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Areivus, Individuality, and Tzibbur
�BBI PINCHAS GELB

•

There are some things that we experience regularly for which there is not any word, 
although there should be. Halachic concepts sometimes "ll this gap, providing 
language to enable nuance that otherwise would be blurred or absent. One example 

is the gradation between our identity as individuals and as members of a community. We 
"nd three di#erent categories regarding this in Hilchos Rosh Hashana in the Shulchan Aruch 
(Orach Chaim 594). 

Areivus

$e "rst category is “areivus.” $e Shulchan Aruch quotes a beraisa in Rosh Hashana (34a) that 
states that a person may satisfy the obligation to blow shofar by listening to the shofar blasts 
of another. $e Tur grounds this halacha in the general rule that, with certain exceptions, 
individuals can ful"ll mitzva obligations for one another even a%er they have already discharged 
their own obligations.1 Rashi explains (Rosh Hashana 29a) that this rule derives from the 
principle of “kol Yisrael areivin zeh bazeh,” “all of Israel is a co-signer for (from the word areiv) 
– or, according to the Baal Shem Tov, is united with (from the word ta’aroves) – every other 
member of Klal Yisrael. “

$is halacha of areivus in mitzvos appears to contradict the mishna (Rosh Hashana 29a), 
however, that a person can be motzi someone else in a mitzva only if he or she personally is 
obligated in the mitzva. Under this rule, if the one blowing the shofar already has satis"ed his 
obligation for that day, he should not be able to be motzi another. Rashi and other Rishonim 
reconcile this ostensible contradiction by focusing upon the person rather than upon the 
speci"c mitzva act, establishing that the only requirement for the rule of areivus in mitzvos is 
for the individual to be obligated in the mitzva as a general ma&er. If someone is obligated to 
perform a mitzva, that person can ful"ll the obligation of another individual even a%er having 
discharged his or her own obligation.

$e implication is that one’s own obligation in a mitzva is not optimally or entirely 
satis"ed until he or she has done whatever possible to facilitate the ful"llment of the 

1 $is leaves aside the question of whether, according to the Tur, the mitzva is to blow (Orach Chaim 594) or to hear (Orach 
Chaim 585) the shofar.
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obligation by others.2 Otherwise, if the individual were to have discharged his own obligation 
completely by performing the mitzva, then the default rule of the mishna – that individuals 
who are not obligated in a mitzva cannot be motzi others – would apply. $e Ran (Rosh 
Hashana 8a in the Rif) states this explicitly:

תני אהבה בריה דרבי זירא: כל הברכות כולן אע״פ שיצא מוציא שהרי כל ישראל ערבים זה 

לזה במצות, וכיון שלא יצא חבירו כמי שלא יצא הוא דמי.

Ahava the son of Rabbi Zeira taught: With regard to all blessings, even though an 
individual has already ful!lled his own obligation, he can still ful!ll the obligation 
of another because all of Israel are areivim for one another in mitzvos. Since his 
fellow has not yet ful!lled his obligation, it is as if he himself has not [completely] 
ful!lled his own obligation [either].

Accordingly, even a person who already has ful"lled his own personal obligation can 
blow shofar on behalf of others to enable them to satisfy their obligations because, although 
individuals are separate and distinct, the Torah was given to Klal Yisrael as a whole and each 
person’s responsibility in a mitzva includes other people’s obligations. As Chazal aptly and 
succinctly expressed the principle, all of Israel are areivim for one another.3

Mevakesh Rachamim al Atzmeinu

Surprisingly, however, the principle that individuals can be motzi others in mitzvos does 
not necessarily apply to prayer. $e Tur and Shulchan Aruch continue by quoting the next 
line in the gemara (Rosh Hashana 34a) which contrasts the ful"llment of the obligation of 
shofar with that of prayer. Although an individual who has not blown shofar can satisfy his 
obligation by listening to the shofar blasts of another, an individual who has not prayed the 
nine blessings of the amida of Rosh Hashana cannot satisfy this obligation simply by listening 
to the prayers of another, even if both the listener and reader have this intention in mind. 

