Rav Ari Shvat (Chwat)

Rosh Midreshet Tal Orot

Michlelet Orot, Elkana

Shvataz@barak-online.net
Translated from: 

חיים ביהודה- ספר זיכרון לר' חיים מגני, תשס"ד, עמ' מא-סג.

The Mitzvah of Speaking Hebrew 

This article is dedicated to the memory of my teacher and mentor, R’ Chaim Mageni z”l, who left a strong and lasting impression on me in his idealism and especially in his love of Eretz Yisrael, his dedication to education (especially that of his children), and in his great love of the topic at hand- the Hebrew language.  Chaim and Shoshana greatly influenced both myself and others like me who merited to be guests in their home.  I made Aliyah as an adolescent, young, alone, and without my family, to learn in Yeshivat “Nir” in Kiryat Arba.  In the Mageni family we saw the prime example of true Israeli children, raised on the Torah of the Holy Land and on Lashon Ha’Kodesh, the Holy Language.  A family whom we all hoped to imitate, beautifully illustrating the generation of Geulah. 

Topics: 

A. The Reward For  Speaking  Hebrew
B. Speaking vs. Learning

C. ChazalWhat type of Mitzvah?

D. Speaking a Foreign Language

E. Why was Hebrew not Spoken in the Diaspora?

F. The Question of Omission 

G. Summary

For more than 100 years, the Jewish people have been undergoing a national revival:  returning to our land, declaring our independence, building our capital city, and renewing our language.  Despite these advancements, we are witness to differing opinions within the religious camp on the issue of the usage of Hebrew as a daily, spoken language.  On one side stand those who claim that it is forbidden to use Hebrew for everyday purposes; on the other side are those who even though their Zionistic ideals motivated them to leave the comfort of Chutz La’Aretz behind, they still have chosen to raise their children in the Holy Land on their “mother tongue” (Sfat Ha’Em),  English, French, etc. and not the language of their nation (Sfat Ha’Am).  They claim that this will help them in school, at work, etc.  

We must clarify if this group have merely forfeited a midat chasidut or if they are not fulfilling an actual mitzvah (from the Torah laws or from Chazal).  Or, perhaps it is really forbidden to speak Hebrew, and we should be living our lives in English, Arabic, German, Yiddish or Ladino?

A.  The Reward Granted to those who Speak Lashon Ha’Kodesh
A person who speaks Hebrew is bestowed three significant rewards:

A. Life in the World To Come- “Every person who settles permanently in Eretz Yisrael, and eats chullin
 in purity, and speaksHebrew, and says the Shema morning and evening, is promised a share in the World to Come.”

B. Redemption- “In the merit of four deeds Yisrael was redeemed from Egypt:  they didn’t change their names and their language, they didn’t speak Lashon Ha’Ra (slander), and there was not one immodest person amongst them.”
  The first two deeds in this list show their loyalty to their national identity despite their religious assimilation;
 the last two show their courage to protect ideals of unity and self-pride, despite the temptation of a slave who wants to flatter and be included by his master because he is hopeless and wishes to improve his situation.  

The Maharsham stresses that this same principle holds true regarding  the future redemption, as well.
  Similarly, Rav Yaakov Kaminetsky, zt”l, said that as long as the nation uses foreign languages, this is a sign that this must not be the final redemption (for example, in the time of the second Beit HaMikdash, when the spoken language was Aramaic)
. 

C. Long Life - “And you will teach your children to speak them.”
  Chazal derived from here that from the time a child begins speaking, his father must speak to him in Lashon Ha’Kodesh and teach him Torah.  If he does not do these two things, it is considered as if he buried him, as the pasukcontinues: “And you will teach your children to speak them” …. so that your days will be numerous”- if you teach these things to your children, then your days will be numerous, and if not, your days will be cut short, etc.”
  

Such extraordinary compensation- the three biggest rewards in exchange for one mitzvah-  is not found regarding any other singledeed. This attestsies to the fact that speaking in Hebrew  is not just a nice commendable action , but rather an especially important mitzvah.  

Indeed, from the words of the Rambam in his explanation of the Mishnah: “Be careful to observe a “light” mitzvah in the same way that you are careful regarding a “serious” mitzvah, because you do not know the reward system of the mitzvot,” it seems that the mitzva to speak Hebrew ismid’oraita.
  His examples of “light”mitzvot are: “Rejoicing on the holidays and learning Hebrew,” and examples of  serious mitzvot are: “Brit Milah, Tzizit and Korban Pesach.”  The Rambam is clearly bringing examples of mitzvot which are all on the same level mid’oraita, from the Torah itself,
 

but some are wrongly  often treated lightly,.  The Rambam’s source is surely the Sifri (Midrash Halacha) which we mentioned.

Why did the Rambam  particularly choose these twomitzvot, - learning Hebrew and rejoicing on the holidays, as examples of mitzvot which people tend to think of lightly?  

The answer may be found upon examination of the mitzvot which the Rambam mentioned as being serious, Brit Milah and slaughtering the Korban Pesach, whose “severity is self-evident.  These are the only positive commandments, where a punishment is meted for transgression:- Karet.
  

In contrast, as examples of “light” mitzvot, the Rambam brings those whose  importance is not explicit in the Torah itself, but rather by Chazal, and subsequently, many (mistakenly) consider them to be unimportant.  Therefore, the Rambam decided to stress the significance of these mitzvot  upon several different opportunities.  About rejoicing on the holidays, he writes: “Eating and drinking on the holidays is part of the mitzvah”; “A person is obligated to be happy on these days, as it says: ‘And you shall rejoice on your holiday, etc.’”; “A person who dishonors the holidays is viewed as if he adhered to idol worship”;
 andelsewhere: “There are sins which those who commit them frequently have no part in the World to Come,
 and people should distance themselves from these sins and be careful about them, and these are the sins: …and dishonoring the holidays.”
 Similarly, we have already seen the retribution mentioned for one who speaks in Hebrew as opposed to onewho doesn’t.

The Rambam explains that this is the true way to measure the importance of a mitzvah  “Even though we have no source which tells us that one mitzvah is more important than another, there is a way to evaluate them, and that is by realizing that every mitzvah whose punishment is severe, one who observes the mitzvah receives a considerable reward.”
  Regarding the “light” mitzvot, we are told in the Mishnah that “you do not know the reward given for mitzvot,” but this does not mean that their reward is not large.  Although  not explicit in the Torah, Chazal do reveal the great reward as handed down in the oral tradition, specifically regarding these wrongly considered “light” mitzvot: rejoicing on the holidays and speaking Hebrew.  In this way Chazal revealed to us the true and noteworthy value of  Lashon HaKodesh.  

B. Speaking vs. Learning

Certain variations within the sources may lead us to think, mistakenly, that perhaps it is enough to learn or knowHebrew, or, for example, to learn one lesson a day- but that there is no need “to speak them”.  For example, we find in the Tosefta: 
 

A young child who is not dependent on his mother is obligated in the mitzvah of succah;…if he knows how to shake, he is obligated in lulav; if he knows how to enwrap himself, he is obligated in tzitzit; if he knows how to speak, his father teaches him the Shema, Torah, and Hebrew, and if he doesn’t, it would have been better had he not come to the world...

A similar conclusion may be understood from the aforementioned Rambam in his commentary on this Mishna, where he terms the mitzvah: “learning Hebrew” and not: “speaking Hebrew.”  The Satmar Rebbe indeed explained that even in the time of the Tanach (!) the spoken language was Aramaic, and Hebrew was used just forlearning and prayer. 
  Accordingly, if there is a need to command us to teach the language, we must conclude that people were not familiar with this language from home!

  R. Ya’akov Emdin pushes aside this explanation with both hands,
 because it is clear from chazal (and archeology!) that Am Yisrael in the times of Tanach knew and spoke Hebrew and would not need to learn the language.
 Nevertheless, being that other languages were also around since the Tower of Babel, there was a need to command that Lashon HaKodesh be the one chosen for daily use. 

