof from this incident to the Chacham Tzvi’s conclusion that a golem cannot be counted as part of a minyan. Since the brothers of Yosef clearly knew, and made use of, the Sefer Yetzira (see the Shlah he quotes), then why join HaKB”H to the minyan of ten—they could simply have fashioned a golem…    





� See the question posed in Kuntrus Mirafsin Igri: Kushyos Atzumos, in’yanei tefilla, p. 11. In the edition of Mirafsin Igri published in Tishrei 5764 (pp. 22-23), answers appear from both R’ Chaim Kaniyevsky and R’ A. L. Steinman.   





� Parenthetically, see the comments of the Kli Yakar on parshas Mikeitz, 42:22, concerning how it was possible that the brothers could have erred so egregiously in their p’sak din.   





� Concerning the precise halachik nature of the cheirem and the role of HaKB”H, see the Ramban’s elaboration in his Mishpat HaCheirem (printed together with his chiddushim on Shas).  





� See Nitzutzei Shimshon (quoting from Pisgamin Kadishin) which relates an unbelievable remez from the end of parshas Bechukosai to this idea, revealed by the famed mekubal, R’ Shimshon from Astropoli. R’ Shimshon mentions the drasha of R’ Akiva- along with two other kabbalistic reasons- to explain why specifically R’ Akiva was chosen to correspond to HaKB”H. (This ma’amar also appears as the last in Likutei Shoshanim, and can be seen, as well, in R’ Azriel Hildesheimer’s collection of insights on parshas Bechukosai printed at the end of his Shu”t R’ Azriel on Even HaEzer.) See also Yalkut Reuveini on Beraishis, and the Shlah ha’kadosh, parshas Vayeishev. In addition, see the Munkatcher Rebbe’s remarks in his Divrei Torah, vol. 1, #53 (p. 62).  





� See Gur Aryeh on Vayishlach, 33:20. Regarding R’ Akiva’s unique stature from the standpoint of the “sha’ar ha’chamishim,” the fiftieth gate of tahara (also referred to as gates of binah)- a level above and beyond this world- see Megaleh Amukos (ofen 73 and 88); the Chida’s Pesach Einayim on Menachos 29b-- and see his Maranan V’Rabbanan (“R’ Akiva”) for a listing of additional places where he comments on the same idea; the Zichron Menachem commentary on the Medrash Pli’ah, parshas Shemos (“Shi’lach na bi’yad tishlach,” ofen #4); the Tzemach Dovid commentary on the Haggadah shel Pesach (“Ma’aseh bi’B’nei Brak”); and the Ma’aseh Rokeach. See also the Munkatcher Rebbe’s Divrei Torah, vol. 1, #53, quoting from Siddur HaRav Kapil (“bi’sod Chag HaShavuos”). It should be noted that this madreiga focuses on a certain specific bechina, and is not indicative of R’ Akiva’s having attained a level above that of Moshe Rabbeinu, about whom the Torah testifies was the greatest prophet ever. See also the Maharal’s Chiddushei Aggados (vol. 4) on the gemara in Menachos 29b, and his Tiferes Yisroel, chapter 63. Interestingly enough, the Sheim MiShmuel (parshas Chukas, 5670, pp. 297-298) discusses Moshe’s attainment of “sha’ar ha’chamishim” after receiving the Torah, and see Megaleh Amukos, ofen 12, regarding Moshe revealing to Yehoshua the fiftieth gate of the nun sha’arei binah. See also R’ Y. L. HaLevi Ashleig’s (Ba’al HaSulam on the Zohar) Pri Chacham collection of ma’amarim, p. 202. In addition, see R’ Moshe Wolfson’s Emunas I’techa on the Moadim, p. 20 (“Se’udas Esther”), regarding the level of Mordechai. (The concept, in general, mandates a lengthy discussion well beyond the scope of this essay. Deliberation must certainly take into account the gemara in Rosh HaShana (21b), and the comments of the Ramban in his introduction to his commentary on the chumash that no one ever reached sha’ar nun. See also Kisvei Kabbalah Li’ba’al HaTosfos Yom Tov, ma’amar 26, p. 128, and see Ya’aros Divash, cheilek 2, drush 9.)                  





� Fascinating it is to now turn to two different places in the Zohar (quoted in Shu”t Yechaveh Da’as, vol. 3, #73, discussing the permissibility of singing “Si’u shearim rasheichem, etc.” while honoring a talmid chacham) which note that R’ Shimon ben Yochai, one of R’ Akiva’s foremost talmidim who clearly absorbed his Rebbe’s lessons of serving talmidei chachamim, happens to be compared to HaKB”H as well…  


� See the Maharal’s Derech Chaim on Avos, 6:6 (“shimush chachamim”).