Yet, why should te!lla be di#erent than shofar or, for instance, kiddush? $e Tur quotes 
the Ritz Gi’as explaining that it is because the amida was established to be said quietly and 
privately, and thus is an exception to the general rule. $e Beis Yosef quotes the Ran who gives 
an alternate explanation that te!lla is to request “rachamim,” and each person has to make this 
petition himself or herself. $e Mishna Berura (594:2) states this even more emphatically that 
te!lla obligates everyone to request rachamim individually and not through an agent, “velo al 
yedei sheliach.”4 

2 See Rav Mayer Twersky, “As One Person with One Heart” (TorahWeb.org, 1999).

3 It is interesting that Chazal use the term “areivim” to express this principle, as opposed to a more direct term, such as “ach-
ra’in,” “responsible.” One possible explanation is that is based on the pasuk in Parshas Mikeitz (Bereishis 43:9) when Yehuda 
tells Yaakov about Binyamin: “אנכי אערבנו מידי תבקשנו,” “I will be his areiv and you can ask for him from my hand.” Indeed, the 
centrality of this "duciary relationship epitomized by Yehuda toward Binyamin may further explain why the Beis HaMikdash 
stands on the border between the area of Shevet Binyamin and Shevet Yehuda.

4 Even though the Mishna Berura brings the same explanation as the Beis Yosef, he reaches a di#erent conclusion about 
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$e Targum Onkelos consistently identi"es the term “rachamim” with “ahava,” a loving 
relationship. Hence, the apparent anomaly that the capacity to be motzi others does not apply 
to prayer perhaps can be understood by the fact that there can be no proxies to a relationship. 
On Rosh Hashana and throughout the year, each person is obligated to seek a relationship with 
the Ribbono Shel Olam directly. Everybody needs to show up “levakeish rachamim al atzmo velo 
al yedei sheliach,” to seek to engage in the relationship with Hashem personally, ourselves.

Tzibbur

In the same section, the Mishna Berura presents an exception. Every person must be mevakesh 
rachamim individually “ela im kein yesh asarah ve’az hu sheliach tzibbur,” “unless there are ten 
and then [there] is a sheliach tzibbur.” In the presence of a minyan, a new koach of te!lla emerges 
– the ability of a sheliach tzibbur to be motzi the congregation in the davening. $e sheliach 
tzibbur enables each individual to participate in the te!lla even when, for some particular 
reason, the individual is unable levakesh rachamim al atzmo. Within the community of the 
minyan we are able to lean upon the sheliach tzibbur.

Rav Yosef Dov Soloveitchik zt”l ampli"es this further, as he would frequently say that 
there are two types of public prayer: “te!lla betzibbur,” and “te!llas hatzibbur,” prayer with 
the community and prayer of the community.5 Te!lla betzibbur means that ten people gather 
together but, although they are in the same room, pray individually. Te!llas hatzibbur, on the 
other hand, means that the entire tzibbur makes a single prayer to Hashem. 

$is derives from the example of the kohen in the Mikdash who would bring a single 
korban on behalf of the tzibbur. For instance, the Shiltei Gibborim (Rosh Hashana 12b in 
the Rif) states that the am shebesados, the populace who cannot daven, may discharge their 
obligation with the chazaras hashatz of the sheliach tzibbur because it is modeled a%er the 
temidim in the Beis HaMikdash.6 $is is the tzibbur’s te!lla, and it is said by the sheliach tzibbur 
on behalf of the connected community. $e sheliach tzibbur discharges the individual’s 
obligation because he is acting on behalf of each member of the tzibbur, and, indeed, on 
behalf of the tzibbur as a discrete unit and as a collective whole.

Conclusion

$us, three categories along the trajectory from our identity as individuals and as parts of a 
group emerge from Orach Chaim 594. $e term “mevakesh rachamim al atzmeinu” re*ects the 
profoundly inalienable individuality that derives from our imperative to stand in personal prayer  
 

whether or not this applies when the individual does not know the prayers. $e Beis Yosef quotes the Ran that it would not 
apply in that circumstance because the gemara in Brachos 48b that a “sofer” can recite the blessing for an unle&ered person 
would apply. However, the Mishna Berura states that the limitation with regard to te!lla applies even when the individual does 
not know how to pray. One individual simply cannot satisfy another person’s obligation to daven.

5 Rav Hershel Schachter, Eretz HaTzvi (New York, 1992), p. 48; see also Rav Hershel Schachter, Nefesh HaRav ( Jerusalem, 
1994), pp. 123-7; Rav Yosef Dov Soloveitchik, Shiurim L’Zecher Avi Mori, vol. 2, ed. Rav Yitzchak Twersky ( Jerusalem, 1983).

6 See “Inyan Chazaras HaShatz,” Mesorah 5 (March 1991), p. 6.
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before Hashem. $e concept of areivus re*ects the default balance of individuals who remain 
individuals yet work together in spiritual aspiration. And the concept of te!lla betzibbur (and te!llas 
hatzibbur) re*ects a third category of the pervasive and complete, albeit periodic, shared identity 
through prayer.
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