Rashi also clearly understands that the mitzva is to speak, not to know, Hebrew. In his explanation on thepasuk
 Rashi quotes the Sifri:

“To speak them”- from the time a child knows to speak, teach him (the pasuk) “Moshe commanded us a Torah,”
 so that this should be his earning to talk.  From here the rabbis learned that when a child begins to talk, his father should converse with him in Hebrew and teach him Torah.  And if he does not do so, it is as if he buries him, as it says, etc. (so that your days will be multiplied…).

 Rashi consciously changes the wording of the Sifri (and the Torah!), and instead of “his father should speak (“"לדבר) with him in Hebrew,” he writes: “his father should converse ("מסיח")with him in Hebrew.” His intention is undoubtably to stess the inclusion of everyday mundane conversations between father and son (how deep can you get with a two-year-old!), that even these should be carried out in Hebrew.  

The ‘Torah Temima’ explains: “The reason for learning specifically from the words “to speak them” ("לדבר בם") is because according to the literal construction of the sentence, it should have read “and you should study them” ("ללמוד אותם")  Therefore, chazal deduce that even the speaking itself is a mitzvah, i.e. speaking in Hebrew.  Specifically to speak- it is not enough to just know it or learn in it.

This may also be proven from the words of the Yerushalmi which we quoted at the beginning of this article,
 which speaks of the people who merit life in the World to Come.  There, the text mentions those who add holiness to their everyday lives in this world: 
 in eating chullin in purity, settling permanently in Eretz Yisrael, and speaking (not just knowing) Hebrew. It is clear that Chazal are not intending to the modern usage, “I speak French,”  meaning, “I know/understand French.”  Rather, Just as we can and must hallow those everyday secular actions like eating and dwelling, so too speaking even the secular can and must become kadosh through saying it in Hebrew.  

We must mention also that the Satmar Rebbe’s proof
 does not establish this point, as the “Ben Ish Chai” explains in his book, “Ben Yehoyada,” that Adam spoke Aramaic in addition to the Hebrew which he obviously spoke.

We will also mention that the Satmar Rebbe’s proof
 is not really a proof, as the 

Ben Ish Chai explains in his book Ben Yehoyada, that Adam spoke Aramaic as well. This can be proved also from midrashim about the generation of the tower of Bavel
, and also from the fact that only Lavan called the pillar “yigar sahaduta” whereas Ya’acov called it Gila’ad.
 Likewise, archeological discoveries prove that our ancestors spoke hebrew. We also learn
 that people (everybody, not specifically jews) were created with three similarities to angels, “they have knowledge...they walk upright...and they talk in hebrew”. The verb which is used there is “le’saper” (literally to “to tell”), and it is impossible to mistakenly claim that this refers to knowledge or understanding, rather it includes all speech, also talk about mundane matters. So it seems also from the context there, as it is not talking about learning torah or prayer, or talk connected to religion, or even specifically about the jewish people, rather that the lives of all people in general is similar to that of angels in the areas of knowledge, the way they walk and the way that they talk. 

  We learn about the value of speaking in lashon ha’kodesh, even in mundane conversations, from the words of the Tosfot which the Rama rules as halacha:

  “and it seems that we can learn that the prohibition to read mundane conversations and stories about wars (on shabbat), is only if they are written in a foreign language, but in lashon ha’kodesh it is permitted, and so it seems also from words which the Tosfot used...and indeed the custom is to be lenient about this”.

  The Magen Avraham explains “the language itself has holiness and one can learn words of torah from it”.
 Even the Bach, the Vilna Gaon, and others
 who disagree with the Rama and the Magen Avraham do not disagree that there is inherent holiness in the language, rather they are of the opinion that this is not enough to permit reading non-holy books on Shabbat. We can see this from the words of the Pri Megadim: “and on a weekday, when they are written in lashon ha’kodesh, the Bach’s opinion (that it is forbidden on Shabbat and permitted on a weekday) is that it is not a moshav leitzim.”
 It seems from here that it is not permitted to read stories about wars etc. which are written in a foreign language at all, even on a weekday. The reason that it is allowed on a weekday is only die to the inherent holiness of lashon ha’kodesh.

  Despite the fact that the Vilna Gaon writes that there is a mitzva to speak in lashon ha’kodesh,
 and that he himself was careful only to speak hebrew,
 this is not enough, in his opinion, to justify reading stories of wars on Shabbat. This is simple logic, for if the natural state of the jewish people is to speak lashon ha’kodesh in their day-to-day lives it must be that the decree “that your speech on shabbat should not be like your speech on a weekday”
 refers to the content of the speech, even if it is lashon ha’kodesh.
 It is also possible that those who are strict and only allow mundane conversations on Shabbat when they are in lashon ha’kodesh, meant this specifically in a time of exile when there was a special need to emphasize the holiness of lashon ha’kodesh, and this was more conspicuous as they did not use it daily. 

  Another halacha which exemplifies the inherent holiness of hebrew is that we find that both the Beit Yosef and the Rama rule that bediavad one can take an oath even on a non-holy book or on a newspaper if they are written in lashon ha’kodesh!

  According to all this, we can understand that the words used in the Tosefta and the rest of the sources which use the same expression “learning lashon ha’kodesh”, which means knowledge and not necessarily speech, are referring to the beginning where it says “from when he knows how to talk, his father teaches him shema and torah and lashon ha’kodesh”. With regards to shema and torah only the expression “teaches him” is appropriate, and the Tosefta includes all of them in the mitzva of education. And in addition, the source for this mitzva is in the verse “and you should teach them to your children to speak them” - the general mitzva is “to teach” and they chose to use this verb instead of “to speak” due to the fact that this mitzva is on the father (who is obligated) to teach and not on the son (who is not obligated) “to speak”. 

  In any case, the way that the mitzva is fulfilled, also by the father, is that “his father speaks to him in lashon ha’kodesh”, and like Rashi’s explanation, “converse with him in lashon ha’kodesh”. We have already seen above that our sage’s praise for lashon ha’kodesh, which brings one to merit a place in the world to come and brings the redemption closer is said about “one who speaks in lashon ha’kodesh”, and about the fact that the jewish people in Egypt did not change their language, also when talking about mundane things (for our ancestors in Egypt did not talk about holy things, and it is also mentioned that they refused to speak Egyptian).
 However, in the Sifri which we brought above, after they have learned the halacha from the verse “to speak them”, when the reward and punishment is discussed the words used are “if you taught it to your sons your days will be multiplied...”, using the verb to teach and not “to speak”. However, this, as we have said, is due to the fact that this is the word that the torah uses to describe the mitzva, but the way of keeping the mitzva in practice is that he “talks/converses with him in lashon ha’kodesh”. 
  From here we can clearly see that one does not fulfill this mitzva by learning grammar once a day, or by being familiar with the language “from the street”, rather by ones daily speech and by every word which is spoken in hebrew, just as our ancestors did. 

C. From the Torah or the Rabbis, Obligatory or Mitzva

Even though the mitzva of “the speak them” - speaking in lashon ha’kodesh is deleted from the Talmud Bavli
 (according to the Torah Temima this is a mistake in the text), and also from the Rambam’s Mishneh Torah (even though we have already seen that he praised this mitzva a lot in his commentary on the Mishna), this mitzva can not be on a lower level than the other mitzvot which are listed alongside it in the Tosefta and the Yerushalmi, such as educating ones son about succah, lulav, tzitzit, shema, learning torah and tefillin. Indeed in some of these mitzvot it is possible that the mitzva of education is only from the rabbis.
   

  We have already seen the words of the Rambam, in whose opinion learning lashon ha’kodesh is a mitzva from the torah. Rav Sa’adyah Gaon also writes in his commentary on the book of Nechemiya that anyone who does not learn and speak lashon ha’kodesh transgresses the positive mitzva of “and you shall teach them”, and this is ruled to halacha by Rav Menashe Klien, one of the greatest rabbanim of our generation.
 The Mordechi also fills in what was seemingly deleted from the Bavli from the Sifri which we brought above.
 According to the rules of halacha ruling, it is not the way of the poskim to bring rumors that are not ruled as halacha.

  The Vilna Gaon also completes what is missed out from the Shulchan Aruch who only writes: “when does one begin to teach his son? When he begins to talk he teaches him (the verse) ‘Moshe commanded us the torah’, the first verse of the shema and afterwards he teaches him bit by bit until he is six years old etc.”
 The Vilna Gaon adds to this:

  “and in the Sifri: ‘to speak them’ - from here they said that when a baby begins to talk, his father speaks to him in lashon ha’kodesh and teaches him torah, as it says ‘and you shall teach them to your children’”.

  Rav Moshe Feinstien also discusses the mitzva of speaking in lashon ha’kodesh. He deals with the question of if it is permitted to be called by a name in a foreign language, and there he says:

  “and of course the essence of their action, to change their name to non-jewish ones, is very improper, after our sages praised this (keeping jewish names) and considered it to be one of the things for which the jewish people merited to be redeemed from Egypt, however we have not found a real prohibition against it...for even though it is a mitzva to speak in lashon ha’kodesh as it says in the Sifri at the end of Ekev, which is quoted by Rashi in his commentary on the torah on the verse “to speak them”, it is not forbidden, as all the jews speak in the languages of the other nations since the time that we were exiled, because of our sins, amongst the other nations. And even the greatest people of the generations and pious people did not speak in lashon ha’kodesh...and so it seems that the same applies to “and they did not change their names”. Therefore, as it is not forbidden, but only a high level, the צויחה does not help.”

  Disgrace and mitzva - yes; but forbidden - no. 

  We also have to bring the words of the Maharasham, in his responsa about a cloth for the cantor’s lectern in a synagogue, onto which the  donor sewed her name in a foreign language and in foreign letters, and he says:

  “if she changed her name and presented it as a name that non-jews use, as is customary at this time, this is an obstacle and a stumbling block, and is one of the things which delays the redemption. For our sages counted this amongst the merits of the jewish people in Egypt...and we can not claim that this was a merit at the time of the exodus from Egypt, but that there is no sin in not doing it. This is not true, as it says in the Yerushalmi
 ‘every generation who the temple is not re-built in their days, it is considered as if they caused it’s destruction’, and they are delaying the redemption...and therefore prevention of good is the same as bad deeds...and because not changing one’s name is considered a merit, from here we see that changing one’s name is considered a sin and as delaying the redemption.”

  It is very logical to compare the use of a non-jewish name to the use of a foreign language (as Rav Feinstien says), for both of them are amongst the things which delay the redemption. Even more so, if, in the opinion of the Maharasham, there is an obligation to use one’s hebrew name, how much more so that there is an obligation to speak hebrew, which the Sifri explicitly states as a mitzva,
 unlike having a non-jewish name, which is not an explicit mitzva, but only גנאי
.

  We have already heard of the high level of speaking lashon ha’kodesh, and that the very act of speaking it is a mitzva, from a rabbi of the same generation as the Maharasham, Rav Baruch Ha’Levi Epstien in his work the Torah Temima,
 and in his booklet “Safa Le’Ne’manim” which is dedicated to this topic.

  It is told that the Vilna Gaon was careful only to speak in hebrew,
 and that the holy kabbalist, Rav Moshe Kordevaro obligated all of his group of kabbalists “to speak lashon ha’kodesh all of the time with the members”.
 Also, Rav Ovadyah Yosef
 writes about the mitzva to teach and speak lashon ha’kodesh, which is the language of the torah and the prophets, and see also the book Pela Yo’etz;
 the Gaon Rav Menachem Klein;
 Rav Kook;
 and Rav Shlomo Aviner, all of whom write at length about this mitzva.

  Even if the Rambam and Rav Sa’adya Gaon who believe that it is a mitzva from the torah are a minority opinion, this is still a mitzva from the rabbis, and a rabbinical mitzva is no small thing. This is even more so in light of what our sages teach us about the importance of this mitzva.

D. The prohibition to speak a foreign language

In the Talmud Yerushalmi, amongst the 18 things which were decreed “on that day” that Beit Shammai outnumbered Beit Hillel: “on that day they decreed on their bread and on their cheese and on their wine and on their vinegar...and on their language...”.
 The Korban Ha’Edah explains: “that one should not let himself and his sons become accustomed to speak in the language of non-jews.”
 It is possible that the mention of the language of family conversations (“himself and his sons”) is connected to what is learned from the verse “and you should teach them” - in lashon ha’kodesh. We have not found that in the other decrees, such as on the bread of non-jews, there is any mention of the decree applying specifically to a person and his sons.

And indeed, this decree is hinted to in the above verse. Before the mitzva “and you should teach them” is written “and you will be quickly banished from the good land”, in other words, this verse is talking about the period of exile, and it want to tell us that when we will be exiled we have to be (possibly even more) strict to speak lashon ha’kodesh in order to preserve our national identity and to prevent assimilation. Indeed, the reason for all of the decrees that were decreed “on that day” was to keep a distance between us and the non-jews - a problem which is more common in exile. 

  In the first exile we find that they were more stringent in preserving the hebrew language. We have already seen that in the exile in Egypt they merited to be redeemed because they did not change their names or their language. This merit stood for them despite the fact that in that exile the jews went down to the 49th level of impurity - even to the level of idolatry.
 Only because they kept a distance from the non-jews and were strict about keeping their identity did they merit to redemption. 

  Also in the second exile, to Babylon, we see that preserving the language is a marker of assimilation, and guarantees to keep a distance between the jews and the non-jews. As it says: “also in those days I saw that the jews took Ashdodite, Amonite and Moabite wives, and their children spoke half in the language of Ashdod and they did not know how to speak hebrew, and so on according to the language of each nation.”

  If in these two exiles the language served as a preservant of our national identity and as a barrier against assimilation, it is therefore logical that in the period approaching the third exile there will be a decree “on their language”, which was decreed amongst the most important decrees in order to ensure that the jews will keep their distance from the non-jews, and that it maybe even has more force than the decrees on their wine, bread, cheese and so on. 

  If so, it is hard to understand why this decree does not appear in the list of the 18 decrees in the Talmud Bavli. If the Bavli disagrees with the Yerushalmi then the halacha is according to the Bavli. However, we will see that there is no disagreement here. See the commentators of the Mishna and Gemara who tried different ways to count the 18 decrees. It is possible that also the Amoraim of Bavel agree that there was a decree “on their language” but that according to the Bavli the many decrees to distance us from the non-jews are overlapping and it is possible that some of the decrees are included in other ones. 

  It is interesting that the Chatam Sofer and other poskim ruled that the halacha is like the Yerushalami, which proves that they did see this as a disagreement between the Bavli and the Yerushalmi. As part of the discussion about  writing the name of the city “פעסט דמתקריא פעשט”  in a divorce document. In the question do they need to write also the Latin name “פעסטה”, the Chatam Sofer rules that there is no need for the addition:

  “why should you sign yourselves on common documents  or in Hechsherim with a Latin name, which our ancestors and early Rabbanim did not rate...and in my opinion our ancestors were also experts in foreign languages, but they confused their language on purpose (as they read פעשט instead of the foreign פעסטה A.S.) because of the 18 decrees in the Yerushalmi...’and on their language’, see there. And due to our many sins there is no need to expound about this.”

  The Chatam Sofer cut this short when he wanted to expound on it, it seems due to fear of the censors. 

  We have also learned from his words that is it possible that our ancestors were careful to speak Yiddish and Ladino, which are mixed languages, in order to confuse the language of their neighbors on purpose, due to the halachic prohibition against speaking their language. 

  Many people do not notice that our Rabbis were careful to call every foreign language by the name לע"ז - initials of לשון עם זר - the language of a strange nation, despite the fact that there is a word “לעז” whose meaning is strange and foreign, “when the jews went out of Egypt, the house of Ya’acov from a foreign (“לועז”) people”.
 This, it seems, is to emphasize that every language which is not our language, lashon ha’kodesh is not ours. Even Yiddish is referred to in Rabbinic literature as “the language of a strange nation”. And so the Rema rules,
 and Rav Moshe Feinstien rules it as halacha that in a divorce document we have to be careful to define Yiddish names such as Leib, Sheindel, Rayzel etc as foreign names (“who is known as”) and not as a real hebrew name.
 This emphasis is due to the fact that the preservation of our language is intended to prevent assimilation with “a strange nation”. 

  We will note that, according to the Semag, there is no need to decree against speaking a foreign language, because, in his opinion, this is part of the prohibition from the torah of the laws of the non-jews, “the jews should be different from the non-jews in their clothes and in their manner of speech etc”.
 However, many people disagree with the Semag, but his opinion solves the problem of the deletion of this decree from the Bavli.

  From all of the above we see that, not only is there a mitzva to speak in lashon ha’kodesh, but that according to some opinions there is a prohibition to speak a foreign language because of the above decree. So the Bach rules,
 as does Rav Menashe Klien who wrote a booklet entitled “B’lashon Mishna” on this topic where he explains the strictness of the prohibition to speak in foreign languages. In his responsa he brings that Rav Akiva Eiger, the Netziv, the author of the Or Sameach and the Chafetz Chayim all forbade to learn foreign languages.
 Rav Y.Y. Halbershtam, the Santzer Rebbe also ruled this way.
 On the positive side, love for our language shows a love of the jewish people, as Rav Akiva Eiger says: “for every single nation speaks the language of her people and loves her language, and we leave our language lashon ha’kodesh?!”
 The Gaon Rav Henkin also writes similar things.

  As the mitzva is to speak in lashon ha’kodesh, every speech in a different language is therefore transgressing the mitzva, so much so that our sages teach us in the Sifri “if he does not speak to him in lashon ha’kodesh...it is as if he has buried him...if you teach them to your children your days, and the days of your children will be multiplied; and if not, your days will be shortened.” In the commentary “Toldot Adam”, written by the author of the Markevet Ha’Mishna, he learns from here, “and this teaches us, from when he begins to talk, it will only be in them”. 

  As we said above, one who speaks in a foreign language is not only transgressing a prohibition and a decree, but he is one of the people who delays the redemption. 

E. Why did they not speak Hebrew in the Exile?

1. The Satmar Rebbe: Lashon ha’kodesh is only intended for lofty things

  The question is therefore asked: why did our ancestors, and amongst them Rabbanim and people who fear Heaven, not speak hebrew throughout the exile? And why was there a need, according to the Chatam Sofer, to confuse German and Spanish in order to create Yiddish and Ladino, when they could have simply spoken hebrew and in doing so not only kept the decree against speaking foreign languages, but also kept the positive mitzva, which is at least from the Rabbis?

  The Satmar Rebbe, the righteous man Rav Yoel Moshe Teitelbaum zt”l answers this question in his book “Va’Yoel Moshe”. In his opinion there are three opinions in this discussion:

    The Sifri
 - is of the opinion that this is mitzva from the torah.

    The Tosefta and the Yerushalmi
 - are of the opinion that this is a mitzva from the rabbis.

    The Bavli
 - is of the opinion that this is not a mitzva at all. 

  The Halachic authorities, the Rif, the Rosh and the Rambam, and in their Shulchan Aruch in their footsteps, do not (in his opinion), bring the mitzva to speak lashon ha’kodesh in their works, and from here he learns that there is a disagreement between the Bereitot, and the poskim rule according to the Bavli.

  He then brings six reasons why, in his opinion the Bavli disagrees with the rest of the sources:

1. They were worried that by people learning the language they will come to bad opinions of the “intellectuals” and similar groups who do not believe in the oral torah, die to the fact that one who knows hebrew is likely to learn only the simple meaning of the torah.

2. The need arose to distance the negative factions in the nation, who used lashon ha’kodesh. The Satmar Rebbe brings the modern-day Zionist movement as an example of one of these negative groups.

3. They were cautious about learning and speaking lashon ha’kodesh in case people will speak improper things in it. As the Rambam says, it is severe to speak improperly in lashon ha’kodesh than in a foreign language.

4. The purpose of speaking lashon ha’kodesh is to help understand the Tanach. However, after they started learning only gemara, without learning tanach before it (!), there is no longer any need or obligation to learn hebrew
.

5. From the time when foreign words were introduced into the hebrew language, it is no longer lashon ha’kodesh, and on the contrary, it is not “1000 levels lower than the languages of the other nations”.

6. The sages did not speak lashon ha’kodesh because if they would have used it as their day-to-day language then also the women would have known how to speak lashon ha'kodesh and they would have been able to learn things that the sages forbade them to learn.

At the foundation of the Satmar Rebbe’s words rest principles about which the argument has run out, such as: the importance of learning tanach,
 learning the simple meaning of the torah (“no verse leaves it’s simple meaning”
), the value and importance of the zionist movement, and torah learning for women. 

  We have enough proofs to back up our stand on all of these topics, and one who disagrees with us, he has to provide his proofs. 

  With regards to the foreign words which have entered the hebrew language, the author of the Torah Temima already wrote
 that it is permitted to bring individual foreign words into the spoken language, and hebrew is no exception to this rule, as development and “enriching” is natural in every used language. This can be seen also from a comparison of the hebrew used by the sages to the hebrew of the tanach, as they say: “the language of the torah stands alone and the language of the sages stands alone”.
 On the contrary, the devout followers of the hebrew language, Eliezer ben Yehuda and his colleagues amongst them were even more stubborn than the sages only to introduce foreign words into our language due to great necessity. When they had to choose, they usually preferred to use the hebrew of the tanach over the hebrew of the sages, which causes our hebrew, ironically, to be purer, holier and more original that that of the sages. In doing so, they artificially “turned the clock back” to revive lashon ha’kodesh  as if it had not been spoken at all throughout the generations.

  However, we still need to discuss the Satmar Rebbe’s third reason - the fear of using lashon ha’kodesh for things which are not proper. He based this idea on the words of the Rambam in his commentary on the Mishna:

  “if there are two poems, which both have the same topic, to arouse desires and praise them, one of the poems is in hebrew and the other is in Arabic or Persian - hearing and reciting the one in hebrew is further away from what the torah wants due to the holiness of the language, because it is only fitting to use it for lofty matters.”

  Firstly, it should be noted that the Rambam does not say that it is forbidden, rather that it is “not fitting”. What is this when compared to the words of the Rambam himself in his commentary to the following mishna
 about the mitzva of speaking in lashon ha’kodesh. 

  Secondly, what the Rambam writes in his commentary here, seemingly contradicts what he himself writes in the Mishneh Torah,
 based on a story about Rabi Yehuda Ha’Nasi that “it is permitted to speak about mundane matters in the lashon ha’kodesh in the bathroom”.
 In the bathroom we are not dealing with “lofty matters”, and even so it is permitted to speak lashon ha’kodesh there. Therefore, it must be that the Rambam permits speaking about mundane matters and mundane conversations in lashon ha’kodesh, and only says that, due to the inherent holiness of the language, one should be especially careful not to speak improper things in it. A mundane conversation is not necessarily “improper things”.

  In the Rambam’s opinion, the holiness of the language is not enough to allow us to speak improper things in it. Maybe he does not agree with the list of poskim who we brought above that it is permitted to read stories about wars in lashon ha’kodesh (some say on shabbat, some say on a weekday). But, also in his opinion, there is an inherent holiness to the hebrew language, due to which there is a mitzva to speak even mundane conversations in it, as long as there are no improper things spoken in it. So this seems from his words in the Mishneh Torah,
 that it is permitted to keep away from a prohibition in the bathroom “even in lashon ha’kodesh”. The הווי אמינא is that it is more forbidden in lashon ha’kodesh because of it’s inherent holiness. So can be seen also from what he writes about how it is worse to say improper things in lashon ha’kodesh.
The Rambam discusses there the mishna “all of my life I grew up amongst wise men, and I found nothing better for the body than silence”. He divides the content of people’s speech into five groups: speech of miztva (such as learning torah); forbidden speech (such as gossip); speech which is distanced (“that has no purpose...such as the masses stories about what happened and what was, and how such and such a king behaved...”); desirable speech (“speech praising the logical and behavioral merits and reproaching bad behavior”); and permitted speech (“what is connected to one a person is lacking, and to his income and food”). He continues and says, that lashon ha’kodesh is not able to raise the content of the conversation from one level to the one above it. In contrast to his opinion, the poskim who we saw above believe that speaking in lashon ha’kosdesh permits dealing with topics that it would be forbidden to deal with in another language (both on shabbat and on a weekday). It is possible that the Rambam is disagreeing with that opinion when he writes there:

  “and I have to clarify this, even though it is simple, because I have seen great and pious people from our nation, who, when they happen to be at feasts or weddings or similar things, and someone wants to sing in Arabic, even if the song is in praise of bravery or seriousness, which is considered desirable (speech), or in praise of wine (=permitted speech), they object to this in every form of objection and do not allow anyone to hear it. And if the singer sings a hebrew poem, they do not object, and this does not bother them, even if the content is from the (speech) which is forbidden or distanced. This is complete foolishness.”

  It seems that the “great and pious people from our nation” were of the opinion that a poem in hebrew which is at the level of “distanced speech”, is elevated by lashon ha’kodesh. Their opinion is that of the Tosfot, according to the explanation of the Rema, the Bach and the Magen Avraham. However, it is possible that also in the opinion of the Ramabm there is a possibilty to elevate the level of a conversation from a lower level to the level above it in every level of speech which is above “forbidden” or “distanced”. Speech which is “permitted” (business and income) can perhaps be elevated, also according to the Rambam, to the level of “desirable” sppech if it is in lashon ha’kodesh.
  This explanation of the Rambam’s words is appropriate to his opinion that there is a mitzva to speak lashon ha’kodesh, and that there is an inherent holiness to the language. According to this, when the Rambam wrote “because it is only fitting to use it for lofty matters”, this refers not only to speech of mitzva but also to desirable and permitted speech. The Rambam himself wrote his letters in hebrew and they contain both permitted speech and friendly speech. For example, in hi letter to Rav Shmuel Ibn Tibbon (the translator of the Rambam’s books), and to Ovadyah the convert (a former Arab Moslem), both of whom understood both hebrew and Arabic, the Rambam wrote his mundane conversations in hebrew.

  In addition, even if we understand like the Satmar Rebbe, that it is a grave sin to teach “that impure language which they call hebrew in schools for young people”,
 in any case in his opinion it is not so serious, for according to his fifth reason which we mentioned above, that from the time that foreign words were mixed into the language it is no longer lashon ha’kodesh, there is no need to worry about the words of the Rambam only to speak “lofty matters” in it. However, he himself explains this contradiction in his words, and in his opinion in the modern-day spoken hebrew there is enough of lashon ha’kodesh in order for the evil forces to make us stumble, but not enough to call it “lashon ha’kodesh”.
 In my humble opinion it seems that the difficulty with this answer is apparent to everyone.

2. The Chatam Sofer: The Presence of Idol Worship

  The Chatam Sofer in his explanation of the Magen Avraham explains why - because of our many sins - we have forgotten lashon ha’kodesh. The Magen Avraham writes that it is a midat chasidut not to speak about mundane things in lashon ha’kodesh in the toilet, the bathroom and in dirty places (in contrast to the Shulchan Aruch who permits this). The Chatam Sofer adds:

  “And it seems to me that this is the law in a place of idol worship...and it seems that because of this, our ancestors instructed their children without speaking in lashon ha’kodesh, and we have completely forgotten in, in our many sins, because we were exiled to Babylon, which was full of idols.”
 

  This explains why the Bavli deleted the sages’ decree not to speak the language of the non-jews, (a decree which, as we have said, is brought in the Yerushalmi). The Babylonian scholars, according to the Chatam Sofer, did not want to speak in lashon ha’kodesh in the presence of idol worship which was, it seems, common in Babylon, and if it is impossible to speak hebrew there, it is therefore impossible to prohibit speaking a foreign language. This explains the words of the Chatam Sofer in his responsa which we mentioned above,
 where he rules according to the decree of the Yerushalmi, which forbids speaking in the language of non-jews, but did not speak hebrew in exile, rather confused foreign language - Yiddish. 

  The Satmar Rebbe, when he brings the Chatam Sofer’s words, questions why, according to this opinion, did they not speak hebrew at the time of the temple and at the time of Ezra? However, the proofs that he brings
 that they did not speak hebrew at these times are not at all persuasive. If he is basing this opinion on the fact that in that period they spoke Aramaic, the author of the Torah Temima has already proved that Aramaic is also halachically considered lashon ha’kodesh. His winning proof is the halacha which forbids writing a divorce document in two different languages.
 However, one who looks at the fixed wording of modern-day divorce documents will see that they are written in a mixture of hebrew and Aramaic!

3. The Mitzva is especially suitable for the land of Israel

  The author of the Torah Temima brings a logical and pragmatic explanation for the fact that most of the jewish people stopped speaking hebrew in their day-to-day lives in the exile:

  “And maybe they were of the opinion (=the poskim who did not mention the mitzva to speak in lashon ha’kodesh), that this mitzva only applies in the land of Israel, and only at the time when the jewish people are living in their land. This does not apply to our exile, as this is something that most of the public can not keep for several reasons”.

  We find that the revival of the language waited for the revival of the nation in it’s land. And this is indeed what happened in reality.
 This explanation is said and hinted at also by others. Rav Moshe Feinstien writes: “that we have seen, that even though it is a mitzva to speak in lashon ha’kodesh...all of the jewish people speak in the mundane language of the other nations from the time when we were exiled because of our sins amongst the nations”.
 Rav Ya’acov Emden (the Ya’avetz) also connects between the hebrew language and the land of Israel: 

  “what can we do, us paupers and poor people, who live near to the north pole, where the light of the divine presence has never shone, very far away from the holy land and from lashon ha’kodesh. How much more do we have to make an effort and to move to the land of Israel...”.

  In another place he is consistent with this opinion and disagrees with the Magen Avraham and the Chatam Sofer who we mentioned above, who rule that one should not speak in lashon ha’kodesh in the bathroom. He claims that, of course, when the jewish people lived in their land, and lashon ha’kodesh was their language, they used it also in the bathroom and for all of their needs.
 In another place he thunders that in the exile “not even 1 in a 1000 people know  lashon ha’kodesh our national language well”.

  Blaming the exile as the reason that we stopped speaking our national language can already be found in the words of the Rishonim. The Ibn Ezra writes:

  “when we lived amongst the Romans and the Arabs, where most of the jewish people were inferior, our ancestors are deserving of harsh reprimand because they did not preserve their hebrew language and were not careful to keep hold of it...and because we have lived for a long time in the Diaspora the hebrew language was forgotten and lost”.

  Similarly, there was someone who learnt from the words of the Yerushalmi that we saw, where it is mentioned in the same sentence that one who speaks lashon ha’kodesh and one who lives in the land of Israel have a portion in the world to come, that this wants to teach us that one who lives in Israel also speaks lashon ha’kodesh.

  The Kabbalists explain that the connection between the fate of the land of Israel and that of lashon ha’kodesh is not only technical and external. We did not start speaking foreign languages outside of Israel for reasons of necessity, rather it seems that this was destined, and it needs to be. Rav Yonantan Eibeshitz writes:

  “lashon ha’kodesh is the tree of life, it comes from a holy place, and this is the language that is unique to the land of Israel, the holy language - the holy land, and this is the hebrew language.”

  And the Shla writes: “the level of lashon ha’kodesh is like the level of the land of Israel...and the land of Israel in its level is the secret of the lashon ha’kodesh.”

 The words of the Chatam Sofer in his Drashot will help us to understand this connection:

  “The land of Israel which is under the control of Hashem, with no intermediary officer,
 it is fitting that the people living in it will speak lashon ha’kodesh, which is the language that Hashem uses.”

  The same is true regarding prophecy, which also only exists in the land of Israel
 and which is only in lashon ha’kodesh.

  This connection between the holy land and the holy language is clear to one who understands the nature of holiness according to the inner wisdom, in other words, the revelation of the holiness in the physical.
 Therefore, the Yerushalmi included together with living in Israel and speaking in lashon ha’kodesh, also washing of hands before eating non-holy food, and saying Shema in the morning and evening prayers. In other words, one who sanctifies all of his physical life, from his speech, his eating, and in essence all of his life from morning to night, so that even his mundane is holy, he is guaranteed a place in the world to come. This is the secret of the holy land,
 where even the dirt and the stones are holy, and also of the holy language, the holy coin and “the holy nation”. 

  “Every language is derived from a special outlook on the existence. The jewish outlook is that of holiness on the whole existence, this special outlook creates the hebrew language, which is really the holy language.”
 

  “the revealed unity of the moral, physical and intellectual world with the physical, practical, technical and social world, is expressed in the world of the jewish people. And the special characteristic of the land of Israel is to prepare the revelation of this unity in the world, which gives a new face to all of human culture, to all of it’s jobs. The value of the speech which is unique to Israel, “whose blessing is a blessing and whose cursing is a curse”, is established on the foundation of the new revelation...and to bring out the phrase “only a wise and understanding people this great nation”, from every people and language...”.
 

F. The Solution of the Omission

  According to all that we have said, it is possible that, in addition to the technical problem of speaking hebrew in the Diaspora, also the integral and idealistic connection between the language and the land, is what brought specifically the Talmud Bavli, which was written in the Diaspora, to delete the mitzva to speak hebrew, because, indeed it is not customary or fitting to speak hebrew there. This is as opposed to the Sifiri, the Tosefta and the Yerushalmi, which are all soaked in the torah of the land of Israel, where they expound about the halachic and idealistic praise of speaking hebrew. Abstinence or piety are possible in the Diaspora, but a life of holiness, which includes holiness of speech is especially relevant to the land of Israel. 

  It seems that, for this reason, the Rif, the Rosh, the Beit Yosef, and several other poskim do not mention this mitzva, as their approach is only to bring mitzvot which apply in their generation.
 According to this, with our return to Israel, it is logical to say that even they would agree that this mitzva is once again relevant and able to be carried out. In particular, if this is a rabbinical mitzva, it is most logical that the rabbis only decreed to speak hebrew when we are able to fulfill this mitzva, and not when we are in exile,
 similar to what we saw in the opinion of the Chatam Sofer,
 which is stated explicitly by the Torah Temima
 and Rav Moshe Feinstien.
 We will note that this approach emphasizes the greatness of our ancestors in Egypt, who, despite all that we have said above, continued to speak hebrew. In addition, this difficulty to speak hebrew in the Diaspora, will answer our question of why the decree not to speak in foreign languages, which appears in the Yerushalmi, is omitted from the Bavli. It seems that, by the time the Bavli was written, it had become clear that this decree did not spread out and was not accepted, and therefore it was cancelled out by itself. 

  It is interesting to note that there are those who suggested an opposite approach (but which leads in the same direction), and say that the sage whose words are brought in the Bavli did not mention the need to teach his son hebrew because he lived in Israel and therefore spoke hebrew as a matter of course. In contrast, the sage who is mentioned in the Tosefta and the Yerushalmi did not live in Israel, and therefore had to obligate the father to speak to his son in hebrew.

  However, in the Torah Temima he suggests that the omission in the Bavli is simply a mistake in the text and that the father’s obligation to teach his son hebrew should appear in the Bavli just as it does in the Tosefta and the Yerushalmi. It is possible that this claim of an error in the text is a more plausible one than the answers of the Satmar Rebbe (which we brought above), but it is still hard to accept. 

  Rav Yosef Kappach zt”l, one of the all time greatest experts in the writings of the Rambam, suggested another explanation for the omission of this mitzva from the Bavli and the Mishneh Torah.
 He explains that the mitzva of learning and speaking hebrew is part of the mitzva of learning torah which was already mentioned at the beginning of the sage’s words “when he knows how to talk his father teaches him shema and torah” - and therefore the Bavli does not feel the need to be repetitive and add “and lashon ha’kodesh”, which is already included in “torah”.

  It seems that a strong proof for this can be brought from the words of the Yerushalmi, which omits the obligation of the father to teach torah - “when he knows how to talk his father teaches him the language of torah (“lashon torah”). From here it seems that the purpose of learning lashon ha’kodesh, alongside its inherent holiness, is to enable the mitzva of learning torah and as a part of it. There is no argument, rather the Bavli only talked about the general (torah) and the Yerushalmi only about the specific (language). Perhaps the Torah Temima was also referring to this, for this is a small and logical change of text, to say that they changed from “when he knows how to talk his father teaches him the language of torah” to “his father teaches him torah”. In particular when the earlier source, the Tosefta (which is clearly based on the Sifri
), contains both of them “when he knows how to talk his father teaches him shema and torah and lashon ha’kodesh”.

  These explanations are good for the Bavli, however they do not explain the Rambam. He had all of the books, Tosefta, Yerushalmi and Bavli in front of him, and he himself expounded about the importance of the mitzva to speak hebrew in his commentary on the mishna; why, therefore, does he not mention it in the Yad Ha’Chazaka?

  It seems that we can use the explanation of Rav Kapach and say that also according to the Rambam speaking hebrew is part of the mitzva of learning torah and therefore the Rambam does not omit it from the halacha that he rules. We will see this by comparing the words of the Rambam to the original words in the Bavli. The Rambam writes:

  “from when is his father obligated to teach him torah? When he begins to talk he teaches him (the verse) ‘Moshe commanded us the torah’ and the shema. Afterwards he teaches him bit by bit, verse by verse until he is six or seven, according to each child’s abilities, and then he takes him to a teacher of young children”.

  The source for all of this halacha is the Gemara in Succah,
 apart from the phrase “Afterwards he teaches him bit by bit, verse by verse”. The Semag copied only the words “and afterwards he teaches him a bit of torah” from this sentence.
 In contrast to him, the Tur only copied the phrase “bit by bit, verse by verse”.
 However, from the golden language of the Rambam it seems that he was very exact with his words when he added in the phrase “bit by bit, verse by verse” to the words of the Bavli, because “bit by bit” is the Rambam’s addition from the Tosefta in Chagiga (“teach him shema, torah and lashon ha’kodesh” and the Yerushalmi Succah (“teach him lashon ha’kodesh”) and the Sifri, (“speak to him in lashon ha’kodesh and teach him torah”), and the explanation of this addition is: the son should be slowly entered into learning torah by learning the language of the torah - lashon ha’kodesh, and then afterwards he teaches him “verse by verse”.

  Perhaps Rav Yosef Karo referred to this explanation of the Rambam in his words in the Shulchan Aruch: “and afterwards teach him but by bit”. He omitted the phrase “verse by verse” (despite the fact that this is the main point according to both the Semag and the Tur), in order to stress that the “bit by bit” does not start by learning the verses, but rather with something else, which is speaking lashon ha’kodesh.

  And why did the Rambam and his followers not write explicitly about the mitzva to speak hebrew? It seems that, for a mitzva as important as learning torah, which is considered equal to all of the other mitzvot together,
 the poskim were careful not to bring a halacha that the people were unable to keep (as we have seen, speaking hebrew in the Diaspora is one of the things which the people find it hard to keep). In this way, the poskim wanted to emphasize that the torah “is not hidden from you, nor is it far away, it is not in the heavens that you shall say who will go up to heaven and take it and we will hear it and do it...but it is very close to you, in your mouth and your heart to do it”.
 If it was hard to fulfill it with “your mouth”, then people would be likely to think that it is also not close to them to do it!

  In any case, together with our understanding of the reason for the omission in the Bavli and the explanation of the contradiction in the Rambam’s words, we have already seen that, in any case, many poskim from amongst the Rishonim and Achronim were careful “to bring back” the omission, and ruled that there is a mitzva to speak hebrew, even at the time of exile, amongst them Rabbeinu Chananel, Rav Sa’adyah Gaon, the Mordechi, the Vilna Gaon, the Ya’avetz, Rav Akiva Eiger, Rav Kook, Rav Moshe Feinstien, Rav Ovadyah Yosef, resp. Mishna Halachot, and in particular Rav Baruch Ha’Levi Epstien, the author of the Torah Temima, and many more. 

G. Summary

1. Not only is there no prohibition against speaking about mundane matters in hebrew, but there is an important mitzva, through which a person merits to a place in the world to come, a long life in this world, and redemption. 

2. These are the main reasons why it is important to speak hebrew:

   a. The mitzva in every single word.

   b. Sanctifying all of our speech even in mundane matters, as part of the torah of the land of Israel which widens the holiness, revealing it in all aspects of life. 

  c. National - “and you elevated from all languages” - how much more so from the other nations who are even proud of their human languages.

  d. The secrets of the language and it’s G-dliness, who created the whole world with His ten sayings, so too, the torah and the prophets, the G-dly revelations, are in hebrew.

3. For these reasons it seems that, in addition to the technical difficulty of speaking hebrew in the Diaspora, the mitzva of hebrew is inherently connected to the land of Israel, the place of holiness, prophecy and our national home. 

4. We suggested that it is possible to explain in this way that big difference between the sources written in the land of Israel (the Sifri, Tosefta and Yerushalmi), which expound about the importance of the mitzva to speak hebrew and the prohibition to speak foreign languages, in contrast to the Bavli and some of the poskim who only bring the halachot which apply in the exile, who talked less about this topic. According to this explanation, with our return to Israel, according to all the opinions we have to fulfill our tradition that in the future, all of the nations of the world, and even more so, we, as a kingdom of priests and a holy nation, will once again only speak lashon ha’kodesh.

5. It seems that the Rambam, and possibly also others, were of the opinion that the mitzva to speak hebrew (“to speak them”) is included in the mitzva of learning torah.

6. Despite the omission from the Bavli, many poskim, from the Geonim, Rishonim and Achronim up to our generation explicitly mentioned what was omitted, and are of the opinion that there is a mitzva to speak hebrew, even in the Diaspora and even more so in the land of Israel. 

I will end with the words of Rav Baruch Ha’Levi Epstien, the author of the 
Torah Temima in his booklet:

  “and this is the torah which comes up from our words: any man whose hands and heart are faithful, and whose spirit and soul are faithfully given to his people, his religion and his language, and who wants to build a faithful home in Israel - should try to accustom his sons and daughters whilst they are still on their mother’s breasts to speak hebrew...as our sages, who are full of experience, instructed us, as we have shown above, and all of their spirit and logic, toys and games, when they go to sleep and when they wake up, between them and their parents and between themselves, both holy and mundane, they will express in hebrew...and his house will be a blessing, favor, honor and glory. And zealousness for the pure truth should multiply such houses in the jewish people, and they will be a blessing in the land...”.

  It is hard to think of a more exact description than this for R’ Chaim Mageni’s house, where this command and vision were embodied, and therefore R’ Chaim merited to the fulfillment of these blessings. Praised are the hundreds and perhaps thousands who merited to see and be influenced from his family in his life, and afterwards, from those who continue in his path. 
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� Magen Avraham Or.Ch.there, 24.


� See Eliya Rabba there, 43, and in Mishna Berura 63-64.


� Mishbeztot Zahav 13.


� In Biyur Ha’Gra Yo.D. 245,10 he brings the words of the Sifri on the mitzva “to speak them”.


� Brought, for example, in resp. Divrei Yetziv Yo.D. 52-53.


� Shabbat 113a.


� Even in the Piskei Ha’Tosfot they omit the diyuk of the Rema in the words of the Tosfot, and in their opinion: “it is forbidden to read these stories about wars even on a weekday”. According to this interpretation, the words of the Tosfot, “the wars which are written in a foreign language”, only comes to bring an example, which is relevant to the present (see in the Taz and in the Ya’avetz in his book Mor V’Ktziyah, there). The Ya’avetz wrote about the prohibition to read non-holy things, that this is specifically about permanent reading, but not about temporary reading. See Rambam hil. Deot 2,4 and in his commentary to the mishna Avot 2,1 on the five sections of speech and the difference between desirable speech and permitted speech, that it is desirable to read non-holy books that have content, and is not only permitted. And see our article “Itonim ve’chadashot - mitzva or issur”, Talelei Orot (5755), p.164-188.


� Yo.D. 337,6.


� Eliyah Rabba 21 “keshahayu yisrael be’mitzrayim”, where he says “that they did not leave the language of the house of Ya’acov their father and learn the language of the Egypt”. however, according to this midrash, the jews did not worship idols in Egypt, but what is important for our discussion is the tradition about their language, and there is no contradiction about this between the midrashim.


�Succah 42a. 


� See Rashi there “chayav”; Me’eiri there; and Ran there “kol katan”.


� Resp. Mishnah Halachot 9,204.


� Mordechi Succah 763.


� See Yad Malachi, Klalei Sha’ar Ha’Poskim 15, in the name of the Beit Yosef Yo.D.175 “u’devar ze assur”.


� In Yo.D. 245,5 “rak”.


� Biyur Ha’Gra there,10.


� Resp. Iggerot Moshe Ev.H 3 end of 35.


�Yoma 1,1.  


� Resp. Maharasham 6,24; Da’at Torah Or.Ch.61.


� Despite the fact that, in reality, the Maharasham spoke Yiddish and nor hebrew, it seems clear from his approach to jewish names that the same approach is true also about speaking hebrew, but due to his anti-zionist approach, it is possible that he was opposed to speaking hebrew. So seems too about the Santzer Rebbe in resp. Divrei Yetziv Yo.D.52. Many times we rely on the approach of a posek even though his practical conclusions were influenced by other considerations. It is important to note that Rav Menashe Klien is different in this, for despite his anti-zionist views he instructs to speak hebrew, or at least Yiddish and not English, as I heard from his pupils.


� Also the Maharam Shik in resp.Yo.D. 169, is of the opinion that is a prohibition from the torah to use a non-jewish name (we will note that when he forced by the authorities to pick a non-jewish name for himself, he chose to use the initials “shemot yisrael kodesh”), he did not bring a proof or an explicit source, of course there is no source so explicit like the Sifri on the topic of speaking in lashon ha’kodesh.


� Devarim 11,52.


� P.11.


� Resp.Divrei Yetziv Yo.D. 52 and 53.


� Rav Yitzchak Goldberg, in his book “Ha’Ivrit - Lashon Ha’Kodesh”, Mofet, 5730, p.100.


� Yalkut-Yosef hil.Talmud Torah 78.


� Ref. La’az.


� Resp. Mishna Halachot 9,204.


� Eeder Ha’Yakar p.59, and see also Orot Yisrael 7,9-13; 9,3; 7,6; 8,9; Arpalei Tohar p.76.


� Resp.She’elat Shlomo 1,358 (=resp. Am Kalavi 1,357) and 5,95.


� Yerushalmi (Shabbat 1,4).


� In contrast to the Pnei Moshe, who explained “on their language - on their testimonies”, and maybe wanted with this to compare the 18 decrees in the Yerushalmi to those in the Bavli - as he does throughout his commentary - and see more on this below.


� Yalkut Shimoni 1,234.


� Nechemiya 13,23-24.


� Resp.Chatam Sofer Ev.H.11.


� Tehillim 114,1.


� Rama Ev.H.129,16.


� Resp. Iggerot Moshe Ev.H.3,35. And see also in the writings of Rav Y.A. Henkin in the additions at the end of part 1, p.229,1 and 4.


� Semag lo ta’aseh 50.


� Bayit Chadash Yo.D. 278 according to the shitah of the Semag, lo ta’aseh 50.


� Resp. Mishna Hilchot 13,147, and see also 9,204 and in 3,147.


� Resp.Divrei Yetziv Yo.D.52.


� Brought by Ch. Chamiel, “Makor, Targum ve’Chiddush be’tefillah”, in the book Iturim - Iyunim in the honor of Moshe Korona, p.216.


� Teshuvot Ibra 56.


� Sifri Devarim 11.


� Tosefta Chagiga 1,3; Yerushalmi Succah 3,12.


� Succah 42a.


� Kuntrus Lashon Ha’Kodesh, 3.


� There, 19 and 22.


� There 22.


� There, 18, according to Commentary on the Mishna Avot 1,16.


� There, 21.


� There 22 and 25-26.


� There 33.


� See also in resp. Teshuvot ve’hanhagot by Rav M. Shternboch, deputy Av Beit Din of the Edah Charedit, 2,457, who also explains why, ideologically, they do not learn Tanach in their yeshiva system.


� Shabbat 63a.


� Kuntrus “Safa Le’Ne’manim” p.36.


� Chulin 137b. However, the Ya’avetz writes in Migdal Oz, Beit Midot, Aliyat Ha’Lashon 2, that one can not insert foreign words into lashon ha’kodesh, but the proofs that we have brought show the opposite. It is hard to say that the Ya’avetz disagrees with the sages who did this, and therefore it can be understood that he is of the same opinion as the Torah Temima that it should be as little as possible, and perhaps only individual words.


� A generalization which is not exact, see Cecil Roth, “Was Hebrew Ever a Dead Language?” Personalities and Events in Jewish History, Philadelphia, 5714, pp.136-142.


� Rambam Peirush Ha’Mishnayot Avot end of chap.1.


� Avot 2,1, which we brought above.


� Hil. Kriat Shema 3,5.


� Shabbat 40a.


� Hil. Kriyat Shema 3,5.


� Iggerot Ha’Rambam ed. Rav Y. Shilat, pp.219, 400, 513 and 530.


� Va’Yoel Moshe Kuntrus Lashon Ha’Kodesh, 23.


�There, 22. 


� See also what we have expounded to answer the words of the Satmar Rebbe and those who claim that one should not talk about mundane matters in hebrew in our article “ha’shimush b’lashon ha’kodesh le’tzorchei chol”, Talelei Orot 3 (5752), pp.79-82.


� Chatam Sofer on Shulchan Aruch Or.Ch.85,2. In resp. Divrei Yetziv Yo.D.52, he suggests that just as we have been warned against speaking lashon ha’kodesh in the presence of idol worship, and just as there is a level of middat chassidut not to speak lashon ha’kodesh in the bathroom etc, so too women were careful not to speak lashon ha’kodesh when they are niddah, and therefore the custom developed that they needed to speak Aramaic and later Yiddish. But it is hard to say that this is historically true. 


� Resp. Chatam Sofer Ev.H.11.


� Va’Yoel Moshe 16.


� Hil. Gerushin 4,8.


� Kuntrus Safa Le’Ne’emanim, ma’amar 2. And see the Rosh beginning of  Brachot chap. , and other commentators there who say that Aramaic is a lower language because it is confused hebrew.


� Torah Temima Devarim 19,52.


� Resp. Iggerot Moshe, Ev.H.3,35.


� Introduction to his siddur “Sulam Beit Ya’acov” p.13.


� Resp. Ya’avetz 7.


� In his commentary to the siddur, Beit Ya’acov p.314.


� Shirat Yisrael pp.59-60.


� Resp. Divrei Yetziv Yo.D.52.


� Ya’arot D’vash, drush 1, p.16 in Or Hasef ed.


� Shabbat 205.


� See Ramban, Vayikra end of parshat Achrei Mot. 


� Torat Moshe, parshat Nasso.


� Al pi Yona 1,3; and see Kuzari 2,14.


� Kuzari there 68.


� See Messilat Yesharim, beginning of chap. 26 on the difference between holiness and purity or piety. See what we have expounded on this topic, specifically on the difference between the view of “holiness” in the exile to that in the kabbalah, in our article “Musag ha’kedusha’ b’kitvei ha’Ramchal - kedushat ha’chayim be’olam ha’chomer”, Va’Chay Ba’hem, book in memory of R’ Doron Zisserman, Tel Aviv, 5763, pp.183-197.


� It is said that Rav Kook explained the expression “a land flowing with milk and honey” in this way, according to the gemara in Brachot 2a, which explains that according to the logic the common denominator between milk and honey is that both of them were mean to be impure and forbidden (honey because “something that comes out from the impure is impure”, and milk as blood, see there), but they are permitted because of a decree of the torah. So too the lofty wisdom decreed that, despite the fact the land of Israel seems that it is something purely physical, and therefore we would have thought to consider it as impure, the torah teaches us that in the land of Israel also what seems physical is really spiritual. See in the article of Rav Eliezer Waldman, “Ha’Bracha Be’Talmuda shel Yerushalayim”, Shem Olam - a collection of articles in memory of students of Yeshivat Nir in Kiryat Arba who were killed in the Yom Kippur War, Yerushalayim, 5737, pp.562-567.


� Orot Yisrael 1,12.


� There 8,9.


� Sdei Chemed, Klalei Ha’Poskim 13,5.


� See similarly in resp. Iggerot Moshe, Yo.D.3,122.


� Chatam Sofer on Shulchan Aruch Or.Ch.85,2.


� Torah Temima Devarim 11,19,52.


� Resp. Iggerot Moshe Ev.H.3,35.


� Resp. Divrei Yetziv Yo.D.52 in the name of Rav David Perdo in Sifri D’Bei Rav, his commentary on the Sifri.


� Hil. Talmud Torah 1,6.


� In his footnotes on the peirush ha’mishnayot of the Rambam on Avot end of chap.1.


� So is proved from the continuation of the words of the Tosefta, “and if not (=if he did not teach him torah and lashon ha’kodesh), it would have been fitting that he did not come into the world”, the source for which is definitely the Sifri, “and if he does not speak to him in lashon ha’kodesh and does not teach him torah it is seen as if he buried him, as it says ‘and you should teach them to your sons to speak them...in order that your days will be multiplied’ if you teach them to your children your days and the days of your children will be lengthened, and if not, your days will be shortened...”.


� 42a.


� Semag Aseh 12.


� Tur Yo.D.245.


� Peah 1,1.


� Devarim 30,11-14.


� Midrash Tanchuma 58,19; Otzar Ha’Midrashim (Eizenstien) p.70; and so too in Ibn Ezra and Metzudot on Tzefnya 3,9.


� Safa Le’Ne’emanim, p.13.
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